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[f237TH ACRS MEETING

JANUARY 10-12, 1980 (
WASHINGTON, DC g g

The 237th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, held
at 1717 H St. N.W., Washington, DC, was cenvened at 8:30 a.m. , t ursday,
Jsnuary 10, 1980.

[ Note: For a list of attendees, see Appendix I.]

We Chairman noted the existence of the published agenda for this meeting, ,

and the items to be discussed. He noted that the meetirg was being held
in conformance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) and the Goverrr-
ment in the Sunshine Act (GISA), Public Laws 92-463 and 94-409, respectively.
He noted that no requests had been inade from Laubers of the public to present
either oral or written statements. He also noted that copies of the tran-
script of some of the public portions of the meeting would be available in
the NRC's Publi'c Doctsnent Room at 1717 H St. N.W., Washington, DC, in approxi-
mately 24 hours.

[ Note: Copies of the transcript taken at this meeting are also available
for purchase from Ace Federal Reporters, Inc., 444 North Capitol St. N.W.,

Washinaton, DC, 20001.]

I. Chairman's Report (Open to Public)

(Note: Raymond F. Fraley was the Designated Fec ral Employee for
this portion of the meeting.]

A. Reviewers

The Chairman named Messrs. Mathis and Okrent as reviewers for
the 237th ACRS Meeting.

B. TVA Proposal for Low Power Operation

The Chairman noted receipt of correspondence between the NRC
and TVA regarding proposed licensing for special low-power testig
of the Sequoyah Nuclear Power Plant (see Appendix IV). .-

II. Meeting With NRC Staff on NRC Reactor Research Budget (Closed to Public)

(Note: his meeting was closed in accordance with ucticn 9(b) of
GISA. %omas G. McCreless was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.]
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MINUTES OF THE 237TH ACRS MEm'ING
JANUARY 10-12, 1980 ,

Mr. Seiss, Reactor Safety Research Subcommittee Acting Chairman, noted
that when the Committee prepared N'JRKi-0603, Coments on the NRC
Satsty Research Program Budget in July 1975, it was agreed that it
would delay the publication of its annual reprt to Congress on the
NRC Reactor Safecy Research Program until February. In view of that
agreement, the Committee shculd complete its 1979 annual report to
Congress by February 15. He soggested that the Committee consider a
proposed draft of " t report at this meeting, concerning itself

.

primarily with arris g at its consensus positions, and that the final
editorial work could be done at the 238th ACRS Meeting (February).
(For background material, see Appendix V, not available to public.)

.

'15e Chairman noted that he and Messrs. Carbon and Fraley had met
with H. R. Myers, of the staff of the House Subcommittee on Energy
and Environment of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, who
had requested that he be briefed on the Committee's views regarding
improved reactor safety research. It was the consensus of the Commit-
tee that R. F. Fraley should brief H. Myers and his staff on this
matter as a follow-up to the previous meeting.

'Ihe Committee developed its positions regarding the appropriate level
of research needed in the NRC's Reactor Safety Research Program, noted
certain shifts in emphasis from the administration position, and
recommended restoration of cut funds in certain areas (the details of
these positions will be contained in the Committee's 1979 annual
report to the Congress on the NRC's Reactor Safety Research Program) .

III. Meeting With Members of the NRC Staff on the Proposed NRC Action Plan
to Implement the Recommendations of the President's Comission and ,

Other Studies on the TMI-2 Accident (Open to Public)

[ Note: Richard K. Major was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.]

A. Subcomittee Meeting

Mr. Etherington, Olairman of the Subcommittee on the TMI-2 Acci-
dent Action Plan, noted that the Subcommittee has reviewed the
plan in its current form, believes the plan to be comprehensive,
but that it is necessary to establish priorities for action. (For
ba,:kground material, see Appendix VI.) .

-

Mr. Etherington said that since many of the recommendations to
which the action plan responds originate from sources other than
t.he President's Commission report, the title of the Action Plan
should be changed, and that an appendix should be provided to

list all of the source doctments. He said also that there is an
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absense of a quantitative basis for choosing the items to be
addressed. He said that the report indicates, falsely, that
only mI-2 items are addressed, whila in fact the report also
addresses some pre-ml-2 items.

B. NRC Staff Discussion

R. Mattson, NRC Staff, noted the existence of a nemorandurn to the
Ccmmissioners from the Executive Director for Operations that
defines the prerequisites for the resumption of licensing (see
Appendix VII).

R. Mattson said that the items listed in the Action Plan would
have to have priorities assigned to them in order to complete the
plan. Once the priorities have ! an assigned, each office will
start at the bottom of the list of priority objects and identify
those to be either deleted or deferred, until a total of 150 man
years have been identified for the plan. his is the total of
unbudgeted time available to the NRC Staff to work on TMI-2
issues. He suggested that either budgeted funds may have to be
reassigned to get additional work done, or z ;litional supplemental
funds may have to be obtained from Congress. m is latter is not
likely. In addition, the necessary manpower may not be available
to be recruited. In that case, work would have to be contracted ,

'

out. He said that only items that need to be done are currently
listed in the Action Plan. Priorities will be assigned on a basis .
of potential for risk or to reduce consequences.

.

It was the consensus of the Conmittee, that until the priorities I
i

could be assigned and evaluated, the Committee could not provide
its final coninents regarding the Action Plan.

Members of the NRC Staff recognir. Fhat in order for the Commit-
tee to review an action plan in ytail, the current plan would
have to be developed further. % ey noted that the following items
are under consideration:

e The overall research level will not be significant when
cw pared to the total program,

e te NRC is requesting its contractors to develop independent _

analytical methods so that vendor design errors can be -

identified.

e All licensees will be required to perform positive task
analyses, evaluate their training requirements, and develop
criteria for personnel training and licensing.
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e he NRC is considering the licensing of suppliers to vendocs,
as well as architect-ergineers, and may become more deeply
involved in quality assurance and quality control.

Mr. Okrent recommended that the NRC Staff should obtain informa-
tion on the requirements in foreign plants, compare them with U.S.
requirements, and perhaps adopt those foreign requirements that
would improve safety in the U.S.

Mr. Moeller suggested that the NRC Staff develop data on the
operating utilities to develop criteria that can assure that the
best operators of the utilities be used as guides for evaluation
of performance.

R. Scroggins, NRC Staff, said that siting issues are being ad-
dressed in the 'IMI-2 Action Plan by taking into consideration
potential accidents greater than Class-8.

R. Bernero said that the NRC Staff has considered a problem of a
degraded core without melting, arvi ccmpared the potential conse-
quences with those from a partial core melt. Mr. Lewis stggested
that attention may be focusing on the wrong event end moving away
from safety. He noted that the serious events at Three Mile
Island were caused by purely horaan factors that could be reversed
at any time.

R. Scroggins suggested that much information is being obtained
through the Integrated Reliability Evaluation Program (IREP) that
is being applied to six plants. The NRC Staff is studying a
proposed requirement for a licensee to perform a mini IREP for a
mid-term operating license.

J. A. Norberg, NRC Staff, said that in further efforts to assure,

better reliability in operating plants, the NRC Staff has sent ;

letters to licensees requesting that they identify auxiliary
feedwater system problems.

R. Mattson said that the current draft of the Action Plan does not
adequately reflect the need for greater reliability in the auxil-
iary feedwater system, and that this matter will be addressed in _

future drafts.
-

W. Lipinski, ACRS Consultant, noted that a loss of feedwater can
cause, in the long term, core melt in one-half of all current
Westinghouse plants, and all Combustion Engineering plants,
because the primary systems cannot cool the plants while under
high pressure. Babcock and Nilcox plants can cool at high pres-
sure by using feed and bleed methods along with the ECCS.

l
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In answer to a question, V. Benaroya said that the NRC Staff is
developing a plan to require environmental qualification of>

pressurizer heaters.

Mr. Kerr noted his opinion that the two main points of the
President's Commission Report on the TMI-2 accident are that

e The accident at TMI-2 was too serious an accident to be
tolerated again, and

e The NRC must be prepared to handle the same type or worse
accident should it occur.

He asked members of the NRC Staff diether, even with its limited
resources, they have made an effort to place a higher priority
on accident prevention over accident mitigation.

R. Purple, NRC Staff, said that this concept is similar to the
current NRC Staf f thinking. However, there is some counter
argtsnent that prevention reaches a point of d' ninishing returns,
and that more can be obtained on a cost benefit basis from litiga-
tion.

R. Purple said that the section in the curre.d. draft dealing with
emergency plans will be rewritten since the President has directed
that the Federal Einergency Management Administration (FEMA) will
have the full authority to coordinate emergency plans with state
and local agencies. In the meantime, the NRC will have to show

how the public is being protected until the time arrives when FEMA
can take over.

Mr. Okrent suggested that the NRC Staff consider upgrading re-
quirements regarding radiation protection of the control roar. and
the emergency center for operator habitability during accidents of
such severity as are now beirq postulated.

R. Mattson said that the NRC Staff plans to determine whether
DOE plans regardiry worker protection and public protection are
adequate, and if they are not, these matters will be covered in
future drafts of the Action Plan.

~
.

J. S'into, NRC Staff, said that Gapter 4 of the Action Plan deals
with internal NRC organization, especially that related to the
Cormissioners and to upper mxtagement levels, and that the current
draft was derived from the letter from the Commissioners to Dr.
Frank Press. However, the implementation of any internal organi-
zation or reorganization is under the jurisdiction of the Commis-
sioners themselves. G apter 4, if necessary, will be revised to
reflect the Commissioners' implementation.
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C. Sumary

Mr. Etherington noted that it appeared to be the consensus of the
Committee that a letter, not containing detail, and without
comment on priorities, could be written durirg this meeting. He

noted that the current draft of the Action Plan is only a plan
from which an action plan can be developaJ.

Mr. Ebersole suggested that in the Action Plan, the NRC should
prohibit the " pass-through" of fines and penalties from the
utilities to the customers.

Mr. Lewis suggested that

I'd support a compulsory ban
on preteMing a list is a plan -
Without casting aspersion,
Decision aversion
Is a defect of fallible man.

IV. Meeting With the NRC Staff on Implementation of NRC Bulletins and
Orders Resulting from the '1MI-2 Accident and Small-Break LOCA Analysis
(Open to Public)

(Note: Paul A Boehnert was the Designated Federal Dnployee for this |

portion of the meeting.]

A. Subcontaittee Report

|Mr. Mathis, mairman of the 'IMI-2 Accident Bulletins and Orders
Subcommittee, noted that the Subcommittee had met for a two !
day meeting in Los Angeles on January 3 and 4 to review the !

!Bulletins and Orders Task Force reports, NUREG-0623 and NUREG-0645.
Covered in these reports were mainly the analyses of loss of
feedwater and of small-break LOCA events, viewed primarily with
respect to systems reliability, analysis of transients, operator
guidelines, plant procedures, and operator training. We Subcom-
mittee also heard a report of the audit that the Bulletins and
Orders Task Force had conducted at selected plants. In addition,

the Subcommittee heard reports from owners groups representing the
four light-water reactor verrlors. t. Mathis also identified -

those ACRS msnbers and ACRS consultants who attended this meeting.
_

We mairman questioned whether the Committee could write a report
on this subject at this meeting, since the Committee has not
received and reviewed all of the pertinent reports yet.
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D. Ibss, NRC Staff, identified the reports yet to be issued as
foll ws:

e NUREG-0611, on approximately January 18, 1980, dealing with
Westinghouse plants,

e NUREG-0625, on approximately January 25,1980, dealing with
Combustion Engineering plants,

o NUREG-0565, due approximately January 25, 1980, dealing
with Babcock and Wilcox plants, and

1

e NUREG-0626, due approximately February 1, 1980, dealing
with General Electric Plants.

!

It was the consensus of the Committee that it would not be able to ;

write a report on the implementation of NRC Bulletins and Orders
until all of the above documents have been received and reviewed.

B. NRC Staff Presentations

W. Hodges, NRC Staff, noted his concern that vendors change their
ECCS evaluation models over a short period, and that if these
models calculate no fuel temperatures greater than 2200 F, they

meet Appendix K requirements. He said he believes that this
practice is counterproductive to safety.

D. Ross said that he does not believe that the NRC Staff has a
choice in this matter. He said, however, that he believes that
the analytical work today provides less margin to safety than the
original compliance with Appendix K by the NSSS vendors. He said
that he believes that it is important to adhere to Appendix K
rules.

Mr. Kerr voiced his concern that many things appear to be done
rapidly, and that there appears to be no effort to assess whether
the changes do reduce risk rather then increase it.

2. Rosztoczy, NRC Staff, noted his concern regarding the frequency
of opening of the power operated relief valves (PORV), and believes _ . -
something should be done to reduce this frequency.

Mr. Kert* mted his concern that if scram is induced to prevent PORV
' opening,hhe NRC should be sure that risk is not increased. If a

scram is considered a challenge to safety, then any device that
reduces the need for scrams must be considered a safety system,
therefore PORVs must be considered to be safety-related, even thotqh
they are not required by the NRC.

7
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In answar to a question, D. Ross said thdt the NRC Staff has not
yet established dat is adequate reliability for the feedwater
system.

Mr. Okrent requested copies of memoranda relating to " identified
research needs from the Bulletins and Orders Task Fo rce" . He

questioned whether anyone in NRR has judged the requested R&D
items in the above memoranda to be in balance with other NRC
needs. He suggested that NRR could develop a broad spectrin of
research requests related to current issues for sich the return
to public health and safety may not be as great as in other areas
for which NRR could request research.

Wile discussing small-break IDCA analyses, Mr. Okrent chided the
NRC Staff in that they had listed the conservatisms used in the
calculations, but had not mentioned the unconservatisms. He
maintained that a balanced presentation was not being given.

Z. Rosztoczy said that in the small-break LOCA analyses, the
unconservatisms used were based on current practices, and are
probably larger than the conservatisms required by Appendix K.

Mr. Okrent requested that the urconservatisms identified in the
calculations, as well as the conservatisms and uncertainties, be
made available to the Committee.

D. Ross oc fered to have the appropriate Branch Oliefs provide this
informatic . to the Committee in writing.

Z. Rosztoczy indic'.ted his following concerns:

e the frequency of small-break LOCA-type events,

e adequacy of the IICS criteria for small-break LOCA as these
criteria exist today,

e calculations of small-break LOCA events give indications of
inadequacy of the current criteria,

.

e a lack of consistency between Appendix K and best estimate ~

calculations, indicatiry that Appendix K does not provido
sufficient margin to cover the uncertainties in the calcula-
tions.

He suggested that while the industry developed its new models, the
NRC should study the criteria to determine what is needed for small-
break LOCA analysis.

;
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D. Ross said that this matter can be discussed with the ECCS
Subcommittee when the Subcommittee reviews the new ECCS models.

Z. Rosztoczy said that the NRC Staff expects to reach decisions
regarding the small-break LOCA analysis deficiencies within the
next four to six anths.

Mr. Okrent suggested that the NRC should also calculate probabil-
ities of the postulated events.

D. Ross discussed the work pr~3ucts of the Bulletins and Orders
Task Force, a time table for resolving the issues, a schedule for
implementation of the Task Force recommendations, and described
recent audits of ten lightster r: actor plants (see Appendix X).

In response to questions raised by Mr. Okrent in the Subcommittee
meeting, D. Ross discussed the research needs identified from the j
B&O Task Force work (see Appendix XI) . i

|

D. Ross discussed additional recommendations not included in the
Bulletins and Orders Task Force generic reports (see Appendix XII).

B. Sheron, NRC Utaff, discussed ECCS rule status strnmaries and
their applicability to small-break LOCAs (see Appendix XIII).

| Z. Rosztoczy presented a strnmary of small-break LOCA and loss of
feedwater accident evaluations (see Appendix XIV). '

V. Meeting with NRC Staff on Proposed Revision of NRC Criteria for Siting
Nuclear Power Plants (NUREG-0625) (Open to Public)

(Ragnwald Muller was the Designated Federal Dnployee for this portion
of the meetim.]

A. Subconinittee Report

Mr. Moeller, Site Evaluation Subcommittee Qiairman, noted that
the NRC Siting Group Task Force has concluded that 10 CFR 100 has
allowed the use of engineering safeguards to compensate for site
deficiencies, which has allowed, in some cases, the siting of
nuclear power plants in more populated areas. In a sense, this _ . -
allowed an erosion of the limits on distance and population
density in terms of siting. Wis task force has made nine sepa-
rate recommendations in their report, NUREG-0625.

% e task force proposes that 10 CFR 100 be rewritten to allow for
larger accidents, including Class-9. W ey are proposing to set up
new means for assessing the efficacy of engineered safety features.

9
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In addition, they propose to allow for consideration of post- '

licensing changes in offsite activities in the vicinity of the
cite.

'

We task force plan includes the specification of minimm dis-
tances for exclusion areas, minimum distances for emergency

.

planning zones, and minimum distances to offsite hazards.

Mr. Moeller cautioned that too strirgent site requirements could
eliminate the option of- nuclear power, thus imposing a greater
risk on the public if the proposed nuclear plants were replaced
with coal plants or other energy sources that provide greater
risks than nuclear plants. He noted, that in practice, the use of
more remote sites has in fact been dictated, and that large
utilities, such as TVA and Commonwealth Edison, have all but
adapted their best existing sites to be multi-unit facilities.

B. NRC Staff Presentation
.

D. ML211er, NRC Staff, discussed the background of NUREG-0625, and
the nine recommendations made in the report (see 4)pendix XV) .

In answer to a question regarding the effect on the proposed
siting revisions on underground sites for nuclear plants,
D. Muller said that the task force considered only light water-

reactors of current design placed on conventional sites. He
noted, however, that there is nothing in the concepts that are
proposed that precludes underground siting. .

V. Moore, NRC Staff, reinforcing the previous statement by
D. Muller, said that the proposals do not preclude major break-
throughs in safety. We proposals are intended to deal with the
current stat.e of the art.

D. Muller noted that NUREG-0625 was written for the Commissioners,
and requires that the divergent Staff views be included in the'

report. He said, however, that the recommendations are the.

operative part of the report.

Mr. Okrent noted that " safety" and " environmental" matters cannot .-
be separated, since both have safety implications. As an example,
he cited the matter of chemicals disposed of in the past now
finding their way to h aan uptake.

|

In answer to a question, D. Muller said that he anticipates that
it will take up to three years until the new rule is promulgated.t

| (For NRC Staff responses to questions raised by Mr. Okrent at the
Subcommittee meeting, see Appendix XVI).

10
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VI. Executive Sessions (Open to Public)

(Note: James M. Jacobs was the Designated Federal Dnployee for this
partion of the meeting.3 ;

A. Future Schedule
:

1. Futtre Agenda

te Committee agreed on a t.entative agenda for the 238th ACRS
Meeting (February) and several items for future meeting (see
Appendix II).

2. Schedule for ACRS Meetings and Tours

A schedule of future ACRS meetings and tours was distributed
to ACRS M mbers (see Appendix III).

B. Subcomittee Reports

1. Procedures Subcomittee

We mairman noted that the Procedures Subcommittee has been
informed that, because of work assignments at ORNL, Mr. Bender
would be unable to devote his usual amount of time to commit-
tee activities. For the remainder of Calendar Year 1980, Mr.
Eenf.er will be able to participate in approximately one out of
three ACRS meetings. His subcommittee activities will also be
curtailed. We Committee agreed that this proposed abreviated
work schedule is acceptable.

2. Class-9 Accidents

Mr. Kerr, Subcommittee tairman, requested that the Committee
provide the subcommittee with guidance regarding the areas
that the subcommittee should investigate. Members provided
the following suggestions:

e te subcommittee should consider what can be done to
both prevent and contain fuel melt-through accidents. _

2e NRC Staff should be urged to broaden its approach in -

this matter, and to consider mitigating devices inside
the reactor vessel es well as outside.

e Identify those reactor safety research programs that have
| ''

arisen out of Class-9 considerations, to determine

l' whether the current research program is not fragmented,
|

and that this area is govered as well as needed.
|

|
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'

e Define those studies that the NRC Staff should pursue.

e Consider the implications of Class-9 accidents with
respect to licensing.

2ry to define reasonable evacuation distances from an.

affected plant.

e Evaluate the potentials and consequences of steam explo-
sions.

(For suggested core-melt scenarios, see Appendix XVII.)

C. Reevaluation and Resolution of Generic Items

he Committee agreed to defer full committee action regarding
reevaluation and resolution of generic items applicable to IMRs
(per assignments made during the 235th ACRS Meeting) until the
242nd ACRS Meeting (June) .

D. Proposed Schedule for ACRS Review of NRC Staff Documents

he Committee was informed by the NRC Executive Director, that
the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation plans to provide copies
of doctanents regardity proposed changes in technical, policy /posi-
tions, rules and regulations, resolution of generic 1,tems, etc. to
the Committee for comment during the same period of time they are |
available for public comment. We Committee agreed that it would i

decide on an appropriate time for ACRS participation 'n such
proceedings on a case-by-case basis.

E. Change in DNBR for L)mbustion Engineering Reactors

With the Committee's concurrence, the G airman appointed an ad hoc
subcommittee, with Mr. Shewmon, Gairman, and also consisting of
Messrs. Carbon, Etherington, Okrent, and Plesset, to review the
changes in departure from nucleate boiling ratio for Combustion
Engineering reactors identified with respect to the increase in i

operating power granted to Millstone 2. W e Committee also agreed _ . - |

that the Operating Reactors Subcommittee would continue to review i

other requests for increases in power in accordance with the memo
from R. F. Fraley to L. V. Gossick dated May 12,1978 (see Appen-

Idix XVIII).

12
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F. ACRS Reports and Letters j

|

1. ACRS Participation in NRC Rulemaking on Radioactive Waste 1

Storage and Disposal
,

The Committee approved a memorandum to the Commissioners '
accepting their request for ACRS participation in the NRC
rulemaking on storage and disposal of radioactive waste from
nuclear facilities, and requesting an extension for the
development of ACRS' comments (see Appendix XIX) .

2. Recommendstions of President's Commission on ACRS' Role

te Committee provided the Commissioners with its comments
on the recomendations of the President's Comissien on the
tree Mile Island Accident related to strengthening the ACRS'
role (see Appendix XX).

3. Coments on Draft NURD3-0660

he Committee provided the Commissioners with its coments
regarding the draft NURS3-0660 dated 12-10-79, Action Plan for
Implementing Recomendations of the President's Comission and
other studies of the TMI-2 accident (see Appendix XXI) .

4. Request for User Requests and Other Memoranda

The Committee approved a memorandum to the NRC Executive
Director for Operations requesting that user requests and
other memoranda which identify safety research needs be
provided to the Committee cutomatically. Further, the Commit-
tee recommended that new research requests emanating from the
c::rrent activities of the Bulletins and Orders Task Force and
other ongoing activities be reviewed and evaluated within a
broad perspective of the overall needs and responsibilities of
the NRC (see Appendix XXII).

5. Review of Siting Policies

We Committee considered a draft of a report, Review of Siting
-

Policies (NURD3-0625) , but did not complete the report at -

this meeting. Further consideration of this matter is sched-
uled for the 238th iCRS Meeting (February) .

13
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/ o UNITED STATES..
,

E NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION3 ,, g
y y ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR 3AFEGUARDS
e g W ASHINGToN, D. C. 20555

**** January 2, 1980

DETAILED SCHEDULE AND OLJrLINE
FOR DISCUSSION

237TH ACRS MEETING
JANUARY 10-12, 1980

MSHINGTON, DC

Thursday, January 10, 1980, Room 1046, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington, DC

1) 8:30 A.M. - 12:30 P.M. Executive Session (Open_)
1.1) 8:30 A.M.-8:45 A.M.: 01 airman's

Report (MP/RFF)
1.1-1) Proposed low power opera-

tion of Sequoyah Nuclear
Power Plant

1.2) 8:45 A.M. - 12:30 P.M.: Proposed
ACRS Annual Report on the NRC
Safety Research Program
(CPS et al./ IGM /DZ et al.)

(Portions of this session will be closed
as necessary to discuss information the
premature release of which would frus-
trate the ACRS ability to perform its
statutory function) .

12: 30 P.M. - 1:30 P.M. LUNCH

2) 1:30 P.M. - 5:30 P.M. Meeting with NRC Staff (Open)
2.1) Discuss proposed NRC action plan

to implement the recommendations
of the President's Commission and
other studies on the ihree Mile
Island, Unit 2 accident

(Portions of this session will be closed
as necessary to discuss Proprietary in-
formation applicable to these items.)

_~
3) 5:30 P.M. - 6:30 P.M. Executive Session (Open)

3.1) Discuss proposed methods to
strengthen ACRS function (MWC/RFF)

|

|
|

|
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Detailed Schedule -2- January 2, 1980*

Friday, January 11, 1980, Room 1046, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington, DC

4) 8:30 A.M. - 12:30 P.M. Meeting with NRC Staff (Open)
4.1) 8:30 A.M.-10:30 A.M.: Dis-

cuss implementation of NRC i
Bulletins and Orders result- )
ing from the 'IMI-2 accident i
and small ILCA analysis
(ICM/MP/PB/AIB)

4.2) 10:30 A.M.-12:30 P.M.: Dis-
cuss proposed revision of )
MRC Criteria for Siting Nu-

clear Power Plants (h0 REG-0625)
(DWM/RM) |

12:30 P.M. - 1:30 P.M. LUNCH

5) 1:30 P.M. - 2:00 P.M. Meeting with NRC Staff (Open) h
ti5.1) Discuss anticipated ACRS Sub-

committee activities
5.1-1) Activities of ACRS

Subcommittee on Class-9
Accidents (WK/GRQ)

5.1-2) Proposed activities for

ACRS review / resolution
of generic matters ap-
plicable to light-water

reactors (HE/JCM)
5.1-3) ACRS review of proposed

power level incresses
(HE/RFF)

5.2) Discuss anticipated activities

5.2-1) Response to Commissioner
Gilinsky's inquiry re-
garding ACRS report on
the Pause in Reactor
Licensing (DO)

5.2-2) Response to NRC request
,

for ACRS participation / -

comments regarding rule-
~

making on waste storage
and disposal (SL/DWM)

,

I

I
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Det.Iled Schedule -3- January 2, 1980

6) 2:00 P.M. - 6:30 P.M. Executive Session (Open)
6.1) Discuss proposed ACRS reports

on:
Mtc Safety Research Pro-.

gram !

MtC Action Plan.

(Portions of this session will be
closed as necessary to discuss Pro-
prietary Information and information
the premature release of which would
frustrate the ability of the Coasnit-
tee to accomplish its statutory func- ;

tion.) :
l

i

Saturday, January 12, 1980, Room 1046, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington, DC

7) 8:30 A.M. - 12:30 P.M. Executive Session (Open)
7.1) Discuss proposed ACRS reports /

cumnents on:
MtC Safety Research Progrart.

EtC Action Plan.

Proposed methods to.

strencthen ACRS function
MtC Siting Criteria.

(Portions of this session will be -

closed as necessary to discuss Pro-
prietary Information and information
the premature release of which would
frustrate the ability of the Commit-
tee to accomplish its statutory func-
tion.)

12:30 P.M. - 1:30 P.M. UJNCH

-

.

I

!

!
!
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Detailed Schedule - 4.- January 2, 1980-

8) 1:30 P.M. - 4:00 P.M. Executive Session (Open)
8.1) 1:30 P.M.-2:30 P.M.: Reports of

ACRS Subcommittee on:
8.1-1) Babcock and Wilcox Water

Reactors - Dynamic Per-
formance of B&W Plants
with once-through steam
generators (HE/RM)

8.1-2) BWR Reactors with Mk I
containment - proposed
acceptance criteria
(MP/ AIR)

8.1-3) ACRS Procedures (MP/RFF)

8.2) 2:30 P.M.-4:00 P.M.: Miscellaneous
8.2-1) Activities of ACRS members
8.2-2) Complete discussion of

items considered during
this meeting

o0o

. . _ -

~ O
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sseeting on the Surry Stadas) nadi presentations by and hold discussions obtained by a prepaid telephone call to
.

conclusion of businesa.nurodargannary with representatives of the NRC StaE. the cognizant Designated Federal

34. aJo a.m. unut the conclusion the Virginia Power and Electric Employee.Dr. Andrew L Bates
Company, and their consultants, and (telephone 202/634-3267) between 215

He Wa==Ittee will review the other interected persons. am. and 5:00 p.m "ST.
status of unresolved gent:ric safety items In addition,it may be necessary fer Da n M - .s m
lavdving pressure vessels, steam the Subcommittee to hold one or more "'I ""

~

generators, and other pressure boundary closed sessfom for the purpose of Eswy CanunmeeManagement OffTcen
components in its cognizant area of sxploring matters involving proprietary
leview. .information. ! have determined. in P'D"* "*rnmanawaw -I

m ase coca w w
Further information regarding topics accordance with Subsection 10(d) of thr.

to be discussed. whether the meeting Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.

has been cancelled or rescheduled. the I.92463), that, should such sessions be
Chairman's ruling on requests for the required. It is necessary to close these [Ro
opportunity to present oral statements sessions to protect proprietary Caminim Mom '

and the time allotted therefor can be informstion. See $ U.S.C. 552b'c)(4).
obtained by a prepaid telephone call to Further information regarding topics In accordance with the purposes of

the cognizant Designated Federal to be discussed, whether the meeting Sections 29 and182b.of the Atornic

Employee. Mr. Elpidio G. Igne has been canceHed or rescheduled. the Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2tne. 22:32b.) thet

(telephone 202/634-3314) between t15 Chairman's ruling on requests for the Advisory Comrr.ittee on Reactor

a.m. and 5:00 p.m EST. oppornmity to present oral watement:. Safeguards will hold a meeting on
and the time allotted therefor can be January 10-12.1980, in Room 1046.1717

Dew rw A.,a tem obtained by a prepaid telephone call to H Street. NW., Washington, DC. Notice
M soyle, the cognizant Designated Federal of this meeting was publishedin the
yn,,,yr ,w- ManagementOfffar. Employee. Mr. Gary Quittschreiber Federal Registee on December 20.19:1L
@ U" ***" * ** " "3 (talphone 202/634-3267) between t15 De agenda for the subject meeting
" ' ' ' * * * * " " a.m. and 5:00 p.m EST. willbe as foUows: <

'

Background information concerning nursday, January tem i

items to be discussed at this meeting
Advisory Committee on Reactor can be found in documents on file and &JO A.M-12:30 P.Mr Executive 4

Safeguards Subcommittee on the available for public inspection at the Session (OpenJ-%e Committee wiH |
i Surry Nuclear Station; Meeting NRC Public Document Room.1717 H hear and discuss the report of the ACRS )
t He ACRS Subcommittee on the Smyy Street.NW Washington.DC 20555 and Chairman regarding miscellaneous
t Nuclear Station will hold a meeting on at the Swem Library. College of Willtam matters relating to ACRS activities. t

l

He 'ammittee will discuss proposedRoom 1 1 17 H,

Q23,980 and Mary. Williamsburg. VA 23185. r
ACRS cornrnents and mcommdatiaDad Demnbar a tem 1

continue its re riew of the Sorry Station to the U.S. Congress regarding the NRC

I} steam generatc.* replacement program. Jair C. Hayle,t

/ Notice of this m6 sting was published Mn.ory Canuninse Management Officer. Safety Research Program.
Portions of this session wiB be closed

i

December 20.1975. p DmSmens M m W as necesse:y to discuss in - ;ation the
in accordana with the procedures a= = coom nes.es.es pmmature cisclosure of which would

out'ined is the Federal Registet on frustrate the ACRS ability to perform its
October 1.1979. (44 ER 56400). oral or Advisory Committee on Reector statutory function.
written statements may be presented by Sofeguards Subcommittee on ' 2:30 P.M.-&30 P.Mr Meeting with
members of the public recordicgs will Ucensee Event Reports (t.ERs); NRCStag(Open)-%e Committee will
be permitted only during those portions Meeting hear and discuss reports from
of the meeting when a transalptis being representatises of the NRC Staff
kept, and questions may be asked only %e ACRS Subcommittee on Licensee agarding propmed NRC action plans le
by members of the Subcommittee,its Event Reports (1.ERs) will hold an open
consultants, and Staff. Persons desiring meeting on January 23.1980,in Room implemen,t recommendations of the

President s Commission and other
to make oral statements should notify 1187.1717 H St., NW., Washington DC

studies of the %ree Mile Island. Unit 3
the Des.ignated Federal Employee as far 20555. Notice of this meeting was

eccident.
in advance as practicable so that published Decembe' J.1979.

Portions of this sassion will be closed
appropriate arrangements can be 'nade 7 Se agenda for suuject meeting shall

as necessary to discuss Proprietary

f
to allow the necessary time during the be as follows: Information applicable to these items.
meeting for such statements. Wedneday, January 23,im 112 am. &J0P.M-&30 P.Mr Executive SessicsHe agenda for subject meeting shall Unul Ceclusion of Bnda" (openJ-ne Committee will discuss
be as follows:

%e Subcommittee will discuss the proposed methods to strengthen the re!
Wednesday, January 23.1M 8:30 am. evaluation ofI.ER information with of the ACRS in accordance with the
Until the Conclusion of Businese representatives of NRC's newly formed recoursendations of the President's

%e Subcommittee may meet in OfBce of Analysis and Evalcation of Commission on the accident atThree
Executive Sesalon, with any ofits Opers.tional Data. Mile Island. .

consultants who may be present, to Further Information regarding topice Nd*F'I****'III'1888
explore and exchange their preliminary to be discussed, whether the meeting

opinions regarding matters which should has been canceUed or rescheduled, the
as A.M-m30 A.M. Meeting neith

be considered during the meeting. Chairman's rulfag on requests for tha NRCStag(Open/--De Committee wul

At the conclusion of the Executive opportunity to present oral statements hear reports and will discuss proposed

Session, the Subcommittee will hear sad the tice allotted therefor can be plans for NRCImplementation of the

1
1

N . --, .

'
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kBedes and Orders insulting fross the arr=ap-==ts an be made to aBow she peroset to e B and 7.o pareset.

anddent at nroe Mile Island.
accusary time darias the meeting for esapesaleoly.

suoAX-J2J0P.M.:M*edas witA sue statements. Use of stal, motion De application for amendment
ascSang(OpenJ-ne Cmmittee wGl ploemre and television e==-as dunes emnplies with the standards and
hur presentations sad discuss proposed this smeeting may he limited to selected ,4. _ ---le of the Atomic Energy Act
shanges in NRC witeria for citing of portions of the meeting as determined of1964 as amen &d (the Act), and the

anser powerplants (NUREG-0625), by the Qiairma. Information regudlag twnen4== ion's rules and regulationc.He
rap P.M.-430 PX:Kzecutive Sessio8 the time to be set aside for thia ecpose Comunier%n has made appropriate

genJ--The Commuttee will discuss may be obtained by a telephona call to findinge as required by tne Act and the

poposed comments and the ACRS Execative Director (R. F. Commission's rules and registions in 10
,=w manrfations regarding the NRC Pkaley) prke to the meseting. In view of GR Chapter I. which are set forth in the
Islery Research Program and the NRC the possib!Hty that the adedule for license amendment Prior public notice

,-
yisas 4 lement the ACRS meetings may be ted by the of this amendment was not required

| tions of the President's Chairman as nooseeary to tatethe since the amendment does not i.tvolve a
Csunnission and others on 30-2- conduct of the meeting, pemons significant har.ards consideration.

Partions of this session will be closed planning to attend should deck with the & Comanuton has determined that
aseemssary to discuss Proprietary ACRS Executive Directorif sud b issnance of this amendment will not
biennation and information the ruchduhng would result in saajor result in any sign 15 cant environmental

ture disclowre of which would knoenvenisoce. bnpact and that pursuant to10 CFR
,

- te the ACRS abiHty to performits Ihave determined la accordance wie St.5(d)(4) and environmentalimpact
estatory fundon. Subsection 10(d) Pub. L 92-463 that it is statement or negative declaration ir.d

gansday,)masary ta.1ses necessary to close ons of this environmental impact appraisal need
meetiag as acted to protect not be propand in connecdon with

es A M.-d.aD P.M:Erecud..- Proprietary inforsmation (5 UAC. Issuanm of this amendment.
'

!

'"[* For further detaGs with respect to this**
antinae ion osed d acti n see (1) the application for
A(35 comments and recommendations hw 6 Comminn in 6 amendmen ed August 27.1979, as
meerding the NRC safety researth performance ofits statutory faretion(5

,

suPP emented October 1.1979. (2)l
6 payem;NRC plans to implement

'

USC. 552MQ9)(B)$)n regardhg kpicsAmendment No. 24 to Ihaae No.DPR-r amounendations of the President's Fahr hformat es. and (3) the Ccemission's relatedc===fasion and others on 30-2; tobe discussed, whether the meeting Safety Evaluation. All of thme iten:s areimplementstien of NRC Bulletins and has bun onceUM or ruchduled b available for public inspection at the(bdurs resulting from the 30-2 Chairma'* ruung ** "9""ts for b f*a==f asion's Public Da~==nt Room.
1 = met; propored changes in NRC oppodunity b prwent W Matements ty17 H Street. NW W=ahingean D.C. -

~j susna for siting auclear facilities; and , "U""
poposed changes to strengines the h*** and at the Calvert County Library.""

58'P Prince Frederick, Maryland. A ospy ofe

[' A(25 role. ee ACRS Execunn Dimetor.Mr. Items (2) and (3) may fie obtained upon
.' h Committee wth hear re from Royamed F. Fraley (telephone 202/634- request addressed to the UA NuclearaSubcommittees on Be d

3285). between 215 A.M. and WD P.M. kry Cor'irni==taa. Washington.thomIlght Weter Raactors and on EST.
AutS Procedura. D.C.20555. Attendon: Director. Division 'f The future schedule for Committee Dated: December stL1rra. of Operating Reactors.

- M0vities w!D also be discussed. John C. Hoyle. Dded d Bebsda.WW 110%f
& Committee will complete Adnsory Casurdtree Monagement Officer. nanannh ,targ,

ion ofitems considered during pg g,,.m ,, rW4 *# =al For b Nedem Eagulatuary r'-h'
,

> ,,::: N s e,ss,oa w . 1,e .s a -- .94
N8f4>**d"8 **C'*" M MM -

Casasseary to Jismsa Proprietary Dimion of@erndagRessors.
hiermation related to metiers being IDecket No.IN14][ l

F# D"' *"" M** 2"* ** ""8enadered. and to protect inforuation SaMimon Gas & Bectric Codsetence malass cosa asseem
2'
~

topremature release of which would of Amendment to Facinty Operating _

leerste the ACRS ab0ity to pedorm its
ditmory function. IDockMNo.50 2511( Theedates for the condoct of and W UA Nuclear Regulatory

|
PWldpetion in ACRS mee*ings were Commission (the Commission) has Florida Power & Ugtit Co.t leeuence of
Mihhedin the Federal Register on issued AmendmentNo.24 toFadlity Amedet to Faculty Opwanng

--

-;
Queber 1.19?9 (44 FR 56408). In Opersting License No. DPR-60 issued to y,,,,
suerdance with these procedures, oral Baltimore Gas & Electric Company.
cvdtten statements may be presented which revisedTechnicalSpecifications % UANuclea'rRegulatory
tr members of the public, recordings . for eperstion of the Calvert CHffs Commission (the t n.n-f==fon) hasi

e8 he permitted only during those Nuclear Power Plant. Unit No.2(the issued Amendment No. 43 to FacGity

Pnons of the meeting when a facility} !oceed in Calve.1 County, Operating License No. DPR-41 issued to

ham:ript is being kept, and questione Marv!and.The amendmentis effective Florida Power andLight Company (the

met be asked only by members of the as ollis date ofissuance. IIcansee), which revised Tachnfral
Committee. its consultants, and Staff. h amendment revises b Appendix Specificstions for operation of the
8ttons desiring to make oral "As-++=t Specifications of the facility wrkey Point Nuclear Generating. Unit
satements should notify the ACRS to increase the measumment/ No. 4 (the facility) located in Dade.
haasttu Director as far in advance as emir,tational uncertainties for peeldas County,Morida.ne amendment to
peauable so that appropdate facters F,and F.from 5.1 and 54 effective as of tw date ofiss===r=

.
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REAC'IOR SAFEGtARDS

Milton S. Plesset, Chairman
J. Carson Mark, Vice-Chairman
P*/er Bender
Max W. Carbon
Jesse C. Ebersole
Harold Etherington
William Kerr
Stephen Iawroski .

Harold W. Lewis
William M. Mathis-

Dade W. Moeller
David Okrent
Jeremiah J. Ray -

Paul G. Shewmon
01 ester P. Siess

ACRS STAFF

Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director
Marvin C. Gaske, Assistant Executive Director
James M. Jacobs, Technical Secretary
Herman Alderman .
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NRC ATTENDEES

([])
237th ACRS Meeting
Jan. 10-12, 1980'

,

Charles Kelber, RES
Peter Riehm, NRR'

Guy Cunningham, ELD
R. H. Vollmer, NRR
R. P. Denise, NRR
Ronald Scroggins, RES
James A. Norberg, EMSB
Robert Purple, RHSS
Joseph Scinto, ELD

Div. of Project Management

W. Kane
: B. Wilson
' D. Ross

Div. of Systems Safety

W. Hodges
Brian Sheron;

Philip R. MatthewsJ

Roger Mattson
Z. Rosztoczy
V. Benaroya
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PUBLIC ATTENDEES

237th ACRS MEETING.

O Jan. io-ia,1980

January 10, 1980

Bill Horin, Debevoise & Liberman, Wash., NC
Mr. Leyse, EPRI
David Chaffee, Bus. Publishers, Inc.
Roger W. Huston, Consumers Power Co.
M. Banergi, Ebasco, NY
S. R. Phelps, EEI
L. S. Gifford, GE

'

R. Ross, O&M
H. Hamada, TIPC0

,

January 11, 1980

Rick Muench, Westinghouse
C. 8'.' Brinkman, Combustion Engineering
L. S. Gifford, General Electric
M. Banerjei, Ebasco
R. Borsum, Babcock and Wilcox

( Mr. Leyse, Electric Power Research Inst.
K. L. Huber, Westinghouse'

T. Rcgers, Pacific Gas and Electric !
Joanne Dann, McGraw-Hill l

'T. Martin, NUTECH
R. Ross, D&M
C. Guchmel, Stone and Webster i

S. R. Phyn, EEI !

J. H.Baroff, Self

P. Higgins, Atomic Industrial Forum
B. Horin, D&L
Lynn Connor, Doe-Search Associates j
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APPENDIX II

- -
1

FEBRlRRY

Bulletins and Orders 4 hours

RSR Report 5 hours

MK I Containment Acceptance Criteria 3 hours

'IMI-l Restart Review 4 hours
te

Revised Siting Rules 2 hours

Subcommittee Report re Response to Rep. Udall
on Equipnent Failure Rates and Davis Besse/
Rancho Seco incidents 1 hour

Subcommittee Reports 1 1/4 hour

MWS
,

Surry Steam Generator Replacement
Fire Protection

O ta cre== r= 2 a ck-
siolf Creek Seismic Design

Meeting with NRC on Recent Operating Problems:

Safe Shutdown Boron Capability (Midland Plant)

Inadequate Separation of Electrical
Equipnent and Systems at nuclear plants

(e.g. WPPSS No. 2)

I.oss of 480 volt bus and related plant
equipnent (San Onofre)

Contamination of Instrument Air with Service Air
(Turkey Point)

Point Beach Steam Generator Tube Degradation

North Anna 1 Steam Generator Tube Degradation

Miscellanous

Report on Iow Powr Testing of Sequoyah et.al.
nuclear plants

4- 3
- - - --- _ ._.
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|

.

3

"*"O
Transient Stability of B&W Plants with Once-

'!hrough Steam Generators

Clarification of ACRS Report on the Pause in
Licensing

f

FNP Core Iadle (conceptual design)

GE:1R Restart (seismic character of site)

ACRS connents re proposed revision of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix K re clad ballooning

i.

e

O'
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January 12, 1980-
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ACRS Me:nbers
. .

.

, SQlEDUI.E OT ACRS SUBCO:MITTEE MEETINGS, AND TOURS
. .

.

The following is a list of tours and Subco=ittee meetings cur--

rently scheduled, subject to the approval of the Advisory Com- -'
-

nittee .%nage:nent Officer. If you are listed and cranot attend
a meeting, or if you are not listed but would like .o attend.

.
please advise the ACRS Office as sooh as possible.

*
:, .

Most hotels currently being used by ACRS Mechers in the down-
.

to n Washington and Bethesda arens require a guaranteed reser-.

vetion if arrival is scheduled after 6:00 p.m. Tailure to use*

*

a room under these conditions involves forfeiture of the cost..
.

Please advise the ACRS Office as soon as possible if you cannot
attend a meeting for which you are scheduled so that reserva-"

.

tions can be' cancelled in time to avoid this..

_\
'

r |
-

-

-
\ %.- -

i<

,

M. W. Libarkin*

. .
*' Assistant Ixecutive Director*

- - .

for Project Reviev

.

ec: ACRS Technical Staff ,

*M. E. Vanderholt .

B. Dundr*

. .

R. F. Fraley..
: M. C. Caske .

-

.

,j J. Jacobs . .
.

.
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JANUARY
'

23 Surry Nuclear Station (GRQ)- HE, DWM. PS, 2

23-24 Metal Components (EI) - PS, 2, HE

2E ATWS (PB) - WK, JE, CM, JR
,

!

1/31- TMI, Unit 1 (Harrisburg, PA) (RM) - HE, JE, SL, HL, DWM, WM |
2/1

|

i

FEBRUARY

6 Reliability and Probabilistic Ass. (GRQ) - D0, 2, JE, WK,
7-9 238th ACRS Mtg. .JCM, HL, CPS

,

14 ECCS/ Fuels. (Clad ballooning models) (AB) - MP, PS, HE

20-21 Plant Arrangements (RKM) - MB, JE, SL, CM, JR !
1

22 GETR (San Francisco, CA) (EI) - WK, CM, DO |

6 woc Eb u R Es (e/T) /;oo l'ir] W '

O ,

me, e, e, si, vam, oo, c n

MARCH

4 B&W Water Reactors (RM) - HE, JCE, JR, WM

5 Reg. Activities (SD) - WK, 2, HE, JR

.

O
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O
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APPENDIX IV
PROPOSED LICENSING 0F SEQUOYAH FOR

LOW POWER TESTING
Mr. S. David Freeman
Chairman of the Board
Tennessee Valley Authority
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Dear Chainnan Freeman:

Your December 3,1979 letter to Dr. Hendrie requested that the Nuclear i

!Regulatory Connission consider pennitting TVA to conduct certain activities
I

including fuel loading, zero power physics testing, special testing and
operator training at the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Unit 1 at no greater ,

than five percent power.
1

Your proposal is an interesting one. While a distinction can be made I

between the risk to public health and safety fro.1 a special testing
program at low power and operation at full power, 'urtner discussions

|between our respective staffs will be required to explore the details of
your proposed program. However, until the Comission has completed the
reviews necessary to ensure that operating reactors are adequately
responding to the lessons learned from the TMI accident, only limited
resources will be available for reviews associated with issuing new
operating licenses.

Subject to this resource constraint, : have asked the staff to review
your proposal and to make a reconnendation to the Comission in this
regard. The final decisico on this matter will, of course, reside with
the Comission.

I would also like to note that Comissioners Kennedy and Hendrie prefer
that the NRC staff proceed promptly in this matter, particularly in
light of the ACRS's strong endorsement of your proposal. They believe
that the nect.sary resources can and should be made available under
these circumstances.

pinc arely.

\ 1 (-

cd . )~
johnF.Ahearne

.
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.



-

-
.

,

j,. TENNESCEE VALLEY AUTHORITY-

KNOXVILLE. TENNEiCEE 07Do2*

.
.

OF7 GF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS December 3, 1979U

,

Joseph M. Hendrie, Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulztory Comunission
1717 H Street, NW.
Washington, DC

Dear Chairman Hendrie:

We believe that there are advantages to be gained by pursuing certain
limited activities in the case of those power plants where construction

',

has been completed during the Comunission's " pause" in issuing new
!construction permits and operating licenses, particularly where it can

be demonstrated that the owner utility has taken the initiative ir. |,

'improving and promoting safety. We believe that the TVA program meets
or exceeds the reconsnendations of the President's Commission and the NRC
staff's short term lessons learned requirements. You will recall that
TVA completed a detailed review of our nuclear prograz in May. TVA has
implemented a series of major improvements as a result of that review.
More recently, a special TVA nuclear safety task force has completed a
review of the report by the President's Commission. This task force
concluded, and we agree, that TVA meets all of the reconsoendations of
the Kemeny commission report.

We are therefore asking that the NRC permit certain activities including
fuel loading, zero power physics testing, "special" testing and operator
training to be conducted at the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant unit 1.

We believe that using the Sequoyah unit to conduct tests of the natural
circulation cooling phenomena is particularly advantageous at this time.
There are questions about this mode of cooling under normal and degraded ;

conditions which can be resolved by full scale demonstration testing. j
Since the fuel in the reactor at Sequoyah would not have beer. ,;,cate.d
at significant power, the inventory of fission products present would be |

Iminimal.

We believe that significant testing and operator training cara be per-
formed which would permit operation of the reactor at no greater than
five percent power. A summary description of the type of tests which
TVA could perform is included as Enclosure 1.

Construction necessary for fuel loading was completed at Sequoyah unit 1
on November 15, 1979. The NRC staff has completed the review of the
operating license application with the exception of items related to
Three Mile Island. The TVA response to the NRC Staff Short Term Lessons

O
A-7:

'

An Equai Opportor ity Employer

I .
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Learned was cubmitted S:ptemb;r 7,1979, and your otsff has been working .

with TVA to resolve these issues. Enclosed for your information are the !
;

TVA responses to the President's Comission on the Accident at Three-

Mile Island recosmandations.

Our fuel loading and zero power testing would take approatinately six .

weeks. We would then be able to begin special testing in mid-February.
,

Should events in the interim dictate that modifications to the plant are

required, the nuclear fuel could be removed from the reactor vessel and :

stored in the spent fuel pool with no hazard to the public health and i
:

safety.

Additionally, we know you will be interested to know that TVA has ini-
tinted a comparative risk analysis of the Sequoyah plant auxiliary -

feedwater system. This analysis will be camplete by the time the pro- ,

posed low power tests are finished. In addition, we are avaluating

other areas of the Sequoyah plant where meaningful risks assessdaants
could be completed before full power operation.

Very truly yours,

7
w ff= ^ % : = _

S. David Freeman
Chairman of the Board

Enclosures

O

,

e

t

O'
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Enclosura 1 .

.

SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT UNIT 1

SUMMARY OF SPECIAL TESTS

|
|

|

Prior to core loading, the plant nuclear instrumentation and temporary

nuclear instrraentation will be checked out. Plant systems requiring. '

'

boration will be borated to the specified concentration.

~

.

Following core loading and prior to initial criticality, baseline

testing will be performed with the core completely assembled. Major

items to be performed are moveable detector system checkout, rod drive
*mechanism and rod cluster control assembly operation tests, reactor

internal vibration measurements, pressurizer system optimization and

reactor coolant loop flow coastdown measurements.

O
After the reactor is brought critical, low power physics testing will

begin. Plant baseline parameter measurements will be taken, reactivity

measurements conducted, temperature coefficients dete mined, and boron

endpoint measurements made. Reactivity measurements include integral

and differential bank vorth tests, minimum shutdown margins verification,
'

and determination of the affect of a rod ejection.

These tests are the normal tests performed to verify that integrated

system response meets design assumptions, verify the core design basis,

and verify that adequate shutdown margin exists throughout cycle 1.

.

O

-/0 .

.
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They are described in more detail in the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Final.

(
*

Safety Analysis Report. ,l
|

i

The following special tests conducted prior to exceeding 5 percent power

are intended to provide a significant demonstration of reactor operation

in the natural circulation mode under both normal and cartain degraded -

conditions. These tests will also provide significant operator traininF

and experience under these conditions. The tests will be repeated-such )
that each operating shif t participates in eac'h test.

i

To simulate decay heat, rhe reactor will be operated at less than 5

|

percent power with the reactor coolant pumps tripped. This mode of

operation will closely approximate natural circulation conditions (with

subcooling) following a reactor trip from full power af ter several

months of power operation.

Since detailed test procedures and safety evaluations for these tests

have not been completed, some modifications in test scope or detail may

be required. Test durations and methods of power level control vill be

provide- in the detailed test procedures and evaluation. Once test
.

procedures have been written and corresponding safety evaluations

developed for the special tests, they vill be submitted to NRC along

with appropriate license amendments. We intend to have Westinghouse

Electric Corporation review thest special test procedures as they are a

doing with other selected emergency procedures. ;

|'

)

,

1
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. Natural Circulation VerificationI

t .

O'

Purpose

I

Verify establishment of natural circulation in the primary system

Initial Conditions
.

.

Reactor Coolant Pumps operating
.

Steam Generators being fed by normal feedwater supply

Pressurizer Heater controlling pressure

Reactor Power Z 3%

Normal primary system temperature and pressure

Test Description

Test will be initiated by tripping of all reactor coolant pumps.

Operator will verify establisbaent of natural circulation by observing

response of the hot leg and :old leg temperature instrumentation in

each loop. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored to assess

core flow distribution.

.

>

.

O

A -/"
.
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II. Natural Circulation with Simulated Lors of Offeito Powar :>

,

.

. .

Purpose
.

-

i

Verify that natural circulation cooling can be established and

maintained following loss of offsite p-wer.
.

!

t

Initial Conditions .

Reactor Power 1%.
i.

'

Reactor Ceolant Pumps operating.

Auxiliary Feed System operating on offsite power.

Pressurizer Heaters controlling pressure.

Normal primary system temperature and pressure.

Test Description

O
Test will be initiated by a simulated loss of offsite power.

Reactor coolant pumps will be tripped, auxiliary feed pump and

pressurizer heater loads will be transferred to diesel power.

Operator will verify establishment of natural circulat3on by

observing response of hot leg and cold leg temperature instrumentation

in each loop. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored to assess

the core flow distribution.

.

.

O

. f /3
.
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III. Natural Circulation with Loss of Pressurizer Heaters.
'

O :

Purpose f
!*

Verify establishment of natural circulation and determine the rate }

of decrease of margin to saturation while in this mode and the

ability to reestablish margin through cooldown and makeup. '

.

'

Initial Conditions
,.

,

Reactor Power Z 3%

Reactor Coolant Pumps operating *

Secondary system steam flow adjusted to maintain constant primary

coolant temperature

Stean generators being feed by normal feedwater supply

Pressurizer heaters controlling pressure

Test Description

Test will be initiated by tripping pressurizer heaters and reactor

coolant pumps. Establishnent of natural circulation will be verified

by observing response of hot leg and cold leg temperature instrumentation

in each loop. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored to assess

the core flow distribution. The operator will observe the saturation

! meter to verify margin. Prior to reaching saturation, secondary

side steam flow will be increased to affe:t cooldown and reestablishment

!

of saturation margin will be verified. In conjunction with cooldown,

the operator feeds the primary system to compensate for shrinkage.

,

e

O
'

l
f-

:
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IV. Effect of Steam Generator Isolation (Secondary Side) on Natural -

Circulation

Purpose .

Verify the effects of steam generator isolation (secondary side) on

natural circulation.

i
Initial Conditions .

Reactor Power 3%

All steam generators fed by normal feedwater supply
.

React 6r coolant pumps on

Secondary system steam flow adjusted to maintain constant temperature

Test Description

Trip reacter coolant pumps and verify establishment of natural

circulation. Cooldown using steam dumps to provide sufficient

() margin to steam generator safeties. Isolate steam generators one

at a time until three are i.olated or primary system temperature

starts to increase. Hot and cold leg temperatures will be monitored

to ensure that sufficient heat is being removed by the natural

circulation process. The steam generators will be returned to

service one at a time and the reestablishment of natural circulation

.

.

O

4A
.
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will b3 varificd in each locp. Core exit thermocouples will be
.

monitored to assess core flow distribution..

()
i

V. Natural Circulation at Reduced Pressure

Purpose

1) Verify operation and test accuracy of primary system saturation
-

!

, ,

meter.

2) Provide operati6ns personnel with online experience in using

saturation meter to monitor and control margin to saturation.

3) Provide operational verification so that changes in saturation

margin will not affect natural circulation provided adequate
margin to saturation exists.

Initial Conditions

O
Reactor Power 2 3%

Reactor coolant pumps operating

Steam generators being fed by normal feedwater supply

Pressurizer heaters controlling pressure
_

Reactor coolant system pressure normal
i

Secondary system steam flow adjusted to maintain constant temperature *

Test Description

is initiated by tripping of reactor coolant pumps and verifying
.

Test

establishment of natural circulation. Primary system pressure will

be reduced as primary system temperature is held constant. Accuracy

of saturation meter will be verified during pressure reductions.

The effect of each pressure reduction on natural circulation will

| 4-/ (3
. - _ - - -.
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be observed. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored to assess,

core flow distribution.

i

VI. Determine the cooldown capability of the charging and letdown

system

Purpose

.

Determine the cooldown capability of the charging and letdown

system with the secondary plant isolated.

Initial Conditions

Reactor shutdown

Pressurizer heaters controlling pressure

Reactor coolant pumps running

All steam generators fed by normal feedwater flow

Test Description

Trip three reactor coolant pumps. Cooldown using steam dumps to

provide margin to steam generator safeties. Isolate all steam

generators. . Establish chatging and letdown for maximum cooling

capability. Verify the cooldown capability of the charging and

letdown system fram the hot and cold leg temperatures in the active

loop. This will be accomplished by periodically interrupting feed
.

and bleed to permit heatup. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored

; to assess core flow distribution.
{ -

.
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VII. Simulated 1m00 cf All Onaits and Offcito AC Power',-
.

s

Purpin, .

To verify:.

b
N'

l. Hot standby conditions can be maintained.

2. Auri11ary feedwater esn be controlled by manudi means;
i.e., with loss of AC power and control air,

.

3. Critical plant operations can be performed using
emergency lighting,

4. , Ability of 125-volt battery to supply 125-volt vital .

AC, and

5. Selected equipment areas do not exceed maximum design
.

temperature. ;
o

:

Initial Conditions

Reactor critical at N1 percent power.

Reactor Coolant Pumps operating.

Pressurizer heaters controlling primary system pressure. .

Test Descriptien

Test will be initiated by:
:

1. Tripping RCP's and pressurizer heaters,

2. Tripping auxiliary building and control building lighting i

boards,

3. Removing AC power from auxiliary feedwater components and
main steam power reliefs,

4. Tripping selected space and equipment coolers. .

5. Tripping vital battery chargers and AC power to inverter,
*

:.

6. Isolating main feedwater and main steam lines,
7. Establishing manual control of auxiliary feedwater,
8. After two hours, terminating the test by restoring AC power

and returning equipment to norn21 service,
9. Shutdown reactor, and

| 10. Cooling down primary system and placing RER system in service.

| - |
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VImOINIA Ex.mcTmzc Ann Powza CourAxy

Rxcamown.VrimorazA sonst

December 5, 1979

Mr. Steven A. Varga, Assistant Director (Acting) Serial No. 1002
Light Water Reactors Branch No. 3 LOA /EAB:pw:
Division of Project Management
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Docket No. 50-339
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Varga:

Messrs. E. A. Baum and B. R. Sylvia have reported to us on the re-
salts of recent licensing review activity by the Staff. for North Anna
Unit 2. It was encouraging to learn from them that a Task Force under
the direction of Mr. P. J. Williams, Jr. has been assigned to con-
centrate on the review of North Anna 2, and further that positive
direction has been given to move ahead with the review of our application.

They also were in. attendance yesterday at an ACRS Subcommittee
meeting which ycu, along with Mr. Denton, Mr. Vassallo, Mr. Williams and
others of the Staff attended concerning a briefing on a proposed special
test program which the Tennessee Valley Authority has agreed to carry out
at a 3-5% reactor power level at its Sequoyah plant.

(7 x We have studied the summary of these special tests which are de-
(_) signed to verify establishment of natural circulation in the primary

system, and to verify that it can be maintained under various operating
|conditions while their effects are observed. We feel, like you, that

this test program has considerable merit and not only will provide good
informatien to the operators, but also, will enable the plant's staff to
verify procedures and design predictions. Further it will upgrade re-
actor operator training since these tests will emphasize key aspects of
operation which were observed in the minutes and hours which followed
the TMI-2 incident. Certainly the Tennessee Valley Authority people are
to be commanded for this imaginative and creative test program for
operators.

We feel that these same tests will be helpful if conducted on North
Anna 2. We therefore have followed the very same pattern, (enclosure)
for North Anna and we commit to perform them on this unit. It is our
intent to develop the necessary test procedures for North Anna Unit 2
this month and we will submit them to the NRC for review, comment and
approval prior to implementation.

While North Anna 2 has already received a favorable letter from the
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, we are hopeful that the staff
would be in a position to also issue a 5% reactor power operating license !

Iin the very near future, once they have v.erified that the plant is com- *

pleted in accordance with the operating license application.

( Very truly yours, %o0/
(
\-] SE

C . M. Stallings- jj/jVice Presi' nt-Power Supply q
cc: Mr. J. P. O'Reilly and Prod ; ion Operations ~5h J l

7912070 T |
/9- /1F |
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NORTE ANNA POWER STATION UNIT'2

'

SUMMARY OF SPECIAL TESTS

Prior to core loading, the plant nuclear instrumentation and temporary nuclear

instrumentation will be checked out. Plant systems requiring boration.will be
,

borated to the specified concentration.

i.

Following core loading and prior to initial criticality, baseline testing will be

parformed with the core completely assembled. Major items to be performed are

moveable detector system checkout, rod drive mechanism and rod cluster control

assembly operation tests, reactor internal vibration measurements, pressurizer

system optimization and reactor coolant loop flow coastdown measurements.

(O.

Af ter the reactor is brought critical, low power physics testing will begin.

Plant h 14na par = =rer meas.arements will be taken, reactivity measurements

conducred, temperature coefficients determined, and boron endpoint measurements

made. n==Hvity measurements include integral and differential bank worth

tests, - ' *=tn shutdown margins verification, and determination of the affect of

a rod ef=--4 rm.

,

These tests are the normal tests performed to verify that integrated system

response meets design assumptions, verify the core design basis, and verify

that adequate shutdown margin exists throughout cycle 1.

| .

10
i
|
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They are described in more detail in the North Anna Final Safety Analysis Report.,

,

|

The following special tests conducted prior to exceeding 5 percent power are

intended to provide a significant demonstration of reactor operation in the

natural circulation mode under both normal and certain degraded conditions.

These tests will also provide significant operator training and experience

under these conditions. The tests will La repeated such that each operating
,,

,

shift participates in each test.

To simulate decay haar. the reactor will be operated at less than 5 percent

power with the reactor coolant pumps tripped. This mode of operation will

closely approximate = = 1 circulation conditions (with subcooling) following

[
a reacrar trip from full power after several months of power operation.

Since Mad test w= '~=s and safety evaluations for these tests have not

been complat.ed, some modifications in test scope or detail may be required.

Test h% and methods of power level control vill be provided in the detailed

test p-% and evaluation. Once test procedures have been written, they

will be = w tted to the NRC for their review and approval. We intend to have

WesH=i --w Electric Corporation review these special test procedures.

.
.

O
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I. Natural Circulation Verification* *

,

Purpose
,

verify establishment of natural circulation in the primary system

Initial Conditions

Reactor Coolant Pumps operating

Steam Generators being fed by normal fandwater supply

Pressurizer Easter controlling prassure
-

,

Reactor Power = 3*

No= sal prh7 sysrem temperature and pressure

|

(Oa
Test Descriorien

.

Iest sill be 4"W=ted by tripping of all reactor coolant pumps. The

hierify establish =est of natu:;al circulation by observing

w=e of the hot leg and cold leg temperature instru=entation in

M loop. Core exit ther=occuples vill te monitored to assess
.

c m flow distribution.

.

.

0

(O
.

*.
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II. Natural Circulation with Simulated Loss of Offsite Power

1
-.

Purpose !
I

Verify that natural circulation cooling can be es 2blished and ;

maintained following loss of offsite power.

|-
.

*

Initial Conditions
,

.

Reactor Power 17..

Reactor Coolant Pumps operating.

As14=ry Feed System operating on offsite' power.

Pressurizar Heaters controlling pressure.
.

Normal primary system temperature and pressure.

(
Test Dese-inties

Test ir.11 be MH=eed by a simulated loss of offsite power.

*--ee coolant pumps will be tripped, auxiliary feed pump and

gd-wr hearer loads will be transferred to diesel power. The

-CEyestgoy gi.11 verify establishment of natural circulation by

abserving response of hot leg and cold leg temperature instrumentation

in each loop. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored to assess
!

the core flow distribution.
.

0

.

04
.

.
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III. Naturcl Circulcticn with Loan cf Presturiz:r Heaterse .

'(0
Purpose

-

Verify establishment of natural circulation and . determine the rate

of decrease of margin to saturation while in this mode and the

ability to' reestablish margin through ecoldown and makeup.
.

Initial Conditions

Reactor Power = 3%

Reactor Coolant Pumps operatios

.
Secondary system steam flow adfusted to maintain constant primary

coolant temperature
.

Steam generatsrs being fedubypormaL"MdwafiEfa spply47s

Pressurizar h-~ controlling pressure

Test Descriotio'n

Test vill be W=ced by tripping pressurizer heaters and reactor

coolant pumps. Israblishment of natural circulation will be verified

by observing responn of hot leg and cold leg temperature instrumentation

in each loop. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored to assess
.

the core ilos distribution. The operator will obse ve the saturation

wer to verify margin. Prior to reaching saturation, secondary

sida staa:n flow will be increased to affect cooldown and reestablishment
'

af saruration margin will , verified. In conjunction with cooldown,
i

the operator feeds the primary system to compensate for shrinkage. ,

|

.

l
'
..

.

O

*
l
i
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IV. Effect of Steam Generator Isolation (Secondary Side) on Natural |.

Circulation

Purpose |
!
1

Verify the effects of steam generator isolation (secondary side) on

natutal circulation.

Initial Conditions

Raactor Power 3::

All steam generators fed by normal feedwater ' supply

Maactor coolent pumps on
,

1

|
Secondary system steam flow adjusted to maintain constant temperature |

Test Description

Trip reactor coolanz pumps and verify establishment of natural

circulation. Cooldown using steam dumps to provide sufficient

margin to sesam generator safeties. . Isolate steam generaters one

( at a time -H1 80 .are isolated or primary system temperature

uen-ts to 4 ------ Hot and cold lag temperatures vill be monitored
.

t:: ensure tha: enF4cient heat is being removed by the natural

r-*--n1 = tion process. The steam generators vill be returned to

sur-d.ca one ar_ a =ime and the reestablishment of natural circulation

uf21 be v=-"* dad in each loop. Core exit thermocouples will be

e nrad to assess core flow distribution.
.

4

|.

|

.
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'. V. Natural Circulation at Reduced Pressure -

( Purpose

Verify operation and test accuracy of primary system saturation

. mater.

Provide operations personnel with online experience in using

saturation matar to monitor and control margin,to saturation.

Provide operational verification so that changes in saturation

- margin will not affect natural circulation provided adequate margin

to saturation sxists.

Initial Conditions
.

Reactor Power = 3". 3

Emactor coolane pumps operating

O Sr=== generators being fed by nom 1 feedvater supply
(

Pressurizar heatars controlling pressure

In star el=" system pressure nnel

Secondary system steam flow adjusted to maintain conse temperature

Tas: Descristi=2

Tes: is 4* * by tripping of reactor coolant pumps and verifying .

== =hIlshmen: of natural circulation. Primary system pressure vill

be Mc-d as prtsary system temperature is held constant. Accuracy

of saturation meter vill be verified during pressure reductions.
.

The affect of each pressure reduction on natural circulation will

be observed. ' Core exit thernocouplas vill be monitored to assess

core flow distribution.

'
,

, ( '

4-2c .
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VI. Determine the cooldown capability of the charging and letdown'

system

Purpose -

Determine the cooldown capability of the charging and letdown

system with the secondary plant isolated.

Initial Conditions

Reactor shutdown

Pressurizar heata:s controlling pressure

. ' '

Reactor coolant pumps r'ening

All staam ganarators fed by normal feedvater flow
*
.

* Test Description

. Trip N reactor coolant pumps. Cooldown using steam dumps to

provide margin to sesas generator safeties. Isolate all steam

Establish charging and letdc<m for maximum cooling

(O
generators.

n- - =M ?ity. Ve=ify the cooldown capability of the charging and

! N _ systan L the hot and cold leg temperatures in the active

Icep. This arill be accomplished by periodically interrupt.ing food

a=d nImed en pe==it heatup. Core exit thermocouples will be monitored
.

2=r e===== cn== flos distribution.

1

|
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VII. Simulated Loss of All Onsite and Offsir.e AC Power .
.

.

( Purpose
.

To verify:

' 1. Hot standby conditions can be maintained,

2. Auxiliar/ feedwater can be controlled by nanual means;
i.e. , with loss of AC power and control aiz,

3. Critical plant operations can be performed using
emergency lighting,

4. Ability of 125-volt battery to supply 125-volt vital
AC, and ,

.

5. Selected equipment areas do not exceed maximum design
temperatr,ga.

Initial Conditions
.

Reactor critical at %1 percent power.

Reactor Coola=t Pu=rps operating.

Press =rizar h e=" contro114*g primary system pressure.

Test Descris-f rm

*:ast will be i=itiated by:

1. Tripping RCP's and pressurizer heaters,

2. T_% =*14ary building and cent.ol building lighting
boar =s,

!

3. Removing AC power from auxiliary feedvater conponents and . |,

==he steam power reliefs, ,

4. Tripping selected space and equipment coolers,

5. Tripping vital battery chargers and AC power to inverter,

6. Isolating main feedwater and main steam lines,

7. Establishing manual control of auxiliary feedwater,

.
.

n
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8. Af ter two hours, terminsting the test by restorin; AC power* '

and returning equipment to nor:n I service.,- |g

I 9. Shutdown reactor, and
.

10. Cooling down primary systen and piscing ?d2 syste: in service.

.

i
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PROTECT STATUS REPORT
ACRS Subcommittee on Reactor Safety Research,,

I Meeting of January 9,1980
s

\
!

V' Purpose:

To continue the discussion regardirg the preparation of the Annual ACRS

Report to Congress on NtC Reactor Safety Research.

Presentations:
Drs. Ndnitz and Marley are expected to be present to discuss CMB cSanges

to the n -80 budget supplement and to W -81 budget. 1bm Nrley has pro-
mised to provide the ACRS with copies of the President's NRC research

budget at that time.

Status of Activities:
'The President's State-of-the-Union address is planned for January 23,

1980. Budget information can be openly discussed af ter that.

' Congress is scheduled to reconvene on January 22, 1980. Initial

conference of House and Senate committees on NRC W-80 budget has

taken place on the Authorization Act. The next meeting is expected

.([ h after January 22. Congressional Affairs expects no major problems

between House and Senate Comittees with the level of research fund-
ings, and with the FY 80 budget supplement.

Draf t Report Status:

'A technical chapter for each of the line items has been prepared by
Ibt, Project Engineer or me in the format suggested in Dr. Siess's ment
of November 9,1979 from information provided by ACRS authors. We have

tried to preserve the comments and recommendations.

' Dot has prepared the attached format based on Dr. Siess's memo.

' Dot is compiling a list of research recommendations included in ACRS
letters since the Comittee's last report to Corgrests. She hopes to

have the compilation available when you need it.

Thinos to be Accomplished:

(My view )
' Agree to overall format{

n) * Decide on how much will be included on research priorities

' Complete initial reading of aach technical chapter j

' Agree on general conclusions of report.

h~bD
_
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FY 8 I St# MARY )
s

'
(Budge a Millions) ,

i

SUPPLEMENT TOTAL 8tmGET

," Cong. Cong, & CongressE _BRG_ ACRS EDO

(6/15/79) (on RES) (7/23/79) w/14/79) Budget g rop. Com. Aitou (1/2/RO)

$ 6.5 1 6.5 1 34.8 $ 34.8 5 41.3 41 .3 -

1. Systems Engineering $ 8.1 1 6.5 ----

2.0 $ 2.0 42.9 42.1 44.1 42.32. LOFT 2.0 2.0 ----

3.1 1 3.1 8.9 8.9 12.0 12.03. Code Development 3.5 3.1 ----

5.6 5 5.6 23.1 22.1 27.y 27.6 -

4 Fuel Behavior 5.6 5.6 ----

1.0 $ 1.0 8.6 9.0 10.0 R.6
5. Primary System Integrity 1.0 1.0 ----

2.0 2.0 10.0 8.4 10.4 10.5
6. 5215mic Engineering 2.0 2.0 ----

Safety .

7.0*0.7 0.7 3.8 3.2 3.97. R2 actor Environmental 0.7 0.7 ----

Effects
3.0 3.0 6.7 5.f, 8.6 8.68 Waste Marragement 0.0 3.0 ----

0.0 0.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.09. Safeguards 0.2 0.0 ----

3.3 3.3 5.7 5.2 8.5 8.510. Risk Assessment 3.3 3.3 ----

11. Improved Reactor 3afety 3.4 ($ 3.4) Restor's ($ 3.4) 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
funds

TOTAL (1-11) $29.8 $27.2 $27.2 $27.2 $27.2 1150.5 $144.3 1171.5 t , 7/, </ i

,

1 13.7 $ 13.7 $ 13.7 13.712. Fast Breeder ---- ---- ---- ---- --

0.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 f13. Adv. Converter ---- ---- ---- ---- -

3.8 3.1 3.1 - '

14 Fuel Cycle ---- ---- ---- ---- ----

TOTAL (1-14) $29.8 $27.2 $27.2 $27.2 $27.2 1168.0 $162.8 $190.0 //g.T |

~

* Reactor Environmental Effec<

include fuel Cycle funds.
i

( ') funds set aside=

I*

h, *

i.

(4 i
x
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w -61 BtfDGET StlMMARY~

(Budget in Millions)

RES BRG ACRS RES EDO RES COMM Congress.

REO Alt 0W (l/2/8N
(6/15/79) (onRES) (7/23/79) 7 8/14/79T ~

1 38.0 $ 35.6 $ 38.0 $ 38.0 3R.0
1. Systems En9 neerin9 $ 45.3 $ 32.8 ---

49.3 48.0 $ 49.3 48.3 48.0 48.0 48.0 43.0f
I4.22, LOFT

15.2 13.2 15.2 14.2

3. ode Development 15.2 13.2 ---- 27.9
21.9 27.9 27.9 27.9

4 Fuel Behavior 28.5 27.9 ---- 14.3
15.1 15.1 15.1 14.3

5. Primary System Integirty 15si 15.1 ---

6. Seismic Engineering Study 19.9 13.9 17.0 19.9 13.9 19.9 16.9 16.9

7. Fast Breeder Reactor 22.1 (22.1) 22.1 22.1 (15.01 22.1 19.0 5.0
,

8. Advanced Converters 3.9 ( 3.9) 3.9 3.9 ( 3.9) 3.9 2.5 0

9. c W Environw ntal 9.8 6.2 6.2 9.8 6.2 9.8 7.8 12.2*

5.0 5.0 5.0 4.4
-

5.9 5.0 ----

14.8 12.9 14.8 13.6 13.610. Fuel Cycle
11. Waste Management 15.9 12.9 4:9----

6.7 4.9 4.9 5.7 5.3 ($0.4) 5.7 4.9,

12.612. Safeguards

13. Risk Assessment 12.6 7.3 12.6 12.6 9.0 12.6 12.6

6.6 '( 6.6) 6.6 6.6 ( 6.6) 6.6 4.5 4.5
14. Improved Reactor Safety

TOTAL $256.8 $187.2 $244.9 $192.1 $244.6 $227.6 h 207'I

( ) = funds set aside - not included in total sums
* Reactor Environmental Effects includes fuel cycle' funds.

.
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Staff Chapter Assignments
i

L

Sys tens Engi nee ri ng . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Andy B ates

L0 F T . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . An dy B a te s
4

Code De ve 1 o pme,n t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . An dy B ates

I Fuel Beha vi or. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Paul Boehne rt :
i

'
Prima ry Sys tem Integrity. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Al Igne

1

Reactor Envi ronmental Effects . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rags Muller
'

Fue l Cy c 1 e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . P e t e r Tam

Was te Mana gement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Pete r Tam

Seismic Engineering....................... Dick Savio

Advanced Reactors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Di ck S avi o

i (' S a fe g ua rds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Di ck Maj o r

Ri s k Ass ess ment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gary Qui tts ch reibe r

Improved Reactor Safety. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sam Duraiswamy

,
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,7 -% NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

..f p E ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS*

,\ g, wAssmcToh. o. c. rosag ,
,

l 9 ** January 4, 1980
V

|

ACRS Members

OMB RECOMMENDATION ON THE FY-81 BUDGET IN FAST BREEDER REACTORS

The Comission's recom,endation for the FY-81 budget ($18.0M) Fast Breeder
Reactor line item has been rejected by OMB. They have, instead, recommended
that the budget for FY-81 be 55.0M and that these funds be used to terminate
the NRC program in this area. OMS has also recommended a severe cut in DOE's
requested funding for breeder systems. Their requested funding was $550M and
the OME recomendation is $320M. I will keep you informed as to future
developments.

h, e
R. vio
Sta f Engineer

i
J

cc: T.G. McCreless
'( M.W. Libarkinx

Ns)
R.F. Fraley

.
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Os 'IAB'.E 3.1 I

N 81 BUDGET

BUDGET (In millions) Com ou A
RES BR3 me k. _

1. SYSTDd.5 DCINEERIm E

S 8.1 5 8.1 IP I
a. Semiscale

M/
b. Blowdown & Reflood Heat Transfer 8.4 8.4

III NO~

12.0 10.0/2.0
c. 3-D Flow Distribution

O0.9 0.9
d. ECC Bypass Research

3. 6
Pedel Development Experiments 3.5 3.5

e.
0.0/9.8(2) 6,I

9.8
f. Operational Safety

2.6 1.9 /.9
g. Technical Support

$45.3 $32.8 fyr, o

IIIBRG set aside for NRC consideration due to charge in scope of
the effort and also because Si million is for contingencies not
included in NRC directed ceiling of $59 million for this program.

O f2)BR3 set asitt for NRC consideration because this fundirg is
)(vQ2nerally for new efforts proposed by RES and out-year impacts
raflect significant growth.

.

BUILET (In millions)
RES BR3 7~

2. IDFT

S 5.0 $ 5.0Program Plannirg and Analysis .
,a.

8.3 8.3 3
b. Fuel

8.9 8.9
c. Operations

9.0 9.0 2 -

d. Instrumentation V

10.0(3) ) 4-11.3e. Facility Support

6.5 6.5
f. Engineering and Physics

0.3 L
Mvanced Fuel Instrumentation 0.3

_ g,gg. S49.3 $48.0

I3}BR3 said that accuracy and timing of scheduling and testirq
(/'-sinot precise or exact enough that full request is required by W 81.

\ /
/
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thBLE 3.1 (Cont)
,

;

Bu::GET (In millions)
J

RES BFC

.

3. CODE DEVEL3HEhi
'3 hY

$ 6.3 $ 6.3
a. Systens Codes

1.6 1.6 /4 i
l

b. Ozaponent Codes
I4) I'Ig

7.3 5.3 TTRA0 Assessnent and Applications
515.2 513.2c.

(4)BRG said that RES has not adequately dernonstrated that $2.0
million TRAC application is not duplicative with the ER progran.

BUIEET (In millions)
_

PIS BRG

4. FUEL BEHAVIOR

$ 2.6 $ 2.6
a. Clad ard Fuel

-( 1.5 1.5 '
b. Fuel Codes

16.1 16.1
In-Pile Testing (PBF), c.

4.2 4.~2
d. In-Pile Testirq (Other)

3.5(5)4.1 ,
'

e. Fuel Melt $28.5 $27.9 /

(5)BFG deleted low priority fuel melt effort for FNP.

BUDGET (In millions)
RES BRG

5. PRIMARY SYSTEM INTEURITY
i'l

S 5.9 $ 5.9
Fracture Mechanics .a. N

6.3 6.3
b. Operating Effects 3A

2.9 2.9
3Hondestructive examination (4-$15.1 $15.1c.

.
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M52 3.14Dont)
.

h ...
BUIGCT (In millions)

. . RES BFC.

_

6. BEIfEIC DCINEERIlO SAFETY
._

Structural Engineerirg -
- - 46.0 $ 3.9 5'4

a. re -
7.4 3.8 F.? -

b. flechanical Engineerirg
._. 6.5 6.2 62,

c. Site Safety
$1T.9 3I13(6),

(6)3fG reduction was based on icw priority of this research (as
EfC level was said to be sufficient for NESassigned by RES).

to pursue a logical progression of effort started with FY B0
-

|
supplement.

BUDGET (In millions) 4
RES BIG (

l
t=

7. FAST BREEDER REACITE 4 t <

l
,

,E,

$ 7.8 -

b a. Analysis W
4& l

'5 Safety Test Fa::ility Studies 3W !
.7 -

b.

yf3.0 -

Aerosol Release and Transportc.
. . .

'

0
4.6 -

d. Materials Interactions t'
t

L6.0 p)-

Systems Integrity
S22.1 0.0/22.1 goe.

BIG recm-
IIBFC set aside entire a: cunt for Comission consideration.
mended that NRC priorities abould be on IM programs.

BUEGCT (In millions)
RES BIG

...

B. ADVMCED CONVERTERS

0.0/3.9(8)$ 3.9
a. GCR Prograc TT3i 35 6/3.9(8) p

I8)BFC set aside entire program based on the Adninistration's
decision tc terminate &mestic program in FY 79. )

m .

J . -.

. .
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'thBLE 3.1 (Cont)

v/ '

f
i

| BUIXiET (In millions)
E E

9. REACTOR DNIRCHOCAL EFFECTS

$2.1 $1.3 f.7
Physical Transport and Effluenta.

Characteristics
8'

0.6 0.4 ,

b. Ecological Processes
I.O1.2 1.1Radiation Dosimetry and Healthc.

Effects I' O
1.7 0.3

d. Ecological Impacts
1.2 0.5 o,$

Socioeconcrnics and Regionale. 0,7
1.1 0.9

f. Occupational Radiation Exposure
0.91.0 0.8

Effluent Control o.9 .g.
0.9 0.9

I h. Decortre.issioning D) -7, hI9
'89.8

(9) SIC provided minimum level on many areas (except those dealirg
with problera of low level radiation exposure) because of low
priority of programs.

BUIDET (In millions)
RES BFC

10. FUEL CYCLE
$0.7 S0.3 o,3

Effluent Controla.
l'8 i

1.4 1.3
b. Safety

l' 31.6 1.2
Occupational / Healthc. 03

0.1 0.1
d. Dwironmental Impacts

l ' 2-
1.5 1.5

e. Transpartztion
0.6 0.6

f. Decomissionirg $5.0(10) y,q$5.9

(10)PK reduced fundity as some parts of program are not clearly
supported by user needs or are supoorted by outdated requests.

+sr
-



--
. -. - -.

.

'
F

gN )E

# 4 UNITED STATES
8 % NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
: E ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

& WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

o.... January 9, 1979

APPENDIX VI
BACKGROUND MATERIAL FOR DISCUSSIONS OF

TMI-2 ACCIDENT ACTION PLAN

TO: E. Etherington, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Subecmmittee on 'Ihree
Mile Island 2 Accident Action Plan

GCM: R. Major, Reactor Engineer .@ T

SUBJECT: AD HOC SUBCOMMI'ITEE CN THREE MILE ISLAND ACCIIENT PIAN MEETItG
OF JANUARY 7, 1980

I have prepared the attached proposed meeting summary for your review.

Copies are being distributed to the other ACRS members and Subcommittee con-

sultants for their information and comment. Corrections and additions will

be included in the minutes of the meeting.

Attachment:
As stated

cc: ACRS Members
ACRS Technical Staff
ACRS Participating Consultants
E. Case, NRR
R. Purple, OSD
J. O'Reilly. I&E
R. Eeroggin.., RES
J. Scinto, .LD
W. Minners, NRR

.
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PROPOSED SupmARY OF ME JANtRRY 7,1980 MEETI!G
T ME AD HOC SUBCOMITTEE CN 'ITREE MILE ISIAND 2 ACCIDENT ACTICH PIAN

PURPOSE:

% e purpose of this meeting was to discuss the NRC Staff's " Draft Action
Plans for Implementing Recommendations of the President's Commission and
Other Studies of the hree Mile Island, Unit 2 Accident," NUREG-0660.

ATTENDEES:

H. Etherington, ACRS R. Purple, NRC Staff
H. Lewis, ACRS J. O'Reilly, NRC Staff
W. Mathis, ACRS R. Scroggins, NRC Staff
W. Lipinski, ACRS Consultant J. Scinto, NRC Staff

C. Michelson, ACRS Consultant W. Minners, NRC Staff
T. Theofanous, ACRS Consultant S. Hanauer, NRC Staff l

MEETITC HIGHLIGifrS, AGREEMENTS, AND REQUESTS:

1. %e Staff was asked t) described the purpose of a separate plan for WI-
related work as opposed to other ongoing agency offorts such as work to
resolve generic items. We Staff was asked to describe how priorities
would be established between other programs and the NUREU-0660 items andfm

( how the Staff would insure that NUREG-0660 really includes all the recom-
mendations resulting from the WI-2 accident from the various sources?

W e Staff noted that the development of the Action Plan was neither po-
litical expediency nor was it to provide a document to support a supple-
mentary budget request. We report is better characterized as being a
document that represents the best judgment of the Staff as to the items
that need to be accomplished as a result of the MI accident.

2. We Action Plan includes consideration of the Kemeny Commission Report,
the President's statement that followed the Kemeny Commission Report, ACRS
reconinendations, the results of the Lessons Learned reports, commitments
made by the Commissioners in Congressional testimony since the M1-2 ,

|accident, and other ideas for improvements generated within the Staff
I

itself. It will include consideration of all of the reconsnendations that
my come out of the NRC Special Inquiry (Rogovin Report) .

-

3. One of the aims of the Action Plan when it is approved by the Commission I
would be to define the end of the licensing pause.

O

1 11- &
t
!



__ . . _ . _ . . ._ . _ .

-
.

-2-

O
4. A scoring system for judging priorities like that used on the generic

safety issues will be used to help set priorities within the Action
, Plan. We scoring system judges items on criteria such as safety sig-

nificance, whether che item effects the human element, or wnether it
improves hardware. It gets a score for whether it's a cheap thing
to do or expensive. he scoring system is not intended to eliminate
any items from the plan. he scoring systeun will te a tool for manage-
ment at the office-director-level to make judgment calls as far as
what items can be delayed. (See attachment)

5. Scheduling estimates in the Action Plan are based on the judgment of a
single task manager; they do not take into consideration resource limi-
tations. All tasks are assumed to begin at once as if there were no
resource limitations.

6. We Staff noted that the Commission has asked that those items appli-
cable to near-term OL plants be pulled from the Action Plan. he Staff
will discuss this item with the Comission at a future meeting. (See
attached Jan. 5,1980 memo to Comissioners)

7. During a brief executive session, the Subcommittee recognized the fact
that NURD3-0660 is a draft document that will undergo change. Some of the
material could use additional description to clarify the aims of certain
tasks. It was also recognized that there is a need to set priorities anong
the items in the Action Plan and between Action Plan items and the balance
of the agency's work. Overall, the document was described as impressive
and useful.

FLTIURE MEETINGS:

h e full ACRS will hear a presentation on the Action Plan from the NRC Staff
on January 10,1980 from 1:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.

C .
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DRAFT

O priority aanuing system

Purpose: This ranking system is for use in prioritizing both the

necessary and the desirable elements of the Action Plan.

It is not intended to be used to eliminate elements

from tne plan. The only basis for removal of elements

will be a finding that they are either not necessary for

safety or not related to TMI.

I. Safety Significance

(see Attachment for judgment factors)

High. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

Medium. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50s

Low . ..................... O

II. Type of Improvement

Improves the human element . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Improves the hardware. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

III. Utilization of Resources

A. Waste: Project is ongoing, and significant resources -

would be wasted if stopped. . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Project has not yet been initiated or small

resources now assigned . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
.

B. Staff resource requirement

(Score only if staff is involved in the action item)

Small (<2MY). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Medium (>2<10MY). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

O 'er9e t,1osv) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
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C. Industry Resource Requirement

(score only if industry is involved in the action item)
,

Sma l l (< $ 1. 0M ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
'

Large . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0

:

IV. Timing of Improvement

i (i.e., how soon will the expected benefit be realized?)

Within one year . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . 30

Within two years .............20
f

Within three years . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Beyond three years O.............

O

.

O .

'

A 'I'
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Judgment Factors

O ror

i Safety Significance

A. Accident probability

Judge whether the action item has the potential for a large,

moderate, or small reduction in accident probability. Where

numbers can be estimated, a factor of 10 is large, a factor of 2

is small. Otherwise, use judgment to assess degree of reduction

and consider the directness of the item's relationship to accident

initiators.

B. Dose consequence

Consider whether the quantity of radioactive material that could

be released if the action item was not done would be large or

small. Also, consider he degree of dose reduction that the item
,

could provide.

C. Number of levels of defense in depth affe:ted.

D. People Affected

An item that provides added protection for the general public

should be given more weight than one limited to worker protection.

E. Organization Level of Action
_

Actions that improve the licensee's or the local authority's capability

to mitigate the consequences of an accident are more important than

items designed to improve the State or Federal capability. Things

that can be done at the site, right away, should be given more

weight than things that require long distance response by State or

Federal authorities.

O
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January 5, 1980

coe.*

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman AhearneCossnissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Hendrie
Commissioner Bradford

FROM: Lee V. Gossick -

Executive Director for Operations

TMI ACTION PLAN -- PRERFQUISITES FOR RESUMPTION OF LICENSINGSUBJECT:

In response to the Secretary's memorandum of December 28 and the guidance of
the Commission at the meeting on December 21, the TMI Action Plan SteeringGroup has developed a proposed definition of the actions that would be requiredThis memorandum provides
t.o be taken before reactor licensing could be resumed.

that proposed definition and reports on an important initial step in thateffort -- the identification of the specific licensing requirements for theThis memorandum and its attached
near-term operating license applications.

p list of near-term OL requirements were presented to and discussed with the
-

;

Tne
V Directors of NRR, IE, RES, and SD on January 4, and they have concurred.

Executive Legal Director has no legal objections.

The licensing pause has been described previously, but not in the detail nowIt was broadly defined by the Comission in its November 9,1979 letterIn providin2 its analysisneeded.

to Dr. Press in the Executive Office of the President.and views of the recomendations of the President's Comission, the NRC said
in that letter, in part,

i d
"NRC has decided that new plants will not be licensed until the requ reThis approach assures that the NRC staff

.

i
criteria have been developed.
can give the necessary attention to implementation of the changes on
operating plants.

(1) review
NRC plans to proceed systematically in the following manner:

and correlate the recommendations of the President's Commission, those ofinternal lessons learned groups, those of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
1

|hen available), the
Safeguards, the findings of NRC Special Inquiry (w(when available), and

.

findings of ongoing Congressional investigations ,I

other inputs; (2) transform the recommendations in each subject area into
a statement of goals (i.e., define the new or improved safety objectives |

to be accomplished in each area); (3) develop task action plans to transform
the goals into organizational or procedural changes as they apply to NRr

O
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or into regulatory requirements as they apply to licensees; (4) initiate
Q implementation of the new regulatory requirements on operating plants;

and (5) initiate implementation of the new regulatory require:pents on
plants under construction."

The " action plans" called for in the November 9 letter have now come to be known
as the draft TMI Action Plan (NUREG-0660). The desired format and content of
the action plan in the context of the Commission's licensing pause were described
in Commissioner Hendrie's memorandum of November 16, as "... essentially a matrix
formed by listing the points in the November 9th paper, plus any other actions
we think necessary, along one axis and the various classes of cases 5.long the
other axis." Table 1 of NUREG-0660 is the matrix of licensing and other actions
developed by the staff in response to this guidance from the Commission.

The Action Plan contains what the staff presently believes constitutes the
complete set of additional requirements and programs for NRC, for op; rating
reacters, for operating license applicants, for reactors under construction,
and for construction permit applicants. In its totality, the Action Plan will
identify all actions considered to be necessary as a result of the accident at
TMI. Some will be required to be finished before the resumption of licensing.
Others may be required to be undertaken before resumption of licensing. Still

other, longer term actions may not be undertaken until well after licensing
has been resumed. Adoption of the Plan describing all of these actions by the
NRC would constitute "getting its house in order." We do not believe that the
isolated approval of any particular subset of action items -- for example. the
licensing requirements that are applicable to near-term operating licenses --
is a sufficient condition to justify the resumption of licensing.

~

We believe that Commission consideration and approval of the Action Plan in
its entirety is a necessary action. Approval of the plan would mean Commission <

endorsement that the total program defined in the Plan constitutes the sufficient
,

measures to be undertaken to permit resumption of licensing. This is important . '

and necessary guidance for licensees, license applicants, the staff, and the ;
hearing boards. In this connection, the form of the Commission approval of the ;

Plan is an important subject that needs further consideration. Some preliminary
J

thoughts by ELD on this subject are attached.

There are several deficiencies in the present draft that render'it inadequate
for approval at this time. First, it is incomplete. Recognizing that the NRC
Special Inquiry report may contain additicaal requirements not presently identi-
fied in the draft Action Plan and that there is staff review of the plan still

ongoing, we are not recommending approval of the existing draft Action Plan.
Second, the plan as presently drafted is a mixture of policy objectives, program
descriptions, and specific licensing criteria. Some of this material is at a

'

level of detail that is too specific for Commission approval (i.e., it is at a i

level of detail more appropriate for staff action and interpretation). We I

anticipate furnishing to the Commission another draft of the plan within about
a month of issuance of the NRC Special Inquiry Report. It is our intent that

1

i

O
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it will correct these sorts of deficiencies. In addition, at that time, we

i expect to furnish an analysis of the resource and programmatic implications of
the Plan, including the identification of necessary reprogrr.aming, future budget
requirements, and effect on present programs.

We recognize that there are many action items in the present draft of the Plan |
that require clearer description, fuller explanation of need, development of 1

detailed criteria, consideration of alternative approaches, and the like, before l

final decisions on them could be expected. We plan, for the next draft, to
identify each of those actions and a proposed schedule and method for obtaining
Commission approval. We propose that these approvals can be granted external
to or subsequent to Commission approval of the Action Plan itself. Approval
of the Plan will simply mean, in these areas, that the Commission agrees in
principal with the indicated action but intends to treat them separately and
on specific schedules and according to methods or procedures outlined in the
Plan. The balance of the action items in the Plan will be sufficiently well-
described that Commission approval of the overall Plan will constitute specific
approval of those items. Examples of the sort of detailed requirements that
can be decided by Commission approval of the overall Plan are the specific
near-term operating license requirements described below.

There are several subsets of requirements that could be extracted from the Plan
for separate consideration and decision by the Commission. Consistent with
our understanding of the Commission's request at the December 21 meeting, we,

O have extracted those actions that are uniquely applicable to near-term operating
licenses. We have defined "near-term operating licenses" as those that would
be issued before July 1980. A longer time period would add, subtract, or modify
requirements. It is necessary to establish such a temporal definition because
the subset of actions required to be accomplished by applicants before obtaining
an OL differs depending on that definition. The set of requirements for
near-term OL applicants according to a July 1980 definition is attached as
Enclosure 1.

A similar listing of requirements could be extracted for other classes of
activities, such as the set of short-term lessons learned already applie~d to
operating reactors, the additional requirements for operating reactors beyond
the short-term lessons learned, the actions required to be taken by holders of
construction permits, and the internal actions required to be taken by the NRC
that would define " putting our. house in crder." It is our intent that an
improved Table 1 in the next draft of NUREG-1660 will more clearly identify
such subgroupings of all the actions contained in the Plan.

Besides the information discussed above, the Steering Group will be prepared
at its meeting with the Commission on January 9 to discuss the status of ongoing
work to revise the action plan generally, to identify the method being used to
identify resource reprogramming candidates in the current NRC operating plan

|

O
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|
cnd budget submissions, and to propose a mer. hod for obtaining feedback and|

O ia ><r r ctor 9rtors adothersiavoiveiathei9 attioaorthe1
-

TMI-related requirements.

_d
ee V. Gossick

Executive Director for Operations i

Enclosures:
1. Near-Term Operating License

Requirements
2. ELD Comments on Form of

Commission Approval

cc: Office Directors
Steering Group Members
Task Managers

.

O
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O TMI ACTION PLAN
V

NEAR-TERM OPERATING LICENSE REQUIREMENTS

Requirement Already Approved When Applicable *

I.A.1.1 Shift Technical Advisor

Provide technical advisors with engineering

cxpertise on each shift. Yes FL j
|

|

1.A.1.2 Shift Supervisor Duties

Minimize administrative duties. Yes FL

I.A.1.3 Shift Manning

SRO and RO in control room. No FL

(2) Administrat,ive aide to shift supervisor

on each shift. No FL
.

(3) Restrictions on use of overtime. No FL

I.B.1.1 Organization and Management r.riteria

Interoffice NRC review of licensee management j

to determine organizational and managerial

capabilities, pending development of criteria. No FL

"FL = before fuel load
FP = before full power

|

!

O
1 Attachment 1
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O
I.B.3.1 Safety Engineering Group

1

Licensee provide onsite safety engineering .

group to provide sepplemental engineering

review and support. Interoffice NRC review

of the adequacy of this group, pending

development of formal criteria. No FL

I.B.3.4 Resident Inspector

NRC resident inspector at each site for new OL. No FL

.I.C.1.1 Analysis and Procedure Modifications

(1) Phase I - small break LOCA's. Yes FL

Yes FL(]PhaseII-inadequatecorecooling.

.

I.C.1.2 Shift Relief and Turnnver Procedures

Plant procedures for shift a'2 relief turnover. Yes FL

I.C.1.3 Shift Personnel Responsibilities

Plant prccedures specifying responsibilities

of shift personnel for safe aperation of ti.;

plant. Yes FL

O
2 Attachment 1
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Already Approved When Applicable
Requirement

-

I.C.1.4 Control Room Access

Plant procedures for limiting access to the
Yes FL

control room.

I.C.2 Vendor Review of Procedures

NSSS vendor review of licensee emergency

procedures, low power test procedures,
No FP

and power ascension procedures.

I.C.3 Pilot Program for Review of Selected

Emergency Procedures

NRC conduct in-depth review of development and

QeofselectedemergencyproceduresonNTOL
No FP

plants.
,

I.E.1 Licensee Operating Experience Evaluation

Capability

Onsite and offsite capability for evaluation of
Partial FL

operating experiences at nuclear power plants.

I.E.2 Licensee Dissemination of Operating

Experiences

Procedures that assure feedback of operating

No FLexperiences to operators and other personnel.

3 Attachment 1.
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

1. Training During Low Power Testing

C:nduct " hands on" training in selected plant

cvolutions and off-normal events for shift
No FP )personnel.

!

!
;

II.B.1 Degraded Core - Primary System Vent

Provide design of remotely operable high point

reactor coolant system vents. Yes FP :

II.B.2 Degraded Core - Shielding

Provide design of additional shielding required

to provide access to vital areas and protect

Yes FPfety equipment.

.

II.B.3 Degraded Core - Samoling

Provide interim procedures and final system

design for sampling and analyzing reactor

coolant and containment atmosphere. Yes FP

II.B.4 Degraded Core - Trainino

(1) Establish training program for all operating

',personnel in the mitigation of severe core .,

damage using existing equipment. No FL

No FP(2) Complete initial training.

4 Attachment 1

S 5[



_ . . ._..._. _ _ . __ . _ . _ . _ . - _

.

.

Recuirement Already Approved When Applicable

I II.B.8 Degraded Core - Rulemaking

Issue notice of intent to conduct rulemaking

on requirements for design features for ,

accidents involving severely damaged cores. No FP

f

:

II.B.9 Interim Hydrogen Control Requirements

for Small Containnents

Under development. No FP

II.C.1.1 Mini-IREP No FP

C.1.8 Reliability Assurance

., ablish a reliability assurance program for

engineered safety features systems. No FP

II.D.1.1 Relief and Safety Valve Test

Commit to performance testing of RCS relief and

safety valves under the full range of normal

and accident conditions by July 1981. Yes FL

II.D.1.5 Relief and Safety Valve Position

Install direct indication of relief and safety g, .

valve position. Yes FL

|
,

V' .
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R:quirement Alreaay Approved When Applicable

A
I'Lj.1 Auxiliary Feedwater System Reliability

Perform simplified reliability analysis of AFW

system and modify as necessary. No FP

II.E.1.3 Auxiliary Feedwater Initiation

Install safety grade automatic start of AFW

and safety grade flow indicators. Yes FP

II.E.3 Emergency Power for Decay Heat Removal

Install capability to supply some pressurizer

heaters and controls from emergency power
-

supply and implement necessary training and

racedures. Yes FP

II.E.4.1 Containment Penetrations

Prcvide design of redundant dedicated
'

containment penetrations for external

hydrogen recombiner, if applicable. Yes FL

II.E.4.3 Containment Isolation

Install diverse containment isolation signal. Yes FP

' , ,
II.E.4.5 Containment Purge

Restrict containment purge operation and

demonstrate purge valve operability. Yes FP

6 Attachment 1
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R:quirement Already Approved When Applicable
>

O
II.F.2 Inadequate Core Cooling Instruments

(1) Install subcooling meter. Yes FL

(2) Submit design of vessel level indicator. Yes FL

II.G Emergency Power for Pressurizer Equipment

Modify povier supplies for the pressurizer relief

valves, block valves, and level indicators to

be from emergency power sources. Yes FL

III.A.1.1 Role of NRC
.

More detailed definition of role of NRC in

emergencies than presently contained in

f]tionPlan. No FP

.

III.A.1.5 Communications

Install two direct dedicated telephone lines

between plant and NRC. Yes FL

III.A.2.1 Technical Support Center

Establish initial onsite TSC and provide plans,

procedures, staffing, communications, and

radiation monitoring equipment. (Upgrade on
.

same schedule as present OR's.) Yes FL

O .-
7 Attachment 1
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

III.A.2.2 Onsite Operational Support Center
;

Establish an OCS as described in the 10/30P 9

1stter to licensees. (Upgrade on same

schedule as present OR's.) Yes FL

III.A.2.3 Near-Site Emergency Operations

Center

Estrblish an EOC as a base for coordinating

ensite and offsite activities and interface

with State, local, and Federal agencies.

(Upgrade on same schedule as present OR's.) Yes FL

.A.3 Upgrade Licensee Emergency Preparedness

Upgrade emergency plans in accordance with

Regulatory Guide 1.101 and NUREG-0610. Yes FL

.

III.B.3.2 FEMA-NRC Concurrence in State and

Local RERP

Concurrence must be obtained. Yes FL

III.D.1.3.a Area Radiation Monitors (Partial)

Provide instrumentation to determine in plant s% ,

airborne radioiodine ccncentrations. Yes FL

O
i

~

8 Attachment 1
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

I .D.2.1 Control Room Habitability
,

I

,

Cenfirm compliance with existing regulatory

r:quirements or establish schedule for
|

necessary modifications to achieve compliance. No FP l

III.D.2.2.b Evaluation of Secondary Side Hazards

Evaluate secondary side leakage and radiological

hazards whien could result from major accident,

and make modifications to reduce hazards. Yes FP

III.D.2.2.c Improve Auxiliary Building

Identify improvements to control radioactive

feakagefromauxiliarybuildings, includingd
requirements for building exhaust filtration

where it doesn't already exist, and provide

schedule for modifications. No FP -

III.E.1.1 Improved Vent Gas Systems

Review vent gas and leak detectic1 systems

against new design criteria and provide

schedule for modifications. No FP

N

Attachment 19 -

k'. ,

|
t



e- - - . - _ _ _ - - - . . . . = - - - . - .-- - ..--.-- - - .

. .

R:quirement Already Approved When Applicable

1. E.1. 2. a Surveillance Testina (Filtration -
.

Systems) (Partial)

Implement surveillance testing program for

non-ESF filtration systems. No FP

III.E.2.1.b NRC Monitoring
1

NRC establish TLD surveillance network around

site. Yes FL

O
.

e *
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' January 5, 1980

MEMORANDUM FOR: Roger Mattson

FROM: Guy Cunningham

SUBJECT: THI ACTION PLAN -- PREREQUISITES FOR RESUMPTION OF LICENSING

At their meeting on January 4, the office directors were unanimously agreed
'

that Commission approval of the recomendations of this paper should be obtained
before their full implementation. There was disagreement, however, as to whether
that approval should be in the form of a general statement of policy or one or
more rules (made immediately effective as appropriate). OELD believes that i

the difference between the approaches should be highlighted and the consequences
of the choice made clear. A good discussion of this subject is presented in
Pacific Gas and El ,'ric Co. v. FPC (D.C. Cir. 1974) 506 F.2d 33. In part,
the Court said:

The critical distinction between a substantive rule and a general statement
of policy is the different practical effect that these two types of pronounce-
ments have in subsequent administrative proceedings. A properly adopted

O substantive rule establishes a standard of conduct which has the force of
law. In subsequent administrative proceedings involving a substantive
rule, the issues are whether the adjudicated facts conform to the rule
and whether the rule should be waived or applied in that particular
instance. The underlying policy embodied in the rule is not generally
subject to challenge before the agency.

A general statement of policy, on the other hand, does not establish a
" binding norm." It is not finally determinative of the issues or rights ~
to which it is addressed. The agency cannot apply or rely upon a general
statement of policy as law because a general statement of policy only
announceswhattheagencyseekstoestablishaspolicy. A policy statement
announces the agency s tentative intentions for the future. When the
agency applies the policy in a particular situation, it must be prepared
to support the policy just as if the policy statement had never been issuad.
An agency cannot escape its responsibility to present evidence and reasoning
supporting its substantive rules by announcing binding precedent in the.
form of a general statement of policy.

(Citations and footnotes omitted.)
AIn the present situation, utilization of a policy statement to announce the

agency's intention to require implementation of the recommendations of this
paper will mehn that the proposed requirement will be a proper subject for
litigation in every contested case befcre the issuance of any permit or license.
OELD believes that immediately effective rules can be promulgated in the same

O
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period of time as a general statement of policy. Moreover, to the extent that
C|P the rules are merely " interpretive" of present regulations, they may be promul-

i

gated, as may a general statement of policy, without following APA rulemaking i

procedures. |
i
,
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uy H. Cunni am, !F '

Chief Regula ions Counsel, OELD
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APPENDIX VII
TMI ACTION PLAN--PREREQUISITES FOR

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne RESUMPTION OF LICENSING
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Hendrie s

Commissioner Bradford

FROM: Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations -

SUBJECT: TMI ACTION PLAN -- PREREQUISITES FOR RESUMPTION OF LICENSING

In response to the Secretary's memorandum of December 28 and the guidance of
the Commission at the meeting on December 21, the TMI Action Plan Steering
Group has developed a proposed definition of the actions that would be required
to be taken before reactor licensing could be resumed. This memorandum provides
that proposed definition and reports on an important initial step in that
effort -- the identification of the specific licensing requirements for the
near-term operating license applications. This memorandum and its attached
list of near-term OL requirements were presented to and discussed with the

( ] Directors of NRR, IE, RES, and SD on January 4, and they have concurred. The' Executive Legal Director has no legal objections.

The licensing pause has been described previously, but not in the detail now
needed. It was broadly defined by the Commission in its November 9, 1979 letter
to Dr. Press in the Executive Office of the President. In providing its analysis
and views of the recommendations of the President's Commission, the NRC said
in that letter, in part,

"NRC has decided that new plants will not be licensed until the required
criteria have been developed. This approach assures that the NRC staff
can give the necessary attention to implementation of the changes on
operating plants.

NRC plans to proceed systematically in the following manner: (1) review
and correlate the recommendations of the President's Commission, those of
internal lessons learned groups, those of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards, the findings of NRC Special Inquiry (when available), the
findings of ongoing Congressional investigations (when available), and '

,

other inputs; (2) transform the recommendations in each subject area into i
'a statemer,t of coals (i.e., define the new or improved safety objectives

to be accomplished in each area); (3) develop task action plans to transform
the goals into organizational or procedural changes as they apply to NRC,

!
.
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or into regulatory requirements as they apply to licensees; (4) initiate
implementation of the new regulatory requirements on operating plants;
and'(5) initiate implementation of the new regulatory requirements on
plants under construction."

The " action plans" called for in the November 9 letter have now come to be known
as the draft TMI Action Plan (NUREG-0660). The desired format and content of
the action plan in the context of the Commission's licensing pause were described'

in Commissioner Hendrie's memorandum of November 16, as "... essentially a matrix
formed by listing the points in the November 9th paper, plus any other actions
we think necessary, along one axis and the various classes of cases along the
other axis." Table 1 of NUREG-0660 is the matrix of licensing and other actions
developed by the staff in response to this guidance from the Commission,

The Action Plan contains what the staff presently belt 4 constitutes the
complete set of additional requirements and programs w. NRC, for operating
reactors, for operating license applicants, for reactors under construction,
and for construction permit applicants. In its totality, the Action Plan will
identify all actions considered to be necessary as a recult of the accident at
TMI. Some will be required to be finished before the resumption of licensing.
Others may be required to be undertaken before resumption of licensing. Still
other, longer term actions may not be undertaken until well after licensing
has been resumed. Adoption of the Plan describin
NRCwouldconstitute"gettingitshouseinorder.galloftheseactionsbytheWe do not believe that the
isolated approval of any particular subset of action items -- for example, the

O licensing requirements that are applicable to near-term * 'erating licenses --
is a sufficient condition to justify the resumption of licensing.

We believe that Commission consideration and approval of the Action Plan in
its entirety is a necessary action. Approval of the plan would mean Commission
endorsement that the total program defined in the Plan constitutes the sufficient
measures to be undertaken to permit resumption of licensing. This is important . 4

and necessary guidance for licensees, license applicants, the staff, and the |hearing boards. In this connection, the form of the Commission approval of the !

Plan is an important subject that needs further consideration. Some preliminary
thoughts by ELD on this subject are attached.

There are several deficiencies in the present draft that render it inadequate
for approval at this time. First, it is incomplete. Recognizing that the NRC
Special Inquiry report may contain additional requirements not presently identi- ,

'

fied in the draft Action Plan and that there is staff review of the plan still I

ongoing, we are not recommending approval of the existing draft Action Plan.
Second, the plar, as presently drafted is a mixture of policy objectives, program
descriptions, and specific licensing criteria. Some of this material is at a
level of detail that is too specific for Commission approval.(i.e., it is at a
level of detail more appropriate for staff action and interpretation). We
anticipate furnishing to the Commission another draft of the plan within about
a month of issuance of the NRC Special Inquiry Report. It is our intent that

O
.
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it will correct these sorts of deficiencies. In addition, at that time, we
expect to furnish an analysis of the resource and programmatic implications of
the Plan, including the identification of necessary reprogramming, future budget
requirements, and effect on present programs.

We recognize that there are many action items in the present draft of the Plan
that require clearer description, fuller explanation of need, development of
detailed criteria, consideration of alternative approaches, and the like, before
final decisions on them could be expected. We plan, for the next draft, to
identify each of those actions and a proposed schedule and method for obtaining
Commission approval. We propose that those approvals can be granted external

,

to or subsequent to Commission approval of the Action Plan itself. Approval
of the Plan will simply mean, in these areas, that the Commission agrees in
principal with the indicated action but intends to treat them separately and
on specific schedules and according to methods or procedures outlined in the
Plan. The balance of the action items in the Plan will be sufficiently well-
described that Commission approval of the overall Plan will constitute specific
approval of those items. Examples of the sort of detailed requirements that
can be decided by Commission approvai of the overall Plan are the specific
near-term operating license requirements described below.

There are several subsets of requirements that could be extracted from the Plan
for separate consideration and decision by the Commission. Consistent with
our understanding of the Commission's request at the December 21 meeting, we

O have extracted those actions that are uniquely applicable to near-term operating
licenses. We have defined "near-term operating licenses" as those that would
be issued before July 1980. A longer time period would add, subtract, or modify
requirements. It is necessary to establish such a temporal definition because
the subset of actions required to be accomplished by applicants before obtaining
an OL differs depending on that definition. The set of requirements for
near-term OL applicants according to a July 1580 definition is attached as
Enclosure 1. -

A similar listing of requirements could be extracted for other classes of
activities, such as the set of short-term lessons learned already applied to
operating reactors, the additional requirements for operating reactors beyond
the short-term lessons learned, the actions required to be taken by holders of
construction permits, and the internal actions required to be taken by the NRC
that would define " putting our house in order." It is our intent that an
improved Table 1 in the next draft of NUREG-0660 will more clearly identify
such subgroupings of all the actions contained in the Plan.

Besides the information discussed above, the Steering Group will be prepared
at its meeting with the Commission on January 9 to discuss the status of ongoing
work to revise the action plan generally, to identify the method being used to
identify resource reprogramming candidates in the current NRC operating plan

:

,9. L L
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and budget submissions, and to propose a method for obtaining feedback and
ideas from reactor operators and others involved in the implementation of the
THI-related requirements.

.0 :Y
ee V. Gossick

Executive Director for Operations
i

Enclosures:
1. Near-Term Operating License

Requirements
2. ELD Comments on Form of

Commission Approval

cc: Office Directors
Steering Group Members
Task Managers
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O THI ACTION PLAN

NEAR-TERM OPERATING LICENSE REQUIREMENTS

Requirement Already Approved When Applicable *

I.A.1.1 Shitt Technical Advisor

Provide technical advisors with engineering

expertise on each shift. Yes FL

I.A.1.2 Shift Supervisor Duties

Minimize administrative duties. Yes FL

I.A.1.3 Shift Manning

(x-4)SROandR0incontrolroom. No FL

(2) Administrat,ive aide to shift supervisor

on each shift. No FL
.

(3) Restrictions on use of overtime. No FL,

I.B.1.1 Organization and Management Criteria
~

Interoffice NRC review of licensee management

to determine organizational and managerial

capabilities, pending development of criteria. No FL

^FL = before fuel load
FP = before full power

O
V
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable
!

()
I.B.3.1 Safety Engineering Group

Licensee provide onsite safety engineering

group to provide supplemental engineering

review and support. Interoffice NRC review

of th? adequacy of this group, pending

development of formal criteria. No FL

I.B.3.4 Resident Inspector

NRC resident inspector at each site for new OL. No FL

I.C.1.1 Analysis and Procedure Modifications

(1) Phase I - small break LOCA's. Y'es FL

({}} Phase II -inadequate core cooling. Yes FL

l
-

.

I.C.1.2 Shift Relief and Turnover Procedures !

Plant procedures for shift and relief turnover. Yes FL

I.C.1.3 Shift Personnel Responsibilities

Plant procedures specifying responsibilities
J

of shift personnel for safe cperation of the

plant. Yes FL

:

1

l

<
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Requirement Already Approved t! hen Applicable

I.C.1.4 Control Room Access

Plant procedures for limiting access to the

control room. Yes FL

I.C.2 Vendor Review of Procedures

NSSS vendor review of licensee emergency

procedures, low power test procedures, .

.and power ascension procedures. No FP

I.C.3 Pilot Program for Revie,w of Selected

Emergency Procedures

{Cconductin-depthreviewofdevelopmentand
use of selected emergency procedures on NTOL

plants. No FP
,

_

I.E.1 Licensee Operating Experience Evaluation

Capability

Onsite and offsite capability for evaluation of

operating experiences at nuclear power plants. Partial FL

I.E.2 Li_censee Dissemination of Operating

Experiences

Procedures that assure feedback of operating

experiences to operators and other personnel. No FL

O
3 Attachnent 1
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O .

I.G Training During Low Power Testing

Conduct " hands on" training in selected plant

evolutions and off-normal events for shift

personnel. No FP
,

i

II.B.1 Degraded Core - Primary System Vent

Provide design of remotely operable high point

reactor coolant system vr.r.ts. Yes FP

,

II.B.2 Degraded Core - Shielding

Provide design of additional shielding required

to provide access to vital areas and protect

Oafety equi ment.P Yes Fe

.

II.B.3 Degraded Core - Sampling

Provide interim procedures and final system
~

>

design for sampling and analyzing reactor

coolant and containment atmosphere. Yes FP

i t ,1 4 Degraded Core - Training

(1) Establish training program for all operating

personnel in the mitigation of severe core .

,

damage usiig existing equipment. No FL

(2) Complete initial training. No FP l

O
,
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O
II.B.8 Degraded Core - Rulemaking

,

Issue notice of intent to conduct rulemaking

on requirements for design features for

accidents involving severely damaged cores. No FP

II.B.9 Interim Hydregen Control Requirements

for Small Containments

Under development. No FP

II.C.1.1 Mini-IREP No FP

.

II.C.1.8 Reliability Assurance

gtablishareliabilityassuranceprogramfor
engineered safety features systems. No FP

,

II.D.1.1 Relief and Safety Valve Test
.

Commit to performance testing of RCS relief and

safety valves under the full range of normal

and accident conditions by July 1981. Yes FL

II.D.1.5 Relief and Safety Valve Position

Install direct indication of relief and safety
. , , .

valve position. Yes FL

;

l

|

l

O l
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O
II.E.1 Auxiliary Feedwater System Reliability

Perform simplified reliability analysis of AFW

system and modify as necessary. No FP

II.E.1.3 Auxiliary Feedwater Initiation

Install safety grade automatic start of AFW

and safety grade flow indicators. Yes FP

II.E.3 Emercancy Power for Decay Heat Removal

Install capability to supply some pressurizer

heaters and controls from emergency power

supply and implement necessary training and

Orocederes. ves Fe

II.E.4.1 Containment Penetrations

Provide design of redur. dant dedicated ~

containment penetrations f or external

hydrogen recombiner, if applicable. Yes FL

] I".E.4.3 Containment Isolation
'

Install diverse containment isolation signal. Yes FP

s.,

II.E.4.5 Containment Purge

Restrict containment purge operation and

emonstrate purge valve operability. Yes FP

6 Attachment 1
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O
II.F.2 Inadequate Core Cooling Instruments

(1) Install subcooling meter. Yes FL

(2) Submit design of vessel level indicator. Yes FL'

II.G Emergency Power for Pressurizer Equipment

Modify power supplies for the pressurizer relief

valves, block valves, and level indicators to

be from emergency power sources. Yes FL

III.A.1.1 Role of NRC

More detailed definition of role of NRC :n

emergencies than presently contained in

Cetioa rian. No re

.

III.A.1.5 Communications
'

Install two direct dedicated telephone lines

between plant and NRC. Yes FL

III.A.2.1 Technical Support Center

Establish initial onsite TSC and provide plans,

procedures, staffing, communications, and

radiation monitoring equipment. (Upgrade on .

.s..
same schedule as present OR's.) Yes FL

7 Attachment 1
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Requirement ,Already_Ayproved When Applicable

.O
.III.A.2.2 Onsite Operational Support Center

,

Establish an OCS as described in the 10/30/79 '

letter to licensees. (Upgrade on same

schedule as present OR's.) Yes
-

FL

III.A.2.3 Near-Site Emergency Operations

Center

Establish an E0C as a base for coordinating

onsite and offsite activities and interface

with State, local, and Federal agencies.

(Upgrade on same schedule as present OR's.) Yes FL

CII.A.3 Upgrade Licensee Emergency Preparedness

Upgrade emergency plans in accordance with

Regulatory Guide 1.101 and NUREG-0610. Yes FL

.

III.B.3.2 FEMA-NRC Concurrence in State and

Local RERP

Concurrence must be obtained. Yes FL

III.D.1.3.a Area Radiation Monitors (Partial)

Provide instrumentation to determine in plant -
,

airborne radioiodine concentrations. Yes FL

O
8 Attachment I
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O
III.D.2.1 Control Room Habitability

,

Confirm compliance with existing regulatory

requirements or establish schedule for

necessary modifications to achieve compliance. No FP

III.D.2.2.b Evaluation of Secondary Side Hazu ,2

Evaluate secondary side leakage and radiological

hazards which could result from major accident,

and make modifications to reduce hazards. Yes FP

III.D.2.2.c Improve Auxiliary Building

Identify improvements to control radioactive

O ieake9e fre . euxiiiary buildinos, inciudino

requirements for building exhaust filtration

where it doesn't already exist, and provide

schedule for modifications. No FP
'

III.E.1.1 Impic ed Vent Gas Systems

Review vent gas and leak detection systems

against new design criteria and provide

schedule for modifications. No FP

i s

,

,
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Requirement Already Approved When Applicable

O -

III.E.1.2.a Surveillance Testing (Filtration
.

Systems) (Partial)

Implement surveillance testing program for

non-ESF filtration systems. No FP

III.E.2.1.b NRC Monitoring
.

NRC establish TLD surveillance network around

site. Yes FL

O
p
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January 5, 1980

MEMORANDUM FOR: Roger Mattson
''

FROM: Guy Cunningham

lSUBJECT: TMI ACTION PLAN -- PREREQUISITES FOR RESUMPTION OF LICENSING

At their meeting on January 4, the office directors were unanimously agreed
that Commission approval of the recommendations of this paper should be obtained-

before their full implementation. There was disagreement, however, as to whether
that approval should be in the form of a general statement of policy or one or
more rules (made immediately effective as appropriate). OELD believes that
the difference between the approaches should be highlighted and the consequences
of the choice made clear. A good discussion of this subject is presented in
Pacific Gas and Electric Co. v. FPC (D.C. Cir. 1974) 506 F.2d 33. In part,

the Court said:

The critical distinction between a substantive rule and a general statement
of policy is the different practical effect that these two types of pronounce-
ments have in subsequent administrative proceedings. A properly adopted
substantive rule establishes a standard of conduct which has the force of

(dN
law. In subsequent administrative proceedings involving a substantive
rule, the issues are whether the adjudicated facts conform to the rule
and whether the rule should ce waived or applied in that particular
instance. The underlying po7 icy embodied in the rule is not generally
sub.fect to challenge before toe agency.

A general statement of policy, on the other hand, does not establish a
" binding norm." It is not finally determinative of the issues or rights ~
to which it is addressed. The agency cannot apply or rely upon a general
statement of policy as law b+cause a general statement of policy only
announces what the agency seeks to establish as policy. A policy statement
announces the agency's tentative intentions for the future. When the
agency applies the policy in a particular situation, it must be prepared
to support the policy just as if the policy statement had never been issued.
An agency cannot escape its responsibility to present evidence and reasoning
supporting its substantive cnias by anmuncing binding precedent in the.
form of a general statement of plicys

(Citations and footnotes omitted.)
\In the pr'sent situation, utilization of a policy statement to announce thee

agency's intention to require implementation of the recommendations of iis
paper will mean that the proposed requirement will be a proper subject for
litigation in every contested case before the issuance of any permit or license.
OElfJ believes that immediately effective rules can be promulgated in the same

O
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[#pn Cth UNITED STATE APPENDIX VIII'
'

| % NUCLEAR REGULATORY BACKGROUND MATERIAL FOR DISCUSSIONS ON
!

$ I ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REAC
~

a, I RELATED BULLETINS AND ORDERSwumucTon. o. c. 20s:
%, ...../.

m(d January 9, 1980

%: W. Mathis, Chairman B&O Subcommittee
M. Plesset, Chairman ECCS Subccanittee

FRCM: P. Boehnert

SUBJE'.|T: COMBINED SUBC@iMITTE5 ON B&O/ECCS MEETIN3 OF JANUARY J-4,1980

I have prepared the attached proposed meeting suninary for your review.
Copies are being distributed to the other ACRS members for their in-
formation and comment. Corrections and additions will be included in
the minutes of the meeting.

Attachment As Stated

cc: ACRS Members
ACRS Technical Staff
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b
PROPOSED SUMMARY OF ' HIE CCMBINED BULLETINS AND ORDERS /ECC5 SUBCCMMITTEEI
MEETING, JANUARY 3-4, 1980, LOS ANGELES, CALIFOfWIA

%e ACRS Bulletins & Orders and ECCS Subcommittees held a joint meeting in
Los Angeles on January 3-4, 1980 to continue discussion of the NRC and
industry response to NRC Bulletins and Orders. ACRS Members in attendance

included W. Mathis, M. Plesset, H. Etherington and D. Okrent (January 3 -
PM only) . Consultants in attendance included A. Acosta, I. Catton,
W. Lipinski , C. Michelson, V. Schrock, T. M2 and Z. Zudans.

MEETING HIGHLIGifrS

1. During a brief open executive session, ACRS Members and consultants made
the following observations: (1) Mr. Mathis felt that some of the NRCY

recommendations evidenced a lack of consistency - and cited as an
i

example the requirenent for automatic initiation of auxiliary feedwater
but with a provision for overriding the auto initiation; (2) Dr. Plesset
expressed concern over the limitations of Semiscale and the 'No Icop Test
Apparatus vis-a-vis scaling test results to apply to full size reactors.p

V He said careful consideration of the use of these facilities for full-
scale interpetation is necessary. (3) Mr. Michelson observed that there
was little discussion in the NRC NURKi reports of single failure con-
siderations for small-break analyses. He cited the example of a

secondary side blowdown causing a single failure in the primary system
leading to combined primary / secondary blowdown; (4) Dr. Acosta suggested
that the idea be explored of running the reactor coolant pumps at a
reduced speed (10%) to allow pumping for a non-break accident, when the
specific accident is unknown to the operator.

2. Dr. Ross, B&O Task Force leader, gave an overview of the B&O Task Force
activities. %e Task Forces' charge is to review generic implications
of the 'IMI-2 accident for all operating plants to confirm bases for
their continued safe operation. We scope of review encompassed the
loss of feedwater and omall-break LOCA events in the areas of systems
reliability, analyses and operator guideliens, plant procedures, and
operator training. % e principal work products of the Task Force are

/^
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B&O/EECS Meeting Sumary 1/34/80 -2- January 9, 1980
A
V

4 generic reports, - (for each vendors plants), plus a sumary report
(NUREU-0645) . (Note - copies of 0645 will be distributed to the
Committee during the January meeting.) The majority of the B&O Task
Force has been disbanded. A small group renains to supervise the
issuance of the above NURED reports; however as of this time, it has not
been decided what NRC group will review the industry responses to the
requirements specified in the NUREUs.

1

.

3. W. Kane (NRC) reviewed the statt:s of the long-term requirenents of the
IRC Orders issued to all B&W plan'.s in May 1979. Bere are four items

igeneric to all B&W plants: (1) continued upgrade of the auxiliary '

;
feedwater system; (2) perform a FMEA on the ICS, (3) upgrade the anti-

cipatory reactor trip to safety grade; and (4) continued operator training
3and drilling. Figure 1 lists the plant-specific requirenents of the

orders.
We bulk of the work on these items has been submitted for NRC

review and approval.

0 1

4.
Mr. methews cuRC) discussed the stetue of the eux111ery feedwater system
review program. Se main B&O requirenents for this topic were incorpo-
rated into Lessons Learned Items - 2.1.7.A (automatic AFW Initiation), and
2.1.7.B (AEW flow indication) . For 2.1.7. A, all but one plant (Yankee
Rowe) has complied or committed to comply; all plants have complied or
committed to comply with the provisions of 2.1.7.B. Yankee Rowe will
install two motor driven auxiliary feedwater pumps as a long-term fix.
We Staff is also awaiting response to requests for a AFW reliability
review and AFW flow design basis information.

5.
2. Ros::toczy described the B&O Task Force efforts in the area of analysis
of design and off-normal transients and accidents. %is category embrased
work in the following areas: (1) small-oreak LOCA analysis methods, (2)
inadequate core cooling, (3) evaluation of off-nonnal transients and acci-
dents,

(4) reactor coolant pump trip and HPI termination criteria, and (5)
experimental programs for small-break LOCA.

C'\
V
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Baro /ECCS Meeting Sumary 1/3-4/B0 -3- January 9, 1980

Among the significant conclusions / recommendations noted by Dr. Rosztoczy
include the following:

*(a) analysis methods used for small-breax (SB) LOCA analysis

should be revised, documented, and submitted for NRC review by
June 30,1980, (b) plant specific calculations using NRC approved
methods should be provided by all licensees by December 31, 1980

and (c) an NRC position on required conservatism in SB LOCA analyses
should be issued by June 30, 1980. It was noted that there is a
difference of opinion betwen Dr. Rosztoczy and D. Ross over re-
commandation (c) above. Dr. Ross has recomended item (c) be postponed
and that items (a) and (b) be forwarded for action. Dr. Rosztoczy
believes (a) and (c) can be performed together, then one can procede

to item (b) . %ere was considerable Subcommittee discussion on this
,

j point and it will be addressed at the Full Committee on Friday,
'

January 11, 1980.

'Unless the capability of the relief valves to provide sufficient
depressurization in case of loss of heat removal through the steamO eeneetors 2.. be demonstrated with dee acceunt or inget end ce1ce-
lational uncertainties, continued operation of IWRs with low-head

HPI systems should be conditioned on a timely design change. Replace-
ment of HPI pumps with high-head pumps, increased relief valve

capacity, or installation of a high pressure RHR system are possible
acceptable design changes. (Note: this item effects all CE plants,
one-half of W plants, and Davis-Besse (B&W)).

bechnical Specifications for ECC Systems should include an appropriate
limit on the accumulated outage time per year.

'The frequency of relief valve challenges should be reduced sub-

stantially (by an order of magnitude) in CE, W and GE plants. Ris
can be accomplished by careful selection of relief valve and over-
pressure reactor trip setpoints together with anticipatory rea: tor
trips on turbine trip and loss of feedwater.

A
U
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Bt,O/ECCS Meeting Summary 1/3-4/80 -4- January 9,1980

'

'For the analysis of transients and accidents topic, an event
tree analysis of selected transients and accidents will be
performed by 5% vendors through the Owner's Group. he purpose

of this study is to upgrade operator training programs and energency
procedures, as well as identify essential instrumentation needed
to follow these proced2res. Single active failures will be con-
sidered for each systan called upon to function for a particular
event; multiple failures and passive failures will only be con-
siderd if extenuating circumstances warrant, e.g., use of a non-
safety grade AFW system. Dr. Okrent asked the Staff for their
position on consideration of multiple failures. Dr. Ross replied
that this topic is being addressed in the NRC Action Plan. A

three-pronged approach is being used to provide more protection
for DBAs. Wese three aspects are: (1) upgraded operator train-
ing, (2) better control room information, and (3) better operating
procedures.

'Concerning the question of RCP trip during SB LOCAs, the NRC is
requiring automatic RCP trip for a SB LOCA accident. NRC believes
insufficient data exists to verify models with pumps running. NRC

-

is encouraging the industry the seek means to leave pumps running
during SB LOCAs.

CE has proposed increasing HPI capacity and leaving
two of the four RCPs running.

*%e preliminary conclusions of the LOET L3-1 SB LOCA test, run on
tbvember 20, 1979, were discussed. B&W, CE, and W along with INEL
and IASL subnitted pretest, or " blind" analyses of the test. %e test
data have been compared with the analyser but the value of this com-
parison is limited because the various flow bypass paths seen in the
test were not modeled in the' analyses.

. *The Sera! scale SB LOCA test (S-07-108) was run on January19, 1980.
! Pretest analyses were subnitted by B&W, CE, W, INEL, and IASL.1 A

" quick-look" report summari::ing the preliminary data analyses is due
out in late January.

-
,

I
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B&O/ECCS Meeting Sumary 1/3-4/80 -5- January 9, 1980

7(G 'A small break LOCA test on the two-loop test apparatus (BWR ,

facility) was run on December 18, 1979. E submitted a pre-test

prediction on the same date. Test data are locked up, pending receipt
of predictions from INEL.

6,

Mr. Bruce Wilson (NRC) discussed the approved HPI termination criteria
Figures 2-5 attached describe these criteria for each vendor's plants

.

7.
We results of an NRC audit of selected plants was reviewed. Se B&O
Task Force performed these audits to assess four areas: (1) comparison
of the plant's SB LOCA procedures to the approved vendor's guidelines;
(2) review of the SB LCX'A procedures training given reactor operators;j
(3) quizzing of the operators to determine their proficiency vis-a-vis
the SB LOCA procedures; and (4) review of the system-related aspects
of the procedures to assure the operator actions can be performed.Pro-
blem areas noted during the audits included: (1) misinterpretation of
the guidelines, (2) refusal to follow guidelines believed to be unsafe
(3) plant operators lack of depth of knowledge in fluid dynamics

,

, thermo-

hydraulics, and heat transfer, and (4) control room design problems.

8.
W. Kane (NRC) detailed the schedule for implementation of the B&O Task
Force recommendations (Figure 6).

(Note: It is my understanding that
H. Denton has recently extended the 1/1/80 deadline dates to 1/31/80 )

.

9.
A representative from each of the four utility owner's Groups made a
presentation before the Subecmmittee.

W e tone and tennor of these
presentations evidenced a mood of hostility towards the NRC Staff.

In

general, the Owner's Groups complained of unrealistic schedule demands,
lack of clear and concise responses from the Staff, and a general lack of
operating experience among Staff members.

Both Mr. Mathis and Dr. Plesset
expressed dismay at the lack of cooperation shown by~the Owner's Groups,
particularly in light of the 'NI-2 experience.

10.
Le B&O Task Force will rrake a presentation before the ACRS on Friday
January 11, 1980, ,

at 8:30 a.m., to present an overview of the Task
Porce Activities. i

he Task Force would like Committee comment ontheir efforts. 1

'
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B&O/ECCS Meeting Sununary 1/3-4/80 -6- Janaary 9, 1980,

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

1. Mr. Etherington asked if the NRC has studied the possibility of water
hammer in RHR systen condensors. IRC will respond to this question at
the full Committee meeting.

2. Dr. Plesset requested a brief report on the status of UHI plants vis-a-
vis NRC post 'IMI review. Dr. Ross said he would respond at the ACRS
meeting.

3. Mr. Etherington asked who in NRC will be responsible for tracking the
B&O recommendations after the Task Force has disbanded. NRC has been

asked to respond to this question at the full Committee meeting.

FUTURE MEETIICS

No future meetings have been scheduled at this time.

O
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B&W HPI TERMINATION CRITERIA

1. THE LPI SYSTEM IS IN OPERATION AND FLOWING AT A

RATE IN EXCESS OF 1000 GPM AND THE SITUATION HAS

BEEN STABLE FOR 20 MINUTES.

OR

2.
ALL HOT AND COLD LEG TEMPERATURES ARE AT LEAST 50

bs BELOW THE SATURATION TEMPERATURE FOR THE EXISTING

RCS PRESSURE, THE HOT LEG TEMPERATURES ARE NOT MORE

#

THAN 50 HOTTER THAN THE SECONDARY SIDE SATURATION

TEMPERATURE, AND THE ACTION IS NECESSARY TO PREVENT

THE INDICATED PRESSURI2ER LEVEL FROM GOING OFF-SCALE

HIGH.

1
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WESTINGHOUSE HPI TERMINATION CRITERIA

1. REACTOR COOLANT PRESSURE IS GREATER THAN 2000
<

PSIG AND INCREASING

AND

1

?. PRESSURIZER. WATER LEVEL IS GREATER THAN NO LOAD

WATER LEVEL'
;

AND

O
3.

THE REACTOR COOLANT INDICATES SUBC00 LING IS GREATER

THAN (PLANT SPECIFIC VALUE)

.

AND

4.
WATER LEVEL IN AT LEAST ONE STEAM GENERATOR IS IN

THE NARROW RANGE SPAN OR IN THE WIDE RANGE SPAN AT
'

A LEVEL SUFFICIENT TO ASSURE THAT THE U-TUBES ARE

COVERED

O
naa3
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O
CE HPI TERMINATION CRITERIA

AFTER ANY SIAS, OPERATE THE SIS UNTIL RCS HOT

AND COLD LEG TEMPERATURES' ARE AT LEAST 50*F BELOW
,

:

SATURATION TEMPERATURE FOR THE RCS PRESSURE AND

A PRESSURIZER LEVEL IS INDICATED, UNLESS THE

CAUSE OF THE SIAS HAS BEEN VERIFIED TO BE AN INAD-

VERTANT ACTUATION.

O
,

'
e
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-
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GE ECCS TERMINATION CRITERIA

ANY EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM SHOULD NOT

BE SHUT OFF UNLESS THERE ARE MULTIPLE CONFIRMING

PROCESS PARAMETER INDICATIONS (SUCH AS LEVEL
.

INDICATIONS FROM SEVERAL INSTRUMENTS) THAT THE

CORE AND CONTAINMENT ARE IN A SAFE, STABLE CONDITION. -

:

O

:

i
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|
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TABLE 3-1

SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF

BULLETINS & ORDERS TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation Schedule

GS-1 aFW System Train Outage Time Limit 1/1/80
.

GS-2 Lock & Verify Position of Manual AFW 1/1/80
System Valves

GS-3 Throttling AFW System Flow 1/1/80

GS-4 Initiating Backup Water Supplies 1/1/80

GS-5 AFW Flow Following Loss of All Ac Power 1/1/80

GS-6 AFW System Flow Path Verification 1/1/80

GS-7 Non-safety Grade Non-reduncant AFW 1/1/80
System Auto Initiation Signals

GS-8 Auto Initiation of AFW Systems 1/1/80

Primary AFW Source Low Level Alarm 1/1/80

AFW Pump Endurance Test 1/1/80

AFW Flow Indication 1/1/80
|

| AFW System Availability during 1/1/80
Periodic Surveillance Testing

:

GL-1 Auto Initiation of AFW Systems 1/1/81
--

__._
_ _

3-24
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SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF

BULLETINS & ORDERS TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS -

Recommandation

O ~ Schedule

) GL-2 Single Valve in AFW System Flow Path 1/1/81

GL-3 Elimination of ac Power Dependency 1/1/81

GL-4 LossofPumpSuctionDuetokaturalPhenomena 1/1/S1

GL-5 Non-Safety Grade Non-redundant Auto Initiation 1/1/81
Signals

-

_-
--

.

3.2.1(a) Analysis Methods Appendix K 7/1/80

3.2.1(b) Plant-Specific Appendix K Calculations 1/1/81

3.2.2(a) RCP Pump Trip
See Section 7.3.1
of NUREG-0623 '

3.2.2(b) Reliability & Redundancy of Equipment NC Action Schedule
in TNI-2 Action Plan

3.2.3(a) Two phase natural circulation experiments 1/1/81

3.2.3(b) Instrumentation to verify natural circulation 4/1/80

3.3.1 Confimation of Anticipatory trip 4/1/80

3.3.2
, Interrelationship between Safety and Schedule for NRC

Relief Valves Action in TMI-2
Action Plan

3.3.3 PID Controller Modification 4/1/80

3.3.4 " Proposed Anticipatory Trip Modification Plant specific
.. - -. - -. .

.-- .-

0
3-25
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SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF

O BULLETINS & ORDERS TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Reconnendation
Schedule

3.3.5 CCI supplied PORV
Plant-specific

3.3.6
Auto Isolation of PORY

.

(a) Installation .

7/1/80

(b) Test
During first

.

refueling outage '

_ _ _ _ . _
following install-
ation.

(c) Westinghouse Report on PORV
Modifications 10/1/80

(d)

Q Reporting Failures and Challenges
to PORVs and SVs

Challenges-

Document in Annual
Report

Failures-

Promptly in Confor-
3.4.1

(a) Modifications to RELAP4 mance with NUREG-0610
Heatup Calculation NRC Action

3.4.1
(h) Effects of accumulator injection

on RELAP4 Calculations NRC Action

3.5.1
(a) Operator Training at Simulator

Commitment by
4/1/89

(b) Simulator Modifications
7/1/893.6.1

NRC Review of Procedures
'To be developed in
NRC TMI-2 Action
Plan

! O
| V

3-26
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SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF

BULLETINS & ORDERS TASK FORCE REC 0tEENDATIONS

O a.c-ndemn
Scweeie

i3.6.2
NSSS Vendor Review of Procedures To be developed in

NRC TMI-2 Action |

Plan
3.6.3 Symptom-Based Procedures

NRC Action

3.7.1 Monitoring Control Board
1/1/80

0
.

3-27
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/ CONSIDERATION
I OF HIGH NO END

PRESSURE RHR ?

!

YES ,

STLL. REllEF AND SAFETY OBVIATES

BDO y VALVE TESTING BY SOME REMEDIES

STUDIES INDUSTRY AND
NRC: FINISH 781

CONSIDER FNOUGH i

DESIGN l RELIEF M END
CHANGES CAPACITY

IN 7 81

CONCFRN: FOR DO " QUICK"
DESIGN. PROCURE.

.

LOSS 3.I.:1, FW. BE CALCS NOTENOUGH
CAN PWRs WITH SOME + OK HELIEF INSTALL REMEDIES i-

g DEPflESSURIZE MAllGIN 1 RS APACIT ;

ANDIOR ADD IN A ''FEW"
ENOUGH ECC MONTils DESIG N. PROCURE.

' b^
NOT OK DO NOT AWAIT RFSFARCH

2 0 NATURAL ,

Hr:0 SittnlES y ClitCULAllON ItBIS OK - *

DY 12/00
NOT OK

MORE T WOULD NOF HELP ;

' SAFETY VALVES LHPl ,,

- ' ]ys DESIGN PROCURE. m MORE '

n ,~, y-
INSTALL REMED

'

PORV

FOR LHPl. COULD RE COMPLETE t

REMEDY FOR LNC, LAFW

\
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| WORK PRODUCTS OF BOTF '

i
'

:

>

|

* BULLETINS TO ACHIEVE SHORT-TERM CHANGES IN PROCEDURES AND
SYSTEMS; FOLLOWED UP BY LICENSEE SUBMITTALS AND STAFF SERs.

* REVIEW OF CONFIRMATORY ORDER SUBMITTALS (FOR B&W PLANTS) AND
PREPARATION OF STAFF SERs.

k
_

* INQUIRY INTO SBLOCA AND RELATED ANALYSES; REVIEW OF GENERICi .
'

!
,

g SUBMITTALS; PREPARATION OF 6 GENERIC REPORTS.

'M;
,

'

* REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF NEW OR REVISED GUIDELINES FOR !
J OPERATORS FOR EVENT DIAGNOSTICS AND SBLOCA.

,

* REVIEW OF AFW AND ISSUANCE OF PLANT-SPECIFIC UPGRADE>

|
REQUIREMENTS

!

| * AUDIT OF PLANT OPERATORS FOR UNDERSTANDING OF TMi-2 EVENTS
| AND AWARENESS OF NEW PROCEDURES.

) i

) '

I
;

_ _ _ _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ __ -_ _
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Tasks and Responsibilities Timetable for !

B&W-Designed Operating Plants
:
;

Task Description Completion Date |

Documentation of Small Break Analytical Methods including an |

Evaluation of Noding . July 1,1980 I

h !Plant-Specific Calculations to Sho; Compliance with 10 CFR 50.46 January 1,1981,

) Evaluation of Two-Phase Natural Circulation Test Data including the
!Effect of Noncondensable Gases January 1,1981

Evaluation of Pressurizer Spray Line and Isolation Valve Failure May 1,1980
u

Evaluation of a Small Break that is isolated and Repressurizes the
j

- System to the PORV Setpoint June 1,1980
3

Evaluation of Water Slugs in Piping, including Inertial Motions, Im- Ipact and Pressure Oscillations March 31,1980
-

i

I ,|

Evaluation of Reactor Coolant Pump Seal Damage and Leakage
During a Small Break LOCA idarch 1,1980

f 1

.,

- - - - - - - - - . _ . - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - --



--

O Tasks and Responsfoilities Timetable for
B&W-Designed Operating Plants (Cont.)

Task Descriptior ;

Completion Date

Pump Runn',g Evaivation of LOFT L3-6 (Presently Scheduled for
Late March 1980)

Pre-Test
,

Effect of Noncondensible Gases: ,

March 31,1980
[(a) From Radiolytic Decomposition;

(b) On Steam Generator Heat Transfer; and, }
jg (c) Long-Term Cooling if Core Flood Tank Gas is inadvertently '

3 Discharged.
'x

Operator Guidelines for the Presence of Noncondensible Gases ino
the Reactor Coolant System j

March 31,1980
L

Evaluation of Slug Flow in Steam Generator Tubes, Condensation
Loads

March 31,1980

Conceptual Design and Justification for an Automatic Block Valve
Closure System

March 1,1980

Evaluation of PORV Opening Probability During Over-Pressure
Transients

March 1,1980
'

Safety Valve Reliability Evaluation uJune 1,1980 l
o

;

- - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ ____
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O Schedule for implementabn of Bulletins & Orders Tas@
'Force Recommendations for W-Designed Operating Plants

Section No. Title of Recommendation Schedule '

3.1.3.1 Technical Specification (TS) Time Limit on AFW System Train Outage (GS-1) 1/1/80
'

3.1.3.2 TS Administrative Control on Manual AFW System Valves Lock and Verify 1/1/80 .

Position Valves (GS-2)

3.1.3.3 AFW System Flow Throttling-Water Hammer (GS-3) 1/1/80

3.1.3.4 Emergency Procedures for initiating Backup Water Supplies (GS-4) 1/1/80

3.1.3.5 Emergency Procedures for Initiating AFW Flow Following Loss of All AC Power (GS-5) 1/1/80

g 3.1.3.6 AFW System Flow Path Verification (GS-6) 1/1/80

3 3.1.3.7 Non-Safety Grade Non-Redundant AFW System Automatic initiation Signals (GS-7) 1/1/80

e 3.1.3.8 Automatic initiation of AFW Systems (GS-8) 1/1/80 I

|J
3.1.4.1 Primary AFW Source Low Level Alarm 1/1/80

3.1.4.2 AFW Pump Endurance Test 1/1/80

3.1.4.3 Indication of AFW Flow to the Steam Generators 1/1/80

3.1.4.4 AFW System Availability During Periodic Surveillance Testing 1/1/80

3.1.5.1 Automatic Initiation of AFW Systems (GL-1) 1/1/81

3.1.5.2 Single Valves in the AFW System Flow Path (GL-2) 1/1/81

I

i. ..: p .p in p!...r.p. p . i . . . 3 , p, . .. .- -,...-.,-...p,.., .....-4m...y. ..p,.. i ,

|.
'- ' !! - j j.-4- :

. ,..
'

!
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O OO' Schedule for implementation of Bulletins & Orders Task Force l
'

Recommendations for W-Designed Operating Plants (Cont.)
.

i

Section No. Title of Recommendation Schedule

3.1.5.3 Elimination of AFW System Dependency on AC Power Following a Complete loss of 1/1/81
AC Power (GL-3)

3.1.5.4 Prevention of Multiple Pump Damage Due to Loss of Suction Resulting from Natural 1/1/81
Phenomena (GL-4)

3.1.5.5 Non-Safety Grade, Non-Redundant AFW System Automatic initiation Signals (GL-5) 1/1/81

3.2.1 Small Break LOCA Analyses
(a) Analysis Methods Appendix K 7/1/80

Q (b) Plant-Specific Appendix K Calculations 1/1/81

3.2.2 Role of Non-Safety Equipment in Mitigating Small Break LOCAs
o (a) RCP Pump Trip 1/1/81

Q (b) Interaction of Safety and Non-Safety Systems TMI-2 !

Action
Plan

3.2.3 Michelson's Concerns i-

(a) Two-Phase Natural Circulation Experiments 1/1/81
ib) Instrumentation to Verify Natural Circulation 4/1/80

3.2.4 PORV Failures in W-Designed Plants

(a) Confirmation of Anticipatory Trip 4/1/80
i (b) Lvaluate Elimination of PORV Function TMl-2

Action
Plan

i
-

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - . _
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O chedule for implementatiorgf Bulletins & Orders Task Fy)e
S --

Recommendations for W-Designed Operating Plants (Cont.

Section No. Title of Recommendation Schedulo

1

(c) PID Controller Modification 4/1/80
t

(d) Proposed Anticipatory Trip Modification Plant-Specific

j (e) CCl-Supplied PORV Plant-Specific
'

(f) Installation of Auto isolation of PORVs* 7/1/80
(g) Testing of Auto isolation of PORVs* During First Refuel-

ing Outage Follow-'

ing installation

(h) Westinghouse Report on PORV Failure Reduction 10/1/80

(i) Reporting Failures and Challenges of PORVs and Safety Valves Failuies: Promptly
per NUREG-0G10

Challenges: In
g

Annual Reportx
3.4.1 Audit Calculations j

(a) Modifications to RELAP4 Heatup Calculation NRC Action

(b) Effects of Accumulator injection on RELAP4 Calculations NRC Action

(c) Modification of RELAP4 to Represent Steam Generator Realistically NRC Action
'

3.5.1 Expanded Use of Simulators in Operator Training

(a) Simulator Training Program 7/1/80

(b) Simulation of Small Break LOCA 7/1/81 t

3.6.1 Review of Procedures (NRC) TMI-2 Action Plan

3.6.2 Review of Procedures (NSSS Vendors) TMI-2 Action Plan

3.6.3 Symptom-Based Emergency Procedures NRC Action

I 3.7.1 Monitoring Control Board 4/1/80

. 1.,.. , ,g.. . . y ,,
,

. . - . , ,,
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Schedule for implementing The Bulletins & Orders !

Task Force Recommendations on C-E Designed Plants

Section of Schedule
Recommendation Title of Recommendation Date

3.1.3 Short Term Generic Recommendations (AFW Systems):

3.1.3.1 Technical Specification (TS) Time Limit on AFW System Train Outage 01/01/80
(GS-1)

3.1.3.2 TS Administrative Control on Manual Valves - Lock and Verify 01/01/80
Position (GS-2)

D
3.1.3.3 AFW System Flow ThrottlinD Water llammer (GS 3) 01/0000

"\ 3.1.3.4 Emergency Procedures for Initiating Backup Water Supplies (GS-4) 01/01/80
|

3.1.3.5 Emergency Procedures for Initiating AFW Flow Following Loss of All 01/01/80
AC Power (GS-5)

.

3.1.3.6 AFW System Flow Path Verification (GS-6) 01/01/80

3.1.3.7 Automatic Initiation of AFW System (GS'8) 01/01/80

3.1.4 Additional Short-Term Recommendations (AFW Systems):

3.1.4.1 Primary AFW Source Low Level Alarm 01/01/80 ;

3.1.4.2 AFW Pump Endurance Test 01/01/80

3.1.4.3 Indication of AFW Flow to the Steam Generators 01/01/80
.

_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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(] Schedule for impl']1enting the Bulletins & Ordsrs ()
Task Force Recommendations on C-E . Designed Plants (Cont.)

Section of Schedule
Ilecommendation Title of Recommendation Date

3.1.4.4 AFW System Availability During Periodic Surveillance Testing 01/01/80

3.1.5 Long-Terrn Generic Recommendations (AFW Systems):

3.1.5.1 Automatic initiation of AFW System (GL-1) 01/01/81

3 1 5.2 Single Valves in AFW System Flow Path (GL-2) 01/01/81 !

3.1.5.3 Elimination of AC Power Dependency (GL-3) 01/01/81

3.1.5.4 Prevention of Multiple Pump Damage Due to Loss of Suction 01/01/81
Resulting from Natural Phenomena (GL-4)

A
. 3.2 Analysis:

N.
O' 3.2.1 Confirmation of Small Break LOCA Analysis Methods:

p (a) Analysis Methods Appendix K 07/01/80
'

(b) Plant-Specific Appendix K Calculations 01/01/81
.

3.2.2 Role of Non-Safety Equipment in Mitigating S-B LOCAs:

(a) Automatic Tiip of RCPs 01/01/81
(b) Review of Reliability & Redundancy of Equipment TMt.2 Action Plan

3.2.3 Michelson Concems:

(a) Two. Phase Natural Circulation Experiments 01/01/81

(b) instrumentation to Verify Natural Circulation 04/01/80

3.2.4 PORV Failures in C-E P! its:

(a)* Installation of Automatic Isolation of PORVs 07/01/80
(b)* Testing Automatic Isolation of PORVs First Refueling Outage

After Installation

f. (c) C-E Report on POllVs Failure Reductions 10/01/80

.!
, , ,.......n. . , , , .,y. . . . - _ . . . - . . , , , .....,.....,.........n,.,..,,.....:..,,.

i r |ihMf!!!!!* M ia: ,
.,.,, , ,, . . . ,
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Schedule for implementing the Bulletins & Orders Task '

Force Recommendations on C-E Designed Plants (Cont.),

Section of Schedule
Recommendation Title of Recommendation Date

(d) Reporting Future Failures and Challenges of PORVs and SVs Failures: Promptly per
,

NUREG-0610; j
Challenges: In Annual '

Report
(c) Evaluate Elimination of PORV Function TMI-2 Action Plan

3.2.5 Audit Calculations: -

(a) Modification to RELAP and CEFLASH-4AS Due to Uncertainties in RELAP: TMI-2 Action
Heatup Calculations Plan

CEFLASH: 07/01/80
h (b) Effects of Accumulator injection on RELAP-4 Calculation NRC Action

I (c) Modification of RELAP-4 to Represent SG Behavior Realistically NRC ActionN
D 3.3 Operator Training:

Q 3.3.1 Expanded Use of Simulators in Operator Training:
(a) Simulator Training Program 07/01/80
(b) Simulation of Small-Break LOCAs 01/01/81

3.4 Operating Procedures:

3.4.1 Review of Procedures (NRC) TMi 2 Action Plan

3.4.2 Review of Procedures (NSSS Vendors) TMI-2 Action Plan

3.4.3 Symptom-Based Emergency Procedures TMI-2 Action Plan

3.5 Human Factors:

3.5.1 Monitoring Control Board 04/01/80

_

u_ ___ _ _ . . _ _._m - _ _ _ .
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Implementation of Recommendations for Operating and Near-Term OL BWR's

O (o

i
Implement tion |Recony. Number Abbreviated Title Action Required Category a)_

A.1 Separation of HPCl and RCIC Initiation Levels 1) Analysis S

2) Implementation '

i
'

A.2 Isolation of isolation Condensers on High Modify isolation Circuitry S i
Radiation

A.3 Spurious isolation of IlPCI and RCIC Modify Break Detection Circuitry S

A.4 Reduction of Challenges and Failures of 1) Feasibility Study S
Relief Valves

2) System Modification L

A.5 Identify Water Source Prior to Manual ADS Modify Guidelines and Procedures S

A.fP Report on Outago of ECC Systenn 1) Report Submittal SS
I- 2) Plant-Specific Tech Spec Changes SN

Cx : , A.7 Modification of ADS Logic 1) Feasibility Study for Staff Review S

2) Modification to ADS Logic L

A.8 Interlock on Recirculation Pump Loops install Interlocks for Non-Jet Pump Plants S

A.9 Loss of Service Water for Big Rock Point Verify Acceptability of Consequences S

|A.10 Restart of Core Spray and LPCI on Low Level 1) Preliminary Design S

2) Modification of Restart Logic L

I"I Category S: Implement by June 30,1980
Category SS: Implement Within 60 Days of this Report
Category SSS: Implement by January 31,1980
CateHory L: Implementation by January 1,1981
Category LL: Implementation by January 1,1983

..m.np p:: p.g ge p: q:. 4 ::r g., gn. 7%y r . 7. r..n . ; . . . y .. ....,. m r...p. 1.p y p oy.. ,.

jj! !. ! j !!!! ! ;[j h !N - i! !!!
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Implementation of Recommendations for Operating

and Near-Term OL BWR's (Cont.)

ImplementglonRoc _om. Number Abbreviated Title Action Required Category

A.11 Revised Emergency Procedures All Operators Must Have Read Prior to Going SSS
on Duty

A.12' Revise Small Break LOCA Model for 1) Revise Model SCompliance with Appendix K
2) Comparo with TLTA Data S

A.13 Plant Specific Analysis with Revised Model Submit Analyses with Revised Model L

A.14 No Fuel Failure Requirement for Anticipated Verify Compliance with Requir;; ment S
Transient with Single Failure

A.15 Depressurization with Other than ADS Analyses to Support Other Modes S
'

t A.1G Two Operators in Control Room Minimum of Two Operators in Control Room SSS%
,

o A.17 Michelson Concerns GE Address Concems SSS,

N
iB.1 Automatic Switchover of RCIC Suction 1) Verify Procedures SS '

2) Design Modification L

B.2 Central Water f.evel Recording Insta!!ation of Recorders L

B.3 Space Cooling for HPCI and RCIC Demonstrate Minimum of Two HourCapability L :

B.4 Effect of Loss of AC Power on Pump Seals Demonstrate Adequacy of Seal Design L

B.5 Use of RHR for Fuel Pool Cooling Risk Assessment L !

D.6 Common Reference for Level Instruments Modify Scale to Obtain Common Reference S I

B.7 Oualification of Accumulators on ADS Valves Show Acceptability L (

;

I
1

|
|

___ -- _ - - - _ _ - - - _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
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Implementation of Recommendations for Operating and
Near-Term OL BWR's (Cont.)

ImplementqtionRecom. Number Abbreviated Title Action Required Categoryta)

0.8 Guidelines for Symptom-Based Emergency Develop New Guidelines LL
Procedures

;

B.9 Test Program for SBLOCA Model Verification 1) Pre-Test Pred. of 1st Two Tests SSSD 2) Develop Test Program S

d 3) Model Verification LL
'

%
B.10 Diverse Initiation Sigt al for RCIC Upgrade if Required L

,

8.11 Small Break LOCA on Simulators upgrade Simulator L

B.12 Use of Non-ECC Systems in Analysis 1) Review System Capability L

2) Upgrade if Needed

. B.13 Performance of Isolation Condensers with Demonstrate Adequacy L
Non-Condensables

.

R.14 Reporting of Failures and Challenges to SRVs Prompt Reporting of Failures and Annual N/A
Report of Challenges

B.15 Impact of 800 Recommendations Assess impact on Safety and Reliability L

_ _ - - _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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O
PLANT AUDITS

i

j OBJECTIVE

i ENSURE SMALL BREAK LOCA EMERGENCY PROCEDURE WAS CONFORMED TO

GUIDELINES.

1

EVALUATE TRAINING 0F LICENSED OPERATORS AND SENIOR OPERATORS

i CONCERNING:

i

TMI-2 ACCIDENT

| SMALL BREAK PHENOMENON
'

O
REVISED LOCA PROCEDURES

CONCLUSIONS

1. SMALL BREAK LOCA PROCEDURES CAN BE IMPLEMENTED BY DECEMBER 31, 1979

2. RETRAINING ASSOCIATED WITH SMALL BREAK LOCA's CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED

BY DECEPEER 31, 1979. -

3. IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN:

A. PWR'S -- OPERATOR'S DEPTH OF KNOWLEDGE IN THERMODYNAMICS, HEAT

TRANSFER, AND FLUID FLOW.

B. BWR'S -- OPERATOR'S UNDERSTANDING OF REACTOR VESSEL LEVEL

INSTRUMENTATION.,

/-7 - / v

,
.

. _ _ _
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PLANTS AUDITED$

i

PLANT DATE NO. OF LICENSED PEOPLE,

l. OCDNEE MAY 11-15 14
.

:

| 2. ARKANSAS I MAY 20-23 9
!

!3. RANCHO SECO JUNE 1 & 2 7
'

4. DAVIS-BESSE JUNE 6 - 8 9

5. CRYSTAL RIVER JUNE 19 8 i

6. SALEM DEC 10 4

O
7. NINE MILE POINT DEC 10 3

8. FITZPATRICK DEC 11 3

9. DRESDEN 2/3 DEC 12 3
.

10. MILLSTONE II DEC 19 4

'

.

.

|

| O
:

|
.
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APPENDIX XI
RESEARCH NEEDS IDENTIFIED BY BULLETINS s .

AND ORDERS TASK FORCE I hE -Eg
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3. IUD IErlTW/LEVilE 32/03B9 NRR END0RSEfBlT OF BE FY 80 WOfKSCCfE FOR TIE RiR.

BIIIT PROGPMi NID DE EDIECTED SEMISCALE PROGPWi

NID FACILITY UPGPADE
,

1. SBilSCAE TESTIrlG EEDS NID PRIORITIES
,

lA - CL-SBLOCA-RCPs IRINING VIROUGIUR ENTIE TEST

1B - CL-SBLOCA-RCPs TRIPPED AT |1191 VOID FRACTIW

1C - CL-SBLOCA-RCPs TRIPPED UPW [ ACTOR TRIP

2A - CL-SBLOCA-SYSTEM EPESSURIZATIW

2B - CL-SBLOCA-SYSTEM PESSUE STABILIZATIGi AT Iff1ER. P[SS.

2C - CL-SBLOCA-SYSTEM EPESSURIZATIW

3A - SNE AS 1A BUT HOT LEG BEAK (HD.

s 3B - SNE AS 3B BUT HL BEAK
i 3C - SNE AS 1C Blff IIL BEAK

N 4A - BIO-RIASE NATURAL CIRCULATIW-POOL B0ILING IN DE COE'
STE#1 C0f!DENSATIm lil TIE STENi GDERATORS

4B - TWO-RIASE NAR!RAL CIRWlATIW Willi VESSEL LEVEL AT TOP
0F I!0T LEG TO ASSESS StijG FLW

.

2. LWER TEffl TESTING
S-07-6 EEAT
lJil SERIES INCLUDING LNI SBLOCA

4. IEl0 ENTGiftEVIE 11/28/79 E0lESTED ARRNIGFJDIT OF N1 ADDIT'WAL TLTA TEST (WITH ECC

AVAllfBlD

5. VERDAL E0lEST TO EFFORM INIEPENDEilT PETEST PEDICTlWS

FOR TLTA TESTS lf! DER EXISTING IEL WNTPACl

.
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6. IUD IOSS/TWG 11/08/M E0lESTED INRR% Tim W COE T[fMAWDPMLIC fBIAVIOR
WRIllG SBIDCA

,

1. DATA W CLADDING TO STFJfl EAT TP#1SER

2. DATA ON STEN 1 DmiALP( P.lSE
,

3. TWO-RIASE MIXillE LEVEL

4. CLEN01 BCHAVIOR WRING SBLOCA COE lilC0VERY |

7. VEIEAL AGEBEIT 10/01/M IEP - ItllTIAL Pl#1T STUDY - CINSTAL RIER 3

NWOIE CONDllCT A Lif11TED RISK ASSESSENT OF A Bal EACTOR ?

AIED AT IIBITIFYING #1Y [flI0lE RISK-IffACTING [g
SE0lENES ELATIVE TO TE EACTOR SAEIY STUDY is

q ;

b i

\ |
!

.

I

1
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BE_COELEDATIONS NOT INCLUDED Ill B80TF GEtlERIC REPORTS

*
1. AN NRC POSITION ON REQUIRED CONSERVATISM IN SMALL BREAK ANALYSIS SHOULD BE!

BY G/30/80.

* 2.
UNLESS THE CAPABILITY OF T!1E RELIEF VALVES TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT DEPRESSURIZATION

IN CASE OF LOSS OF HEAT REMOVAL THROUGH THE STEAM GENERATORS CAN BE DEMONSTRATED!
WITH DUE ACCOUNT OF INPUT UNCERTAINTIES AND CALCULATIONAL UNCERTAINTIES, CONTINUED |
OPERATION OF PWR'S WITil LOW CUT 0FF llEAD HPI SYSTEf1S Sl!0ULD BE CONDITIONED ON A
TIMELY DESIGN CilANGE. REPLACEMENT OF Tile HPI PUMPS WITH HIGH CUT 0FF HEAD PUMPS,

4 INCREASED RELIEF VALVE CAPACITY OR INSTALLATION OF A HIGH PRESSUP.E RHR SYSTEM|1 ARE POSSIBLE ACCEPTABLE CHANGES.
x
n

* 3. Tile TECHilICAL SPECIFICATIONS FOR ECC SYSTEMS SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO INCLUDE ANg-=
APPROPRIATE LIMIT ON THE ACCUMULATED OUTAGE TIME PER YEAR.

|||
mB;

"
4. THE FREQUENCY OF RELIEF VALVE CHALLENGES SHOULD BE REDUCED SUBSTANTIALLY (BY

AN ORDER OF MAGNITUDE) IN CE, if, AND GE PLANTS.
35 3-

mf- 5g*

DISCUSSED IN B80TF FINAL REPORT (NUREG-0645). g:
" ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS APPEAR It! B80TF GENERIC REPORTS. $

' $i
5

.

- _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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APPENDIX XIII*

SUPNARY OF THE STATUS OF ECCS RULES AND
'

THEIR APPLICABILITY TO SMALL BREAK LOCAs'

.

- O
.

,
-

k

4

9

1

;

I

|

ECCS RULE

' STATUS SUMMARY
.

*!O - |
:

APPLICABILITY TO SMALL BREAK'

LOCAs

i

!

!

e

i
;

9

4

|

1

i O. I .

|} - (i Y
I
'

. - - - , - . -,,
_ . - - - . , - - , , . _ , _ . - . _ , . - . , , . . _ , . , . - . . . , - . , , , - - , . . . . , _ , _ , , - .
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([) ECCS RULE CHANGE

STAFF REQUESTED COMMISSION APPROVAL OF PROPOSED ACTION.

PLAN TO MODIFY ECCS RULE IN 10 CFR 50.46 AND APPENDIX K

TO 10 CFR PART 50 ON JANUARY 18, 1978 (SECY 7826).

COMMISSION APPROVED PROPOSED ACTION PLAN AT JUNE 12, 1978
.

AFFIRMATION SESSION.

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING ISSUED.

IN FR, VOL. 43, NO. 235 - WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1978.

NOTICE REQUESTED ADVICE AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON.

PROPOSED AREAS OF REVISION

COMMENTS REQUESTED ON 5 SPECIFIC QUESTIONS RELATED.

([) TO PROPOSED REVISIONS
-

.

o

.

.
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*

.

RULE CHANGE (PRIOR TO TMI-2)

TWO PHASES OF RULE CHANGE.

PROCEDURAL RULE CHANGE.

HEGLIGIBLE EFFECT ON OVERALL CONSERVATISM.

6 MONTHS FOR PREPARATION IN NRR FOR RULE.

'

CHANGE REQUEST

12-18 MONTHS TO COMPLETE RULEMAKING CN0.

PUBLIC HEARING)

TECHNICAll RULE CHANGE.

BASED ON NEW INFORMATION FROM RESEARCH,

AND EXPERIENCE

WOULD AFFECT OVERALL CONSERVATISM -.g ,

U ASSESSMENT NEEDED

18 MONTHS FOR CONSERVATISM IMPACT.

ASSESSMENT AND RULE CHANGE REQUEST

18-24 MONTHS TO COMPLETE RULEMAKING.

PROCESS. (N0 PUBLIC HEARING)

4

0

t

O- '

A- | 2^'
.

9
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REQUIREl'.EliTS OF APPEliDIX K TO 10CFR50

O A. Heat Sources 1.02 : Licensed Power Level
Power Level

.

Prior Operation Continuous

-

Peaking Factor Maximum Technical Specification
'

.

* Power Distri. Examine for most conservative shape / peaking
button $hapes factor combination

.

Stored Energy use Burnup or Stored Energy that fields
in Fuel highest PCT

Void and Temp. Minimum plausible values
Coe f ficients including uncertainties
of Reactivity

.

'' Fission Product 1.2 x 1971 ANS Proposed Standard
Decay infinite irradiation at maximum

peaking factor

..

Metal Water Baker-Just/Not stearwlimited/
Reaction Inside.Dutside Reaction 1.5 inch

minimue. reaction distance in each
direction f rom rupture

. . .

B. Swelling and ~ hone Spectfled
Rupture of the
cladding and
Fuel Rod Tnerwal
Parameters

.

C. Blewdown Thenomna
Break Time Instantaneous

.

Break Flow Use Moody Model when flow is two-chase

Break Area Find worst side

06v
.

O

;
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-

. .
,

1

O
| Return to hucleate ho return te Nucleate Bolling until

Belling reficod once CHF predicted to occur
' *

; ,..

End of Blowdown subtract from vessel inventory4

ECC Water Injected

DuringBy) ness(PWROnly

'

D. Pos t-Blowdown*

! Phenomens; Heat
Remval by the

*

ECCS

Single Failure Assume ecst damaging single failure
Criteria of ECCS equipment

Containment Calculate conservatively and assum all
Pressure pressure-reducing equipment operable

Pump Condition Locked Rotor if worst case;

dairn; reflood

O

!

:

|

|

1

l

|

O
.

. .- .- . . . . ..
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APPENDIXKCONSEP$ATISMSAPPLICABLETO

SMALL BREAK LOCAS :

,

1.02 X LICENSED P0ilER LEVEL -

,
.

i

INFINITE IRPADIATION ASSUMPTION.

CONSERVATIVE AX1AL SHAPE / PEAKING FACTOR COMBINATION.

. 1.2 X 1971 ANS DECAY HEAT CURVE
.

; O
. SINGLE FAILURE CRITERIA

~

~~

|

|
!

'

J

O

g_ p 3
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EFFECT OF DECAY HEAT MULTIPLIER (1.2) CN TWO-PHASE

MIXTURE LEVEL FOR SMALL BREAKS IN CE PLANTS

20.1 ft cold leg break
,

1 HPI pump available

36.0 n -

.30.0 -

BOTTOM OF. HOT LEG
+_ . .

7' 0.

J J
w -g 3

w
()s '

TOP OF CORE
j 18.0 -
W
U 1.0 X ANS

decay heat curve 1.2 X ANS decay heat curve

12.0 . (PCT =1059F) (PCT =194bF)

t
BOTTOM OF CORE

6.0 -

:.

0.0
~

0.0 500.0 1000,0 1500.0 2000.0 2500.0

~ BE AFTER 5RtAK, SECONDS ~T
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RESPONSE TO ADVANCED NOTICE ON ECCS RUlFMAKING

!

PRIVATE UTILITIES VENDORS GOVERNMENT

3 .15 5 2

UAdDR COMMENTS
,

'

1. MODEL SHOULD BE BASED ON REALISTIC ANALYSIS

D
2.. RULE SHOULD PERMIT GREATER FLEXIBILITY To MEET CRITERIA AND USE RESEARCH INFORMATION,

ss ,

1) - ,

i' 3. EuAst_1_ScoEE SHOULD BE EXPANDED TO INCLUDE NEW DECAY NEAT AND ZIRCALOY OXIDE DATA

'

L1. ECCS SHOULD BE TREATED AS OTHER DBA'S
.

)

5. Ne_ EXTENSIVE RULEMAKING - JUST REINTERPRETATION

*

i

!

.

t

+

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



m SUMMARY OF S CA AND LOSS OF
FEEDWATER EVALUATIONS

,
,

O .

SUMMARY OF SMALL LOSS-0F-COOLANT

AND LOSS-0F-FEEDWATER ACCIDENT EVALUATIONS

SLIDES PRESENTED BY ZOLTAN R. ROSZTOCZY AT THE JANUARY 11TH

MEETING OF THE ACRS

O

JANUARY 1980

.

O

O -

.

/)-/ L)
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f.

IB&W CE WESTINGHOUSE
(G

'

( before 5/1/79 a f ter SJ High head HPI | Low Head HPI ) -
-

*

CilALLEllGE RATE 0F RELIEF VALVES
(NO. OF VALVES OPENED PER REACTOR 3 0.2 1 2* 15

'
'
.

_ YEAR)

FAILURE RATE OF RELIEF VALVES i

(fl0. OF FAILURES TO CLOSE PER 1/20 1/20 1/20* 1/20-

OPENIllG)

SIZE OF RELIEF VALVE (IN ) 1.1 1.4 1.4 14

CONSEQUENCE OF A STUCK OPEN RELIEF
VALVE WITH SIflGLE FAILURE ASSUMP- NO CORE UNC0VERY NO CORE NO CORE UNC0VERY PARTIAL. CORE
TIONS UNC0VERY UNC0VERY

.

LIKEL1 HOOD OF EXTENDED LOSS OF HIGHLY
flATURAL CIRCULATI0fl UNLIKELY UNLIKELY HIGHLY UtLIKELY N/A

**
CONSEQUENCE OF A STUCK OFEN RELIEF 60 min Possible
VALVE WITil EXTEllDED LOSS OF NATURAL 40 min. available Possible available Core Melt N/A

k CIRCULATI0fl to initiate HPI Core Melt to initiate
i HPI

N
*

(O CONSEQUEilCE OF TEMPORARY LOSS OF 30 min. 30 min. 30 min.
ALL FEEDUATER (FEEDWATER AND RLIC 20 min. available available to available available NO CORE UNC0VERY

@ FOR BWRs)- to initiate HPI or AFW initiate AFW to initiate to initiate
llPI or AFW AFW

_

***
CONSEQUENCE OF STUCK OPEN RELIEF 60 min. 60 min.
VALVE WITil TEMPORARY LOSS Of ALL 40 min. available 60 min. Iavailable available 7 min, available
FEEDWATER to initiate HPI or AFW availabic to to initiate to initiate to initiate ADS

initiate AFW HPI or AFW AFW
**

CONSEQUEllCE OF EXTENDED LOSS OF 20 min. available Possible 30 min. Possible 20 min. available
ALL FEEDWATER to initiate llPI Core Melt available Core Melt to initiate ADS

to initiate
HPI

**
CONSEQUENCE OF STUCK OPEN RELIEF 60 min.
VALVE WITH EXTENDED LOSS OF ALL 40 min. available Possible available Possible 4 min. available
FEEDWATER to initiate HPI or AFW Core Melt to initiate Core Melt to initiate AD5

HPI or AFW t.

1. PWR calculations assumed prompt tripping of the reactor coolant pumps *Information incomplete, actual values might be |2. Results apply only if accumulative outage time of ECCS is very small more favorable i3. Time available for operator action is based on ne core uncovery **In case of the Davis Besse plant the consequence !

is "possible core melt"
j***In case of the Davis Cesse plant AFW has to be initiated

.- - __ - __-_. . ..
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SUMMARY OF SMALL BREAK LOCA EVALUATION

O
POSSIBLE FAILURE OF A RELIEF VALVE TO CLOSE ON A .''lCLEAR PLANT,.

AS IT HAPPENED AT TMI, IS A GENERIC, INDUSTRY WIDE ' ROBLEM,r

APPLICABLE TO ALL U.S. C'cNS INCLUDING PWR'S AND BWR'S.

AT THE PRESENT MODE OF OPERATION OF THE PLANTS THE GE BWR'S.

ARE EXPECTED TO EXPERIENCE THE LARGEST NUMBER OF RELIEF VALVE
FAILURES FOLLOWED BY THE WESTINGHOUSE PWR'S, THE CE PWR'S AND

FINALLY THE B&W PWR'S,

BWR RELIEF VALVES ARE TYPICALLY TEN TIMES LARGER THAN PWR RELIEF,

VALVES. CONSEQUENTLY FAILURE OF A BWR VALVE TO CLOSE COULD HAVE
MORE SERIOUS CONSEQUENCES, IT COULD RESULT IM REACTOR CORE

UNC0VERY, WHILE CORE UNC0VERY IS NOT EXPECTED FOR PWR'S.

PWR'S WITH LOW CUT OFF HEAD HPI ARE POSSIBLY NOT PROTECTED FOR.

THE EXTENDED LOSS OF ALL FEEDWATER AND FOR THE EXTENDED LOSS OF

Q NATURAL CIRCULATION EVENTS. ALL CE PLANTS, HALF 0F THE WESTING-

HOUSE DESIGNS AND DAVIS-BESSE AMONG THE B&W DESIGNS FALL INTO

THIS CATEGORY.

)
CALCULATIONAL METHODS USED FOR SMALL BREAK LOCA ANALYSIS HAVE NOT.

YET BEEN PROPERLY VERIFIED AND HAVE LARGE UNCERTAINTIES. THE

UNCERTAINTIES OF THE CALCULATIONS POSSIBLY EXCEED THE MARGIN

REQUIRED BY THE ECCS ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA.
.

. APPROPRIATE CORRECTIONS HAVE BEEN RECOMMENDED FOR THE EXISTING

SHORTCOMINGS. THE REC 0fT.ENDATIONS, WHEN IMPLEMENTED, WILL PROVIDE

REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE PLANTS DOES NOT ;

REPRESENT AN UNDUE RISK TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY.
'

C

/)-/L1 .

_ _ -
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CHARACTERISTICS OF
'

PRESENT POLICY AND PRACTICE k
I

e SITING DECISION IS NOW CLOSELY COUPLED WITil PLANT DESIGN DECISION

- IIAS RESULTED IN IMPROVED DESIGN !
!

-

~ SITING llAS BEEN DEEMPilASIZED AS A FACTOR IN DEFENSE IN DEPTH

!
e AMBlVALENT TREATMENT OF CLASS 9 ACCIDENTS

g -

STATEMENT.0F CONSIDERATIONS TO PART 100 INCLUDES LARGE ACCIDENTS
s

- REGULATIONS EMPilASIZE DBA '

* GENERAL SITING POLICY ALLOWING FLEXIBILITY BUT PROVIDING LITTLE
DEFINITIVE GUIDANCE

f

u

,;
I

.
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SITING POLICY CHANGES
,

~.

# GOALS

-

TO STRENGTilEN SITING AS A FACTOR IN DEFENSE IN DEPTH BY ESTABLISHING,

REQUIREMENTS FOR SITE APPROVAL THAT ARE INDEPENDENT OF PLANT DESIGN
CONSIDERATION,

,A
\
'

-

TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION IN SITING THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH ACCIDENTSU
BEY 0flD Tile DESIGN BASIS (CLASS 9) BY ESTABLISHING POPULATION DENSITY |

N AflD DISTRIBUTION CRITERIA. '

-

TO REQUIRE THAT SITES SELECTED WILL TEND TO MINIMIZE THE OVERALL RISK FROM
ENERGY GENERATION

e RECOMMEllDATI0flS |
!

I

i

i

i
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RECOMMENDATION 1

REVISE PART 100 TO CilANGE THE WAY PROTECTION IS PROVIDED FOR ACCIDENTS BY

lilCORPORATING A FIXED EXCLUSION AND PROTECTION ACTION DISTANCE AND POPULATION
DE!!SITY AND DISTRIBUTION CRITERIA.

i

1. SPECIFY A FIXED MINIMUM EXCLUSION DISTANCE BASED ON LIMITING THE -

,

INDIVIDUAL RISK FROM DESIGN BASIS ACCIDENTS. FURTHERMORE, Tile

b REGULATIONS Sil0VLD CLARIFY THE REQUIRED CONTROL BY THE UTILITY

OVER ACTIVITIES TAKING PLACE IN LAND AND WATER PORTIONS OF THE !, .

EXCLUSION AREA. I

b 2. SPECIFY A FIXED MINIMUM EMERGENCY PLANNING DISTANCE OF 10 MILES.
Tile PilYSICAL CilARACTERISTICS OF Tile EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONE
Sil0VLD PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE TilAT EVACUATION OF PERSONS,

IilCLUDING TRANSIENTS, WOULD BE FEASIBLE IF NEEDED TO MITIGATE THE

C0'lSEQUENCES OF ACCIDENTS.

.

$

i
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RECOMMENDATION 1 i

(CONT'D.)

3. IllCORPORATE SPECIFIC POPULATION DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION LIMITS

OUTSIDE THE EXCLUSION AREA TilAT ARE DEPENDENT ON THE AVERAGE |
POPULATION OF Tile REGION.

b !,

) 4. REMOVE Tile REQUIREMENT TO CALCULATE RADIATION DOSES AS A MEANS !
N

OF ESTABLISHING MINIMUM EXCLUSION DISTANCES AND LOW POPULATION !

E ZONES.Nr
N

.

.

m

,

.

,

'

.

l
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RECOMMENDATION 2

.

REVISE PART 100 TO REQUIRE CONSIDERATION OF Tile POTENTIAL NfG RDS POSED BY

MAN-MADE ACTIVITIES AND NATURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SITES BY ESTABLISHING
MININUM STANDOFF DISTANCES FOR:

1. MAJOR OR COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS
D '

( 2. LNG TERMINALS,

W
(/' 3. LARGE PROPANE PIPELINES,

4. LARGE NATURAL GAS PIPELINES,

5. LARGE QUANTITIES OF EXPLOSIVE OR T0XIC MATERIALS,

6. NAJOR DAMS, AND

7. CAPAllLE FAULTS

-
.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



O O O
.|

.

*
;

i

RECOMMENDATIuii 3
i

.

. . VISE PART 100 BY REQUIRING A REASONABLE ASSURANCE THE INTERDICTIVERF

MEASURES ARE POSSIBLE TO LIMIT GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION RESULTING

FROM CLASS 9 ACCIDENTS WITHIN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THE SITE. f
s
b
o

,
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RECOMMENDATION ft h

!

Q REVISE APPENDIX A'TO 10 CFR 100 TO BETTER REFLECT THE EVOLVING TECHNOLOGY I

{ IN ASSESSING SEISMIC HAZARDS.

, w ,

!N
!
!

;
;

t

l

!

.
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RECOMMENDATION 5

,

REVISE PART 100 TO INCLUDE CONSIDERATION OF POST-LICENSING CilANGES IN
OFFSITE ACTIVITIES:

1. Tile NRC STAFF SHALL INFORf1 LOCAL AUTil0RITIES (PLANNING COMMISSI0tl,
,

;33 COUNTY COMMISSIONS, ETC.) THAT CONTROL ACTIVITIES WITilIN THE EMERGENCY '

PLANNING ZONE (EPZ) 0F Tile BASIS FOR DETERMINING Tile ACCEPTABILITY OF
' '

's A SITE.W

2. Tile NRC STAFF SHALL NOTIFY THOSE FEDERAL AGENCIES AS IN ITEM 1 AB0VE

TilAT MAY REASONABLY INITIATE A FUTURE FEDERAL ACTION THAT MAY INFLUENCE '

Tile NUCLEAR POWER PLANT.

.

I

1

1

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ - - - - _ _ _
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RECOMMENDATION 5

(CONT'D.)

3. THE NRC STAFF SHALL REQUIRE APPLICANTS TO MONITOR AND REPORT
4 POTENTIALLY ADVERSE OFFSITE DEVELOPMENTS.

I
N

W 11 . IF, IN SPITE OF THE ACTIONS DESCRIBED IN ITEMS 1 AND 3, THERE ARE
Np DEVELOPMENTS OFF SITE THAT HAVE Tile POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANTLY

INCREASING THE RISK TO THE PUBLIC, THE NRC STAFF WILL CONSIDER

RESTRICTIONS ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS. '

.

- - -, v
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REC 0f1MENDAT10N 6

i

CONTINUE Tile CURRENT APPROACH RELATIVE TO SITE SELECTION FROM A SAFETY :
VIEWPO!!!T, BUT SELECT SITES S0 THAT TilERE ARE NO UNFAVORABLE CHARACTERISTICS |
REQUIRING UNIQUE OR UNUSUAL DESIGN TO C0f1PENSATE FOR SITE INADEQUACIES. !

'

m
fi
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t

,

e

i
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RECOMMENDATION 7

REVISE PART 100 TO SPECIFY THAT SITE APPROVAL BE ESTABLISHED AT THE EARLIEST'

h DECISION POINT IN THE REVIEW AND TO PROVIDE CRITERIA THAT WOULD HAVE TO BE |
SATISFIEDFORTHISg'PROAC&TOBESUBSEQUENTLYRE0PENEDINTilELICENSING

'

\ PROCESS. "'~"

i,

i

'

;

?
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RECOMENDATION 8 -

.

'

REVISE PART 51 TO PROVIDE THAT A FINAL DECISION DISAPPROVING A PROPOSED SITE

BY A STATE AGENCY WHOSE APPROVAL IS FUNDAMENTAL TO THE PROJECT WOULD BE A

% SUFFICIENT BASIS FOR NRC TO TERMINATE REVIEW. SUCH TERMINATION OF A REVIEW

x HOULD THEN BE REVIEWED BY THE COMMISSION

$
9
i

t

i

I
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|- REC 0!T1ENDATION 9 |
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- DEVELOP COMMON BASES FOR COMPARING THE RISKS FOR ALL EXTERNAL EVENTS ;
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DIFFERING TASK FORCE OPINION

* POPULATION DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION ;.

D -

,

\

T
i

|

.

|
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DIFFERING WORKING GROUP OPINION

* USE AND DISCLOSURE OF BENEFITS AND RISKS IN SITING

,

e CONSIDER METEOR 0 LOGIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SITES INg
ESTABLISilING POPULATION CRITERIA,

s
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C,

!

, .
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sooH m eD BY DR. OKEENT *it> % de.: Oh
s,%. Eva (

'

Q
should the contination of siting criteria and reactor design consider

ga, g
!

If

Class 9 accident effects on neighboring reactors at the same site?N *

1,

yes, how? If not, why not? [cf*/s, //
,

!

The Siting Policy Task Force has concentrated on examining how siting
=

25
I

.]
might be strengthened as a factor in the defense-in-depth concept ason i

'

For this reason, the Task Force has
applied to the general public. **5>

o=>

not devoted sufficient study to examine the combination of siting e.ri-EDM.

MONG |

teria and/or design requirements to consider the effect of a Class 9$, O --i 2
'

*

accident at one reactor upon a neighboring reactor at the same site.
-.

d?@M
R O C; ~

We note, however, that the radiological doses to the control room1' 2.

AGB
operators of a power reactor are required to meet the stringent limitsdam

$J
(5 rem whole body, 30 rem thyroid) given in Criterion 19 of Appendix Ai
to to Cra eart So. ia coa 3= action with a iarse fissica proe=ct sourceEO
term, not unlike that to be expected from a seriously degraded core.
It appears, therefore, that there may be significant inherent capability
for the control room operators of a nuclear power reactor to withstand

l
the effects of highly degraded conditions at a neighboring p ant.

ld be
Non-essential plant personnel not located in the control room wou

required to be evacuated, of course.

.

*

.

O
~
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The ACRS letters of October and December 1960 urged that even uncon-iI

(Defined as lethal
trolled releases r.ot result in a catastrophe.Is this a practical criterion to

2.

doses at a population center.) ! I

meet in tenns of today's reactors and future sites?

One comonly accepted criterion of the population center distance around
1960 was that even in the event of an uncontrolled release, such as a
core melt with containment. failure, the population center distance was
such that acute f atalities would be unlikely at the population center.
In terms of today's reactors, based upon the consequence calculations

t

taken from WASH-1400 and other similar studies, it appears that acu e .

fatalities are unlikely beyond distances of about 10' to 15 miles, even
(See, for example, Figure VI 13-7 from

for large uncontrolled releases.
A recent staff survey (NUREG-0348, Demographic 'WASH-1400, attached.)

Statistics Pertaining to Nuclear Power Reactor Sites) has indicated
t

that only for about 11 out of 105 sites is the nearest population cen er
Consecuently, it is the judgment of

located less than 10 miles away.
i l

the Siting Policy Task Force that this criterion may not be impract ca
The Task Force notes, however, that the concept of an

for future sites.
isolated population center may also be outmodec, and for this reason

in a
proposed a set of population density limits couoled with limits

given sector.

.
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How large a city would be allowed by the proposed criteria, at a radius
3.

of 10-15 miles? 5-10 miles?

The example given in NUREG-0625 regarding population density as a

function of distance was keyed to the average population density of
The Siting Policy Task Force did not define what was meantthe region.

Assuming that the region is defined to be the
by a region, however.

same geographic area as the State where the reactor is proposed to be
located, and using data from the 1970 Census, the maximum population

in any given sector can be computed as shown in the table that follows.
Fcr comparison, the values given by the present staff " trip level" of

As

500 persons per square mile (Regulatory Guide 4.7) are also shown.

stated in NUREG-0625, the Task Force has not completed a definitive
' ,

study on the population densities, and the example given was merely to

illustrate the concept.

-

.

O.

|
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11AXIMUM POPul.ATION IN ANY_
--

8
22-b SECTOR _*

.

NUREG-0625 Example
Reg. Guide ** MA MD/NY PA/0H OTHERS

Miles (500/mi ) (950/mi ) (730/m1 )_ _(390/mi )
_( ,. fng2[ (less than 200)_4.7 NJ 2 2

2Distance,
2

,

0-5 39,270 18,700 14,270 7,775 5,140 3,930

5-10 117,800 84.200 64,240 34,990 23.150 17,670
1

10-20 471,240 896,100 685,180 373,220 246,930 94,250

sector.
No more than half of the total population in any annular region to be in a given 22-*

h tire radial
** No sector limit is given in Regulatory Guide 4.7; hence the value shown is for t e en

interval.

.
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C. What is judged to be the risk to an individual living just outside the
.

What is the acceptable
proposed exclusion distance of about 1/2 mile?
risk?

Response:

The Siting Policy Task Force has not established 1/2 mile as an acceptable

ainimum ER; rather it used 1/2 mile as an illustration of what the range of the

final ER minimum distance would likely be to aid the Comission to visualize the
Final minimum distances and limits on

various Task Force recommendations.

population densities and distributions will be developed only after a deliberate
At this time

study of the risk from both Class 9 and other credible accidents.

' the Task Force has not established a risk to an individual residing at 1/2 mile;
Such levels of risk will havenor has it established an acceptable level of risk.

to be developed in consultation with a variety of sources, including the ACRS, that

would provide a spectrum of levels that society would perceive as acceptable.

.
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Would a reactor site twenty-one miles from New York City be allowedWould a power park be allowed on such a site?.

if it met the criteria?

Response:

The intent of the proposed maximum population density and distribution criteria
is to unequivocally exclude all areas having population greater than the stated

This is not the same as saying that all sites
maximum from siting consideration.

meeting the criteria are unequivocally acceptable.

Based on staff experience the proposed criteria would eliminate 95% of the " problem"
A site, although meeting the population criteria, may possesssites, but not all.

such unusual topographic or meteorologic features which in combination with

marginal population characteristics, may render it unacceptable from the safety

standpoint.

OIn reality, the New York City urban population densities do not increase in a
step function fashion, rather they increase monotonically with distance as one

Thus,

approaches outlying suburban areas until the core densities are reached.
f

the closest areas meeting the proposed population criteria (the actual figures o

distances and densities are yet to be determined), may well be in excess of 50 to

75 miles away from New York City.

In addition, the proposed rulemaking on alternative sites (SECY 79-481), which was
i

endorsed by the Siting P'olicy Task Force, requires comparison of population dens ty"

and distribution as part of determination of the " environmentally preferable site.
It is rather unlikely that a site 21 miles from New York City would be found not

having an "obviously superior alternative."

The answer then to both questions is not very likely.

O

!

.
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,

a reactor site and a dam? I
|

) for NPPResponse _:

Staff practice in applying Regulatory Guides 1.59 (Design Basis Floods
i f major dams |

and 1.102 (Flood Protection at NPP) has indicated that the des gn o I
l ts and,

often reflects less severe criteria than is used for nuclear power p an '

f

cs a result, failures must be postulated to assure nuclear health and sa ety.
Furthermore, in analyzing the consequences of dam failures, the resultingiles of
hydrodynamic effects on nuclear power plant facilities within several mble staff and
major dams were often very difficult to define, involved considerad protection
applicant evaluation efforts, and often required conside'rable floo

Lastly, no need to locate nuclear power plants in floodplains
provisions.
downstream and close to major dams has been established.

locate nuclear
'To streamline the licensing process, and since no basic need tot blished, the Task

power plants downstream and close to major dams has been es aof 5 miles
Force recomended a nuclear power plant floodplain standoff distance

The intent is to minimize the need to design facilities
downstream of a major dam. |

l in such distances.
for the potentially very large hydrodynamic forces that can resu ti ce of one
The specific distance of 5 miles was suggested based upon the exper en

The intent is to evaluate
Task Force work group member for illustration purposes. et of criteria, f

different siting situations to establish. a comparable distance, or s
|

if the Task Force recomendation is implemented. !
i

.

I O
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Why 12.5 miles from "a small capable fault"?
-

jR sponse:

This question addresses section 3.2.2 and Recommendation 2, statement numberi

5, and asks why 121/2 miles should be used for all capable faults, even smallI

It should be noted that on page 51 of NUREG-0625 it is stated that:
ones.

"For those hazards for which practicable standoff distances can be set,
Although

the Task Force recomends that specific distances be established.
i

the Tesk Force has not conducted a comprehensive study, the object v:
activity

would be that an accident at a facility hosting a hazardoue
In the opinion of the Task

would not endanger the nuclear plant.

Force, such distance could be aporoximately the following:"

The intent of this section was to suggest some examples of the type of stand-
A

hff distances that should be considered as a concept by the Commission.
better statement of the intent of statement 5 would be:

" sites should not be located within the range of strong

nearfield_ ground motion from earthquakes on larger capable

faults (a distance of 20 kilometers from such faults woulc
usually be acceptable)."

The concept being proposed herein is that, although we feel confident that
ld ground

nuclear facilities can be sited safely in areas of strong nearfie
d Addressing

motion, we recognize that difficult seismic issues must be addresse .
i time.

these issues adequately has required extensive applicant and staff rev ew
The word "large" should be inserted in statement 5 and a clear reference to

nearfield ground motion should be added.

.

O
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How can one accept removal of guidance from 10 CFR 100 Appendix A
f

If current guidance

without knowing what is substituted therefore? leaves room for ambiguity, how would a less specific Appendix A.

9.

O. provide better guidance?

The Task Force recomendation 4 indicates that:
.

"The Task Force established that Appendix A contains concepts

bcsed on the state-of-the-art existing at the time the appendix I

was prepared that are not clearly defined and lack a clear

statement of the intent of the regulation.

The task Force recomends that Appendix A to 10 CFR 100 be

revised to better reflect evolving technology in assessing

seismic hazards and to be more specific with respect to the
In addition,

definition of the terms and concepts it contains.

the Task Force recomends that specific guidr7ce material be
removed from Appendix A and be placed in Regulatory Guides."

O The intent of any future modifications to Appendix A to 10 CFR 100
i h are changeable

would be to remove those aspects of the regulation wh c

based on avellability new data (i.e. tectonic provinces) and put them
For example, the regulation might

into pertinent Regulatory Guides.

state that a reactor should not be built on a capable f ault but theify and
Regulatory Guide on Capable Faulting would indicate how to ident

The problem with the current Regulation is that
evaluate such faults. l tion of
guidance which should be modified and changed after proper eva uafficulty and
new data is law and cannot be modified except with great di i

after rulemaking.

i

.
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,

'

(o NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
# I ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

o

[
UpASHINGTON, D. C. 205M

c.... / October 31, 1979
\

1

N.
D. Okrent, C'hairman, Reactor Safety Research Subcomittee .

P. Shewnen, C1 airman, Reactor Fuel Subcommittee
W. Kerr, Chairman, Consideration of Class 9 Accident Su W ittee

|
LCN3 RAl(3E RESEARCH PIANS POR CORE MELT . PROGRAM i

Attached is a copy of the NRC's preliminary long range research plan for
his is a significant accomplishment of the NRCthe core melt program.

I have not previously seen or heard of anythirq other than frag-Staff.
manced planned tasks in this area with no apparent long range goal.

I suggest that an appropriate Sub =1ttee be assigned to review the overallfor the corecore melt program while the final long range research planE is would be an apprcpriate subject
melt program is being developed.for discussion at the December ACRS meeting when Dr. Kerr will be scheduled'

.

-{s for about 15 minutes to lead a discussion on the role of the 91*ittee
on Consideration of Class 9 Accidents.

7
G. Quittschreiber
Senior Staff Engineer

Attachment:
Preliminary Core Melt Iong

Range Research Pla.s

cc: ACRS Members
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d

Lee V. Cocsick
Executiw Director for Operatims .

REVIEWS OF PIOPOSALS TO INCREASE PCER

this memo is to confirm the discussion & ring the May 4,1978
.

aceting between the Canission and the ACRS conarning ACRS re-;

views of proposals to increase power levels at operating reac-
She Canittee expressed its desire for the apportunity to

review proposed power level increases at operating facilities in-tors.

cluding those that involve an increase from a reduced power levelSuch proposals will be routinely re-
viewed by the Comittee's 9hittee cut Operating Reactors, withto the design power level.

a case-by-case decision as to the need for full Ccamittee review.

It is our understanding that proposals to extend operating power
levels beyond that ori.ginally established as the design power |A

level will normally involve a formal ACPS review and report.

\E| |

R. F. Fraley
~ Executive Director I
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APPENDIX XIX
ACRS PARTICIPATION IN NRC RULEMAKING ON

RADI0 ACTIVE WASTE STORAGE AND DISPOSAL

.

Honorable John F. Ahearne
Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Dr. Ahearne:

W e Committee has received your letter of January 9, 1980 regarding ACRS
participation in the NRC rulemaking on storage and disposal of radioactive
waste from nuclear facilities.

We ACRS welcomes the opportunity to participate in this proceeding as you
have proposed. However, there is a problem with proposed timing with re-
spect to providing ACRS comments on the statements and cross-statements
filed by parties to the proceeding. We 30-45 day period you have suggested
would be difficult to meet. If this could be extended to approximately 60 g
days, it would be helpful to the Committee.

Sincerely,

.,>

Milton S. Plesset
*

Chairman

.

o

O
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'**** January 15, 1980
APPENDIX XX

RECOMMEND,TIONS OF PRESIDENTS COMMISSIONA

ON ACRS ROLE

Honorable John F. Ahearne
Chairman
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

RECOMMENIRTIONS OF PRESIDENT'S C04 MISSION ON ACRS ROLESubject:

Dear Dr. Ahearne:

We fc11owing comments are offered in response to Mr. Chilk's letter of
November 9, 2979 requesting that the ACRS provide the Commission with its
views and analysis of the role of the ACRS as contained in the recommenda-
tions of the report of the President's Commission (PC) on the Accident at

Individual recommendations from the report are listed2ree Mile Island.
below with ACRS comments following.

"The Advisory Committee on Rea'.: tor Safeguards (ACRS) should be retained,1.
in a strengthened role, to continue providing an independent check on

P safety mattcrs." The ACRS agrees.
d

"The members of the Committee should continue to be part-time appointees;...."2.
he ACRS agrees.

"We staff of ACRS should be strengthened to provide increased capacity
The ACRS agrees that current staff support is3.

for independent analysis."
inadequate to provide suitable independent-analysis capability; to keep
abreast of NRC Staff, industry, and foreign group activities on specific
safety matters; to provide technical and background information to the
members so the latter can make the best use of their limited time; and toSe Committee
provide proper support to the numerous ACRS subcommittees.,

therefore requests that ten additional, senior-staff positions be autter-
ized for the ACRS staff in order to meet the sense of the PC's recommen-
dations and to provide an adequate technical support base for improved

Rese positions are intended to be in addi-operation of the Committee. However, if budgetary
tion to those authorized in the Fel. wship Program.%
limitaticns prevent this level of support, the Committee would accept some
conversion of Fellowship positions into permanent, senior positions.

In connection with strengthening the staff, it is noted that the help of
some outside organization could occasionally be very useful in the assemblyIt is
of information and data or in carrying out some specific analysis.
requested that means be explored whereby the ACRS could obtain such short-
term studies as needed.

b~)
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Honorable John F. Ahearne -2- January 15, 1980

0
4. "Special consideration should be given to improving ACRS' capabilities

} in the field of public health." At the present time, the Committee
has one member who is a specialist in the field of public health, and it
can call upon an extensive list of highly qualified consultants. One of
the initial group o! ACRS Fellows was qualified in this area, and new
Fellows, or possibly Sull-time staff members, knowledgeable in this field
could be added to our staff as needed. Consequently, the Committee
believes it has adequt.te competence in this area.

5. "he ACRS should not be required to review each license application."
We ACRS concurs with this recommendation and suggests that legislation
be passed such that, unless the Commission specifically requests a re-
view and report on an application or portion thereof, the Committee
may dispense with such review and report by notifying the Commission in
writing that review by the Committee is not warranted. We would expect
that such notification by the Committee would be made part of the public
record.

6. "When ACRS chooses to review a license application, it should have the
statutory right to intervene in hearings as a party. In particular,
ACRS should be authorized to raise any safety issue in licensing pro-
ceedings, to give reasons and arguments for its views, and to require
formal response by the Agency to any subnission it makes." While the

O ACRS agrees that additional emphasis should be given to ACRS recomman-
5ations during the hearing process, it believes that a more desirable
method of achieving this purpose would be to alter the statute to re-
quire that all recomendations made by the ACRS on given licensing
proceedings be treated as substantive issues during the hearing. In

order to protect the advisory role and collegiality of the ACRS, the
statute should also specify that neither the Committee nor its members
should be involved as a party nor be subject to subpoena in connection
with the hearings.

7. "Any member of the ACRS should be autharized to appear and testify in
hearings, ...." The Committee believes that one of its main strengths
results from its collegial approach and that this would be jeopardized
if members departed from the collegial forum. Although membern can ex-
press disagreement with full Committee views by adding separate comments
to our reports, we believe the collective aspect is overriding and we
cannot support the recommendation. A member should be free, of course,
to participate as an intervenor in his capacity as a private citizen.

8. "ACRS should have sim ur rights in rulenaking proceedings. In partic-

,

ular, it should have the power to initiate a rulenaking proceeding
! before the agency to resolve any generic issue it identifies." The

Committee agrees with the thrust of this reconmendation but believes that
the Commission would, as a. matter of course, initiate a rulemaking pro-
ceeding ten recommended by the ACRS. However, as noted in our letter of
December 13, 1979 te Commissioner Bradford, we bdieve that well-defined

.
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Honorable John F. Ahearne -3- January 15, 1980
(d'

<

procedures for ACRS input to the rulemaking process would be useful for
clarifying the roles and responsibilities of the ACRS and the NRC Staff
in this area. Such procedures should include enough flexibility to allow
those departures which may be required by special circumstances.

We have also informally sought comment from the President's Office, the Com-
mission, the ASIBP, the NRC Staff, Congressional Staff, and from the Commit-
tee members on ways to strengthen the role of the ACRS. Four major sugges-
tions have surfaced, and these are addressed below.

1. It has been suggested that 4t would be of considerable value to the
Commission if the ACRS could periodically assist in establishing pri-
orities among the many safety matters needing attention. Cne approach
to accomplish such an assignment, which we are prepared to undertake,
would be for the Committee to comment on the priorities indicated in
the report on unresolved safety issues which is submitted annually by
the NRC to the Congress. Such a review should include consideration of
other issues which are potential candidates for the list.

A second, more time-consuming approach, somewhat experimental in nature,
might be for the ACRS to evaluate and provide comments to the Commission
on the general objectives, priorities, and resource allocations of the

(_) Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation or other NRC Offices. We would be
pleased to work with the Commissioners to determine whether this or some~

other approach might prove useful.

2. It has been suggested that the NRC needs a senior advisory group to
assist in consideration of problems covering all aspects of the fuel
cycle and that the PC seems to suggest that this role be filled by the
ACRS. As you are aware, the ACRS, at the request of the Commissioners,
either is or has been involved in safety-related aspects of reactor
power plant design and operation, advanced reactor develognent, Depart-
ment of Energy and Naval reactors, research, siting, chemical processing
facilities, nuclear safeguards, transportation of radioactive materials,
industrial sabotage, waste management, emergency plannirn, and spent
fuel storage capacity. Bus, it already serves as an advisory body on
subjects covering most of the breadth of the safety aspects of the fuel
cycle. Although the Committee's time is limited, it could undertake
additional work on the few remaining safety aspects of the full fuel I

'

cycle.

3. We Committee feels that some of its recommendations have not been fol-
lowed up by the Commission and the NRC Staff in an adequate or timely
fashion. We are pleased to see that you have initiated actions recentlyj to resolve this matter, and we are prepared to work with you or your staff

i

| as.needed. We believe that the Commission and Staff should develop a )

| ' specific procedure for handling ACRS recommendations and for commenting
|

. on the reasons for the actions taken.
:

)
i
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Honorable John F. Ahearne -4- January 15, 1980

0
4. It has been suggested that the ACRS should devote a greater fraction

of its time to some of the broader, as contrasted to detailed, aspects
of reactor safety. 'Ihe Committee is in agreement with tnis point
and had begun noving farther in this direction prior to 'IMI-2.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss any aspects of this letter on
which you have questions.

.

Sincerely,

Milton S. Plesset
01 airman

O

.
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT NUREG-0660

l

Honorable John F. Ahearne
Chairman
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washirston, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: IRAFT NURD3-0660, " ACTION PIANS EtJR IMPLEMENTING RECCMMENDATIONS
T WE PRESIDENT'S CCMMISSION AND OTHER S'IUDIES OF 'IHE 'IMI-2 ACCIDENT"

Dear Dr. Ahearne:

During its 237th meeting, January 10-12, 1980, the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards reviewed Draft NUREG-0660, dated December 10, 1979.
W e draft had previously been discussed at an ACRS Subcommittee meeting
in Washington, D.C., on January 7, 1980. During its review, the Committee
had the benefit of discussions with the NRC Staff.

The draft is a compilation of recommendations made by the several organi-
zations and commissions that have investigated the MI-2 accident. 'Ibe Com-
mittee understands that a primary purpose of the document Is to establish
criteria for termination of the pause in licensing. Other purposes are to
provide a complete action plan relating to all the unresolved issues and un-
implemented recomendations from the lessons learned from the MI-2 accidant,
and to establish priorities and requirements of funds and manpower. Se draft
gives preliminary target dates and estimates of the necessary resources, but
does not yet recommend priorities. |

R e Committee believes the Plan is comprehensive, but not selective; this com-
prehensiveness serves to dilute the items important to safety, and therefore
important to termination of the licensing pause. In the absence of priorities
and identification of the items that the NRC Staff considers important, the
ACRS finds it difficult to make objective comments on the Plan. W e Committee
understands that the Staff is proceeding to develop priorities and identifi-
cation of items of primary importance,' and the Committee will expect to review ]
the important aspects of the Plan when this has been done.

We Committee is also concerned that preoccupation with the Plan may lead to
neglect of pre 'IMI-2 accident safety concerns, some of which are of long stand-
ing and of greater importance than some of the listed items. It is important to

establish priorities on an overall consideration of both "old" and "new" items.

: . |
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The Plan lists a large ntaber of proposed changes in plant equipnent, plant
staffing, operating procedures, and licensing requirements. %e ACRS believes
that the scheduled time for establishing a complete plan setting detailed re-
quirements for all items is too short to give reasonable assurance that all
changes vill be in the direction of greater safety. In illustration of this
concern, the Committee points to the controversy that arose over the directive
prohibiting tripping of the reactor coolant pumps following high pressure
injection initiation.

W e Committge believes that a two step process is more appropriate in developing
'the Action Plan. On an expedited basis, the Staff should develop those recom-

mendations for safety improvernent that it believes can and should be adopted as
requirements for a termination in the pause in licensing. On a longer but de-
fined time schedule, the Staff should develop a plan for dealing with other
issues and implications of the MI-2 accident.

Additional comments by member H. Lewis are presented below.

Sincerely,

O
~

V Milton S. Plesset
Q1 airman

Additional Coments by Member H. Lewis

The letter of January 5,1980 frum L. V. Cossick, Executive Direct r for Oper-
ations, to the Commissioners describes the Action Plan as the complete list
of all actions necessary as a result of the accident at M I-2, and states that
complete approval of the Plan, in its entirety, by the Commission, should be
regarded as a prerequisite for the resumption of licensing. %e Staff has
further told us that, though they plan to assign priority scores to the items
on c.he list (through a scoring system of dubious relevance), it is expected
that all items on the list will be accomplished, in time.

It is my view that such an unselective approach to the lessons of M I-2 is
inappropriate, and that the Plan consists of an uncritical listing of anything
anycne has suggested be done in the aftermath of (not necessarily as a result ,

of) the accident at M I-2. In particular, the Plan provides no guidance, and
reflects no analysis, with respect to the safety relevance of the items, or even
whether they would enhance safety. I believe adoption of the Plan would make no
demonstrated contribution to a reordering of NRC priorities toward those safety
weaknesses highlighted in the various reports on MI-2.

'

It would be preferable to bite the bullet, and identify those twenty items that
need attention, in terms of their impact on safety, as determined by any reason-

O able analysis. Eis has not been done, nor is it contemplated.
J
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APPENDIX XXII
REQUEST FOR USER REQUESTS AND OTHER~ ,

'
MEMORANDA

- !

Mr. Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Gossick:

h e various offices of the NRC Staff issue user requests and other memoranda
which identify safety research needs for the use of the Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research and other groups. %e ACRS has not generally been a
recipient of copies of such memoranda in the past. 'Ihe Committee requests
that in the future, it automatically receive such memoranda for its informati.on.

In NUREU-0603 the ACRS recommended that the Research and Regulatory Staffs of
the NRC should, in the reasonably near future, reevaluate the overall priorities,v levels of expenditure, and focus of the safety research program. Many new re-
search requests are emanating from the current activities of the Bulletins and
Orders Task Force and other ongoing activities related to the 'IMI-2 accidents.
Se Comittee believes it is important that these requests be reviewed and
evaluated within a broad perspective of the overall needs and responsibilities
of the NRC, keeping in mind all safety matters of primary importance to the
protection of the public health and safety.

Sincerely,

Milton S. Plesset
01 airman

ec: Chairman Ahearne

.
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APPENDIX XXIV

/^s ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS PROVIDED FOR ACRS' USE
(1

1. Memorandum, Chainnan J. F. Ahearne to NRC Commissioners, Nuclear
Advisory Board, dtd Dec 20, 1979

2. Minutes, Combined Meetings of ACRS Bulletins and Orders and ECCS
Subcommittee, Jan 3-4, 1.980, Los Angeles, CA

3. Letter, W. C. Counsil, Vice Pres, Connecticut Yankee Power Co to NRC
Chairman J. M. Hendrie, Automatic Initiation of Auxiliary Feedwater,
dtd Nov 3, 1979

4. Westinghouse Evaluation of North Anna Unit 1 Cooldown Incident of
Sep 25, 1979

5. Letter, L. O. Mayer, Northern States Power Co to J. G. Keppler,
Region III, IE, NRC, Prairie Island, Tube Rupture in No.11 Steam
Generator-

6. Letter, D. A. Bixel, Consumers Power Co to J. G. Keppler, Region III,
IE, NRC, Palisades, Response to IE Bulletins 79-05C and 79-06C July 26,
1979 Supplement, dtd Aug 2, 1979

7. Memorandum, D. Ross, Jr., Director, Bulletins and Orders Task Force to .

H. Denton, Director, NRR, B&O Report on W Plants, dtd Dec 4, 1979 )O !
8. Memorandum, Z. Rosztoczy, B&O Task Force to H. Denton, Director NRR and

D. Ross, Jr, Director, Bulletins and Orders Task Force, Appendix VIII
of NUREG-0611, Generic Evaluation of Feedwater Transients and Small
Break Loss-of-Coolant Accidents in Westinghouse Designed Operating
Plants, dtd Dec 7, 1979

9. Draft, Program Plan NRC Fuel Melt Research, dtd Oct 1979

10. Memorandum, V. Gilinsky, NRC to Chairman, ACRS Request for Expansion
of the ACRS Report Comments on the Pause in Licensing, dtd Dec 11, 1979

11. ACRS Consultants' Reports on the ACRS Review of the NRC Reactor Safety
Research Program conducted in 1979, dated Jan 7, 1980, Dec 28, 1979,
Aug 20, 1379, and Aug li,~1379

'

12. Memorandum, T. E. Murley, RES to T. G. McCreless, ACRS, Severe Fuel
Damace Test Program and PBF, dtd Jan 3,1980
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