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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk y o3 fea
Secretary of the Commission 3
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission . ;
Washington, D.C. 20555 N\ .
Ny
Dear Mr., chilk:
! chilk: Sy e i
RMC, Inc., and its Coordinating Croun on Emergency Pre=-
naredness Implementation, a group of over 20 elect-lc tl’l ies

with nuclear power plants in operation or under construction,
is pleased to provide detailed comments on NUREG-0696. Request
for comments on NUREG-0696, "Functional Criteria for Emergency
Response Facilities," was nublished by the NRC in the Fednral
Register on Augqust 15, 1980 (45 FR 54708).
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A list of the Coordinating Group members is enclosed.

Fundamentally, NUREG-0696 renresents an approach to the

requlation of nuclear
where a licensee's reasonable judgment and
mon sense are no longer vermitted.
enter,
Safety Parameter Display
organized emergency response

-
-

cal Support

power vlants that has evolved to a noint
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Such facilities as the Tech-
Emergencay Operations Facilitv and the
System are aids that provide for a more
to an accident situation based on a

the

pre-planned organization with data availability for diagnosis.

Functionallv,

no one araques with

the necessity for such imorove-

ment. However,

NUREG-0696,

in its stringently nrescribed speci-

ficity, goes far beyond the established NRC rule of "reasonable

assurance." Several examples lear from the pages of NUREG=-0696:

l. An 0.01 total svstem unavailability (0.001 for individ-
ual parameters) for electronic eguioment in the TSC,
EOF, and SPDS.

2. OBE seismic recuirement for the SPDS.

3. EOF habitability for low probability accidents. This
habitability regquirement goes far bevond anvthing re-
ruired for a nuclear plant's 3design basis, and has not
been supported bv any technical analvsis.
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Reguliraments such as rhnese ara sasv ror rhe NrC to enecirt nan
are, on the other hand, incredibly difficult to justify. In
2 ~ - < - 3 v - - “r »
fact, the NRC has not justified them in any sense; they have

merely set them down as inflexible reguirements. Publishing
NUREG~-0696 for comment is an obvious mechanism for putting the
burden for justifying not having such capability on the utility
licensees. This "show cause" approach to regulation, considering
the improved state of emergency preparedness already set down in
the Commission's regulation, is unconscionable and should be
overturned by the Commission.

There is another troublesome aspect to the evol ition of
these NUREG-0696 requirements. When first established, the pur-
voses for utilization were vague, and in some instanc=2s undefined.
Nonetheless, implementation schedules were set which over the
ensuing months have not been varied aporeciably vet, with each
iteration, the NRC staff has escalated the requirements. It is
almost assured that, left to its own devices, the staff will con-
tinue such escalation through development of the final version
of NUREG-0696 and subsequent letter from NRR that requires imple-
mentation of the established requirements. The NRC should take
into account responses from individual utilities that give imule~-
mentation schedules that can be met on a practical basis and per-
mit some degree of flexible or staged implementation of the final
requirements.

A svecial point zf consideration in commenting on NUREG-
0696 is the concept of the Nuclear Data Link, This creation
is still in its formative stages, but is being based on a con-
sideration that has not yet matured. Fundamental to the establish-
ment of the NDL is a clear determination by the Commission and
an understanding by the staff of the role of the NRC in an emer-
gency. This is identified as Action Plan Task TII.A.3.l1, and
“s still ongoing. Resolution of this concern is an important
nrerequisite to development of the NDL (which is Action Plan
'"fask IITI.A.3.4). As such, that part of NUREG-0696 that relates
to the NDL should be considered as information only, with no
implementation inference at this time.

There is another qgeneral thoucht recarding the facility/
equirment reaquirements of NUREG-0696 that deserves deliberate
Commission consideration. It relates to human factors engineer-
ing principles. One of the major lessons learned from TMI is
that consideration of an integrated approach to human factors
engineering has been missing in the design and operation of nuclear
power reactors. The NRC has taken organizational steps to cor-
rect this and will develop Action Plan recuirements tc improve
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the :rescriptive hardware requlre ents, nart;cu‘ak‘, the SPDS,
f¢, in the face of basis human factors principles. It would

be possible in a new facility design to incorporate the NUREG-
0696 "functional critaria" in an intecgrated fashion that would
take proper cognizance of human factors considerations. This
cannot be done effectively with existing facilities. The SPCS
is not integrated into the control room information flow, and
will not be, even with control room upgrading in the future.
The SPDS, as envisioned bv NRC, has the potential for providing
a disruptive flow of critical plant dita when used in accident
situations. Before requiring the SPDS in the control room the
NRC's Division of Human Factors Engineering should obtain a con-
tract study of the effects of such an installation on the ef-
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fectiveness of contrcl room gperation auring an accident

In addition to these views, the Coordinating Group is pleased
to provide the detailed comments enclosed.

incerely,

Roger S. Bo;;—:::::zhh

encl.
cc: Mr. Harold Denton, NRC

Mr. Warrean Minners, NRC
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American Electric Power Company

Arkansas Power & Light Companv

Baltimore Gas & Electric Companv
incinnati Gas & Electric Company
Commonwealth Ediscn Company

Consumers Power Company

Detroit Edison Company

Duguesne Light Company

Florida Power Corporation

Florida Power & Light Company

GPU Service Corporation

Jersey Central Power & Light Company

Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company

Mississippi Power & Light Company

Nebraska Public Power District

Northern States Power Company

Omaha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Companv

Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Southern California Edison Company

Toledo Edison Company



SPECIFIC CCOMMENTS ON NUREG=-0696
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The main purpcse of th te e able to evaluate an

incident and to Vi ne: to State and/or local of-

ficials for a possikle response. This is not mentioned at all,
and in fact, the description in the second paragraph of Item 4,

Muclear Data Link, would imply that the NRC has assumed this

responsibility. Flowing from this lack of specificity of function
has emerged the requirement, without benefit of justification, that

the

(9]

OF be far more superbly equipved and protected than the plant
itself or the real emergency response facilities of State and local
authorities that have the responsibility for managing accident
response. In all foreseeable situations, almost all of the EOF
capability will go unused. The costs of such facility capability
so completely outweigh the benefits as to be unwarrented, Before
establishing the habitability requirements for the EOF, the NRC
should examine a specific design and see if such an extreme pcsi-

tion being taken is even practicable.

Nuclear Data Link (Page 3, Item 4)

The second paragraph should be clarified to indicate that
the NRC will independently evaluate an accident situation, but
would provide advice and assi§tance to the offsite authorities if
it disagrees with the licensee's actions or if svecifically requested,

The responsibility for normally providing this advice is the licen-

n

see and there should be no inference that the NRC (or anvone else)
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will duplicate and thersby

is a reason for doing so. The discussion related to informing

(a1

officials and the general public about ¢ll aspects of the incident
should also e made more clear that this is the licensee's respon-

3ibility and the NRC will provide an indevendent assessment as

The third paragraph also implies that the NRC will be nro-
viding "recommendations for actions affecting the general p»ukliec."
This role requires clarification in light of the fact that such
considerations have a direct effect on pre-approved emergency plans
that would be implemented in the event of an emergency. This lack

of clarification promises to lead to the confusion evidenced at

Three Mile Island.

SPDS Design Criteria (Page 8)

The desicn objective to achieve a component unavailability
of .00l is prcbably higher than the state of the art, unless re-
dundant systems are installed. It does not seem raticnal to specify
such a reliability obijective for a diacnostic svstem which has in-
stalled backup. In the same vein it is not necessary to desicn
the SPDS for seismic events and seismically gqualify that ecuipment,
In both considerations, no reguirements for such extrame capability

have been established by the NRC staff,
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onnel between the TSC and control room under all emergercy con=-

(7]
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ltions 1s too copen-ended. A requirement for communicatica in

the event of extreme considerations such as design basis accidents

would be more mearingful.

TSC Habitability (Page .2)

The racuirsmen
ol regulremen

for permanent radiation monitoring systems
in the TSC foreclosures egually acceptable options. Portable systems
located in the TSC would be of equal value and would add more flexi-

bility than a permanent installation.

TSC Technical Data and Data System (Page 14)

A requirement that the TSC systems, including power supplies,
to have less than ,001 unavailability is not justified. To meet
this demand would require redundant systems which is not prudent
for a diagnostic system, Such requirements should be based on

results of detailed design studies.

EOF Instrumentation and Power Supplies (Page 18)

The requirement for the ability to transfer diagnostic func-
tions from the EOF to an alternate location and the ,001 unavaila-
.
bility of instrumentation is not justified. Uoon failure of eguip~-
ment, the objectives of the EOF could be accomplished using a con-

tingency plan which would not require transfer of diagnostic func-

tions to an .alternate lccation.
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NUREG-0696 requires, as a minimum, the display of variables
and plant parameters listed in Reg. Guide 1.97 for the SPDS, TSC,
EOF, and NDL. Licensees, tc have any hope to meet the implementa-
tion deadline, would have to begin immediatelv to develon these
data displays. However, in the broad reculatory sense, Reg.

Guide 1.97 is still a document out for comment and under staff
review. The ACRS has provided advice to the Commission {(letter
dated August 13, 1980) that is highly critical of the present
requirements of this Reg. Guide. Recognizing that considerable
NRC staff work remains on the subject of instrumentation to fol=-
low the course of an accident, it is inappropriate to require

licensees to meet Reg. Guide 1.97 in its present evolving state

to design their emergency response facilities.



