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1 U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM5ISSION I

2 WORKSHOP

3 EMERGENCY RESPONSE FACILITIES

! 4 NUREG-0696

5 ---

6 0' Hare Hilton

7 0 ' Hare Airport

8 Chicago, Illinois

9 August 20, 1980

10 BEFORE:

11 RERT DAVIS, Presiding

12 PANEL:

13 7ARREN MINNESS
I

14 LEO RALTRACCHI

15 STEVE RAMOS

16 ---

'

17 I1QCII2IN GH
18 (8535 a.a.)

19 MR. DAVIS: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.

20 Hy name is Bert Daris. I am Chief of the :'aterial Safety

21 Branch of NRC Regional Office. I am pinchhitting for Jim

22 Xepler today whc is on vacation and was unable to provide

23 the opening remarks.

24 I welcome you to Region III where ve are hosting,

25 the NPC 's Worksho p on Emergency Response Facilities. As you

~

.
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1 know, the investigations of the -acident at Th ree Mile

2 Island Unit 2 nuclear power plant identified the need for

3 extensive improvements in emergency preparedness at nuclear

4 power plants.;

5 Some areas identified as deficient and in need of

6 im provement included the organiration of personnel to

7 control, manage, assess, support and coordinate activities

8 both on and offsite during an emergency; the f acilities f or

9 these personnel; the availability of information needed to

10 assess and manage the reactor; other sources of

11 radioactivity; and active and potential radiological

12 consequences; and the provision for disseminating accurate

13 and timely information; varnings and instructions to local

I
14 and state agencies, the affected population and the public

15 in general.

16 An acceptable method of providing emergency

17 respense facilities is proposed in NU3EG-0696, entitled i

18 " Functional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities," and

19 this is the subject of this workshop.

20 These facilities include an onsite technical

21 support center, an emergency operations f acility, a safety
1

22 parameter display system, and a Nuclear Data Link. |

23 Mr. Warren 31nners, the Chairman of the

I( 24 Coordinating Committee of the Safety Cata In tegra tion Group |

25 will commence the presentations describing NUREG-0696. He

1
i
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I will be followed by Mr. Leo Beltracchi who will cover the

2 sa f e ty parameter display and the nuclear data link systems.

3 Mr. Steve Hamos will cover the technical support center and
'

.

4 the emergency operations f acility.

5 Before we get started I would like to remind you

6 that we do have a register for any of you who want to make a
i

7 statement this afternoon. There is a time period allotted

8 for that, and we do require you to register to make a

9 statement. That does not apply to questions during the

10 presentations 4hich are for the purpose of clarification.

11 You do not need to register for that.

12 We have. divided the roon into two sections, the

13 smoking section on the left and the non-smoking section on

14 th e right. We would request you abide by that.

15 We also would request that when you are asking

16 questions or making a statement that you go to one of the

17 aicrophones and identify yourself. It will be necessary

18 each time you make a statement to reidentify yourself since

19 ve are taping the presentation.

23 Before I turn the meeting over to Mr. Minners I

21 would like to show our first vu-graph to set the tone of th e

22 seeting.

23 (Slide.)

24 Let's proceed now with 3r. Minners.

25 ME. MINNIES: I thought they told me I was going

.
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I to be the keynote speaker, and I misunderstood th em . I

2 guess it is the keystone speaker.

3 (Laughter.),

4 The reason that we are here is because people have

5 perceived tha t our requirement.s were going down this path in

6 the area of emergency planning. *de were coing off in one
.

7 direction with one group and another direction with another

8 group, and we realized tha t , and the industry realized that;

9 and so we tried to get ourselves organired and integrate

10 some of the requirements for the Emergency Response

11 Facilities, which is now the term we are using for these
.

12 requirements.

13 These consisted of the Lessons Learned

14 recommendations for a technical support center and also for-

15 s safety parameter display. And in parallel to that but

16 having started much earlier was the development of Reg Guide

17 1.97 which was then called Instruments to Follow the Course
18 of an Accident. And the unif ying these of all these thingc .

19 seened to be the information, the data requirements, and

20 they all needed data on the plant, and the facilities were
,

21 just a means of displaying the data.
. '

22 So the report that we finally issued, NUREG-0696,
1

|
l

23 is an attempt to try to give functional requirements for the i
1

24 facilities which are going to use the data that comes cut ofs

3 the plant during accident' situations.

i
i
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1 We met with AIF, which repcesented, I believe,

2 aost of the industry back in May and June, wrote a draf t,

i 3 the precursor to 0696, got some comments, and rewrote it,

4 and then decided that we should go out and get more public

5 comment. So we have published a draft version of 0696 which

6 ve have distributed widely. I think everybody has gotten a

7 co p y . There were copies available as you came in if you did

8 not have one.

9 And now what we would like to have is comments

10 from the int: Istry and from other interested members of the

11 public on what you think about this. We are sincerely

12 interested in your comments, and most of all we are

13 interested in having comments that have some basis.

14 The industry is obviously a source of much

' 15 technical information. You have more technical information

16 than the Commission does, and we sorely need that kind of

17 technical information to have a basis for these requirements

18 or for eliminating some of these requirements.

19 Now, I think you also have all been given an

20 agenda for today's session. We made a similar presentation

21 in Philadelphia yesterday, and it worked cut that when we

22 started at 8:30 with the presentations and questions, we

23 finished up our presentation about 11:30, and then that left

24 the rest of tha afternoon until 5:00 for people to have a

25 little more chance at discussion, or make statements, or

! ALOERSON REPCRTING CCMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON. 0.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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I whatever they wished to do, and it seemed to work out.

2 So we will accept questions during the

3 presentations if they are of a clarifying nature, but don't
,

4 interrupt the flow of the presentation. If you don't

5 understand something or it is not clear in some way, ask the

6 question, and we will try to straighten it out. But if it

7 is going to get into something rather long and detailed, we

8 would not address that until later in the afternoon. And in

9 the af ternoon I will go down the list of people who have

10 signed up . There is a list outside. If you wish to make a

11 statement or a comment, or even if you wish to ask further

12 ' questions , put your name on the list.

13 I as going to go down in the order they are
.

14 written down and we will listen to you. And if there is any

15 extra time before 5s00, people who have not signed up can

16 give any further comments that they have.

17 Our presumption is that people have read the

18 report. The presentation today is just to reorient people

19 and maybe give a little more of the background of the why

20 and the how of what the material is. But hopefully you have

21 all read the report , and you have your questions and

ZZ comments developed.

'a Our purpose here is to have a workshop. We are

24 here to try to explain what this report means, what its
,

1

3 intent is. We vill discuss it with you, we will receive '

ALCERSON REPCRT;NG COMP ANY. INC.
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1 rour comments, and we will try not to defend it. If we slip

2 over into a little defensive posture, forgive us. It is

3 hard not to. But it is not our intent to defend it. We,

4 just want to explain it. We don't really want to argue with

j 5 anybody. I would like to discuss it with people and look at

6 all the issues.
~

7 It might be well to remind people to look at this

8 NUREG report, if an when it is issued, in the proper

9 pe rspec ti ve . It is not a Commission rule. It does not

10 carry force of law. It is in the same kind of form as a

11 Regulatory Guide, and although this may be a distinction

12 which the industry thinks does not show much difference, it

13 is only an acceptable method for complying with the rule

14 th a t requires emergency response plans in facilities; and if

15 a licensee of applicant has a different way of doing it, he

16 is welcome to come in and present that.

I'7 Now, everybody recognizes that it is such more

18 41f ficult with your own ideas. It is going to take more

19 time, so in effect, this repcrt carries a lot of weight; and

20 therefore, ! vould hope that people would try to get the
'

21 requirements sodified to what they think they should be and

ZZ not hcpe that well, this is only guidance and when it comes

23 to my plant, I will show my particular characteristies and
|

24 ge t an exception. |

25 The intention is to try to fix it up in this

' ALDERSCN REPCRTING CCMPANY, INC.
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1 report, if possible, recognizing that there may be unique

2 situations which people may want to come in after the report

3 is issued and have some different way of doing business.

4 But the intent is to have the report generic and cover all
.

5 of the plants.

6 We would like to have written comments from you

7 because they will be more useful tw us, wpecially the

8 ba sis, as I said ea rlier. Comments which say we like it, we

9 don't like it, or it should be this, or it should.be that,

10 these are all righ t , but they really are not very helpful.

11 We don't do as good a job as possibly we should in

12 presenting the bases for our requirements and guidance, and

13 th a t is one of tne purposes of this meeting. But I think

14 the industry and other people should also, when they make
.

15 comments, try to explain why they want th en that way.

16 There is a tendency on your part, as there should

17 be , tc lock at the practicality of the requirements and say

18 if it is expensive, or hard to do, or impractical, that it
!

19 should not be done. But as a regulator, although we

20 recognire those f actors, our basic purpose is saf ety, and we

21 need to have some -kind of a safety rationale that explains

22 why the requirements should be modified or phrased in a

23 different way or whatever. So your bases are necessary, as

24 vell as your comments.

25 Now, my understanding is that -- there is probably

|

I
1
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I somebody here from AIF that can confirm this -- tha t there

2 is going to be a maeting of AIF in August. I think it is

3 August 28, but don't count on me. Contact AIF. They will

4 gather industry representatives together to coordinate the

5 comments and submit them to us. We would like to have it

6 done that way as much as possible.

7 What that does for us is integrate the comments of

8 industry. You all have a wide spectrum of comments, and

9 some people want it one way, and some people want it the

10 other way. And if you get these individual comments, it is

11 up to the Commission to make a compromise; and I think it

12 may be more appropriate if an industry group made the

13 compromise and presented it to the Commission as an industry

14 po si tion . I think that is a useful function for the AIF to

15 do.

16 If people want to make individual comments to us,

17 they are certainly welcome, but I think a generic approach

18 from AIF is helpf ul, both f rom a technical point of view and

19 fro an administrative point of view, in tha t presumably we

20 vill not have duplicate comments that we are going to have

21 to take care of.

22 .T o w , cur schedule for 0636 is it has been

23 published in the Federal Register, I believe on Friday,

24 although I have not seen the notice. And if that is true,

25 the comment period would end 45 days later, at the end of

ALCERSCN AEPCRTING CCMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W.. WASHINGTCN. 3.C. 200:4 1:02)554-2345
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1 September. We would then take those comments, revise the

2 report, and hopefully issue it at the end of October or the

3 beginning of November.

4 The schedule, I think, is rather important. We
.

5 have an implementation schedule which, if we are going to

6 neet it, we are going to have to get our guidance out quite
4

7 early so that people can start designing and ordering
;

!

9 equipment, although I would hope people have started some of

9 Cheir studies and development of purchase specifications and

10 ' things like that earlier than today because the requirements

11 have been around for quite a while.
,

12 We hope at least you have done your philosophical

13 thinking and need only look at th e de tails.

14 Okay. Are there any questions on how we are going

15 to run th e meeting and what we are going to do with the

i 16 report?
t

17 (No response.)
1

18 I would like to give a brief introduction on what !
!

19 th e report is. May I have the first slide? i

20 (Slide.)

21 Although the Commissicn had requirements for

22 emergency plans and f acilities f or a long time, I don't

23 think it was really until Three Nile Island that people

24 understood wha t tha t should mean.

25 looking at Three Mile Island people saw that there

ALDEPSCN REPORTING CrMPAfJY, INC.
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m - _ _ _ . . - _._ . , - . ._ ___ .- _ - - ,



. -

1L
1

.
was a necessity for improvements in several areas.

2 Obviously, management of the accident was one of them. Cne

3 of the big areas was having data available to the operator

4 and to the technical support people.
.

5 Radiological assessment was a difficult area.

6 that is part of the data requireaents. The cooperation and

7 coordina tion with state and local officials was a difficult

8 area which needed help, and also the problem of dealing with

9 the public in general.

10 Now, th e re po rt , C696, is not going to take care

11 of all these areas. 0696 is a set of requirements for the

12 facilities. The emergency plan will give the organization.,

13 and the staffing, and there are other reports that give

14 quidance on what action levels should be and things like

15 that. The 0696 is only basically the brick and mortar to

16 help suppcrt the emergency Crganizatica of a plant.

17 (Slide.)

|.
18 Now, in these f acilities we have defined four l

19 elements: the safety paraneter display, the technical

20 support center, the emergency operations facility, and tne

21 nuclear data link. And they are all related basically by

22 their common need for data from the plants.

23 The safety parameter display is less of an I
1

24 emergency system than the other elements. That is a monitor |

25 for the operster to look at which cives him an overall plant

_
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1 system level kind of alarm so he can just look at that and

2 say I'm okay or I'n not okay. That is the purpose of that.

3 The technical support center is a place where the

4 people who are going to give technical su pport to the

5 control room vill remain. It is obvious -- I think

6 everybody has recognized that -- that you can't put

7 everybody in the control room. You need some place to put

8 these people, and you need facilities and tools for them to

9 do their job. B asicall y , in the technical support center

10 their attention is directed towards the plant and onsite.

11 The third element is the emergency operations

12 facility which has the primary purpose of coordinating--

13 with the offsite agencies, state and local, things like

14 that, and also the press.

15 The fourth element is the nuclear data link which

16 is what we think we require to discharge our
,

l17 responsibilities in monitoring licensees and activities
1

l
18 during an event.

19 Now, on the last slide -- so the four elements

20 kind of give a craded response. The safety p a ran et er

21 display would be used primarily before accidents. TSC and

22 EOF -- the ISC will be activated for the next level of

23 accidents, and then if severity is creater, we vill activate |

24 the ECF. The nuclear data link is capable of transmitting

25 data continuously.

ALOERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 The point I want to make is the last bullet on

2 this slide, which is that our guidance is based on the

3 premise that the control room is the place where the

4 accident will be controlled. That is where the shift

5 supervisor is, the person in charge, and the operators are

6 going to be doing the plant manipulations. These other

7 f acilities are support or monitoring facilities, and th e y

8 are not suppod4d to be controlling the plant. They might

9 give management and things like th a t , but the control is in

10 the control room.
'

11 With that I would like to introduce leo Beltracchi

12 who will discuss the safety parameter display.

13 MR. BELTRACCHI Thank you, Warren.

14 May I have the first slide, please?*

15 (Slide.)

16 Can everybody read that?

I'7 The purpose of the safety parameter display system

l
18 is to provide a display of a minimum set of plant parameters j

l
19 from which the safety status of operation may be assessed by '

a control room personnel. It is basically a monitoring

21 system, and it is to aid in the de tection of a bno rmal

22 operating conditions.

23 It is also to allow the operator to assess ,in a

24 very quick and rapid manner that the plant is operating

25 safely.

.
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1 May I have the next slide, please?

2 (Slide.)

3 The scope of the display system should contain the

4 magnitudes and trends of parameters or derived variables

5 that have been selected in the minimum set, and I would

6 emphasize the trends and/or rates of these parameters, since

7 this will assist the operator in transients to understand

8 whether the plant has becone stabilized or is diverging from

9 a stabilired condition.

10 The display is to be used during normal and

11 abnormal conditions, and duplication of the display from th e

12 control room should be provided in a technical support

13 center and emercency operating facility. -

14 In terms of functional considerations its main

15 purpose is to serve as an operating aid for the detection of

?6 abnormal operating conditions. It is to be used in all

17 plan t opera ting modes. It should be capable of functioning

18 during and following events expected to occur during the

19 life of the plant.

20 It should have flexible design to allow for future

21 modifications; that is, it sho:21d be expandable. And

22 emergency procedures should specify the limits of the use of

23 the safety parameter display system to the operator such

24 that he vould be able to know when he would switch and go to

25 a 1-E qualified display system for accident sonitoring,

;

ALOERSON REPCRTING COMPANY,1NC. '
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1 close accident monitoring.

2 The system is to be located in the control room

3 and should have the following characteristics. It should be

4 easily recognized by control room personnel, readily

5 accessible, readily visible. It should not obscure full

6 visual access to other display systems. Relative to size it
~

7 should be sufficient to be readable from operating stations

8 by the shift supervisor, the shift technical advisor, and at

9 least one reactor opera tor.

10 let me qualify the last. The reason why that is

11 there is tha t many utilities have asked whether it would be

12 possible to break portions of the display and make it work

13 station dependent, and that is why we have accommodated the

1-4 one reactor operator in this list.

15 The staffing of the control room in terms of

16 design should require no additional personnel. It should be '

l17 for the operation of the safety parameter display system.
)
118 This can be achieved with the current operating staff. 1

19 (Elide.)
1

20 In terms of data requirements it should use |
!

21 signals from Reg Guide 1.97 sensors when the variables are

22 common to the safety parameter display system set ; that is, j

23 it should be isolated. Also, it should be isolated in a

24 form of 1-E isol= tion devices.

25 The data validation should be achieved prior to

I
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1 display to the operator. This is a requirement that has not

2 quite been amplified upon in SUREG-06 96, so I would like to

3 spend a moment on it.

4 What I mean by validation here is it should be

5 checked in the form of its validity with respect to either a

6 redundant sensor or another secondary variable to assure

7 that the reading that is being presented to the operator is

8 proper.

9 Also , sho uld this not validate properly, then

I10 means should be provided to notify the operator of the 1

11 discrepancy to allow him to resolve the issue and determine

12 what the cause is.

13 In terms of display considerations it should be

114 use of human factors engineering to enhance the functional
1
;

15 effectiveness. One forn of this would be the use of pattern

16 coding techniques to assist operators' memory recall by

17 dividing the normal ranges of the parameters, as well as the

18 abnormal ranges of pa rame ters , or a t least code the readings

19 such that the operato r would be able to detect this very

20 quickly.

1

21 There is, in addition, several psychological |
|

22 issues that could be brought to bear in the design that |

l

23 would influence the human factors engineering -- such things

24 as to assure the display is designed in a manner so tha t it

25 would not present an overload of information, yet it is

.
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1 presented in a manner that would allow the operator to make

2 a decision very quickly and achieve a closure in th a t

3 decision to assess that the plant is operating safely or

4 that it is operating unsafely.

5 Furthermore, this should be done in a manner by

6 which the operator is in control o f the display. He should

7 not have to require an inordinate amount of interface in

8 order to determine that the plant is operating safely or

9 unsafely.

10 There should be a single display f ormat required

11 for each mode of operation, and should there be -- there

12 should be additional display f ormats, as appropriate, to

13 monitor and present parameters that will be allowed.

14 The main function of the latter statement is to

15 assist in the diagnosis of a detected problem. Remember,

16 the safety parameter display system is only a detection aid.

17 YOICE: Can ye'2 amplify on the word "mede?"

18 MR. 2EL73ACCHI :here are usually operating modes

19 defined in the specifications, criticality being one.

20 YOICE: You mean that for hot shutdown or standby

that is what you are refe'rring to?21 --

22 MR. SE1T3ACCHI Yes.

23 VOICES Are these slides going to be made avsilable ?

24 MR. RAMOS: Would people who ask questions try to

'

25 get to a microphone or stand up so th at everybody in th e

_
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1 room can hear the question?
|
1

2 HR. BELTRACCHI: Will the slides he available?. |

3 MR. DAVIS: We can get copies. If you leave your

4 name, we can provide them to you.

5 YOICE: Who should we leave our name with?

6 VOICE: One of the girls outside.

7 MR. 9ELTRACCHI Next slide.

8 (Slide.)

9 In terms of the design criteria for the system ,

10 the systes need not be Class 1-E. However, should you elect

11 to design the system to tally 1-E , we would not object to

12 that at all.

13 (lauchter.)

14 While there have been people that have talked --

15 and I think it is important to think in terms of the total

16 use and scope of a system if you want to use the system--

17 for close accident monitoring, I would like you to consider

18 the fact tha t it should be a 1-E interface.

19 The sensors and signal conditioners should be

20 Class 1-E qualified, and of course that means the display

21 portion of the system with respect to its interface to the

22 sensei portion of the system will have to be isolated. The

23 system need not be -- not meet the single failure criterion.

24 The unavailability goal is for the systes -- is 1

25 times 10 to the -3 per yea r, and I will co=e back to this

ALOERSCN AE?CRTING CrMP ANY, INC.
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i unavailability issue in a later slide. Furthermore, the

2 systen should be capable of functioning during and follo wing

3 an operating base aarthquake; and our concern here is that

4 this is the very time that we would expect the operator

5 would want to know the safety status of his plant, and it

6 would be a very critical issue.

7 (Slide.)

8 In terms of verification and validation criteria,

9 this is to appl.y to the de sign, development, qualification,

10 and installation of the system. And the validation that I

11 as talking about here is a one-time effort in the initial

12 phases of the project, whereas the validation of the data

13 would be a real time ongoing process that is used within the

14 display system.

15 The VCV should be conducted by independent

16 qualified personnel other than the designer-developer. The

17 objective of that is to achieve a highly reliable and

18 available system, and it is perceived that if the

19 designer-developer were to conduct his own qualification, he

20 would overlook errors. This is one way of attempting tc

21 reduce --

ZZ YCICE: Can you give me an example of what you

Z3 mean by " developer?" Company A develops it and --

24 33. EElTRACCHI If you mean specifically, the

25 ideal situation would be if a utility were purchasing or
i

l
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1 procuring this equipment from somebody, that the utility

2 could conduct their own verification and validation while it

3 is being designed and developed. This would have the

4 benefit of not only becoming aware of what the system is,

5 but becoming very well associated with the system, achieving

8 a high reliability.

7 It also reduces our need as regulators to hase to

8 check every finite step of the ;rocess. It would allow us

9 to conduct an auditing. However, many utilities that I have

10 talked to claim that they do not have these type of
.

11 personnel.

12 If you become associated with or if ycu are aware

13 of, say, like the EES AE 414 project on in tegrated protection

1<4 systems, the staff did allow Westinghouse in that case to

15 conduct their own verification and validation, because th e y

16 showed us that they had an independent grou; that was not

17 the original designers and developer. However, they were

18 qualified people in that they had done previous design and
|

19 development, and we allowed then to use that group to verify
l

20 and validate the system. I

21 Does that answer your question?

22 70 ICE: Yes.

23 53. EELTRACCHI Given that you can show

24 independence, we will allow you to use a ;roup within the
l

25 same company,

,

|
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1 Yes?

2 YOICE: What exactly do you mean by " independent?"

3 MB. EELTRACCHI: From the original designer and
i

4 developer. |

.

5 VOICE: Hight.

6 MR. *ELTRACCHI You cannot tale the designer and

7 have him verify his own work. Don't have him within the

8 same work.

9 YOICE: That would just apply perhaps to a single

10 person, but if a utility is involved in th e developmen t of

11 this independent system, what -- how removed from the actual '

12 design'does the utility have to he for their personnel to be

13 qualified under independent verification?

14 MR. ?ELTRACCHI I guess I would have to look at

*3 the very specific case that you would propose. In the case

16 of Westinghouse they were able to prove to the staff that

17 they did have independent they had people that were not--

18 within the same design and development group that generated

19 the systen that could be used for the verification and

20 validation.

21 YOICE: In other words, if a system of this type

22 were developed by the plant staff and raviewed by s

23 utility 's engineering staff, that would constitute

24 independence.

25 MR. 3ELTRACCHT: Ihat probably gets into the real:

ALOERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 of what we would accept. But again, I would like to reserve

2 ay final judgment until we proposed an organiration that |

3 would de that.
I

l4 VOICE: One more question. How does this diff er 1

5 from the verification that we are doing on Class 1-E systems
:

6 today?

7 HE. BELT 3 ACCHI s I think one of the major

8 differences is in terms of the need -- many of the quality

9 assurance people do not have the expertise that would be

10 required to be able to conduct the independent verification

11 and validation. -

12 VCICE: Here we are talking about design, and yet

13 on a 1-E system, an AE systen is able to design a 1-E

14 system, and they are able to provide independent

15 verification. Why are more stringent requirements placed on

'6 this?

17 MR. 2EIT3ACCHI: 3 elative to 1-E systems, as least

18 I know speaking to the systems that I have been associated

19 with, for example, a core protection calculator system, the

20 RESA2 alu, and th e reactor protection system , we found that

21 it had to be formalired in the past. 'ihether tne staff got

ZZ into the formaliration of that assecsing the--

23 formaliration of th a t effort within the industry, I don't

24 think we did.

25 Cur experience was in the review of the core

ALCERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY. INC.
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1 protection calculator system we found that the staff had

2 extended itself to where it was doing portions of the

3 verification and vslidations, and we had to retrench and

4 find a better way of doing business. And this is one way we

5 have attempted to do this.

6 Now, if there has been a verification and

7 validation effort in the past in the design of 1-E systems,

8 I don't think 1*,has been very well presented to the staff.

9 VOICE 4 (Inaudible.)

10 MR. EEITRACCHI I would like to separate the
.

11 quality assurance -- many of the quality assurance -- at

12 least our experience has been many of the quality assurance
.

13 assessments that we made found that the quality assurance

14 people were not qualified to make that independent --

15 VOICE 4 (Inaadible.)

16 3R. BELTRACCHIs It is in line, in many respects

17 in line with the statezeats that you vill find in Appendix 3

18 of 10 CF3 50, if that is your point.

19 70 ICE 4 I guess it is, yes, rather than

20 independent review by an outside organiration.

21 33. BELT 3ACCHI: We are not required, at least in

ZZ the EESAR ulu review, that the developer and designer go out

23 and hire an independent orga niration to cond uct the

24 verification and validation such as DCD requires.

25 VOICE 4 (Inaudible.)

ALCERSON REFORT1NG COMPANY, :NC.
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1 53. BElTBACCHI That is correct.

2 Yes?

3 VOICE: Another point, independence of design may

4 require, say in the area of human factors engineering,

5 bringing in a consultant to review just that portion of the

6 design. Is it acceptable to split that review, say if th e

7 utility has the expertise to review the engineering?

8 MR. SEl!RACCHI: That would be acceptable. In

9 fact, I'd like to stress that because human factors is an

.10 area that relative to the Lessons learned at Three Mile

11 Island there is much advancement that could be made.

'2 May I have the next slide, please?

13 (Slide.)

1<4 Rela tive to schedule, the NER has issued *

15 requirements , a draf t set of requirements in the form of

16 NUREG-0696 with respect to licensee 's response --

17 responses. The designs are to be submitted for NR3 review

18 by January of 1981, and a complete implementation of the

19 system is required by January of 1982.

20 And I would like to add one or two more slides to

21 the presenta tion tha t I made yesterday in Philadelphia in

22 order to provide some further clarification with regard to

23 the plant process computer, since this seemed to be an area

24 th at had many questions yesterda y.

3 (Slide.)

_
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1 The first slide will deal with many of the

2 concerns that the staff has with regard to today's plant

3 process computer, and I would like to remind you that the

4 plant process computer is an item -- a component that has

5 been considered non-safety. It is an item or a component

6 that the staff has not reviewed its use or its

7 implementation within the control room.

8 However, in conducting an LER survey -- and this

9 covers the results of a survey f or the last ten years -- it

10 was very interesting to notice the distribution of the

11 errors that resulted or were associated with the plant

12 process computer. There was almost a liaear distribution

13 between hardware faults, software faults, and human error in

14 the forn of interf ace with the computer.

15 There were a total of 152 events in a period of

16 that time. I would like to point out that there is a typo ,

17 in the hardware portion. Under component failure

18 malfunction, instead of 39.9, that is 39 percent of the

19 total you 'll find under sof tware f aults. It is not the

20 computer that m ade the mista ke , but generally it was a

21 design error in the form of a specification that coded and
i j

22 was never verified or validated against its functional

23 requirements.

24 It is also interesting to note tha t the.

25 man-computer interface errors was also a key area, and it

ALDERSCN REPCRENG CCMPANY. INC.
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1 vould support many of the conclusions that vere reached in

2 an EPRI report that was published in, I believe, May of 1977.

3 But the staff is concerned with these errors and
.

4 the propagation of these errors onto emergency response

5 facility and the saf ety parameter display system. And

6 therefore, it was our basis that these facilities should be

7 separate from the process computer.

8 (Slide.)

9 The next slide vill deal with a draft report that

10 was presented by --

11 VOICE: May I ask a question on the process

12 computer?

13 MR. BELTBACCHIs Yes.
.

1<4 VOICE: Does th a t a; ply only to th e existing

15 process computers if it is the intent to replace the

16 exicting computer?

I'7 MR. 3ELTRACCHI: Let me amplify further or. this

18 previous slide on the LER errors. It was interesting to

19 note in a Macro report -- Micro Corporation report tha t was

20 done under contract to NSAC -- that is covered in the roxt

21 slide -- that they categorized the current status of process

Z2 computers within the industry, and they have three

23 categories. And basically, I guess you could associa te it

24 with the various computer generations. I think it was

25 pre-197C to 1975 and 1975 te '80.

ALOEASCN REPCAT;NG COMPANY, INC.
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1 It did sta te tha t the latter courses of process

2 computer -- the latter category of process computers

3 pechably could be modified to meet the requirements that

4 have been presented to the staff, and certainly the staff

5 recognires that there are architectures within computers

6 that could be used to address many of the f unctions.
'

7 However, I would like to point out that in the

8 course of these LERs, in the course of trying to evaluate

9 the trer.dir;q of the LE3s occurring over a period of time,

10 and over this period of time it is noted that although it is

11 not presented on here, we did have some work done that

12 showed that the trend in these LERs as a function of time is

13 increasing.

14 I na not sure whether that is due to the fact that
J

15 there are more functions being done on the process computers

16 and therefore it is subject to more LERs, ur current

17 architectures that are being used are not sufficient to

18 address the problems.

19 So I reslly would Like to hear some comments with

20 regard to that. And we are certainly open to the

21 architecture that you are going to present. But ! really

22 would like to address these issues, and these are the basis

23 of our concerns in asssciation with tne process ccmcuter. |

24 VOICE: With regard to the specific numbers of

25 areas, what is th e d *, ta b a se ?

I

l

l
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1 HR. BELTRACCHI4 It is the LFR data bsse that the

2 staff has in Bethesda.

3 70 ICE: Can you give me an idea of the period of

4 time that you are talking about?

5 HE. BELTRACCHI Yes, I can. I had an additional

6 slide on that. The survey was conducted by using just the

7 word computer within our da ta ba se. It covered a period of

8 time from 1969 to present. It covered all IERs. It had

9 computers, and in filtering that out it resulted in th e

10 order of 152 LERs that were associated with process

11 computers.

12 I do have that breken down by plant if you like,

13 but ! don't have the infornttion with me.

| 1<4 VOICE 4 It is 11 years of operation.
i

15 MR. HELTRACCHIs Ihat is correct.

16 VOICE: The main process compcter within the

17 station --

18 53. BELTRACCHI: Ihat is the best way we could

19 interpret the information as presented in the LER.

20 VOICE: Could you clarify for me on this process

I 21 computer question, I understand you are not prohibiting th e

22 use of computers for processing the signals. You are merely

23 prohibiting the use of the plant processing com; uter.

24 MR. HELTRACCHI: 'sybe that is a poor way of

3 expressing it. Our concern is we are interested in the

I
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1 integrity of the function and the data that is being used.

2 I think by the distribution and the type of errors that are

3 shown here, and the f act tha t design errors in the sof tware
1

4 represents a significant portion of the errors, our concern

5 is that if a programmer were to go in and change a function

6 like a calibration or a heat calibration, although he would

7 ha ve trouble doing it but he did get it right, that effort

8 would result in a modification of the safety parameter or

9 the TSC in a portion such that when it was needed it vo cid

10 present wrong information to the operator er erroneous

11 inforsation to the operator.

12 The operator acts upon it. He aggravates rather

13 than sitigates the situ ation. Ictegrity of function and
~

14 integrity of data is basically our concern.

15 VOICE: What makes you feel that if we get -- if

16 ve do away with the plant process computer and install an

17 additional pr0cessor that it is going to be any different

18 with this?

19 MR. SE1TRACCHI: The control is the feet that we

20 are going to stress verifica tion and validation , and we vill

21 probably use such tools as software sneak circuit analysis'

.

Z2 to look at some of the critical modules to assess how well

23 the job is done. We cannot go in and do that job for you.

24 VOICES 7 wouldn't expect you to, but if a new or

25 installed (inaudible).

|
|
i

|
1

l
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1 NR. BELTBACCHIs Ckay. Let me stress again that
.

2 our concern is the integrity of the function, the integrity

3 of the data, and being able to accomplish this job. If you

4 can promote an architecture that is within your process

5 computer that will do this and will prove that failure of

6 the other portions cf the computer, failure of other

' portio's of the dats net is not going to affect the7 n

8 execution of this function, we are certainly willing to sit

9 down and evaluate it.

10 VOICES I think 0696 presently states that you can

11 use a process computer. We vill be receptive of the

12 comments which would provide us with words that would give a

13 critorion that would provide for security and integrity

14 f unctica, as Leo is talking. We were not clever enough to

15 devise those words today. Maybe later on we will or with

16 your help we could.

17 But based on what we could see of current process

18 computers, they were not acceptable. Now, maybe future

19 generations which we have not seen might be acceptable if

20 they met certain requirements. We would have to state whar
21 those rdquirements are in 0696

,

!
Z2 VOICE: I understand your concern, but I don't

!
23 understand how putting in a sepa ra te processor - you are !

!
24 going to have to have separc* to the same extent

3 (inaudible) just for this pa. _cular functional loan.
|
|
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1 MR. BEITRACCHIs That was not our intent. Our

2 intent was that this could be shared. It is a function

3 important to safety. We furthermore feel that there should

4 be a orsdation. Things in the past have either been safety
.

5 or non-safety. I think one of the lessons Learned out of

6 Th rae Mile Island is there are systems important to safety,

7 and there should be a category -- a difference between

8 categories 1-E and non-1-E.

9 VOICE: I had a question on the data base. Did

10 you age this data in such that you know whether is the old

11 computer systems that are contributing, or are the new

12 computer systems contributing their share of these failures?

13 53. BELTRACCHI: I had an intern do a real quick

14 reassessment of the data in terms of an NSAC report that

15 came out. It is summarired on the next slide. And as I

16 stated previously, one of the disturbing aspects of this is

l'7 th e fact tha t it seemed the data would trend up as a

18 function of time. So in the sost recent data it seemed

19 there were more errors per licensed plant than in the

20 previous older data.

21 Now, that is going to have to be checked because

ZZ that was a real rapid assessment. I tried to have an

i 23 assessment of time within the ca tegories that were defined

24 by the Macro report, that is, pre-1970, '70 to '75, and '75

25 to '80. The disturbing aspect was if you ncrmalired th e

9
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I data and tried to evaluate errors per plant, it trended up.

2 Whether that is due to the fact that there are more

3 functions being performed on the plant process computer and

4 therefore yea would expect more LERs to develop, I am not

5 sure. I don 't know its cause.

6 Yes?

7 VOICE: 1eo, from a boiling water reactor point of

8 view, I don't know the requirements to report computer

9 problems on LERs.

10 MR. BELTRACCHI4 The nature of these where you

11 performed a technical violation or a surveillance

12 requirement, or you achieved a higher operating limit, the

13 spectrum was rather wide.

14 Yes?

15 VOICE: If we design the system to meet these

16 emergency response f acilities, would you objecL then to the

17 system being ex;anded to now take over the requirements that

18 are associated with process computer, th a t we maintain the

19 same level of quality contec1?

3) MR. BELTRACCHIs Probably not, provided that the

21 f ailure of your crocess portion or your process elements

22 would not impact this portion of the system, and there are

23 ways that tha t can be achieved .

24 Yes?

25 VOICE: Since the wording of 0696 is kind of

ALDERSCN REPCRT'.NG COMP ANV. INC,
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1 proscriptive and strict in a sense, will that be clarified

2 and this interpretation, meaning the data and the function

3 being the prize requirements --

4 NR . 3EITR ACCHIa I think Warren just asked for

5 your assistance in this area, if I understood his point of

6 clarifica tio n . We would recessend that you make an attempt

7 to provide siternates to that wording in the form of

8 functional approach or to achieve the integrity of the

9 function and security of the data.

10 Yes?
.

11 VOICE: For your data on the front here there has

12 been no attempt to try to see whether these errors actually

13 would have affected the types of data that you are looking

14 at from tech support centers.

15 MR. BELTRACCHI4 That is correct, but I think you

16 can look at portions of the hardware component failures, and

17 you know you are coing to lose the system, especially if its

18 power supply or electrical supply -- or component failures,

19 if it is a sonolithic type of design, a component failure

20 vill probably shut you down.

21 If you have a design where you can get functional

22 redundancy or you have a lot of not working or maybe failure

23 of a component does not tear the total systea down, then !

24 agree you can still achieve th e f unction . ! think the staff

25 recogniues there are many computer architects out there that

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, ;NC.
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1 probably could satisfy our requirements.

2 We have not specified tha t in the form of a

3 functional nature within 0696. Our concern was strictly

'

4 with the process computer, and the basis of our association,

5 which has been very limited, and the concerns tha t have

6 resulted from that association.

7 Could I try to get this last slide across and then

8 attempt to address some of the other issues, and then I will

9 take questions.

10 There is a draft report by -- it was authored by

11 MSAC. It had to do with a survey of computer systems and

12 interface guidelines for n uclear power plants. The draft

13 was published in 1980. The number is given at the bottom of

14 th e slide . And I imagine it will be out in formal form

15 within a month or so. However, there were some interesting

16 poin ts that were brought up in the re; ort with respect to

l'7 availability.

18 It said that as a result of their survey, if the

19 availability was higher than 99.8 percent, it could not be

20 achieved without without accepted unreaso nable cost. 002--

21 is probably within the tolerance of what we would accept.

22 But they also recommended tha t availability should be

23 demonstrated during a test period of at least 1,000 hours.

24 Yes?

25 VOICE. In the NUREG you say .01 un a vaila bili t y 1

i

\
'

'

_
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1 and .001 unavailability. Do you tean percent?

2 MB. BEITRACCHI4 Unavailibility would be the small

3 number. Availability would be the large number.

4 YOICE: (Inaudible).

5 MR. BELIRACCHIs An availability of 1 times 10 to

6 th e -3 would work out as eight hours per year. It is also

7 interesting to note that the expandability -- in terms of

8 e x pa nda bili ty , th a t they require that all -- they

9 recommended that all hardware and software should.be capable

10 of easy expansion within minimum down time to accommodate

11 growth and relative to the life span. And I as sure this is

12 a rather important area.

13 A completely new system should have a minimum life

14 span of approximately ten years, and it is really dependent

15 upon the existence of spare parts. And I am sure that many

16 of you have some of the older computers, and you have pretty

1'7 such learned to live with th a t problem and recognire what

18 your availability probless are.

19 At this point I guess I have completed the main

20 portion of the talk, and I am open to questions.

21 Yes.

Z2 VOICT4 (Inaudible). I would like to explore

Z3 (Inaudible). If I understand you correctly, you do not want

24 to use any kind of a signal (In audible ) , but it is

3 permissible to use the (In audible ) .

ALDERSCN AEPCRT:NG COMPANY. INC.
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1 3R. BEITRACCHIs Input?

2 YOICE: (Inaudible).

3 3R. BELTRACCHI4 In the sense that you would --

4 well, okay. My only concern there would be with the failure

5 with the plant computer resulting in the f ailure of the

6 signal to the safety parameter display.

7 70 ICE: No.

8 ER. BEITR ACCHI Okay. Again, I want to get back

9 and stress the functional integrity of the function and the

10 security of the data.

11 VOICE: The unavailability is bandied around a lot

12 without defining it. What defines unavailability on a

13 systes? Is it total failure of the system? Is it a failure

14 of the smallest part of the system? What is unavailabili.ty ?

15 MR. BELTRACCH!: Failure of the f unction in tercs

16 of the operator not being able to assess the safety status

l'7 of the plant th rough the display.

18 VOICE: If one parameter fails and you have some

19 backup for the operator to assess the safety of the plant,
i

20 tha t dces not constitute unavailability.
.

21 YR. HELTRACCHI If you 're saying that one i

i

ZZ parameter f ailed -- I guess we are now getting into some of I

l
23 th e de t a ils. Either we would have to cover that through I

24 technical specifica tion: cc a look at the specific proposal,

25 bu t I would sort of suspect that it probably -- something

-

-
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1 could be worked out in that area. I don 't know what you

2 would propose.

3 If in essence it said tha t one signal f ailed, and

4 he had within close proximity another signal he could look

5 at on the board --

6 VOICE: Hight. That definition is very important

7 because this number is going to be the biggest bone of

8 contention, I believe, and we have to come up with a

9 definition for it. There is no point in talking about the

10 number without defining what it con tains.

11 MR. 2ELTRACCHIs You are also proposing a solution

12 for which I don't know all the details either.

13 Yes?

14 VOICE: I would like to back up to something you

15 sentioned earlier. You said that the SPDS must be desianed

16 to withstand an OBE. I take it tha t that does not apply to

l'7 the displays in the TSC or elsewhere since neither of those 1

l

18 facilities are seismic in the first place. |
l

19 3R. BELTRACCHI: That is correct. Along that line |

20 and as a point of clarification, the SPDS and displays in

21 the TSC need not be seismically CEE.

22 Yes?

23 VOICE: Are you then also saying that the computer

24 itself. as part of the data acquisition system (Inaudible);

25 and therefore must be designed to seismic Class 1-E and/or
|
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1 must be installed in a seismic Class 1 structure?

2 MR. BELTRACCHI4 No. It all depends on where you

3 structure your interface with respect to the sensors. 0696

4 states that the sensors and the signal conditions are either

5 in the form of isolation devices or preamplifiers, what have

6 you.

7 The Class 1-E, the industry has requested or there

8 have been elements of the industry that have requested the

9 establishment of a common data base such that it could be
.

10 drawn upon by many components, such as a plant process

11 computer, SPDS, TSC, whatever. And it was within that

'12 element that our concern was that if you do that, you should

13 provide at least -- that information be CBE as a link or as;

14 a component of the safety parameter display system. It all

15 depends on where you locate your isolation device in terms

16 of what portion of it you want to have 1-E versus non-1-E

17 but yet meet the requirements of 03E.

18 Yes?
.

19 VOICES In relation also to this 03E thing we

20 really don't see any problems with using existing senstrs or

21 properly isolating them and using the existing criteria for

22 Class 1-E signals. However, the computer in this case seems

23 to be the problem in question. I don 't know that there is

24 one that could qualify.

25 MR. 3El!RACCHI: I would like to point out that

*
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1 the core protection calculator system which was reviewed

2 fcct '75 to '78 is currently in use.

3 VOICE: Internal as well as (Inaudible)?
!

*

4 3R. BELTRACCHI: The electronics, that is correct. j

5 3R. DANIE15: George Daniels. With regard to

6 qualifications of the OBE, I would point out that as of

7 right row ther= is no standard which addresses OBE

8 qualifica tio n . Okay. That will be a problem in approaching

9 this specific type of situation.

10 IEEE 344.75 really tells you or your vendor how to

11 qualify a piece of equipment to an SSE, and that vill create
.

12 ultimately some sort of --

13 MR. BELTRACCHI: I agree, and I think I tried to

14 address this earlier in a commen t with respect to
,

15 categoriration of standards from 1-E to non-1-E, and this is

16 an area that probably does need additional work.

17 Yes?

18 ER. O'2RIENs John O'Brien. I would like to get

19 into the location of the saf ety parameter display to get a

20 little clearer picture of that. Your emphasis on :aking it

21 available to the shift supervisor -- shif t technical

22 supervisor leaves se wondering where you really pictured

23 this display.

24 I as dealing with a nuclear net control room, and

25 ve are looking at the display in the front of the control

.
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I room; but you are suqqesting perhaps tha t the display be in

; 2 the back.

3 MR. BELTRACCHI: The requirements on this would be

4 to provide -- you are correct in the sense that it is to

5 provide an overview of the plant, and therefore, it should

6 be located where it is easily accessible to the shift

7 technical supervisor.

8 I don 't know specifically the details of nuclear

9 net as to -- in a sense are you talking about the back of

10 the horseshoe ?

11 MR. O'BRIEN: We were looking at putting it

12 (Inaudible) the main panel of the horseshoe, but then the

13 tech shift supervisor, his console is in the back of the<

14 horseshoe.

15 MR. SELTRACCHI: I would have to look a t the

16 specifics of that.

17 MR. O'ERIEN: I was just trying to --

18 MR. EELTRACCHI: It should be really. accessible to

19 the shif t supervisor and the shift technical advisor. You

20 may want to duplica te it within the control room.

21 VOICE: I have a question on th'e CEE

22 qualification. (Inaudible).

23 MR. B ELTR ACCH I: We had a call for that, and I

24 recognire this may be an area -- however, I do wan t to point

25 out that in -- I know there are hardened CPTs on the
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1 market. I have not made a one-to-one comparison to ensure

2 that it would meet the OBE for every plant.

3 VOICE: (Inaudible).

4 ER. BELTRACCHI: Again, we did not go out and say

5 use CRTs exclusively. Display is an area where you are free

6 to look at many designs.

7 VOICE: (Inaudible).

8 MR. BELIRACCHI: I don't think you vill find the

9 word "CRT" in the computer --

10 70 ICE: (Inaudible).

11 MR. BELI2ACCHI: We tried to be -- we tried to be

12 general in nature rather than design specific.

13 70!CE: Also, the non-safety sensors are going

14 into the safety parameter display system. Reg Guide 1.97

15 (Inaudible). How will you meet your 02E qualifications?

16 MR. ?ELTBACCHI: We would have tc look at the

17 specifics. There are an awful lot of parameters in 1.97,

18 but they're all not -- they are no t all Class 1-E

19 categoriration.

20 VOICE: They are category number 5 (In a udible ) and

21 You are trying to put the same parameters into you --

22 MR. HELTRACCHI: I would like to stress that the

23 safety parameter display system should consist of the macro

24 vartab1?s, the prime variables. It should not in essence

25 consist of the status of a valve or component. The failure

.
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1 of those systems will be reflected upon the prime variables,

2 and I think that is consistent with the objective of keeping

3 a minimum set of prime variables so you can simply the

4 problem of interpretation for the operator.

5 YOICE: (Inaudible).

6 HR. BELTRACCHI: We might flood him with

7 information, and he won't be able to find a needle in a

8 haystack.

9 YOICE: (Inaudible).

10 NR. BELTRACCHI: I did not say -- I said that the

11 set, the minimum set would probably be a subset of 1.97 I

12 did not say use 1.97 exclusively.
,

13 YOICE: Okay. And that gces to the second part of
.

14 the question. You want isolation -- sensors in isolation to

15 he Class 1-E. A good example is meteorological data and

16 environmental data vill be non-1-E type of data.

17 MR. PEl:RACCHIs Vould you expect to include that

18 in your safety parameter display?

19 YOICE: Meteorological panel -- meteorological

20 data.

21 53. 3ElTRACCHIs I would envision if you are that

22 far out, you know, I would e xpe ct that there be a much

23 better lead indicator closer to the core that would tell you

24 that you had t problem, and th eref o re , I would consider tha t

3 that relative to a minimum set would be a gross
{
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1 amplification.

2 Yes?

3 VOICE: If this OBE qualified systen is located in

4 the technical support center which is non --

5 ER. BELTRACCHI: Wait, wait, wait. The technical

6 support center display duplication does not have to be OBE

7 qua lif ied .

8 YOICEL What design we were considering was using

9 a computer room facility in th e technical support. center

10 that we are building to house the process monitor that would

11 also derive the plant saf e ty sta tus display. The building

12 ve are considering constructing would not be seismically

13 qualified. The system that vould be put in there, would it

14 still be --

15 MR. BELTRACCHI: I had not thought of that one.

16 70 ICE: This is, I think, a real problem because

17 ve are runaing out of space te put these systems into the

18 control room, okay, and since we were constructing a nev. ,

19 facility, we thcught this vculd be an optimum place to put

20 th e ;recessin g system itself.
'

21 MR. BELTRACCHIs There is ne ety you can break
,

22 that portion out, the safety parameter display portion out.

23 70 ICES I think the concept a lot of utilities are

24 looking out is one central type of computer system that

25 would respond to all of your logical functions. ! think

ALOERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 that integrated design approach is one that is being
.

2 commonly considsred.

3 HR. BEITRACCHI: I would agree, but then in terms

4 of the size of the safety parameter display or its
~

5 requirements on a total system, I could envision a dedicated

6 system that would really be a small portion of that.

7 VOICE: The problem is the signal conditioning and

8 th e logic. If you bring these systems in, ckay, I think it

9 is pretty considerably more effective ( In a udible ) .

10 MR. BEITRACCHI: If you bring them into one

11 central area and you in tend to use non-03E qualified

12 eq ui pm e nt , that means if you were to have an operating base

13 earthquake, you would lese an awful lot of interface across

14 the board. Can you tolerate that?

15 70 ICE: The building would 'e substantially

16 non-seismic designed.

I'7 HR. BELTRACCHI: You have not answered my ;uestion .

18 (laughter.)

19 VCICE: The intent of the guideline here is that

20 an operating-designed earthquake, you have to show that you

21 will not lose this plant safety status display. Ihat is the

22 overall consideration.

23 MP. FILTRACCHIs That is correct.

24 Yes?

25 MR . COMPTCN : Byron Compton,~4ashington Public
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1 Power. I want to get back to one thing that you said that I

2 don't think comes through very clearly in here. You said

3 for a safety parameter to display you wanted to use a subset

4 of 1.97?

5 MR. BElTRACCHI I tho ugh t that was stated fairly

6 vell in 0696.

7 MR. COMPTON: It says minimum is 1.97, all types.

8 MR. BELTRACCHI: That is a misinterpretation.

9 (laughter.)

10 MR. COMPTON: It you are trying to show tha t en

11 page 9, it does not come th roug'a very clear. Everything

12 that matches 1.97 must match the same qualification.

13 MR. BELTRACCHI: The intent was not to use all the

14 parameters in 1.97 because it vill get us back to where we

15 are today in terms of control board, and the intent is

16 really to minimire the overall ker variables which the

17 operator -- by which the operator would be able to make an

18 assessment of the safety status of the plant. By definition

19 that would be a subset of what is in 1.97, and I think

a probably a subset of what is in Category A and B.

21 VOICE: It is going to mean some new derived

22 variables, isn't it?

Z3 MR. EElTRACCHI: It could well be derived

24 variables from variables that are there, that is correct. !

I
25 It all depends on what you choose as your minimum set. )

I
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1 There are some people that have talked about tr ying to keep

2 coolant mass inventory in the primary system. That, of

3 course, is a de rived variable.

4 MR. R AMOS : You are taking a very narrow look at

5 the words on page 4. That minimum data set from Reg Guide

6 1.97 is taking the four componsnts of the emergency response

7 facility as a whole. For the TSC and the EOF, for exam ple,

8 that is the minimum data set. It is expected that the SP2S

9 would be a subset of that.

10 ER. COMPTON: Hight. (Inaudible).

11 MR. RAMOS4 Torr common data acquisition system

12 woud have that as a minim 1m set, and you would pull out of

13 that acquisition system whatever you needed to meet the SPDS

14 requirements.

15 MR. COMPTON: Okay. Then anything that is not

16 Class 1-E input or non-safety input still has to meet OBE, -

l'7 right?

18 MB. MINNERS: Only if it is used in the safety

19 parameter display. There are four elements. The four

20 elements together will have at least the 3eg Guide 1.97 set

21 of variables. Each one vill not have all of the 3eg Guide

22 1.97 variables. They will only have whatever they need. So

23 for the safety parameter display you will have a fev

24 variables from the larger set of Req Guide 1.97 variables

25 that will be selected for its function, and those few

-
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1 variables will have to have OBE qualified instrument

2 channels.1

3 MR. BEITRACCHI: Let me amplify on that further.

4 Ro ughly a week ago NS AC made a presentation to ACRS. They
.

5 defined in that presentation for both EWBs and PWRs a set of

6 parameters they were proposing for the safety parameter

7 display systen; that was a subset of what was currently -- I

8 believe currently in 1.97. I have not made a one-for-one

9 comparison, but I think tha t is a subset. And it only

10 consisted, I think, of on the order of maybe 15 parameters.

11 VOICE: For a plant that was about 35 different

12 variables when you consia> red the different loops. The

13 problen I see in that area is that it seems -- and this was

14 brought out in that p re sen ta tion a lot of the items in--

15 1.97 which are supposedly supposed to provide this sort of

16 monitoring were determined prior to really determining what

17 their functional use would be. And it seems that when we

18 define the functional use via the safety parameter display

19 system, the needs of the tech support center and su;; ort

20 staff, that that should be fed back into 1.97 to modify the

21 basic data list.

22 ER. BELT 3ACCHI: Your concern was dwelled upon for

23 about two days at ACRS. let's not go over it nov.

24 (Laughter.)

25 The staff is fully aware of that, and we have a

_
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1 letter from the AC35

2 VOICE 4 My real question relates to schedule.

3 Since he brought that up while I was standing here, I

4 though t I'd hit that.

5 Helative to schedule, implementation of a system

6 wi th this sort of reliability or trying to approach this

7 sort of reliability -- and we have been in contact with a

8 number of vendors that provide very reliable equipment that

9 cannot bid to that sort of specifica tion.

10 The schedule that you have there of full

11 implementation by January of 1982 is impossible by mest of

12 the vendors we contacted that in that development and

13 delivery time put things beyond 18 months.

14 I as wondering wha t sort of determination vent

15 into developing those dates, whether that was just a yearly

16 extension of what seems to be a January 1 deadline put out

l'7 by 0578 that has been carried through to --

18 M3. BElTHACCHI: Cf course there is the pressure

19 of time in terms of the elapsed time since Three !ile

20 Island, and furthermore, I think you may have to start

21 thinking in terms of modularity with respect to your design.

ZZ I get the impression that what the industry would

23 like to do is to insert the total system, and then that will
O

24 encompass e serything. I don't know whether ve* e going to

25 have the luxury of that.
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1 VOICE: Well, we have been working with a group of

2 utilities since November of last year with this concept in

3 mind. We would have looked ahead and saw the direction
.

4 things were going, and we developed a system to handle this

5 which would be expandable and start with the minlaua

6 information and address some of the increased needs.

7 And just on that basis, going through the normal

8 development, we cannot meet the January 1, 1982 date, and we

9 started last November.

10 MB. MINNERSs That is the kind of written conment

11 which we are soliciting, and especially if you can provide

12 the facts which show what your lead times are and design

13 times and that kind of thing to support your contention that

14 it is tco short a schedule. And we are receptive to those

15 kinds of comments.

16 VOICE: I would like to point out that we recently

17 put out a proposal for bids for software which had a January

18 1982 deadline on it that the vendors said th e y would have

19 trouble meeting.

20 ER. BE1TRACCHI: Ihat point is also brought out in

21 cur report.

22 Yes?

23 VOICE: In response to th a t , the AIF meeting that

24 is being held next week is also going to consolidate

25 industry comments on the schedules that the plants can

.
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1 seet. AIF has conducted a survey for all utilities and

2 owners groups. They promised NRC that they would come back
i

3 with the best range of schedules for plants, and that is

4 going to be consolidated next week at AIF. So if anybod y

5 has any input to schedules cr whatever, they should get that

6 to the AIF. '

7 MR. BELTRACCHIs let me make one other point

8 rela tive to this. I think it is important that the industry

9 try to consider standardization either along the lines of

10 owners groups or vendor groups. It is going to minimize the

11 NHC's effort in trying to conduct the review, and it should

12 he able to shorten the schedule for final implementation.

13 Yes?

14 MR. !YERS: Cne of the significant problems we

15 found is in the area of schedules, vendor bidding, etcetera

16 (Inaudible) wi th oc . standards and degree of acceptability

17 for not only the computer main frame or whatever, but also

18 all prccessors, routing the cable, and considerations that

19 we normally get into in the SSI areas. We are looking at an

20 exceptionally extended pericd of time to evaluate that.

21 Considering in a plant when you have an earthquake

22 you don't know whether it was an OBE or not, it is a

23 question of how we validate the information. ! think that

24 needs to be addressed.

25 Probably recognizing that fact, the CBE is more a I
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1 design goal rather than an actual verified QA piece of

2 paper. Then it might be addressed more reasonably and help

3 out in the scheduled implementation.

4 MR. BELIRACCHI: Hov do you measure that? That is

5 our problem.

6 MR. MYERS: Very difficult. (Inaudible).

7 MR. BELTRACCHI: This may be an area where

8 standardiration -- I don 't know whether it could be achieved

9 or not -- but standardiration certainly would help.

10 MR. MYERS: Standardiration processes take years,

11 as you are aware, and the example of the Arkansas core

12 protection calculator (!naudible) for the SPDS and elsewhere

13 here.

14 MR. EELTRACCHI That is true, but it is

15 SSE qualified.

16 53. ?!ERS: I understand.

17 MR. SELTRACCHI: Yes?

18 VOICE: From what I have heard we have two sets of

19 criteria, one for the safety parameter display system has to

20 he in an CEE building, an CBE processor, a data acquisition

21 system and processor, and have OEE-type displays, and

22 availability f or eight hours (Inaudible). You still retain

23 001 availability, but some of the other syst ems '

24 requirements (Inaudible ), so in fact.- ca?ess you are going

25 to end up with dual systems for those functions unless you

I
|

|
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1 can (Inaudible).

2 hR. MINNERS: Well, we tried to write what we

3 required for each element of the thing, and th en it is u p to

4 the designer to integrate the design. We did not want to

5 give one set of requirements for all elements. You know, we

6 recognize the problem is that if you have something which is

7 an integrated system, then only one part of it has to meet

8 higher requirements than the rest. It makes the whole

9 system meet the higher requi;esents. That is not the only

10 design possible

11 VOICE. What I am really saying is that you cannot

12 -- we don 't know of a computer that can do g raphics, display

13 events with great flexibility, and usinc CRTs. We don't

1-4 know of one for the SPDS system. This onc could be used,

15 though, for the technical support center provided it meets

16 the other criteria.

I'7 But it seems what you are really telling us from a

18 practical standpoint is that tne nigher level recuirements

19 for the SPDS system are going to preclude using computers,

20 graphics, and CETs unless somehow we can find something that

21 can be qualified.

22 ME. SElTRACCHI: Not necessarily, because I have

23 had computer vendors calling me telling me that their

24 computers can do it.

25 (laughter.)

.
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1 I don't want to name then publicly. You can see

2 se afterwards, and I will.

3 VOICE: (Inaudible).

4 XR. BELTRACCHI: I know relative to hardened CRTS

5 the DCD has several sources. Now, yesterday there was a

6 gentleman that said that he had looked into that and said

7 that they would basically shock load it, but they would not

8 take a wide spectrum. So although -- after thinking about

9 it, you know, in terms of shock loading , an impulse should

10 contain all your frequencies, so I guess it is a questi n of

11 amplitude.

12 VOICE: (Inaudible).

13 !R. EElTRACCHI As I said, I know that DCD has

14 many considerably hardened -- I have nct made a one-to-one

15 comparison. I don't know whether they will need CBE.

16 VOICE: (Inaudible). Relative to this schedule in

l'7 1982, on page ? you say that detailed guides (Inaudible) are

18 going to be published sepa:ately. ~4 hen are we going to get

19 those guides, and how are we going to input thes into our

20 system design if we have to submit the design by January 1,

21 19917
'

22 In addition, your schedule lists that the NRC will

23 (!naudible). 'A h a t ha ppe ns if your schedule slips and you

24 don't complete your review design, and you don't get back to

25 us on time to meet any of our technical design requirements?
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1 M2. MINNERS Let me discuss the additional

2 detailed guidance.

3 VOICE Would you speak up, please?

4 38. MINNERS Is that better?

5 VOICE: A little bit.

6 MB. MINNERS Let me address the question of

7 additional detailed requirements. There is some difference

3 of opinion in the staff report that they are desirable or

9 necessary, and 0696 currently says we are going to give you

10 something, and drafts of these detailed requirements have

11 been developed.

12 I think a question that I would like to ask the

13 industry is whether you want this. Is the material in 0696

14 now sufficient, or is f urther information necessary, or is

15 further information desirable?

16 I think we all realire how the regulatory process

17 goes, and if we give you acre information, you may not like

18 it, and you may have to be so conservative to cover all

19 generic requiremen ; tha t it may exclude some things.

20 And I really would like people to think about

21 th at , plus the problem of the time to produce those kind of
|

22 detailed requiremens. I

23 VOICE: I think that is a point very well taken,

24 and I think most of us -- everybody can comment on that.

25 Most of us would like to see the functional needs defined

|

|

|
|
|ALDERSON 4EPCRTING COMPANY, ;NC.

400 VIRGINIA AVF S.'N., WASHINGTON. C.C. 200:4 (202) 554-234?>

.



.

_ 55
.

1 rather than being prescriptive, and there are certain

2 portions of 0696 that become very p rescrip ti ve . I don't

3 think there is a need to be that prescriptive.

4 I certainly would not wan t to see additional

5 detailed requirements coming out, becaus'e what we end up

6 with is something tha t again gets over-specified, and it

7 becomes impossible to meet.

8 If we ended up with some modification to 0696, I

9 think we would be satisfied with tha t in that a number of

10 things which I am sure will be addressed later when we talk

11 about ECF. Because of the type of facilities we are

12 constructing, we are not planning on hsving the same type of

/ 13 separation simply because of building space. In other

14 words, some of the things that you say should be in the EOF

15 we have space to do in other facilities and feel that is

16 where it should be done because of equipment location,

17 proximity, and space availability. I think becoming very

18 prescriptive has a great danger to it.

19 ER. MINNEES: If we don't become prescriptive, it

20 increases the chances that when you come in and we review

21 it, increases the chances that we will not approve it. We

22 have all been through this before, and I would like to hear

23 what the industry has to say, because I have heard the

24 opposite of what you say.

25 I think when you get down into the design level

|
|
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1 and purchase level of people, th ey would like to have a

2 piece of paper they can put a rubber stamp on and send it

3 out to th e vendor. You can see why. It is much easier for

4 a designer if he has detailed requirements.

5 YOICI: We have not been all that satisfied with

S the vendors' response.

7 H3. MINNE23: Okay.

8 ER. BELTRACCHI: Yes?

9 70 ICE: (Inaudible) designed to earthquake

10 criteria, and operators have been using them for years. I

11 have a hard time understanding why the CBE requirement is

12 being pla ced on the saf ety parameter display. The safety

13 pa rame ter dispisy, the tech support center, tha t is being

14 used as an operator aid, and we even talk ourselves as being

15 used by supervisors for overview. All those things are

16 already on display, and they are qualified.

I'7 Iou know, I can understand, you know, wanting to

18 do more and do more and do more, but yet with the state we

19 talk about of computer systems, displays and stuff and the

20 develcoment and all, I have a very hard time trying to

21 understand why you are trying to provide for those 15

22 parameters on the board. You can highligh t, you can do

23 something else rather than putting in as an additional

24 requirement.

3 ME. EE1IRACCHI: I will address that issue, and
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1 the issue is fairly simple, and it is fairly basic. Both

- 2 the Enrico Fermi incident and the Three Mile Island

3 accident, there is a very common thread. The post-mortem

4 analysis stated that the information was all located in the

5 control room. It was all there. But the problem was it was

6 so d.iffuse that the operator could not integrate it.

7 The purpose of the saf ety parameter display system

8 is to provide that integration and concentration, and

9 because of that importance to safety, we ha te placed these

10 requirements on it.

l11 VOICES It sounds like you are saying that the

12 ' board today is inadequate.

13 MR. BELTRACCHIs In terss of the critical mini um

14 set of parameters in a human f actors interf ace, yes.

15 3R. EINNERS: Let me try to expand on the

16 raticnale for having the saf ety param eter display , the

l'7 safety parameter display to be qualified to th e CBE. The
!

18 rationale is if you had an earthquake, you would have a !

|

19 large number of alarms that would be given on the contrc' I

l
20 bo rd which would confuse the operator, and that in exactly

-

21 the purpose of the safety parameter display, to give his j
1

22 some place to go when he has confusion and to kno e wh ether

23 he is safe or whether he is unsafe, to put it simply.

24 And an earthquake is a case in which an operator

25 does not know what is going to happen, and you ar e going to

_
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I have all these alarms going off; so that is the rationale

2 for naving such a requirement.

3 We realire that the plant is designed to survive

4 the earthquake and nothing should happen to it, and that it

5 vill still be able to operate and certainly able to shut

6 down. But it is the confusion. You don't want the operator

7 to see some alarm and then do the wrong thing, and then he

8 could be the one that puts the plant in the unsafe condition

9 rather than it being a direct result of the earthquake.

10 VOICES I think you can take any transient going

11 on. There are alarms on all the transients that go on. I

12 think the operators concentrate first on annunciators and
_

13 tnen on parameters that are important to the plant.

14 53. MINNE35: Our perception is that he does

15 co n c 6a tr a te , and sometimes he does concentrate on the wrenc

16 thing. I think there are plenty of examples where you have

17 alarms in the secondary system, anc he is concentrating on

18 the secondary system trying to get that straightened away,

19 and that is not his real problem.

20 That is what the safety parameter display is

21 supposed to do , docus his attention on the primary thing

ZZ vhich is the reactori
,

|
'

23 52. BELTRACCHI. First, on annunciators, they may

24 not be safety-related annunciators.

25 YOICE: First of til you a re making the assu.;; tion

|

|
|
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1 you are going to have an accident and an earthquake together.

2 NH. MINNE2Ss No, that is not the assumption. I

3 tried to explain that.
.

4 VOICES You are going to have -- the system is not

5 qualified for the OBE. It is still going to be available

6 most of the time. It is likely in the event that if you do

7 have an accident, the system is going to be available. You

8 are also forgetting about the requirement we have to go

9 th ro ugh a human factors evaluat..cn of the control reos and

10 making the necessary corrections such that the existing

11 displays are meaningful and are located such that they are

12 not confusing to the operator and can be used by him.

13 53. MINNE3S: Well, I --

14 YOICEs The one single event, the earthquake,'you

15 have existing parameters to fall back on.

16 33. MINNERS That is co rrect. Let me try to -- I

1'7 don't think I have gotten my point across, and let me say it

18 again. I'm not trying to argue with you. I just don't

19 think you have understood what I said. let me try it again.

20 We realire that during an earthquake the plant is

21 designed to su vive the earthquake, and therefore we vill

22 not have an accident. Wa are not presuming an accident.

23 But during an earthquake you will certainly have a large

24 number of alaras going off because the earthquake is going

25 to do things to the non-sa fety equipmen t and probably scme
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1 of the safety equipment that is going to cause alarms. And

2 he is going to have mass alaras on his board.

3 VOICE 4 Are you sure?

4 NR. 5 INNERS: Am I sure?

5 70 ICE: Yes.

6 MR. MINNE35: Yes, I am sure, yes.

7 VOICE: I'm not.

8 3R. !!NNESS: Fine. If you can make that

9 demonstration, I think I would accept it. The people I have

10 talked to have said what I am describing to you. If you

11 think that what you say is right and have some way of making

12 a demonstration, I would be interested to see it because

13 that is an interesting point.

14 If you have had ex;erience in fossil plants' that

15 have gone through earthquakes and you don't get alarms, that

16 would be interesting in fo r m a tion . Ihat is not what I have

17 teen told. I don't know how else you would go about proving

18 it.

19 70!CEs ?ardon me.

20 53. MINNERS: I don 't know how else you would go

21 about making a demonstration except to --

ZZ VOICE: Ycu are making an assumption because you

23 don ' t kno w you are going to have th em . You are saying you

24 don't know; therefore, they will be. I don't think that is

. 25 valid either.

_

|

ALCERSCN REPCRTING CCMPANY, INC. 1

l
400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W.. WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20024 (202)554-2345

..).

l



.

61
.

1 MR. MINNERS: No. The people I have talked to

2 have said that this is the experience, that during such

3 even ts you get alarns. It certainly --

4 VOICE: Which people have you talked to?

5 HR. MINNERS: I'm sorry. I cannot give you a list.

6 YOICEs How many of then have experience in a

7 control reos?

8 HR. MINNERSs I agree, I have very limited

9 experience.

10 VOICE: How many people you talked to have

11 experience in a control room?

12 MR. MINNERS: I'll put the questions back to you.

13 How many people you have talked to have experience in a
,

14 e room during an earthquake? That is the question.,.

15 Neither one of us really knows, but we have to go on the

16 best information we have now. If you have better

17 info rma tion than I do , I would welcome it. I would
,

1

18 encourage you to provide it, because it would help us make a
1
'19 be tter decision.

20 VOICE: 57 only point is you are limiting what we

21 can do because of one event design basis earthquake --

22 ER. EINNERS: You have misunderstood it. I think

a you are distorting what we are doing slightly. We have not

24 esked for a design basis earthquake. We hcve asked for an

25 CBE, which is not the design basis earthquake.
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1 VOICE: You are still limiting our flexibility.

| 2 MR. 5INNERSt For one event.

3 YOICE: For answering the Kemeny Commission and

4 the Pogovin Report. We are not keeping up with the state of

5 th e art , the operator displays --

6 HR. MINNERS: That would be an excellent consent

7 to mak e , that we think you are designing f or an extreme

8 event, and that is a lesson to be learned from Three Nile

9 Island, that you shculd not design for extreme events,

! 10 because the majority cf events are not those, and you want

11 to have the best system for the non-extreme events. That is

12 a good comment. If you sent tha t comment in, I think people

e 13 would consider it very carefully, but --

14 MR. 5YERS: In your description of the [:enf usien

15 in the control room, obviously if you do have a lot of

16 alarms, yes, there is confusion. However, in an earthquake

17 event, th e first thing you would have to verify before you

18 vent to the SPCS is that it was less than an OBE; it was

19 within its qualification. !f not, then you could not rely

20 on it or you would have to 1o through a validation process

21 to validate SPCS information against the SSE qualified

22 information already in the control room.

23 As I said, there tra no instruments in our plant

24 that are directly readout type. Yes, you have had less than

25 an OBE, or no, you have no more than an OBE. Not having had

.
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I that information, a validation process vould have to occur.

2 Yes, you can go to the CRT, but you would have to

3 sit there and validate against the SSE. That process in

4 itself would force the operator to look at other parameters.

5 MP. MIN 3ERS: That is a probability argument. The

6 probability of having greater than an CBE is very small, and

7 the Commission has chosen not to design against it. ~4e will

8 take the chance that once in so many times you get something

9 greater than tha CBE, and it misleads the operator -- a

10 small chance.

11 ER. MYERS: So for this type of evaluation you are

12 going to send the operator to -- when he has a known

13 earthquake -- to a piece of information for his initial

14 ' operator director that is guaranteed not to be qualified to

15 an SSE.

16 70 ICES It does not mean it is not going to work.

17 3R. MYESS: I want to make sure that --

18 MR. SINNERS: I don't think -- is your comment .

19 that -- there is some weakness in our argument that we don't

20 have it qualified to SSE and maybe we should reconsider and

21 qualify it to ESE.
.

22 ( Laughter . )

Z3 MR. F.YERS: My comment is he has to go to SSE

24 equipment anyway to do validation, and with the other items

25 mentioned here perhaps we can talk about a tradeoff of
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1 guaranteed paper vendors going to do shaker tests on

2 computers, multiplexers and everything, as compared to good

3 engineering design, shock testing, vaatever. There is a

4 vide spectrum of good engineering (Inaudible).

5 MR. MINNERS. And that is the comment that was

6 made before, and I think that is a very good comment, and we

7 have struggled with that also. We don't want to eliminate

8 computers if we don 't have to, but at the moment the
.

9 consensus has been that somehow we had to address this

10 earthquake issue as I have tried to explain it.

11 If it is not a pec hlem , if we have overestimated

12 the probles, and when a plant goes through an earthquake you

13 don't even know it, we don 't have a very good argument. We,

14 are going on the best information, which I will admit is not

15 very complete.

16 I don't know how you make it complete, anc any aid

17 that we can get which says hey, you are wrong because, vill

18 certainly be looked at very carefully If we have a comment

19 th a t says you are wrong, I don't think we vill give it very

20 such thought unless it has some basis behind it, because you

21 know, we think our unsupported opinions are better than your

ZZ unsupported opinions.

23 (Laughter.)
!

24 MR. EC CRIIs One place you might lock is the

25 Japanese experience. There was a SW3 a few years ago that
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1 did have a rather significant earthquake. A t least the

2 plant van just fine. In terms of how many alaras they had,

3 I don ' t know.

4 58. MINNERS: That is the first question. I am

5 sure the plants are okay.

6 5R. BC CREES The operators did not do anything

7 vrong in that case in terms of wha t I heard. In terms of

8 the basic issue though, I vender if an approach which would

9 result in faster implementation or perhaps one that would

70 seet your schedule is to take the human factors review of

11 the control board as the prize indicators which would allev
I

12 the operator to not be confused in the event of an

,- 13 earthquake, and then have the SFDS not qualified on paper
.

14 for an CBE.

15 But there I think that might get equipment in

16 faster that vould have more flaxibility to provide more

17 useful information to the operator, still be covered for the

18 OBE by the control board, and perhaps not the control boards

19 that are not in plants today, but reconfigured or sonewhat

20 rearranged. I think that might address your concerns and

21 ours.

22 23 . MINNERS: I think the operator training can be

23 allowed. As with any instrument, he is going to have to be

24 trained and instructed in what the safety paraneter display

25 can do and what it cannot do. I mean, he cannot believe
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I that that is all he has to look at, and he has to have

2 explained to him under what conditions it is good and under

3 what conditions it is bad, and what he does af ter he looks

4 at it.

5 You cannot just look at the equipment. You have

6 to look at the whole training and operating program.

7 YOICE: I have one other question. In the avent

8 of this 02E, suppose you cannot find a computer manufacturer
|

9 that can qualify his equipment to this? What is this going

10 to do to your Nuclear Data Link, because your Nuclear Data

11 Link is going to be very dependent upon this?

12 53. MINNERS The Nuclear Data Link cannot be

r 13 qualified because it is going to go on telephone lines and

14 (Inaudible).

15 M3. HELTRACCHI Ihere is no requirement on --

16 70 ICE: (Inaudible) to send it over the phone to

17 Tour computer terminals.

18 MS. MINNE3S I as missing your point then..

19 VOICIs If we cannot find something that is going

20 to qualif y f or this , how do we process these signals to get
'

21 them into a configuration that se can send to you in

22 Washington?

23 MR. MINNERS: Are you on the seisnic issue still

24 or another issue?

25 VOICE: Yes.
,

1
<
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1 MR. BE1TRACCHI You do that today in the form of |

2 use of signals from safety systems. Okay? In fact '--

3 HR. MINNE3Sa Isn't the answer to your question, I

|
4 if you cannot find a c'esputer that meets the O=s

5 requirements, you will have to do something else for the

6 safety parameter display and have a nea-seismic computer for,

7 other purposes, including processing the data for the

8 Nuclear Data Link.

9 70 ICE: In other words, you are saying if yeta
1

!

10 cannot get a computer, we are going to have to nard-wire th e

11 SPDS7
!

|12 MR. MINNERS I don't'think that is desirable. I

13 quess it is a problem that has to be worked on, but we are

14 not willing to just now say you cannot huy a non-seismic

15 computer.

16 YOICE: No. I didn't say that. I just said what

| 17 if. '4 h a t about computers on the other end? Are they going

18 to have to do the same thing?

19 MR. MIMNESS: No. As I tried to say, the

20 telephone lines between the plants and NEC headquarters are

21 not seismically qualified, so there is no use in making any

ZZ of the Nuclear Esta Links seismically qualified above some --

23 VOICEa 'Je cannot hear you in the back.

24 ER. HINNE35: -- Above some moderate level. Ue
'

25 uould like to -- we will have time in the af ternocn

|

I
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I session. I think we are getting beyond the clarifying

2 question. We are getting into the area of discussion, which

3 is f13e, but I think we would just like to g.c through the

4 presentation. So we will move on to Steve Ramos who will go

5 into the technical support center and the emergency

6 operations facility.

7 MR. RAMOS4 I am Eteve Ramos, and I am going to

8 cover the technical support center, and following that, the

9 emergency operations facility.

10 The slide here has one error in it in the first

11 bullet in that -- *

12 YOICE: We cannot hetr you.

13 MR RA50Ss Can you hear me back there now?,.

14 (Elide.)

15 As I started to sa y , the first slide has an error

16 in it in that we chan?ed our posture in NU3EG-0696 in that

17 it is optional to demand the TSC during the notification of

18 an unusual event in the alert stage. It is required to

19 desand it during the increased alert situation.

2) It also says in NUEEG-0696 that we are working on

21 graded staffing for the T2C, ECF, and that hopefully tha t

Z2 will be out in about a month or two.

23 VOICE: Is that an incorrect statement in the

24 first bullet or a correct statement?

25 MR. 3AMCS: That is an incorrect statement in the
!

i

l
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1 fi rst bullet in that it is optional during the notification

2 on the alert level, and it is required in the site area

3 energency and general emergency.

4 It is anticipated that you will start manning it

5 during the alert stage. You won't have as many people in

6 there. But it is not a requirement. It is optional.

7 One of the contentions that we have had over the

8 past few weeks is the location of the TSC. Our requirement

9 is that the near -- near the control room. Our druthers

10 would be that it would be directly adjacent to the control

11 room. So if you went out of the control room into another

12 room, you would be in the T3C.

'' 13 'de realize that some of the plants in existence

14 right now don't have room or won't make room, but ther

15 really don't have room.

16 On an original draf t of NU3EG-0696 we had the

17 distance of 50 feet. At the insistence of the industry and

18 our own in house discussions, we decided to first relax it

19 to five minutes and decided that was too much time, that a

20 person needed a TSC in the control room or he would be away

21 from his primary station, and five minutes -- tte persen

22 would be out for ten minutes, so we reduced it to two

23 minutes. That is an easy walking distance between the two

24 facilities. i

25 The reason wh y we want it close we thought was

!
l
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1 obvious, but from all the arguments and discussion we had on

2 the subject, it seemed to be not completely clear. We need

3 to have -- at least Three Mile Island indicated to all of us

4 that we need to have ready access, face-to-face access

5 between the people in charge in the control room and the

6 people in charge in the TSC.

7 There needs to be ready access for the people to

8 certain components which may not be displayed in the TSC.4

3 Would took as a size based on 25 people, giving each person

10 75 square feet of working space, and that is where we got

11 the figure of 1,875 f eet square feet, as a typical TSC--

12 size. If you desire to have more people than that, then

13 obviously you are going to need sore room. That does not

14 include the space that is allocated f or the NEC, and it

15 should be a separate room that can handle about five people.

16 VOICE: ( In a udible ) .

17 3R. RAMOS4 The transcriber is having trouble

18 picking up the questions. If you want your questions te he

19 recorded -- and this transcri;t will be available to anybody

20 who wants it -- you have to use the sierophone.

21 M2. Z?LL: My name is John Zell. ! would like a

22 clarification on the basis for 75 square foot per person,

23 plesse.

24 (laughter.)

25 '' R . RAMOS It is the standard sire space that GIA.

,

_

ALOERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VtRGiNIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20024 1202) 554-2345

* . .
,

A

.,- - . - . _, , _w



- -
'

-

71

.

1 has for a work -- GS-9, GS-10 level. That is where it came

2 from. That is where the 75 square feet came from.

3 VOICE: Then it has a basis in (Inaudible).

4 53. RAMOS: We asked AIF to give us a typical

5 size. We asked them for three months, and we never got

6 anything, so we said well, we vill take this and use this.

7 And the document is out for comment. If you people feel

8 that 1,875 square feet is too large or too small, then tell

9 us in your comments. We are not sure that 1,875 square fee t

10 is enough space.

11 VOICE: Why is it necessary for the NRC to have a

12 private room in the TSC? Can it be located anywhere at all?

13 MR. RAMOS: We consider that it is necessary, and, - -

14 ve feel that we need a space where ve can get away from what

15 is going on in the TSC and the control room to make a
"

16 decision, if we have to make one, direct 1y onsite.

17 VOICE: Why not get out of the TSC into another
1

18 loca tion ?

19 MR. RANOSs We are asking for a room that is

20 separate, part of the TSC complex but divorced from the ySC

21 itself. I as talking about a separate ::om not just a work

Z2 room.

23 70 ICES I understand that is what you are saying.

24 MR. RAMOS: It vill handle five people. |

25 70!CZs That is on the basis of the prescriptive
]

.
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1 75 square feet per person again.

2 HR. BANOS: That is right.

3 70 ICE: (!naudible) the NBC required us to start

4 on plans on a permanent TSC to be implemented by January 1,

5 1981. Many of us started to build our technical support

6 centers then because it takes six to 12 months to build such

7 a center, and we don't have any rooms, private rooms, for

8 tr.e NBC in our design. And those structures are being built

9 now in very, very lialted space f acilities on limited space

10 sites.

11 HR. RAMOS: We understand the problem that you're

12 going through ri;ht nov, because the criteria did not come

13 out a year ago. They probably should have. Still, this is,

14 what the NBC decided tha t they wanted to have, and that is

15 what we are putting in the criteria.

16 YCICE Does this NRC roon have to have the same

17 criteria and habitability --

18 (laughter.)

19 5R. 3A50S4 That is the reason why we made it part

20 of the TSC.

21 (Laughter.)

22 'de did not want you to just get rid of us.

23 (laughter.) !

l
24 We just want a-place where we can ;c and take all

25 the data that we have to make a decision on without the

|

|
,
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1 influence of anybody else.

2 VOICE 4 As was pointed out, many of us have

3 started construction or at least have the engineering design

4 for new facilities, and this moving target that we are

5 trying to hit is getting tougher and tougher. I don 't have

6 any problem with square feet, but I have problems with

7 soving walls and things.

8 On this habitability question, perhaps that could

9 be modified a little bit. Would it be acceptable to have

10 the NRC office space available af ter 24 hours?

11 MR. RAMOS: What do you mean after 24 hours?

12 VOICEt Twenty-four hours after the accident. !

13 have an 18,000 square foot facility that will have the lower,

14 floors available, including a large TSC instrument readout

15 room, tha t will be available from time zero. The other two

16 floors do not become available until 24 hours after the

17 accident.

18 MR. RAYOS: You have lost me.

19 VOICE: Radiological conditions on the upper

20 floors (Inaudible) make them usable for other normal office

21 f unctions during normal operation. That veuld be an idea

22 area for the N?C, but it would not be availabic for 24 hourc,

23 3R. RAMOS: Why don't you make th a t as a comment

24 and provide it to us, and we will look at it? I am not

a going to give you a decision on it righ t now.
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1 VOICE: Let me ask a question which I mean very

2 sincerely, and that is, when can we anticipate that the

3 requirements for the emergency off site f acility, as well as

4 the technical support center, will stop changing?

5 MR. RAMOS: The purpose of 0696 was to do that.

6 'de had a directive f rom the NRC's Executive Director for

7 Operations to form this committee, the Safety Data

8 Integration Group, which is made or from members from all

9 the offices. And the purpose is to integrate a system and

10 to finalire it.

11 YOICEs Okay. Thank you.

12 MR. MINNERS: In fact, that is why some of the

13 things we are doing are rather rushed. Issuing the repert,
,

14 and announcing the meeting , and getting comments back and

15 all thtt, I think we are on a very fast schedule, and we ask

16 for your cooperation in some of the inconveniences that that

17 is bringing us. But we are trying to get the requirements

18 out as soon as we can, because we realire that you need them

19 to te able to do your designs.

20 MR. RAMOS: Also, that is the rearon why the

21 January 1, 1981 date was changed, because we knew that there

22 was a considerable amount of chsnge that would be required,

23 and we were anticipating that these requirements will be

24 finalired, if our schedule can be held to, by Ceteber of

25 this year, depending on what comments that we get from the 1

|

1

ALOERSON mE?CRTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON. 3.C. 20024 1 02)534 2345

1< .

-



._ ..

75
.

1 seetings that we have here and formally from AIF and

2 individuals. -

3 VOICE: Meeting the requirements of 0696, the two

4 minute criterion, as near to the control room ~as possible
,

5 (Inaudible) somewhat flexible because of the recognition

6 that there is problems, physical problems in designing a TSC

7 in an existing plant.

8 I raise the question. Is it possible to consider

9 to m ee t the visual tace-to-fcce exposure and observation of

10 other paraneters, to use the picture phone concept between

11 the control roon and the TSr in lieu of a stringent

12 requirement of some preselected time?
P

13 MR. RAMOS: Two minutes was an interim choice and,

14 not really all tnat strict. The intent of the face-to-face

15 communication between the ceople in the TSC and the control

16 roor is a direct result of Ihree Mile Island and the people |

17 that were up there and in charge.

18 We have looked a t some closed circuit television,

19 telephone / video circuits, sad we don't consider that to be

20 ad eo ua te to mee t th e f ace-to-face requirements.

21 Yes? -

22 MR. ASEL: I have another question on location. I

23 as Jim Abel, Commonwealth Edison Company. We are well along

24 in construction at se veral of our operating plants on these |

|

3 technical support centers. I suspect we vill not meet the
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1 two sinute requirement.

2 Could you explain what alternatives we might offer

3 to the two minute requirement, or more details?

4 MR. HA505: As we have told most industry that

5 cannot meet the two minutes but can meet three minutes or

6 possibly four minutes, to present their case individually

7 and the rationale and the reasons why they cannot meet that

8 cequirement. We will take it on an individual case basis.

9 I would suggest that you get that into us as soon

10 as you can so we can review it.

11 32. ABEls (Inaudible) indicated the locations and

12 estimated times to the control room.

13 MS. RAMOSs I will direct the tean leader to look

14 at them, but you have tc understand, too, that he has had

15 the same moving target that you have had, and therefore, he

16 did not have the two minute requirement at that time.

17 Now, that does not mean that an emergency plan

18 would not have been accepted or rejected based on that

19 requiremont of two minutes. The requirement in 0654 said

20 you had to have it. The requirements in January 1990 say
a

21 you have to have a basic rudimen tary EOF and TSC.

22 What we are trying to do in G696 is to give ycu

23 the criteria for the final system configuration. It has
|

24 been hard work for us, too, to develop that, and we have.

|
25 been wo rking on it for roughly two months now.

'' !
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1 Yes?

2 VOICES You just alluded a moment ago to a changed

3 date for construction of the technical support center. I

4 think I missed something there.

5 33. RA3OS: We will get to the schedule at the

6 very end, and I will address it at that time.

7 VOICE: You say in G696 tha t the technical support

8 center has to be able to staff 25 people. Is there some

9 consideration for plant sire taken into account here?
.

10 MR. RAMOSs No.

11 VOICE 4 If we only have a staff of 40 people and

12 ve would only have 15 people in the technical support

13 center, we would go ahead and submit tha t for comment and

14 review also, is that co rrec t ?

15 ER. RAMOS: Yes, you can.

16 70 ICE: Okay.

17 MR. RAMOS: We are working on staffing

18 requirements based on flow, functional data, and functions

19 to be performed by each individual.

20 VOICE: Since we are running behind on our

21 presentations, would it be possible to ask these q'2estions '

22 this afternoon?

Z3 53. RAMOS: Yes.

24 3R. MINNERSs Thank you.

25 MR. RAMOS: Ihe structure, as we said in

ALOERSCN REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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1 NUREG-06 96, it must be substantial. We have done that

l' because some people wanted to convert other buildings,

3 butler buildings and wha t have you, that really would not be

4 satisfactory.
~

5 Co mm unica tion s, I think it is pretty clear. I am

6 not going to go into it.

7 Another ites tha t has had a lot of discussion is

8 the unavailability factors for the --

9 VOICES Excuse me. Eelative to structure you say

10 that the vinds and floods with a 100-year recurrence

11 frequency are acceptable as a design basis. What if that is

12 more stringent than the total design basis of the plant?

_. 13 (laughter.)

14 Such as by a factor of two?
.

15 53. SAMOS: What else would you like us te ure as|

! 16 a criteria?

17 YOICE: How about the FSA27

] 18 MS. 3AXOS: I would not want to get into a rguments

19 about the FSAR.

20 VOICE 4 It seems we are trying to design a
i

- 21 facility here that is much more stringent in certain

22 aspects, because your requirement is very prescrip tive , than

Z3 comparable requirements for the total plant. And I don't

24 thin k that is reasonable.

3 MR. 3AMOS: If you had seen the draft on what we

.

.
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I had written, the substantial structure, you would not make

2 that statement. But we thought we had made it general

3 enough and would cover a large enough spectrum to allow you

4 a certain amount of latitude in design. Our objective is to

5 have a substantial structure.

6 HR. MINNERS: I don't consider that to be

7 prescriptive. I think that is a rather broad criteria.

8 What form would you suggest that be put in, in

9 that it is more what you think is not p re scrip tive ? How

10 would you say it?

11 YOICE4 I think the licensing basis of the plant

12 given in the FSAR for similar type structures cocid be

,- 13 stated here instead of something like that --

14 ER. MINNERSs That it more than we want. Most

15 plan ts, I think , are designed for mo re thin the 100-yea r

16 flood.

I'7 YOICE: I would like to see a show of hands of

18 plants that are.

i

19 52. MINNERS: All the new siting criteria are

2C going to be --

21 VOICE: (!naudible).

22 MR. RAMOS: let me'co on and finish.

23 YOICE: This is a very serious concern of ours due

24 to the age of our plant and the conditions under which it

25 was built. I think we would prefer seeing something more
i
1

|-

|
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1 along the lines of FSAR being spelled out as well. It is a

2 very touchy issue. We have a 50 megawatt unit.

3 MR. RA50Sa As I said, make ycur proposal and
.

4 su nmit it.

5 Okay. Getting on to the unavailability factor, we

6 have said thtt originally we had the same criteria as there

7 was for the SPDS, .001. After due consideration and the

8 fact that TSC and EOF are not designed to actually control

9 th e reector, we backed off and made it .01 unavailability

to factor. However, we did retain the .001 for in dividual

11 parameters.

12 The data set for the TSC is Reg Guide 1.97 That

g - 13 is the minimum requirement.

14 (Slide.)

15 70 ICES Would you say that again, please?

16 MR. RAMOS: The minimum data set for the TSC is

17 Reg Guide 1.97.

18 If you go across -- raise that up, would you, |

19 please?
|

20 VOICE: Perhaps I misconstrued your meaning in the

21 draft Reg Guide we have available, but on page 13~ of th e

ZZ guide you sty, "The total system shall be designed to

23 achieve the f unction of unavailability" (Inaudible). Ycu

24 say, "The TSC systems, including power supply, shall have

25 less than .001 unavailability."
,
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1 MR. RA30S4 That is an error we picked up in

2 Philadelphia. Overall it is .01. Various components,

3 individual components, that includes power supplies, .001.

4 VOICE: Systes overall, .01.

5 MR. BANOSs Correct. That ic principally to

6 ensure -- not casure but to allow you not to have two

7 computers to meet that need.

8 VOICE: I as not sure which one has to have .01
e

9 and which one has to have .001.

10 ER. EINNERSs It is a difficult problem and was

11 pointed out before. The definition of when it is

12 unavailable is a difficult definition, and it is not

13 provided; but the intent was -- the overall function of thege

14 TSC should have an unavailability of .01.

15 'de also gave guidance on what we thought

16 individual systems should have f or an unavailability, each

I'7 systes that went into the TEC, each instrument system, of 10

18 to the -3,

19 VOICES (Inaudible).

20 VOICE: Is there some way to improve the

21 microphones on the table there? 'de can ' t hear.

n 53. RAMOS: Can you hear this one?

23 VOICE: No.

24 MR. RAMOSs The second line reiterates basically

25 what I covered on the TSC during the last few minutes, and !
I

I

i

_

l
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1 will just sh o w yo u th a t .

2 (Slide.)

3 let's get into the ECF . This is the basic

4 functional criteria. Let me back up. The TSC slide was

5 correct. This is the slide that is incorrect. I did not

6 mark it on the paper.

7 Tbe EOF is not required to be manned durire the

8 alert stage. The TSC is required to be manned during the

9 alert stage.

10 This slide should say that the EOF activation is

11 required for site emergency and general emergency levels of
,

12 response and is optional f or the lesser conditions. I

13 apologize.,.

14 It seems that the EOF is another one that has a

15 large bearing --a contention about where it should be

16 lo ca t ed . We spent about three hours with the Commission on

17 where it should be located. The Com ission had had some

18 discussions with some foreign countries, and in particular

19 Britain, and they said they would have the ECF st from three

20 to ten miless and at the same time they said it would be

21 outside their evacuation rene.

22 I had a discussion with them a couple of weeks

23 ago, and the three to ten miles comes fron the fact that

24 that is where they will have what we are basics 117 calling

25 an operational control cen ter, which is one where th e state
i

I

I
i
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1 and local in the United States -- whereby the local

2 constabulary can be. And the three to ten siles comes f rom

3 the fact that if there happens to be a nearby town, that is

4 where they would have that facility.

5 Further discussions with them concerning EOF as we

6 define it and as they are defining it, they are looking from

7 one to three miles. They still contend that for their

8 largest facilility they would probably not have to evacuate

9 any greater than three miles.

10 VOICE: Who is looking for one to th ree ?
,

11 MR. RAMOS: The Eritish. That is where some of

12 the arguments that we got from the Commission in our
,

13 discussion -- reiterating what we went through. So we were
w

.

14 direc[tes in 0696 to change it to read no further than five
15 to ten miles. Cbviously, we probably would accept something

16 that went 10 1/2 miles or possibly 11 miles if C696 stays

17 the way it is. It depends upon the co.1ments, and we had

13 many comments from people who said they would like to ha ve

19 it one to three miles away, because they want to design the

20 system to handle the 99 percent of these situations where

21 you will not have to evacuate and not have it out so far,

22 because they will not be able to control wha t they needed tc

23 control, such as at Three .ile Island.*

24 The Commission f urther said that wherever it was

25 located, if it was one mile, five miles, ten miles, it had

.

h

!
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1 to be constructed with the habitability requirements such
i

2 that if you had to evacuate, you would not evacuate the

3 EOF. They felt that at that tine the data flow to the

4 local, the state, and whoever needed the information on

5 meteorological and radiological data , that was the time th e y

6 really needed it in a positive flow. So 0696 was written to

7 accommoda te those changes. And you can build it a'nywhere in

8 th e ten-mile radius as it stands right now.

9 If we have sufficient comments to say that it

10 should be in closer, we will present those to the

11 Commission, and they will then make a further determination

12 whether or not to change 06 96.

( 13 VOICE: For sufficient justification do you think

14 th'er would go more than ten?

15 33. RAMOSs As I said, no, I don't think they will

16 go much beyond ten, but near ten miles, based on the

17 discussion we had with them. As I say, we will probably

18 accept 10 1/2 miles o r 11 miles. If you say you want it 20 .

19 miles away, then it will not be accepted.

20 VOICE: For those plants that have five' mile ??!s,

21 would one mile be acceptabla?
.

22 MR. FA505: We think so, yes. It still must meet

23 the habitability requirements.

24 VOICE: Right.

25 MR. RAMOS: let se reiterste what I just said.
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1 You asked if a five-mile EPZ -- would one sile be

2 acceptable? If you had a ten-sile EPZ, one mile would still

3 be acceptable. Anywhere in the ten-mile area is acceptable

4 as long as it meets the habitability requirements.

5 VOICES Do you mean the same as control roos

6 habitability ten miles away?

7 MR. RA50Ss I as saying that there nust be the

8 shielding, the control ventilation cystem there, that the

9 people do not have to cvacuate during an evacuation. You

! 10 design thw systes to handle that type of radiation,

11 VOICES ( Inaudib is ) .

12 3R. BANOS4 It may not be required if you 're;

|
~

13 outside --

; 14 YOICE: (Inaudibis). *

15 3R. RAMOSs Strictly based on that.

16 YOICEs Would you comment on the apparent conflict

l'7 in the writeup in the draft of 0696 which fi rst talks about

18 the purpose of the EOF being to, one, evaluate radiological

19 conditions, and two, to coordinate and communicate with the

20 various ;overnmental agencies involved?

21 If these are the primary functions, again we have

22 had a probles with prescription because you are calling for

23 all the same data to be available in the EOF that is

| 24 available in the TSC. ..s a little example, we would propose*

25 doing all the radiological evaluations in the TSC. However,

i
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1 we would then have the EOF or our equivalent thereof be the

2 place to meet with all the various agencies involved.
|

3 Vould you comment on thati

4 3R. SAMOSs We don't consider that a conflict in

5 roles. The primary purpose of the EOF is to do radiological
t

6 and seteorological monitoring so you can plot a plume if

7 there is a plume, to map the area as f ar as radiation levels

8 are concerned. You have a place where all the portable and
1

9 mobile monitoring teams can get their data into a central |

10 placa. You have evacuation routes s1 ready there, so you can

11 c:ordina te with the state and locals to let them know which

12 areas should be evacuated. You have the communications

13 there with the NRC, the sta te , or +.5e local, and of cottrse

14 the TSC. There is also the role of the ECF to do recovery

15 operations later on.

16 Now, the reason why we usec that same data base

17 for the TSC and the EOF is because initially before -- the

! 18 TSC will perform the functions of the ECF, -4 it will shift I

| 19 when that is manned. The TSC will have dif: rent displays

20 from the EOF as v4 envision it. ~4e expect the displays,

f 21 except for the SPDS, we expect the displays in the ECF will

22 be primarily oriented to offsite control an2 offsite
i

23 radiation sonitoring and recovery operations. |
:

24 We expect the TSC to be primarily attuned to ;
1

l25 handling support of the control room in plant system -

:

H

4
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1 operation.

2 VOICE I understand that, but the SPDS, for

3 example, is not needed to evaluate offsite consequences; and

4 secondly, why cannot the radiolcgical evaluation functions

S be done from the TSC which is sufficiently large to

6 accommodate additional personnel?
.

7 5R. RA30S s Primarily because we want the EOF

8 offsite. We don't want the TSC to be ovsely burdened with

9 handling th9 offsite probles. The TSC is designed to handle

10 the control room support.

11 53. MINNERS's There was also some desire to

12 separate people. We want to try the EOF is coing to have-- *

13 some management of the accident and people who have that

14 responsibility, and we wanted to separate the managers for

15 the technical support from the control room. We think there

16 is a necessity for that and that that is one of the reasons

17 for having the various facilities.

18 .We think that if you get everybody so close

19 tocather tha t you are just scing to have everytody giving

20 direct orders to everybody,and it is not going to work out.
'

21 VOICE My concern is primarily with this

22 instrumentation, and the instrumentation is of primary use

23 to those who would evaluate the offsite consequences. Ihose

24 snie people will he utility or licensee personnel. The rest

25 of the EOF functions I have no quarrel with being outside

|

|

l

1
l
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1 this particular area.

2 MR. 'INNE3S: In my vtew I don't look at offsite

3 consequences being evaluated solely by offsite monitors or

4 plant effluent nonitors. I think that you are going to have

5 to look at the reactor status to make any kind of balanced

6 decision about what you are going to do offsite. Cnce you

7 start getting stuff comier out, it is too late.

8 VOICES (Inaudible).

3 MR. "INNEPS: That is an arounent for doing that,

10 and the counterargument is you don't vant to put all those

11 people in the technical support center. You still vant to

12 have separation, so in order to kee'p separation of people

13 and keep some of these -- so you don't have tv process a

14 whole bunch of people through the security of the ensite

15 center, you have an offsite center; and to make up for that

16 you put the data in the center, and it is costing you

17 something to do that. Agreed.

18 MR. RA505: We are saying it only has to be

19 available. In your decign you set up what displays you

20 think you need to have in there, and we are not specifying

01 what those displays are in the ICF. We are saying the data

ZZ must be available.

23 Now, you must have displays in there for the

24 radiological s.ud meteorological monitoring obvicusly.

3 70!CE: But you don't need those in the tech
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1 su pport center.

2 3H. RAMOS: That is right. You would need them in

3 the initial stages. You could have them there if you wanted

4 them there.

5 VOICE: They could be in the control room with a

6 dedicated link to the EOF.

7 MR. RAMOS: I don't know if you would want to put

8 them in the control room.

9 3R. MINNERS: You guys are having a private

10 conversation.

11 VOICE: We cannot hear.

12 VOICEa We have been working I think most--

13 people have been working towards a January 1, 1981

14 deadline. Given that deadline, I know we are well along in

15 construction, and ! would think everybody else is, at least

16 in trying to meet that deadline.

17 What we are coming u; with now are a lot of

18 criteria that invalidate designs that were started by us.

19 MR. EA50Ss I understand tha t.

20 YOICE: I don't think that we -- what you are

21 sa ying is forget it, do it cur way and throw it away. It is

22 no good. We made a mistake. We are sorry.

23 One of the initial consents we made when this

24 whole thing started was we were -- you decided to implement

25 all the T3I requirements via letters and via NCREGs w?ich
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I are outside the normal procedure, assuring us that you would

2 act in good faith, that we committed to these letters and

3 NUBEGs. We acted in good faith, and we started implementing

4 these designs, and now you are coming back and saying sorry,

5 ve were kidding.

6 MB. MINNERSa What would you suggest that we do to

7 try to correct the situation? We understand the situation.

8 You just don't want to hear us say sea culpa. What do you
.

9 vant us to do?

10 YOICEs I think you have to accept alternatives to

11 what you are proposing here, and a big one -- and a big one

| 12 is the handling of our radiological analysis. (Inaudible).

|
- 13 MR. RAMOS: If you go to NUREG-0654, which was

14 issued last January, and if we go to the October 10 memo
.

15 that was signed off by Eisenhut which covers requirements

16 for meteorological and radiological data, they are much more

l'7 stringent there than we have laid out in 0696.

18 The question is do you want us to do that, or do

19 we want to do this thing logically and come up with a system

20 th a t will handle emergency response? That is what we have

21 tried to do at the direction of our 200.

22 VOICE: A system that will accommodate existing

23 work that is underway, existing design.

24 MR. RAYOS: let ze finish. Realiring that we have

25 the 1-1-81 date, we presented the Commission en alternate

i

!
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I date, the end date. We asked AIF and otner industry people

2 if we changed the date to April 1982, can you meet this

3 date, and we were told yes. So the end date was partially

4 developed by industry, the April 19 8 2 da te , meaning that

5 they could meet that date. And number two, that is what we

6 vent to the Commission and said -- we know we cannot meet
7 the 1-1-81 date, and we will give them f unctional criteria.

3 And again, industry asked us not to tell us how to do it but

9 only what the f unctions are, and we tried to do that.

10 And on 1-1-81 ve vill have the ind ustry give us

11 their descriptions which we will then review. We will take

12 thrae months to review them, and I think we can meet that

13 date, in order to meet an April 1982 date.
,

14 Mow, the only criteria tha t ever changed in all of

15 this which was laid out in 0573 for the SPDS, the

16 requirement for the SPDS, was in January 1981 you had to

17 submit your conceptual design for approval and by 1-1-92 you

18 had to have it installed and operational. That has never

19 changed.

20 YOICE: That was C585.

21 MR. RAMOS: Right. 0585.
;

Z2 MR. MINNERS: We sympathire with you. You are the

Z3 people who have to do it, and you have the hard job. I am

24 no t sure that it is very fruitful to discuss th e

I25 implementation schedule where we are nov.
i
l

1
i

_ '
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1 VOICE: 57 concern is not the schedule. My

2 concern is that trying to meet the 1-1-81 schedule we

3 committed a large sum of money and started construction on

4 facilities, directing functions to each facility as we could

5 accommoda te within th e designs, and you are saying new that

6 that is no good.

7 ER. MINNEES: No , we have not said that. This is

8 a proposed NUREG. If it conflicts with what you are

9 constructing, ! would suggest you provide us with comments
,

10 of how we should modify it so that your facility would come

11 under this NUREG and give us a rationale of why that is okay.

12 VOICE: Your reactions from the comments were that

13 you would not accept what was being proposed.

14 MR. EINNERS: I have forgotten th~ specifics but --

15 70 ICE: What he is proposing happens to be very

16 similar to --

17 MR. YINNERS: What was the proposal?

18 53. RAMOSs Give us the details again. ! forget

19 the exact proposal.

20 7OICE: Okay. For our technical support center we

21 are planning an 18,000 square foot building, four different

22 levels, two above grade, two below grade. Tha t will give us
.

23 plenty of roon to accommodate people. The TSC instrument

24 room, the heart of the TSC, is around 1,000 square feet

25 its+1f. There is no problem with personnel erovding here

|
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1 now.

2 All ve are proposing is that to avoid the

3 duplication of instrumentation in the EOF we do the primary

4 radiological evaluation, a portion of that evaluation which j

5 requires plant readouts, that that be done in the technical

6 support center, and any further evaluation and discussion

7 can indeed be done in the EOF.

8 5B. HANOS: How far apart?

9 VOICE: Our EOF is split into two buildings, and

10 one is perhaps about three-quarters of a mile away, and the

11 other one is about a quarter of a mile.

12 33. MINNEBS: I agree that th ere might be some

13 inefficiency and extra cost, but is there a real problem in

14 taking that radiological display and putting it in the EOF?

15 It seems to me like you just have to run some more wires.

16 (laughter.)

17 You know, it is money. I agree with that. But it

18 is not like you have to build a whole new structure. I

19 agree it is inefficient, and it is not the optimum cost.

20 YCICE: (Inaudible). 'Je went into our Fublic

21 Service Commission for construction authoriration to build

22 one type of structure for our ECF -- for one of the ICF

23 buildings which will be required, and now you come out wi th

24 additional requirements, habitability requirements, the

25 ventilation system, as well as shielding requirements that

ALDER $CN REPCRT'NG COMPANY, INC.
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1 go along with habitability; and so we are being forced to

2 redesign it..

3 3R. MINNERS4 What was your original rationale for

4 not having any filters or whatever that you did not put on

5 the plant?

6 YOICE: (Inaudible) potential habitability

7 problems (Inaudible).

8 53. NINNERS: Yes. There is an excellent comment

9 which I wish the industry would write in and give the

10 rationale for. I think there are differences in the staff

11 and within the NRC on that point. And you know, if things,

12 have changed, pointed out that things have changed and maybe

7- 13 rou don't think there's a good basis for the change.

14 ER. HALL: You stated in here th a t all th e sets of

15 Reg Guide 1 97 must be available in the TSC and the EOF,

16 including radiological and meteorological data. This is on

17 page 13, Section I. However, in the middle of the sentence

18 -- in the middle of the paragraph you state that, "The trend

19 information (Inaudible) plant systens (Inaudible) must also

20 be there." I

21 Is this over and above or different from the

22 requirements of Reg Guide 1.97?
.

|23 53. RAMOS: No, no. You take the data cominc in |

24 from Reg Guide 1.97 and have the capability of trending it

25 and displaying it.

|
|

|

.
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1 33. HALLa As long as we display wha t is in 1.97

2 ve would not be out of the realm of your requirements.

3 MR. BANOS That is right.

4 70 ICES I would like to get back to the question

5 of nearsite, offsite business. Apparently you are now

C saying that the EOF aust be offsite rather than nearsite, or

7 that it is not being within the controlled area which can be

8 a substantial site. And I'm not clea r whether or not you're

9 actually saying that or not.

10 HR. RAdOSs Harbe that is what I said in words,

11 but the intent is that it be nearsite but outside the

12 security boundary. It has.to be outside the security;

13 boundary.

14 YOICEs Then the FEMA criteria in NUREG-0654

15 holds. It must be within one zile of th e reactor facility.

16 That is what the FEMA criteria currently says.

I'7 VOICE ( In audible ) .

18 70 ICES Now, what if we take the three functions

19 that are required, and you say now that they have to be in

20 adjacent buildings or in a single structure. Mov adjacent

21 is adjacent to you in terms of adjacent buildings?

22 MR. RAMOS: I don't think you want me to tell you
~

23 that they have to be five feet apart. I think you have to

24 lay this cut in your plan and give it to us for review.

25 VOICE: Is it acceptable to have one of those

ALCERSCN AEPCRT!NG CCMPANY, 'NC.
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1 (Ina udible) ? i

2 MR. RAMOSs That might be acceptable. I am not !

3 going to answer that right now. I think it migh t be
;

4 acceptable. I have to look at it.

5 VOICE: One more question. With respect to the

6 habitability of the ECF, the Consissioners are saying ther

7 don 't think it should be relocated. What about the new

8 facility portion of this EOF where you have to have a place

9 for the 20 newspersons?

10 Do we have to make a specific room habitable for

11 the 20 newspersons in this ECF that is habitable, or can

12 that portion of the ECF -- can that function be relocated to

13 another location?

14 MR. RAMOS: The portio'n abcut newspersons is an

15 optional requirement for the EOF. It has always been an

t 16 optional requirement. I think originally in 06S4 it was a
.

17 detailed requirement, but it was relaxed to make it an

18 optional requirement so that some utilities have gene to the

19 Visitors Center, for example, and made that their press

20 briefing and what have you.

21 VOICE: With respect to ( In a udible ) all of th e

ZZ locations that we have (Inaudible) were submitted November
23 9, 1979, and we have not hea rd one word about it on our

24 submitted upgrade emergency plan for our facili*y.

25 Your review of the emergency opera tion f acility

.
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1 'Ina udibl e ) in and of themselves, or is this a separate

2 review?

3 MR. RAMOS: We are going to do it separately.

4 That is the reason yhy we want the design and your concept
.

5 of the system by 1 January 1981; and we have set up a

6 special team to review all of those in the three-month

7 period. If we get th em earlier, obviously we will review

8 them earlier.

9 VOICE: How do you resolve conflicts between the

10 two groups that are reviewing the emergency plan per se and

11 FEMA and yourselves?

12 MR. RAMOSs The two groups that you are talking

13 about in the NBC are in the same office, so I don't see a
s

14 problem. As far as FEMA is concerned, we will have to

15 coordinate through our steering committee with FEMA to

16 reconcile any problems there; but they are working with us

17 to revise 0654 based on the comments that were received, and

18 we are trying to reconcile any differences.there.

19 VOICE tre you going to address staffing next?

20 MR. RAMOS: In a minute.
.

21 VOICE: Is your --

22 MR. RAMOSs Let me finish the presentation, and

23 then we will go on.

24 70 ICE: Just one comment. Cid I hear feu say on

25 1-1-81 (Inaudible)? I thought it was just going to be the

ALOEftSON AEPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 safety parameter display systen.

2 ER. RAMOSs No, no. At the very end we vill go

3 through the revised schedule. But to answer your specific

4 question, the entire system for emergency response

5 facilities has to be submitted on 1-1-81.

6 VOICE: Is this for operating plants or

7 (Ina udible) ?

8 MR . R AMOS s It is for all facilities.

9 (Discussion off the record.)

10 HR. EINNERSs It is obvious that an applicant does

11 not have to have his plan submitted and reviewed until he

12 gets his license. He can adjust his schedule to that.

13 MR. HAMOS: Unless he is trying to meet 0694

14 requirements, which may, you know, if you have to do a fuel

15 load in January 1982, you would have to get your plans in

16 now.
,

l

l'7 Staffing, we are doing another -- the same review

18 that we are doing f or the TSC ve are doing on the EOF, and 1

19 we expect to get that done in about two months. *ie are

20 doing the same kind of f unctional and communication flow

21 through the ECF to determine what is required what type ---

i 22 of people are required in the EOF.
i

Z3 Size, we age.in use 75 square feet per person.

24 'ie discussed habitability and structure .

25 The unavailability f actor is the se te f or the ECF

!
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1 as it is for the TSC.

2 Next slide.

3 (Slide.)

4 VOICE: Excuse me. Does that mean that we have to

5 have qualified communication lines to maintain that

6 unavailability of .001 for individual paraseters?

7 MR. RAMOS: Yes.

8 VOICES So we cannot use telephone lines.

9 MR. RAHOS: You may not be able to unless you can

10 provide -- show the redundancy necessary to meet the .001

11 criteria.
.

12 YOICE: What sort of seissic qualification does

e 13 that take?

14 MR. RAMOS: We have not laid any seismic

15 qualifications.

16 MR. BINNERS: There are no seismic qualifications

17 on the EOF and TSC.

18 7OICE: So that -- so we do not have to meet that

19 availability in the case of a seismic event.

M MR. RAMOS: That is right. j

21 HR. MINNERS: They are two separate things.

22 Unavailability is to try to give some criteria for the

i23 normal random failure rate of equipment, and earthquake 1

24 addresses the question of design adequacy, and they are

25 really tuc separate things. Earthquakes and unavailability
1

I
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1 do not mix. They are separa te things.

2 YCICE: To what extent do we have to factor in

3 other weather conditions: ice storms, the tornadoes?

4 VOICE: I think the statement is th a t

5 environmental conditions that are expected during the

6 lifetime of the plant. Is that the way we stated it? I

7 think that is the way we stated it.

8 VOICE 4 I guess we would like a clear definition

9 of where that line falls.

10 MR. MINNERS: I was just criticired for saying

11 that once in 100 years is too prescriptive. I am not trying

12 to argue with you. I am just trying to illustrate tne

13 problem. And I think a good forum for you is the AIF. And

f4 where one person vants it one way and another person vants

15 it another, if through the AIF or some other mechanism you

16 could come to what you think is a generally acceptable

17 position for all of the industry, it would te very useful to

18 us.
,

19 The way it is now I am going to listen to the guy

20 who says one in 100 years is going to be too pres crip tive ,

'

21 and you who say once in the lifetime of the plant or

22 whatever we say is not prescriptive enough and make my own

23 judgment.

24 VOICE: I didn't say that I was the same person.

25 (Laughter.)
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1 HR. 5 INNERS: I've got a problem.

2 VOICE: (Inaudible) logical FSAR. basis, and-

3 applying that to structures with a reasonable engineering

4 judgment sort of criteria (!naudible) based on proximity or

5 non proximity to the si t e . I think that has to be

6 considered.

7 3R. MINNERS: I think on a case-by-case basis if

8 you came in and said my plan is only designed for this

9 flood, there is no use in designing the technical supports

10 for a higher flood, except there is a fault in the logic.

11 VOICES I as glad you finally said that.

12 HR. MINNERS: There is a fault in that logic in

13 th a t if your plant is only designed for a low flood 1~evel,g

14 just for discussion wouldn't it be nice to have the systems

15 that are supposed to take care of emergencies be able to

16 survive that flood level so they could take care of the

l'7 plant during those flood conditions?

18 YOICE: Not if you never expect that flood to

19 (Inaudible).

20 3R. MINNERS: But the expected flood is the one ve

21 are trying to define. Ihat is the one you expect to occur

22 during the lifetime of the plant. It seems like a

23 reasonable design criterion.

24 YO!CE Requirements sometimes go beyond what is

25 expected really.
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1 MR. MINNERS: I recognire that criticism, that

2 things tend to get ratcheted, but everybody has that

3 problem. And on the opposite side, some people don't even

4 meet what is obviously the inten t. Everybody has those

5 problems. I don' think it is fruitful to discuss those.

6 That is a separate issue tha t the Commission has to

7 discipline itself better on applying its regulations.

8 let's try to get the guidance down to say what we

9 think it ought to say, and then the next st e p ,, be sure that

10 it is properly implemented.

11 VOICE: All righ t . I don 't want to dwell on

12 that. In terms of staffing there is a statement here on

13 page 16, ites C, "A senior member of a licensing plant for

14 corporate management shall be in charge of all activities in

15 the ECF."

16 Could you connent on what you mean by "all

17 activities," especially since this includes interface with

18 th e public and press.

19 53. R A505: The corporate structure, tha person

20 who has been designated to be in charge of the ECF for all

21 offsite recovery type of operations.

22 VOICE: In other words, we can interpret that to

23 mean that all public releases that are :ade through the EOF

24 go through a central person who will be responsible th en f c

25 verifying that, so we don't fall in the same trap as we did

.6
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1 at TMT, including NRC.

2 MR. RAMOSs That is the reason why our NRC person

3 will be there to try to coordinate that.

4 23. MINNERS: At the last presentation in

5 Philadelphia ve were criticized for that, saying that based

6 on this person's evaluation that the utilities really could

7 not do that function; so not eve rybod y thinks tha t is the

8 var to go.

9 YCICEs That is true. Most of us are not

10 privileged to have been in the Philadelphia meeting, so some

11 of these references to what goes on in Philadelphia I think

12 require that sort of clarification.
4

13 MR. MINNERS: I as just telling you to explain
,

14 what --

15 VOICE: (Inaudible) and coordinating the
i

16 Commission, the utility, and other state or local

17 organization working out of the ECF . Certainly the

18 licensee's responsibility to present that information in a

19 clea r and concise manner, rather than having several

20 spokesmen present differing views.

21 MR. RAMOS: That is one of the intents.

22 VOICES I would like a clarification on what I

Z3 thought you said. Did I hear you say th a t the

24 unavailability is the same is the technical support center?

25 MR. RAMOS: Yes.
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1 VOICE: It is of concern to me because one is .01

2 and the other is .001.

3 MR. RAMOS: They are both .01 overall and .001 for

4 individual components.

5 VOICE: You might want to clarify that. That is

6 no t clear in the written ma terial.

7 MR. RAMOS: Okay.

8 VOICE: Does that mean to say if you have a

9 failure or something in the EOF (Inaudible) and that is

10 acceptable?

11 MR. RAMOS: Yes. To answer your question, yes.

12 You have to look at the function of the EOF, and you have to

13 look at the function of the TSC.

14 YCICEs That is one of the things we would like

15 clarification on. If something fails in the EOF and you

16 don ' t have the data to display in there (Inaudible) as lonc

17 as we don't get a (Inaudible).

18 MR. RAMOS: There is an LC1 requirement that if it
i

19 is down for over eight hours you have to make a report, and

3) you have to report what your cot'pensatory me asures are . A i

21 compensatory measure in that case may be that you shift that

22 function to the TSC while you get it back up DC.

23 70 ICE: Relative to the numbers on page 19, could

24 you specifically say which one is .01 and which one is

|25 .001? One is at the top of the page, and one is at the end

_

,
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1 of the paragraph. I

2 MR. R AMOS : The overall EOF -- the one at the

3 bottom of the page, the bottom of the second paragraph

4 should have read .01. That is an error. The EOF data

5 system, that is referring to the overall data system, shall

6 have less than .01 availability instead of .001.

7 The one at the top of the page referring to

8 instrumentation and power supplies is .001.

9 Again, just to reite ra te , the functions and the

10 various requirements on the ECF is on this slide.

- 11 I have one more slide which I am going to delay

12 until after the NDL, which is the overall schedule, and we

13 vill go over the overall schedule at that time.

14 How I would like to turn it back over to Mr.

15 Beltracchi who will cover the NDL, the Nuclear Data Link.

16 33. BELTRACCHIs the NDL was to be covered by our

17 Office of Inspection and Enforcement. However, they were

18 not able to have a representative here, so I have been

19 associated with the project for a while, but I may not have

3) all of the latest details. I think I can give you a general

21 overview of where it stands relative to NUREG-0696.

22 May I have the first slide, please?

Z3 (Slide.)

24 In this first slide there is an identification of

3 roles of the NRC in emergencies, star ting with the
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1 aonitoring and advisory. That is above the dashed line.

2 Direction, management control, and constraints below the

3 dashed line. let me address the former first.
.

4 With respect to monitoring, the Nuclear Data link

5 is to provide information so that the NRC would be able to

6 verify and evaluate data from multiple sources to assure

7 that proper and adequate operational protective measures are

8 being taken and to inform the public.

9 In terms of advisory, to provide requested or

10 volunteered assistance in diagnosing the situation and

11 isolating critical problems. This could consist of

12 protective action determinations and advise other concerned

13 agencies.7

~

14 The actions above the line would probably

15 represent 98 percent of the cases, and certainly the major

16 -- majority of the cases. With respect to actions below the

17 lina, we would perceive this to be a ve r,y , very small
18 percentage of the cases, and it would deal with the

19 direction in terms of -- to assume initiative in making

20 operational decisions regarding licensee's actions to be

21 taken.

22 With respect to management control, take tasking

23 of the licenses and supervision of the implementation of the

24 actions ordered. Of course, the constraint would be that

25 the NFC would not physically operate the f acility .

.

1

|
s.
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1 With respect to actions below the line, this would

2 probably be, as our current thinking would go, be

3 implemented by regional people as they arrived at the plant.

4 YOICE: Can you give us an example of when you

5 might take the two actions below the line and w ha t situation

6 you might do it in?

7 MR. BELTRACCHI: It is awfully hard to come out

8 with a specific example. I think in emergencies that th e

9 NRC is directed to respond to a critical event. We have to

10 be rregared to do so. If we are told to make decisions and

11 respond to that and be at the site, and if the utility were

12 not able to, say, execute -- the management of the utility

- 13 was not able to execute what would be needed to control the

14 accident er to ' mitigate the accident, we may very well be

15 ordered to attempt to take tha t f unction.

1S VOICE: You feel this would only be in a case --

I
l'7 MR. 3ElTRACCHI: Believe me, we do not look j

!

18 forward to anything lik e th a t . We would only expect that to |
1

|
' 19 be in a very extreme condition.

20 VCICE: That rsises some concern among those of us

21 who have reviewed this, as well as the public relations

22 thing. Who is going to be responsible for news releases?
|

23 Are we going to end up with NRC giving news releases and the
|

|
i

24 licensee giving news releases as well?

25 I think that has been clarified, but there was
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1 some concern (Inaudible).

2 33. BELTRACCHI Of course, rela tive to --

3 relative to o verall saf ety , the primary function is with the

4 operator, and that is where it should be. 'de feel it is

5 only in extreme cases, and it is very hard to define the

6 boundaries of tha t.

7 We may find as an agency we are directed to do so

8 by higher elements within the governmen ' .

9 70 ICE: What sort of responsibilities when that

10 sm all po rtio n is ta k e n --

11 (laughter.)

12 9ecause now the facility passes out of the

13 licensee's control,-

14 MR. SElTEACCHI: The constraint is not physical

15 operation.

16 VOICE: There is very little difference between

17 somebody directly manipulating a control and somebody who

18 has control of that pe: son's license qualifications or

19 currency of license qualifications, and telling hi: ycu move

20 that control because I cannot touch that control, but I am

21 telling you to do it.

22 MB. BE10RACCHI: You raise a good point, and I

23 think relative to a lot of the details, the 2 percent

24 probably have not been thought out 1.t terms of the legal

25 aspects because of the majority of the effort has pone into'

&
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1 the 98 percent and probsbly does require additional

2 cl ari fica tio n .

3 70 ICE: I think that 2 percent is very important.

4 MR. RELTRACCHI: I know the 2 percen t is very,

5 very critical to what --

6 MR. HINNEBSs What does the 2 percent have to do

7 with the design of the Nuclear Data Link? It really is not

8 whether it is some other slight dif ferent va riation than you

9 understand, and it is not going to change the design of the

10 Nuclee.r Data Link, which is really what we are trying to

11 address at the moment. You have other problems.

12 70 ICE: I would like to talk about the Nuclear

13 Cata Link more than its role in emergencies. I did not see,
,

14 anything on that slide -- I though t this was kind of

15 introductory.

16 MR. RELTRACCHI It is , but let me relate the

17 Nuclear Data Link -- it would probably be more associated

18 with the items above the line since you cannot do remote

19 control.

:'O VOICE: Ey last comment on the EOF under

21 monitoring, the ites "and inform the public," I thought that

22 would take place from the ICF (!naudible).

23 MR. RAMOS: As far as th e releases coming directly

24 out of the plant that is ccrrect. Now, obviously -- can you

25 hear me back there?'

.

1
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1 VOICE: Yes.

2 MR. RAMCS Obviously we are going to have to make

2 releases to the people in '4a shin g to n , to FEMA, to the

4 various other agencies, and that say cose out in the press

5 also. The intent is to -- the intent is to 03tablish

6 communication between the ECF, TSC, and NRC to make sure

7 that what we do release is coordinated.

8 YOICE: Okay. I gu ess --

9 MR. MINNERS: Don 't interpret this slide as to

10 what is going to be done at headquarters. This slide is

11 what the NRC is going to do during an emergency, and we have

12 regional people who are going to be onsite, and we have

13 people at headquarters, and we have people here and there.

14 This is the total f unction of the NEC, and people tend to

15 look at this slide as what is going to be done at

16 headquarters. That is incorrect

17 MR. EELTRACCHI: Iou cannot do remote control with

18 a hundred points when you look at a control room, and there

19 are thousands of points th at exist.

20 VOICE: I appreciate that clarification. Ever.

21 onsite, the smali point of informing the public ;er the FCF
22 specification is that of the senior licensing management

23 designee.
,

24 MR. MINNE3S I hope we have all learned that

25 lessen, that we ought to have one place.
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1 VOICE: Right.

2 NR. BElTRACCHI May I have the next slide, please?

3 (Slide.)

4 This slide presents some of the anticipated NEC

5 actions. I guess I am -- I have to get around front, but it

6 vill address the making of recommendations on -- to protect

7 public health and safety, the advice and counseling to the

8 licensee, providing evaluative information, and determine

9 significance of events, coordinating onsite assistance to

10 licensee, possibly directing licensee to take or not to take

11 specific actions. This is further amplification cf the

12 first slide.

13 (Slide.)

14 Relative to the emergency response summary, this

15 deals with how the portions of the emergency would interact

16 with the operations center in terms of notification on a hot

17 line to the duty officer at our operations center in

18 Bethesda. The licensee is to maintain open and continuous

19 communication channels. Headquarters and regions

20 notification procedures would be initiated. Regional

21 director and support staff would leave for a site, and

22 because of the various distances between the regional

23 headquarters and sites, that may take anywhere from two to

24 eigh t h urs. The resident inspector would te notified, and

25 that would take about an hour.

!

I
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1 The operations center would be sanned in

2 Bethesda. That will anywhere from five minutes to an hour

3 with a staff of approximately 60 people. It would be a

4 single voice line to the site during the initial phases.

5 (Slide.)

6 In terms of the NDL design features, there vill be

7 approximately 100 data points from each PWR and BW3

8 parameters according to the initial specifications or

9 initial thinking along these line s . The parameters would be
,

10 samples collected and processed once per minute. There

11 vould be 30 minutes of pre-event da ta , a nd the sample

12 parameters vould also contain some transient analysis,

13 particularly looking, I think, for flux and pressure

14 anomalies , the details of which were presented in the

15 specifications on the link. Within the headquarters in

16 Bethesda I think we were thinking on the order of having the

17 capa bility of storing two weeks of event data.

18 We would also have event alerting of key

19 parameters, and data would be presented to the operations

20 center in standard format and protocol as we received it

21 over the link.

22 (Slide.)

23 Specific data would consist of the same as Reg

24 Guide 1.97 variables to be presented in engineerinc units.

25 They would be digitired and formatted f or transmission, and

.
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1 this will be covered through an interf ace.

2 (Slide.)

3 And that will give details of the data format

4 transmission requirements and the environmental and

5 performance criteria of the equipment it the various plants.

6 In terms of a schedule, the activities are defined

7 in the lefthand column. We have had Sandia as a centractor

8 to do a feasibility study on the link, and the activities ;

9 involve such factor as a context study down through a lab

10 lockup and installa tion and testing, software and hardware

11 procurement and developmen t down to an initial operation

12 which ! think was called for in '84

13 So that pretty much covers the Nuclear Datn Link.

14 I recognize I have gone over this very quickly, but if there

15 are any questions, I will try to answer them.

16 VOICE. What is the intent of the NRC in Bethesda
l'7 in the high resolution flux and continuum pressure

18 information that has been requested ?

19 ER. BELTRACCHI: The intent there was just really

20 to try to get some information to help us understand the |

l

21 event. The transient data, the resolution of one minute. I

22 you would not -- you would miss a spike or things of that

23 nature, so we really felt there had to be some additional

24 data that would be presented and a final resolution.

1

'3 VOICE: Is there anything that can be done in 1
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1 Bethesda that cannot be done locally if one knows that there

2 is a reactivity spike, or a transient going on, or a

3 containment pressure spike?

4 MR. BELTRACCHI: The intent was to try to define

5 that. If there are any other approaches tha t you could take

6 and, sa y , implemers in analog fashion and determine that

7 there was a spike, or peak, or something like tha t and then

8 convert it to digital and then transmit it, I am sure that

9 would be acceptable.

10 VOICE: What is the use going to be made of it in

11 Bethesda?

12 MR. BELTRACCHI: Just to understand the initia tio n

13 of the event.

14 VOICE: Why can't th a t he transmitted in some kind

15 of tertiary f ashion rather than having a direct transmission?

16 MR. SINNERS: What do you mesn by tertiary?

17 VOICE: Why does it need to be on a direct data

18 link? I don't understand, unless the intent is actually to

19 have someone sittin g in Bethesda who is going to grab the

20 phone if he sees an anomaly in the source range indication

- 21 all of a sudden. That just seems absurd.

22 MS. 2ELTRACCHI: One of the bases for the link in

23 the first place was to impro ve communica tions and to ensure

24 that the NRC would receive valid data. I think the Crystal

25 River event was a good exa:ple of tha t.

_

ALCERSCN REPCRTING COMP ANY. INC.

100 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN. D.C. 20024 (202) $54-2345

. .



_--

_ _

115 -

1 70 ICE 4 But this sort of data seems to be probably

2 the type of data that vocid be the most unreliable and

3 certainly the most difficult to make any kind of decisions

4 on from a remote location. And additionally, it requires

5 special consideration because of the high sampling rate.

6 53. BE1TRACCHI: The high sampling rate is an

7 area, because of the pressure to try to get a spec out --

8 there are other solutions to the high sampling rate that

9 could be done in the form of analog monitoring. Eo if that

10 is what your real concarn is, propose an alternative to that.

11 VOICE: You sentioned trend data. Is that not

12 something that the Bethesda operations center would develop

13 from the data at the high sampling ra te ? 'd e would just

14 provide the raw data and the rates digitired, and then any

15 trending by your systen?

16 53. BELTRACCHIt Yes. That was the intent. The

17 trending would be performed on the displays at the

18 oper a:lons center.

19 VOICE: Not trying to provide da ta plus bursts of

20 data (Inaudible).

21 52. EE1TRACCHI4 If you are referring to the fact

* know there was one time a concept presented within the22 --

23 NRC of having a link where the plan t process con; uter or the

24 plan t 's computer -- let me phrase it that way have then--

25 pe rf o rm the trending and then send the info rm ation ba ck. I
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1 think that would be a complex approach to the problem .

2 However, I would not want to totally rule it out. I would

3 expect that the link would be more of a case of sending
,

4 sample data to NRC and then let NRC operate on the data,

5 present it in its various trends and displays within the

6 opera tions center.

7 VOICES (Inaudible) two week data storsge will

8 allow you to recall and trend?

9 MR. BELORACCHI Yes, yes.

10 VOICES This really is not in the Nuclear Data

11 Link secticn, but I think the question goes to th a t area.

12 On page 9 of the report it was indicated it may be desirable

13 to provide interactive (Inaudible) between the plant

14 emergency facilities and NRC headquarters.

15 Could you explain? It seems to go to the item you

16 were just discussing. Is it desirable or isn't it?

17 MR. RAMOS: You do make that statement. You do

18 sake that statemen t.

19 VOICE: Fourth paragraph from the bottom.
.

20 MR. RAMOS I know. I know what paragraph you are

21 talking about.

ZZ MR. MINNERS: We have been hassled about this

. 23 before. We know where it is.

24 ( La ugh te r . )

25 MR. RAMOS: That is something we are still

i
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1 studying. That is the reason why it is put in there as a
-

2 vague requirement. We do not intend to provide interaction

3 with your computer except perhaps in one mode tha t they are

4 considering just to activate the riov.

5 The other type of interaction we are talking acout

6 is primarily to exchange data back and forth between the two

7 facilities -- either one of the three facilities.

8 VOICE: Exchange data and what? I guess I am not

9 real sure.

10 MR. HAMOS: If you have a particular display that

11 ve are misinterpreting, if we had to have a display that

12 sa ys it looks like, you know, this is happening, and you

,- 13 have a simila r display that shows that is not happenino, we

14 vaDt to exchange that type of information.

15 YOICEs (Inaudible).

16 MR. BAMOS: That would be handled ever the --

17 52. BELTRACCHIs There vould be other means of

18 communication. The Nuclear Data Link was primarily a

19 one-way data flow from the ;1 ant to the NHC with the

20 exception of such things as maybe errce checking or manual

21 initiation to start the data as a provision -- as sn

22 alterr. ate provision.

'

D MR. RAMOSs Don't take the interactive capability

24 there te mean necessarily computer-to-computer interaction.

3 VOICES That is the way most people vould take it.

_
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1 MR. BANOS I understand.

2 VOICES Will fou clarif y th:s at a later date?

3 MR. HAMOSs We will clarify it before the final

4 edition is put out.

5 MR. PELTRACCH! Question?

6 VOICES In the letter of March 12, 1980 fros

7 Eisenhut you set forth parameters for PWRs and SWRs. The

8 parameters you vocid like f or the Nuclear Da ta Link, is this

9 part of the NUREG-CR-14517.

10 ER. BE1TRACCHIs Is that the Sandia report?

11 VOICE Yes.

12 MB. BElTRACCHIs What has happened since then, we

13 have gone back and tried to make a comparison with Reg Guide'

14 1.97 to make sure Reg Guide 1.97 had the variables, so that

15 would be consistent with what it's called in the NUREG --

16 VOICES Certain reactors in the United States do

17 not fit the criteria of this document.

18 MR. BElTRACCHIs We recognire that.

19 VOICES What will our guidelines be?

20 ER. BELTEACCHIs Ihere vill be blank forms, a
!

21 format. We recognize there will not be data, and the

| 22 intelligence that will have to be built into the operations
i

! 23 center computer will recognire that and act accordingly.

| 24 VOICE: Do you propose that :e send our
|
|

25 meteorological data over the Nuclea r Cata Link to you?

!
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1 MR. MINNERS: The meteorological data that is

2 required by Reg Guide 1.97 is a very minimum set. I think

3 it is just vind speed and direction. I think we even have

4 eliminated any temperature measurements.

5 You are referring to the requirements of 0653

6 VOICES It is reported in several places that we

7 have to send seteorological data to you. Do we have to send

8 it over the Nuclear Data Link?

9 MR. MINNERS4 Yes. We envision only one flow of

10 data back and forth.

11 VOICE: If there was a question that we could not

12 se.d this through a computer at the plant, this makes it

13 complicated. Can we use it as throughput through our

14 computer and then put it on the Nuclear Data k. ink as

15 straight data?

16 MR. RAMOSs Probably. You would have to show us

17 that in your design concept.

18 HR. BElTRACCHI: (Inaudible) be less than say the

19 availability of the link.

20 VOICE: That is going to be a common problem

21 an ywhere you go.

22 MR. REITRACCHI Again, you are 1 coking at the

23 veakert link in a system here. What is the weakest link?

24 If you are adding an additional -- in order to get the

25 information into the Nuclear Data link, you are adding

.

.
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I something that is weaker than the entire link, then we would

2 be concerned. That data would probably not be there when it

3 was needed.

4 Again, I would sort of suspect that there is a lot

5 of flexibility in design approaches to thir. There shculd

6 be a solution to the problem.

7 YOICE: I am sure there is. It is just a matter

8 of whether you all will accept the solution.

9 NR . COMPTON : The reference was made a little bit

10 ago to 065a. Are you talking about the minimum

11 meteorological data set, or are you talking about the

*

12 appendix that says (Inaudible)?

13 MR. MINNERS: I think we decided from the meetingf ,

14 in Philadelphia that there may be inconsistencies between

15 065a and 0696, and we are going to have to go back and look

16 at that.

I'7 My understanding of the intent now is that what is

18 being put into Reg Guide 1.97, no more than that data vill

19 be sent on the Nuclear Cata link, and that includes a very

20 limited set of meteorological data. As I remember it, it is

21 only wind speed and direction. But we have to go'back and

Z2 be sure those two documents are consistent, and 065u is also

23 in the process of being revised and modified.

24 3R. G01DE3: I would add, Reg Guide 1.23 *he new

25 draft out, has the same kind of --
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1 MR. RAMOS: That is the intent.

2 MR. GOLDENs 1.23 cor flicts with C654 which

3 conflicts with 3DL. So really what you are saying is that

4 NDL should replace 0654 and 1.22.

5 MR. MINNERSs The seteorological people revised

6 Reg Guide 1.97 which is going to go into the NDL. My

7 understanding is they did that to make it consistent with

8 what they were proposing for Reg Guide 1.23.

9 M3 . GOLDENs That migh t be the case (Inaudible).

10 What you are proposine, just in summary, is the NDL concept

11 of meteorological data vill satisfy 0653 when it ultimately

12 com'es out and Reg Guide 1.23 when it comes out.

13 MR. MINNERSs Correct.,

14 MR. SELTRACCHIs Yes?

IS MR. GRIMES: Cn the meteorological data you could

16 have a microprocessor (Inaudible). I am bothered by the

17 term " plant process computer" in your -- towards the end.

18 I'm trying to see why it is that you don't want to use the

19 plant processor computer. Is it because it does not meet

20 the criteria?

21 MR. MINNERS: We would like to get through the

22 presentation, and that is a very goed subject which I think
.

23 ve could discuss in detail after lunch. May we do that?

24 Let's try to cr?plete the presentation.

= Are there any more questions on the Nuclear Data

ALCERSCPt REPORT;NG CCMPANY. INC.
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1 Link?

2 VOICE: I have a carticular comment. (Inaudible)

3 that a battery backup ( Ina ud ib le ) . I don't know how some of

4 this equipment would work off of batteries without an

5 intermediate device.

6 MR. BELTRACCHI: I guess I would have to, you know

7 -- I guess I would have to look at the varisus specific

8 devices you were proposing.

9 VOICE: Most of the equipment is AC-operated. In

10 fact, all of it is, whether it be communication equipment or

11 the coag uter equipm en t. So that your commen t of battery

12 infers that the equipment is operated directly from a DC

- 13 power source. I think you ere being too narrow if you want
.

14 us to take this literally.

15 VOICE: (Inaudible).

16 MR. BELIRACCH.: Okay, okay. Good point.

17 MR. MINNE35: Okay. I think -- l e t me -- I think

18 we are through with the Nuclear Data Link. Let me make a
I

19 clarification, and then we will put on the c;tde on

%) implementation.

21 We have had some discussion about interaction
22 between the utility, the NPC, state and local authorities

23 and other federal authorities. I think we have to be

24 careful with what we are saying. ?.aybe we all realire the

3 qualifica tions that we put on these things without ststing
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1 them.

2 When we say the senior utility person is going to

3 be in charge of the EOF, I think we know wha t tha t means.

4 The utility cannot be in charge of the NHC. It cannot be in

5 charge of the state and local people in the direct sense

6 that he can give them orders. We and they are independant

7 people. He is a coordinator, and I think we all have

8 realired from Three Mile Island that it would be best to

9 have coordinated statements come out on what is happening

10 during an accident.

11 That does not prohibit state and local authorities

12 or the NRC to make press statements if they think those are

(~ 13 necessary. I don't think you can stand here now and say

14 that we are going to do it a certain way exactly, that no

15 press release or press statement will go out unless it is

16 approved by a senior utility person. So we have to

17 recognire that besides the utility there are other j

18 or,tani ations which are independent of them, and certe. inly
!

19 during an accident there has to be coordination, but there

20 is no direct control. I just want to make that point clear.

' 21 VOICE: ( In a udibl e ) .

22 MR. MINNERS: And that is why we are trying to put

23 up these facilities. First of all, there is going to be an

24 organization on paper, and just because it is on paper it

25 does not mean it has to be followed during an accident. We

,
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1 hope that by having adequate facilities that that will
i

2 strengthen the impetus ta follow the organization th a t is on

3 paper. If you have no facilities and just an organization,
,

4 people may not even read the piece of paper; but if you have
]

~

5 a facility, that gives you a lot more ability to direct

6 people in the way the organization is on paper. And that is

7 the one purpose of these emergency response f acilities.

8 That is why we think we need the ECF outside the
,

9 security f ence , so that we can get these other people in

10 there all in one place and be able to talk to them.

11 All right. Let's have a last item which is the

12 implementation schedule for all this material.

13 HR. RAMOS: Evidently you won't be able to see

14 this , but in the August 1st letter that Darrell Eisenhat put

15 out it has the schedule in there in the last page with the

16 direction to ure that for planning purposes. "'his in the

17 schedule that we gave to the Commission as how we envisaged

18 being able to meet the April 1982 dr.te.

19 Some of those bars in there to all the way back to

20 June and earlier, because we feel that a lot of facilities

21 have already started some of that planninc and started their

22 equipment procurement and wha t have you.

23 The critical dates'that have been ch ange d frca the

24 previous documents is the 1 January 1961 date, and by th a t

25 da te we expect to have from everyone prior to that date,--
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1 if pcssible -- your concept description on how you propose

2 to meet the requirements of 0696.

3 On January 1, 1982 we expect the SPDS to be fully

4 operational. On April 1, 1982 we expect the TSC and EOF

5 *ully operational. Currently th e wa y R eg Guide 1.97 is

6 written, those new f acilities th a t are coming on line here

7 in the near future would have to meet all of Reg Guide 1.97

8 requirements by June of 1982, and those that have to back:it

9 or upgrade -- operating plants, that is -- would have to

10 seet the Jcnuary 1983 date requirements.

11 So although we expect a f ully operational TEC and

12 EOF, you may not hsve the final data flow in except maybe

,- 13 through a process computer or something else where you

14 already have the data until you finally get the full 1.97

15 requirements in. This is a change from the previous

16 .?quirement of having a fully operational TSC by January 1,

17 1981.

18 Dc you have any questions?

19 Md. MINNE35: 'J ell , fine . Okay. I dcn't thick i

1

20 that means that you agree with it.
|
1

21 let's see. It is now 12:15. Let's rc. convene at 1

ZZ 1:30 for the afternoon session which will be devoted to

23 comments, questions, and wha tever else you would like tc do.

24 (Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the workshop was

25 recessed for lunch, to be reconvened at 1:30 p.n., the same

|
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION

2 (1:30 p.m.)

3 MR. DAVIS: We are ready to start the afternoon

4 session. A couple of announcements before we do.
.

5 We have a fors here you can fill out if you are

6 interested in getting a transcript of this workshop. You

7 have a couple of choices. You can pick up the form. take it

8 back with you, and then mail it to Alderson Reporting in

9 Washington, D.C., and the address is on the bottom of the

10 fo rm . The other thing you may do is just sign the form and

11 give it to this gentleman here on my righr, and he vill take

12 it back then and make arrangements to send the transcript to

13 rou. I as told it is 45 cents per page.

14 The afternoon session will begin as a ccament

15 period , and we will start with the individuals on the list

16 as they appear. There was one persen who was on the list

l'7 first that asked me a question as to whether or not he could

18 have somebody substitute for him. I guess the answer to

19 that is res, but then he goes to the bottom of the list.

M MR. ?. INNERS: Okay. Let me remind you, especially

21 in this session if you wish to make a commen t , please come

22 to the microphones, identify yourself and make your ccament.

23 All right. I am going to proceed down tha list in

24 the order that people signed up. I will cut it eff at

72 5:00. !f there is time, people who have not signed up en

_
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1 the list or people who want to come back again and make '

2 another comment, we vill get to you.

3 Okay. Let's start.

4 3r. Bradley from SMUD.

5 HR. BRADLEYs Ed Bradley, Sacramento Municipal

6 Utility District.

7 What will be the NRC staff qualifications at the

8 TSC and EOF concerning their expertise and qualifications?

9 53. HINNERS: Say that again. I missed something.

10 52. BRADLEYs What will be the NRC staff

11 qualifications at the TSC and the EOF 7

12 MR. RA!OS: That is still under development at a

r 13 joint group at ICE deciding what that should be.

14 HR. BRADLEY: Our plant management has a big

15 difficulty with that since most of the NRC people were

16 brought up with Westinghouse or the Navy program, and since

17 we have a B&W plant there is a lot of differences; and if we |

18 have somebody we don't know coming in and telling us what

19 switch to pull, we are not gcing to believe them. There is

20 a credibility gap there.
|

21 NR. MINNERS I am willing to discuss that

22 question with ycu, but I guess we both recognire that does

23 not have much impact on the design of the emergency response

24 f acili tie s . Whether our pec;1e are qualified or unqualified

3 really is not going to affect these requirements.

|
|
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1 If you would like to discuss it, I think that is a

2 good thing to discuss. I as willing to discuss philosophy,

3 and maybe the region would be willing to discuss wha t their
.

4 plans are for having people, because it is going to be the

5 regional people who are going to be at the plant.

6 32. BRADLEY: There are two computer systems, the

7 SPDS and the NDL. Why the redundancy? Can't we get by with

8 ene systen? Wouldn't that be a cost benefit on that?

9 MR. MINNERS: The intent -- we are not specifying

10 whether you need one, two, or more. We have said what each

11 f unction has to be, and how you satisfy those f unctions is

12 up to the designer. And we have had some discussions by us

13 requiring OBE on the saf ety paraneter displa y that makes you
e.

14 have at least two systems or ma'y make you have two systems.

15 I understand that.

16 We are not specifying how many computers you hav

17 to have. We want the functions. We don't care much how yau
i

18 do it, whether you use two computers or three computers.

19 ER. 3RADLEY: In C696 there is a mention that the

m NRC wants their own private terminal. Is the NEC going to

21 purchase that on their own, or is it u; to the utility to

Z2 purchase that?

Z3 MR. M!NNERS: For the NDL we are going to have the

24 utility provide that termin.sl.

25 MR. 33ADLEY Can't you guys share?

>

'

,

1

l

|
|

ALDERSCN RE?CRTING COMP ANv. iNC. |
|

400 VIRG;NIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCfJ. O.C. 20024 (202)554-2345 |

|* * 1,

..



_ - _ _

_ _

230

.

1 ER. MINNERSs The site -- what we have called the

2 site transmission unit will be owned and purchased by the

3 NRC. At least that is the concept now.

4 MB. BRADLEY: The site transmission to Bethesda?

5 MR. MINNE35 It is called a site transmission

6 unit, and it is the unit that is going to take the process

7 data and manipulate it so it can be transmitted --

8 MR. EELTRACCHI: The concept was or the concept as

9 it is currently being proposed is to have a site

10 transmission unit that woulu nave a receptable wherein the

11 c.tility would be able to provide the infornation in

12 - fo rmatted form , and the site transmission would take it and

7 . 13 store it and transmit the data.

14 There is a point of interface., and that potnt of,

15 interface vill be covered through an interface which remains

16 yet to be developed.

17 Mh. BRADLIT Okay. We'll have the SPDS and th e

f3 NDL in the TSC, is that correct?

19 MR. BELTRACCHI The S?DS is th ere . I don 't think.

20 ve have specified any --

21 MR. MINNE?S I don 't know what you mean by th e

ZZ NDL.

23 MR. 3RADLEY: Nuclear Data Link. Do you want all

24 that data inf ormation a t the tech support center and tha ECF?

3 MR. MINNERS: We want the same data base.

ALOERSCN REPcAT.NG COMPANY. INC.
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1 HR. BELTRACCHI That is covered by Reg Tuide 1.97.;

2 HR. BRADLEY: You want your own private NBC

3 terminal at bcth of those locations also?

4 3R. MINNERS: No.

5 33. BRADLEY: One terminal would be sufficien t at

6 each of the locations?

7 MR. MINNERS: You are confusing us. Would you

8 define " terminal?"

9 MR. BRADLEYa Whatever the CRT display or whatever

10 display is decided upon, would one display be sufficient at

11 each of the locations ?

12 MR. EELTRACCHI For what purpose?

r 13 MR. BRADLEY: For the Nuclear Data Link.

14 HR. MINNERS4 We don't intend to have any display

15 of the Nuclear Data Link at the site. That display would be

16 at the NRC headquarters. All we want is a plug that we can

17 plug into from heacqu&rters, not to have that information as

18 it is provided on the Nuclear Data link display.

19 Obviously thc t- d.ta comes from the same common

20 data base, and it is going to be displayed in possibly a

21 different form in the TSC and EOF. Our people are going to

22 look ov+r your people 's shoulders in those f acilities to i

|
23 look at the same instruments you are looking at. We don't l

1
'

24 vant a private display in the OSC or ECF. In fa-t, one of

25 the concerns is we want to look at the same information you

!

|
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1 look at so we can talk the same language.

2 And one of the concerns with a Nuclear Data link
3 is some people have suggested th a t not only should the data

4

4 be f rom a common data base, but your display should be

5 transmitted over the data link so that we see it presented

6 in exactly the same form.

7 That is not the current concept, but people are
'

8 saying if you don't do it that way, how do you assure that

9 you are not going to get miscommunication where you, the

10 Commission, could manipulate the data a bit differently and

11 therefore cet a different interpretation or something and
,

12 add to the confusion.
*

13 MR. SRADLEY 065u talks about backup tech support

14 center and a backup EOF.' If we meet the habitability

15 requirements that you are sentioning in 0695, is it

16 necessary then to have a backup TSC and EOF?

17 3R. MINNIES: No, no. One TSC and one EOF is the
18 current design concept.

,

19 MR. RAMOS: In Philadelphia they brought up the

3) point in some cases where they would like to have the option

21 of having an alternate EOF and possibly a TSC, similar to

22 what was approved for Arkansas as far as the TSC was

23 concerned. But in our discussion with the Commission on
24 July 11 it was saif that we would only h=ve the three

25 facilities, the control room TSC and ICF, f or controlling

.

|
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1 accidents.

2 That is our requirement. If you want to have an

3 alternate --

4 MB. BRADLEY: You make mention in there that if

5 the TSC becomes uninhabitable that the function is then
.

6 split back to the control room and the EOF. .-In that case

7 will you require a bac'kup TSC?

8 MR. RAMOS: I don't think it is worded like you

9 said. I think it is worded that in those cases where you

10 choose to have a primary TSC -- and that is the Arkansas

11 op tion -- where they have a primary TSC, I believe it is on

12 their turbine base, which is not habitable, and it becomes

13 non-habitable, then it shifts to their alternate TSC. And

14 they understand that they have to have the data requirements

15 in both places, and tha t is what that is referring to. It

16 is giving you that option.

17 If you do not have room inside the reactor

18 building and you want to build a non-habitable TSC, for

19 example, on the turbine bay, and you want to have a

20 habitable TSC near, then we would accept tha t option.
.

21 5R. BRADLEY: 0:t a y .

22 MR. EAMOS: S tt- the intent is to have only one

23 TSC, so if you make it habitable snd it is right near the

24 control room, that would be the only TSC required.

25 MR. ERADLEY: That is all my questions.

ALOERSCN REPCR*!NG CCMP ANY. |NC.
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1 MR. MINNERS: Okay. Mr. Abel of Commonwealth

2 Edison. .

o
3 ER. ABEls First, I would like to thank you for

4 this opportunity to comment. I am not going to go into

5 specific questions on the NUREG because we have a large

6 number of what we consider to be substantial questions and

7 comments that we will submit in writing.

8 I would hope that one of the things you have

9 gotten out of this meeting is that is probably true of all

10 utility companies present. I would also like to urge that

11 the staff work closely, as you suqqested, with the AIT

12 subcomittee that is vockin7 on this NUREG. I believe there

13 are still substantial improvements that can be made, if not

14 in the intent of the report, at least in the wording of some

15 of the sections.
,

|

| 16 MR. ".INNERSs We would appreciate any specific
|'

|
17 rewordings that you would suggest. It would be better to '

18 give us a specific rewording rather than to say it needs

19 im pr o vemen t , because everything needs imprevement.

20 MR. AREl: Right. I understand that. I believe
|

21 that is what the AIF subcomnittee is working on. -

22 I51s morning it was mentioned that the schedule

23 for completion of the technical support center requirements

24 of 1-1 81 would be delayed until 1-1-22. I hope tha t is

25 coing to be documented in some formal way so we can stop

i
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1 work on the 0578 requirements that arc currently under way.

2 MR. RAMOS: It has already been documented by Mr.

3 Eisenhut in his letter to all the licensees for planning

4 purposes, and there is a clarification letter coming out on

5 lessons Learned items, and that has been cranked into that

6 latter. And there is also - rorkshop on those Lessons-

7 Learned items I think in September.

8 MR. ABEL: One thing you might consider -- I read

9 th e letter transmitting the NUEEG-0696 it is not clear we--

10 are being given specific relief f rom the 0578 requirements.

11 That was my point.

12 MR. RAMOS: It was intended tha t way to use it for

13 planning, and it was supposed to be clarified in the

14 clarification letter on lessons learned items which will be
15 as I said, there vill be a workshop on it, as I recall in--

16 the middle of September.

17 ME. ABEL: The last ites I would like to discuss

18 in some detail is this schedule that has been developed for

19 this. Primarily my comment is I think it is premature to be '

20 establishing a 1-1-82 date for implementation of these

21 requirements, primarily beca use it appears that it has taken

22 nearly a year to develop the criteria document that we are

23 discussing today. 'a'e are being given four scnths te develop

24 designs in response to those criteria and something less

i

25 than 12 months to install those designs.
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1 I don't believe that a highly compressed schedule

2 of this kind is going to allow us to meet the intent of all

3 this entire approach, which is to improve an integrated

4 system for handling emergency conditions.

5 Granted, I understand the urgency, but I feel with

6 the vast scope we are trying to incorporate in this single

7 document, it is unrealistic to establish that schedule.

8 And finally --

9 3R. 5 INNERS 4 In your written commects I would

10 hope you would provide some more supporting material which

11 would demonstrate your contention tha t the schedule is too

12 short, which I am sure that you can do.

13 M3. ABELs Well, my final comment is that -- on

14 the schedule is tha t I don't feel its completion date can at

15 all be established by us, by Com mon we alth Edison , un til we

16 have an approved design from the NRC. And an example, case

17 in point is our commitments on 0578 f or the technical

18 su pport center..

19 We proceeded in good Ialth, have designed, have

20 purchased all the equipment, and have the buildings well

21 under way in construction, and now the requirement has

22 changed, and I do not think we can go through that again a

23 second time.

24 So my suggestion is that you tie the schedule to

25 he established when your detailed review of our 'esi;n is

,s

|
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I completed. I think we will knew what it is we are

2 scheduling then, and you will have a much better idea of

3 vhere we are going also.

4 Thank you.

5 3R. MINNERS: Thank you.

6 Mr. Ewbank of Detroit Edison.

7 ER. E'3 BANKS Most of my comments were covered this

8 morning, but there is still one on pace 15 where you have a

9 limiting condition f or cpera tion. The EOF is not

10 operational for a period of eight hours -- exceeding-eight

11 hours, correction -- what does this mean?

12 MR. RAMOS: If you cannot pe rfo rm the functlons of

/ 13 the ECF for a period of eight hours for some reason such as

14 the equipment is down, or it is flooded, or wha t have fou,

15 then you have got to make a report stating what zou are

16 going to do to compensate for the f act th a t you cannot

17 perform that fanction. That is what the LCO is for.

18 3R. EWBANK This is in addition to your .01

19 unavailability then.

20 MR. Y!NN..RS: Tne .01 unavailability is a design

21 go al . That is what the guy is going to try to design to,

22 and the LCO is the thin; that implements tha t design goal

23 and says that is what you are actually going to be held to.

24 3r. Golden cf Commenvealth.

25 3R. GOLDEN: My thunder for my first question das

_
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1 stolen, bat I would like to have the point elaborated since-

.

2 we have to develop technical specificaticas for the

3 non-operation of the EOF and TSC. It is quite vague as to

4 what is meant; for instance, does it zean that you cannot

5 turn the lights on because there is no replacement bulb?

6 Does that mean it is non-f unctional?

7 One can elaborate many different criteria. It

8 seems to ma it is a very vague statement.

9 MR. MINNESS: I don't think it is any more vague
,

10 than the usual tech spec thing of operable.

11 MR. GOLDEN: Does this mean we have to send out a

12 person at every shift to a facility that is 10 miles from

13 the plant to check on its operability? The im;11 cation is,

14 there.

15 38. MINNESS: I don't know what the surveillance

16 requirement would be. There would be some surveillance

17 requirements on the EOF, whatever that may be.

18 MB. GOLDENs A second point was not touched on

19 this morning --

20 M3. MINNERS: But ! do not see : shy you co 21dn 't

21 have -- if that is a problem, you could have some kind cf a

22 remote way of testing the facility if that is a problem.

23 MR. GOLDEN: It gets back to what is defined as

24 non-operation.

25 XR. MINNERS: le t 's discuss that some more. That

i

|
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1 is a problem, and I am not sure that you want us to define

2 it better. We have never in any documentation that I know

3 of defined operable any better than in the tech specs, and

4 it has been worked out over the years of what ope ra ble

5 seans, and people nov' 6nderstand that.

6 I think it is one of those problems that you

7 really cannot define. It is one of those words that you

8 have to use a lot so that everybody understands what it

9 seans. If we get too specific, you vill accuse us of being

10 too prescriptive.
.

11 MR. G01 DENS I take it if the filtration system is

12 net functioning, the TEC is considered non-operable even

13 though there is no radioactivity or contamination in the

14 area. That vould constitute, I take it, non-operation.

15 EE. MINNEFSs Part of its function is to be able

16 to function during conditions in which there is

17 ra dio ac tivity , so it can't perform its function. It is not

18 operable.
1

19 53. GOLDEN If the data link is not operable for

i
20 one reason or another, that defines non-operation even

|
|-

21 though all other functions in ECF can be covered.

I22 MR. MINNERS. I don't think -- you brought up a

Z3 question I had not thought about. The Nuclear Data Link is

24 not part of the TEC or ICF, and we N. ave not put any

25 operability requirements yet on the Nuclear Data Link.

1
I
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1 MR. GOLDEN It is a subset of all the other

2 inf orma tion that har to go into the TSC. I guess I was
.

3 using the Nuclear Data link in a generic sense. It just

4 seem s to be a poin t --

5 MR. MINNERS: That is going to be a difficult

6 poin t to resolve. I don 't know how to do it now. That is,

7 to say how much data could be unavailable, and you could

8 still con 01 der the facility to be functional. And it is

9 like an ECCS system. I mean, you know, ye have two trains,

10 and one is out. You can define it va have different--

11 definitions for how such of the equipment is out, an we are

12 going to have to work that out on these facilities.

13 I think that is a very detailed thing that is

14 going to have to be worked cat once the facility is

15 designed, and that is all I know how to say right now.

16 MR. GOLDENs This is related to a question that

17 came up just a little bit back concerning the backu; EnF
18 concept. If this concept which apparently which was in--

19 0654 and now apparently superseded by the aca-:equirement

20 for the backup, if the utility -- I sa not saying Edison is

21 going to do that -- if a utility were to choose the backup
22 concept, would the primary ICF have to be designed to the

23 habitability requirements and must the backup be within ten

24 miles?

25 MR. RAMOS: That is a difficult question to answer.

_
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1 33. GOLDENs That is why I asked it.

2 (Lauchter.)
.

3 MR. RAMOS Without looking At the details. We

4 are not preventing you from having the backup concept. hhe

5 backup would have to meet the habitability requirements.

6 MR. GOLDENs Why would they have to meet th e

7 habitability requirements 'n either case, because if the ;

3 first is not habita b le , then you would move to th e second;

9 so it does not sees to me that you would have to have the
,

J

10 habitability requirements on either one if you vent to the

11 backup cohcept.

12 MR. RAMC54 Okay. Let me back up and say that if

13 it is within the ten mile EEZ and your backup is within the

14 ten mile EPZ --

15 MR. GOLDEN That is the second part of the

16 question.

17 MR. RAMOS: I realize that. If it is within the

13 ten mile EPZ, and tna t is where you have moved to and you

19 get to the point where you have to evacuate, you will not te

M able to evacuate that f acility. I mean, by design you will
i

21 not be able to evacuate it.

22 If ycu move it outside the ten mile EPZ and ycu
!

I3 have to evacuate the area, the ten mile area, then obviously i

24 it does not have a habitability requirement because it is

|
3 outside the ten mile area. i

|
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1 Doe s tha t answer your question?

2 HR. GOLDENs By that you are saying that neither

3 th e primary no r the secondary EOF would have to have or meet
.

4 the habitability requirements, and that the backup could be

5 outside the ten sile area. Is that what you are saying?

6 58. RAMOS: That is what I am sa ying . I will also

7 say that both of them vill have to have all of the da ta

8 requirements.

3 3R. G01 DENS I realire that. I was specifically

1

10 referring to the habitability requirements. ;
,

11 3R. MINNE?Sa I think we had some misunderstanding

12 in the previous meeting. If your EOF is at 9.9 miles, the
,

7 - 13 habitability requirements will probably be very minimal.

14 NR. GOLDEN: I am not asking any reference to thh

15 particular type of requirements. I am just saying that the

16 backup concept is still a viable one apparently, and that j

l

l'7 neither facility really would need to meet such stringent |

18 habitability requireacnts if you vent to that particular |

19 concept. I

20 And second of all, tnere is no mileage requirement

21 on the backup system. That is all I wanted to know. ;

ZZ Another point which was not --

|

23 (Laughter.) I
l

24 MR. RAECS: 'ih a t kind of mileage were you thinking j

25 about?

.

I
|
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1 NR. GOLDEN 4 About 50 miles.

2 HR. RAMOS: I am sure we would not accept that.

3 MR. MINNERS: You just pointed up a hole. We are

4 going to have to put some mileage requirement.

5 MR. GOLDEN: We vill probably be discussing it

6 f urther anyway. That would just more or less be a backup,,

7 but that would be discussed further. But I just wanted to

8 get a feel for where we stood.

9 Another subject which was not touched upon this

10 morning but which is very critical, in the EOF concept it

11 talks about the mobile systems, and it talks about for

12 communications a backup -- a primary and a backup, which

7 13 because they are mobile, they are radiocommunication links.

14 Getting access to the airvar use is extresely

15 difficult just to get a single channel. This implies that

16 ve must get two channels. We could not even get the Single

17 ch annel . We had to piqqyback our commurications on top of

18 our divisions through an override feature -- our divisions

19 bein p the people that service the areas and who alreacy have

20 radiocommunications.

21 Would you elaborate on how a utility could go

Z1 about ge t tin g these two additional channels for this primary

23 and backup mobile system?

24 MR. RAMC5s FEHA has a direct line with the FCC ou

25 emergency communications, and we vill bring it up in the
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I next Steering Committee meeting we have with FEMA. But --

2 as something to consider -- but I would succest that you

- 3 contact the FEM A regional of fice and go through them,

4 because they can probably get the frequency for you.

5 ER. GOLDEN: I think they already tried. I'm not

6 poritive.

7 ER. RAMOS4 There is this --

8 MR. GOLDEN: Why would the need for a backup

9 system on this particular point --

10 ER. RAMOS: We did not lay down a requirement for

11 a backup for the mobile. We made the requirement between

12 the TSC and the EOF, and NRC and EOF or TEC. We did not lay

(~ 13 down a communication requirement.

14 3R. GOLDENs Let me read two sentences then.

15 Perhaps you can tell me why they are not linked.

16 3R. RAMOS: What page?

17 MR. GOLDENs It says, " Mobile communication links

18 will be necessary for communication with field monitoring

19 teams." The next sentence, " Reliable primary and backup

20 means of communication are required."

21 Are you indicating that those two sentences are

22 not linked? Or I would switch the order. I vculd put the

23 backup and primary prior to that sentence and then have them

21 -- the rela tionship with the mobiles removed and placed

25 af te rwards.

.
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1 ER. RA50Ss let me look into that in more detail.

2 MR. COLDEN4 Okay. Possibly it was not intended

3 to read that way then. Very good. Thank you.

4 HR. MINNERS: Mr. O'Brien of Illinois Power

5 Company.

6 HR. O'BRIENs I really have only two comments that

7 remain after this morning's discussion. The first one deals

8 with the use of the process computer, and we have discussed

9 it quite a bit this morning , but I am still quite concerned

10 about it.

11 The way the NUREG stands it would seem that no

12 amount of design or p1&nning for an upgrade of an existing

(" 13 system would let us use the process computer.

14 MR. MINNERS: The way it is written nov ! think

IS that is a correct statement.

16 MR. C*SRIEN. And it vocid seem for future control

17 rooms like our Unit 2 control room, which we are probably

18 several years away from starting the design on, we vill have

19 to implement a comple tely separate computer system even

20 though we migh t be able to implement much of what is raally

21 needed in the main control boards. So this is something

22 that is of quite a bit of concern to us.

23 Specifically in my case we are dealing with a

24 control room that has six process 4500 Honeywell processors i

!25 in it now, and on our process radiation monitoring system, a

.
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I completely redundant digital systes with something like 150

2 microprocesso rs .

3 The other : point deals with the EOF.

4 3R. NINNERS Thet sounds like to me that you have

5 enough equipment that some of it could be dedicated to the

6 safety function, and if properly controlled and assuring the

7 functional integrity and security, that that might be

8 acceptable.

9 What we need is some words that will state that so

10 people will understand what is required without having just

11 a prohibition, a blanket prohibition of process computers.

12 But we have -- I have not been able to get anybody who knows

/ 13 anything about computers to write down such statements which

14 they would be satisfied with.

15 33. O'3RIENs As far as the NUREG is concerned.

16 3R. MINNERS. As far as the NUREG -- let me

17 explain something in this NUREG tha t I encouraged. When we

18 got to some of .the tough points, and there were quite a few,

19 and the question came what should we write down , ! ;oin ted

20 out this was a document which was a drsft document that was

to ' o out for comment, and we would get more comments21 going g

22 and better comments if we took the tougher side of the
|

23 alternatives before us rather than the weake r side. i

24 If we put down the firal -- the weakest pcsition,

25 people would all sa y that is great and go along with it. So
i

!
1
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1 in some of these things, and I think the process computer

2 may be an example of that, we took a position in the draf t

3 which probably reflects the sost conservative way that we

4 are looking at it now. And part of the reason of putting it

5 down that way was to encourage comments.

6 It does not mean that we do not think this is a

7 way we might go. It is just we had several alternatives,--

8 and we thought we would get better comments by putting down

9 a tougher pos.ition, and you might want to recognire that in

10 aaking your imments.

11 33. '33IENs I hope we can get it worked out in

12 the NUREG.

13 MB. RAMOS: In those comments we are looking for

14 the rationale of why we should do it in that way.

15 53. O'SHIEN: My final point deals with the ICF

16 and the need for the safety parameter display, and perhaps

17 your staffing requirements will explain that to us a little

18 bit better. But I have th o gut f eel tha t the saf ety

19 parameter display ic going to be the display that is going
i

20 to control the communications or the data link requirements

21 between the plant and the ICF.

22 '4h a t we have looked at is something that is going
,

;

23 to require ten megahert: connection and microwave er |
!

24 something like th a t , and we cannot handle it over telephone j
!

25 circuits. '4e vocid like to see -- if we cannot get by with j

l
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1 something at a much lower speed, what can be handled in i

2 telephone circuits, if we could.

3 M3. BELTRACCE!: Could you amplify on why you feel

4 that you need tha t high a --
.

5 ER. O'RRIEN: What we were looking at is driving

6 CRTs and EOF directly from the computers in the plant.

7 3R. BELTRACCHI I understand.

8 MR. O'BRIEN We were not looking at putting a

9 processor in the EOF.

10 Thank you.

11 33. RAMOS: let me back up to a question asked

12 earlier on the ability -- the ECF or backup ECT. In

13 thinking about what the Commissioners said, if you happen to

14 be in the primary ECT, wherever it happens to be, and the

15 decision to evacuate comes up, that flow of traffic or that

16 flow of data cannot be stopped to allow those people to

17 evacuate. You have to take th a t into consideration when you

18 design a primary and a backup ECF. The data must flow.

19 MR. MASTERS: Wnich data do you mean?

20 5R. RAMOS: 3 e te orolog ical, radiclogical, the data

21 th a t is going to the state and locals to control evacuation.

22 MR. BRADlET: I have a question. I an Ed Bradley,

23 S300.

24 If the decision is made to evacuate the general'

3 population due to a PAG -- exceedin; a FAG, does that rane

.
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1 criteria -- is that in effect for the workers at the EOF

2 since they are radiation workers and can accept higher doses

3 rather than the general population?

4 MR. RAMOS: They are not radiation workers, all of

5 them. There are going to be state and local people,

6 newspaper reporters. You're talking about people inside the

7 EOF.

8 MR. BBADLEY: Yes.

9 MR. RAMOSs The intent is for them not to have to

10 move, so if you make it habitable with the controlled

11 ventilation system, it wouldn't have to be --

12 MR. YINNESS: The same dose limits can be put on

13 the workers in the ?OF as the general population. Woald you

14 allow the workers to get a higher dose?

15 MR. RAMOS: Is that your question?

16 MR. BRADLEY: Yes.

17 MR. MINNERS: I think you have to qualify it. I

18 think in an accident situation people are going to be making

19 balancing judgments of whether it is batter to evacuate or

a whether to leave people where they art, and I am not sure --

21 I don 't know what you would do with the general population

22 in that situation. That is a very difficult situation to

n try to predict exactly what you do.

24 With the general psychology now some people are

25 saying that you should not give the pcpulation any dose at
!

ALCERSCN REDC AT'.NG CCMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W.. WASMNGTON, D.C. 20024 (202)554 2345 I

. .

1 1



6 -
,

- |

150
1

- i

1 ell, and of course, tha t is the ideal. But I think you save

2 to recognize the possibility, however remote it may be, that

3 you could have an uncontrolled acci, dent, and in that
4 situation I do not think -- you may not have -- be able to

5 limi t the doses to the people to the lowest level that you

6 would like to, and that is the purpose.

7 I think that is just recognizing the extremes of

8 reality, so I just want to qualify the question. There is a

9 difference between what you design to and wha t may actually

10 happen, and you have to recognize what may actually happen

11 as well as your design requirements.

12 Okay. Mr. Cowan of WPPSS.

13 MR. COWAN: Again, I von't elaborate on sny of the
'

'

14 questions I feel were answered this aorning. However, my

15 company will be submitting detailed comments, either

13 se pa ra tely to the request by the Commission for comment, or

l'7 through AIF, or perhaps both.

18 The items I would like to chat about briefly are

19 not questions so much as perhaps statements, the positions

20 as the way we feel them now.

21 39 . MI5NE3S Taat is encouraging. We would like

22 to hear what people think as well as questions.

23 EE. CCWAN It is a matter of philosophy perhaps,

24 but I think it is true to say that what we are dealing with

3 here is four baste information streams that we are talking

.

ALOERSCN AEPCATING COMuNY, NC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHvNGTCN. O C. 200:4 (202) 554-2345

\ - .

y
s



- .

151

1 about. They flow one of four places. All of those flows

2 are for information only, and I think that is acknowledged

3 by everyone.

4 However, I feel, and our position is, that what we

5 have in front of us, 0696, at this point and others prior to

6 it have what we call a bt ilt-in ratchet in i t . You state

7 that they do not have to be completely designed to 1-E or to

8 seismic one. However, the next sentence .eays typically are,

9 but the goal is to do so.

10 And I a s sorry, gentlemen, but that is part of the

11 problem in our business. We never get done. We are always

12 open-ended. You have hearti other folks say the same thing

13 in different ways.

14 You have defined more'in 0696, but you have sti1.1

15 left the door open, ard it is still awfully hard, you know,

16 to get the job done.

17 3R. MINNESS: Do I infer from that tnat you have a

18 succestion that we do not put in those extra sentences and

19 say that this is it, and that is all ve are going to require?

3) 5R. COWANa If you said non-1-E and non-seismic,

21 we would have been better off, better off for us for certain.

22 let me go on --

3 MR. TINNEES: Could you give me a page reference

24 on where we say what you say we said or later?
|

25 MR. COWAN I don't have them in front of me. One |

|
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1 of my guys can look them up.

2 53. EINNESS: Later, if you have a chance, would

3 you point it out to me? I would like to look at that. |

4 53. CCWANs Let me so on. The discuccion this

5 morning. I believe, led me to believe at least that you are

6 definitely thinkitg of extra requirements for S?DS as versus

7 the other th ree , OB E, for example, added on to this i

|

|8 information stream.

9 3R. MIN NEP S : We think the SPDS has a hipher

10 safety function than the other things.

11 MR. CGWANa The alternative to get that if we !

12 cannot buy computers is to hard-wire, snd if you carry the !

l
l(" 13 ratchet process to the other information flows, we are '

14 hard-wiring to the point of unreasonableness.

15 I don't think it is anybody's intent, and I hope

16 it is not yours, to do so. We are talk;ng inf o rm a tio n flo w ,

17 not control.

18 I think in the bottom line sense I thinP. -- and

19 you can put this in the category of trying harder -- but

20 words lead us into trouble when you may not intend it. !

21 think C'96, you 'd better work harde r on it.

i22 Finally --

23 MR. MINNERS: You will have some specifia 4xample

24 or specifics when you have ycur written cost.ents, I '. ope.

25 MS. COWAN: Yes. Finally, on th e tech spec item,
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1 ' gh t hours, we find that I guess basically thinking that--

2 is unreasonable since, for example, diesels are a seven-day

3 tech spec, and they are a safety system. Here we are

4 talking about an information systes with an eight-hour

5 requirement on is, sad I find -- we find that unreasonable.

6 We find there is so basis for it.

7 3R. MINNERS: let me discuss that a little bit.

O With the diesels you have redundant diesels and you have

9 offsite power, and it is hard to draw an exact analogy with

10 the safety paremeter display. But do you think the control

11 board is a backup to that?

12 3R. COWAN Sure.

13 52. MINNERS: Okay. And I think we have said that

14 you don't have to shut down if you are out eight hours. You

15 just have to sh?" what compensating seasurcs you could take

16 to compensate for the outage of the safety parameter

17 display. If you lose all your diesels, you are ocing to
|

18 have to shut down your plant, okay? Bat if you lose your |

19 safety parameter display, we are not requiring you to shut

l
20 down. We are just requiring you to tell us what you are j

21 going to do to bring the level of saf ety back up to what it

22 was or near to what it was. So --
.

I

23 MR. COWAN: Why eight hours? What is the basis

24 for eight hours? You didn't say shut down; you said re;crt.

Hi NR. !!NNERS: Because I think the eight hours is'

-
,

1
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1 consistent with the reliability criterion that we put devn.

2 MR. CCWAN Which has been challenged.

3 MR. MINNESSs If we change the reliability

4 requirement, we probably should change the tech spac

5 requi_9mont.

6 ME. COWANs Okay. Thank you.

7 NB. MINNERSs !'t. Sale of Washington Public Power.

8 3R. SHAHS He just left. He had one comment.

9 MR. MINNERS: Are you Er. Shah?

10 3R. SHAHS Right. I am Shah.

11 MR. HINNERS: Could I have you use the microphone

12 so we make sure we get it recorded?

13 ER. SHAH: Could we use multiple rooms for a

14 technical support center as long as you meet the space

15 reqnirement?

16 HR. MINNERS: What?

I'7 MR. SHAHS Rooms.

18 53. RAMOS: Th a t opens up the other box that was

19 opened up earlier about distances away from the site as far

20 as the 20F is concerned. When you say multiple rooms, de

21 You mean a group of rooms that a5e --
|

22 hR. SHAH 4 In the saae neighborhoed, in the same

23 area, maybe upstairs, downstairs, as long as we provide a

24 display at all tho se locations. |

|
3 MR. RAMOS: They probably will be acceptable. We l

1

l
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1 vowld have to see it as you lay it out.

2 ER. MINNERS: I am n:t even sure you would have to

3 have the full display at all locations. You could

4 distribute the disclay.

5 ME. 3AXOS: Depending on the functions. 3ut if

6 you tried to move it around several buildings onsite, that

7 would not be acceptable.

8 53. SFAH: I just want to reconfirm on S?DS that

9 the computer, the (Inaudible).

10 ER. 3ElT3ACCHI: We would accept the 99.8 that was

11 stated by Macro, .002.

12 MR. MINNESS: I guess there is a problen there. I

/ 13 think we have written down 1 tines 10 to the -3, and I am

14 not quite sure what Leo is saying. He is scing to keep it

15 vritten as 1 and accept a 2.

16 (laughter.)

I'7 YR. 2ElIRACCHI4 Close it up and --

18 23. 5INNERSs I would hope that --

19 70!CE: (Inaudible).

.?O 3R. MINNERS: ?ardon?

21 VOICES (Inaudible). -

22 MR. EEITRACCHI: You are quoting th e Macro

23 report. Technologically y:u can.

24 32. EINNE?S: But prictically you canno t.
-9

:+ 25 VCICEs (Inaudible).

|'

l
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1 NR. MINNERS: I think ou-r goal vill be that if we

2 are going to accept 99.8 that we vill write it as 99.8. If

3 the next draf t comes out with 99.9, we mean 99.9. I don't

4 vant to give the sense the sense is that we are going to--

5 vrite down one thing and accept snother.

6 HR. SHAHS Okay. With this OBE requirement on

7 SPDS and this kind of unavailability, there is a potential

8 tha t we migh t have to go to a hard wire system. And also,

9 listening to the people in industry, we are talking like 25

10 parameters or maybe less. So it might be defeating the

11 purpose where you want to have more flexibility in your

12 display. And so I think that the 03E requirements should

( 13 seriously be Icoked into. 2therwise, people might he forced

14 into a hard wire system and --

15 MR. MINNESS: Let me address that ;cint becau c I

16 think it is a good one. I think we have been properly

17 accused of hindering the use of cesputers in nuclear power

18 plants because of our requirements, and people see that the

19 computers have some futures which from a human factors

20 standpoint are very good. And we would not like to exclude

21 computers because of some requirements, so we are

22 sympathetic to using computers.

23 I think most of the ;eople who =.re working on the

24 report envision computers, and hope that we can have both;

25 tha t we can have our cake and ea t it, too. ?ut if we cannot
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1 get the CBE -- we want the OBE, and we vant computers, and

2 maybe there is some way you can suggest that we have some

3 other additional means -- or I don't know exactly how to

4 express it -- in which the problem I have expressed about

5 the OBE could be handled.

6 There was one suggestion that maybe some of the

7 instruments on the control board would be grouped, and ther

8 sre qualified equipment, and during an earthquake we would

9 use those rather than using the safety parameters.

10 MR. SHAHS Or fou could use that to verify.

11 MB. MINNEES: I am not sure that is an acceptable

12 var. Ferhaps someone who had thought about it more could

13 provide that as a comment.

14 MR. SHAHS Okay. So if we go to that my second--

15 part of the same question is if we go to hard wire ystems,
,

16 then can we use the plant process ccmputer for TSC and EOF 7

17 MR. RAMOS: Only if you can show the security --

18 what we discussed earlier this morning, that the functional.

19 requirements be met without any degradation at all. 'Je have

20 already discussed in great detail this morning the fact that

21 some process romputers may be ca pable of meeting til cur

22 goals. If they can and it can Je shown that conclusively

23 and then verified by come means, then we probably would

24 recept that.

25 MR. SHAHa Okay. That's all.
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1 ER. HALLS Along the same line of his question,

2 rou are- nct placing any restrictions as far as the CBE on

3 this as far as using the plant process computer for the TSC

4 and the ECF, if some other means is made to *- whereby the

5 SPDS is set to your requirement, is that correct?

6 MR. BAHOS: 1.1 a t is corrett.

7 MR. HALLS That would include the plant computer,

8 the process computer, if you had some -ther teant f or the

9 SPDS.

10 MB. HINNERSs No, I don't think it says th at.- The

11 objection to the process computer has nothing to do with its

12 seismic qualification. It is ioncerned with the se .u rity

13 and integrity of that computer and the info rmation that it

14 processes.

15 'Je feel since it has other operational programs in

16 it that you cannot maintain -- at least the ones we have

17 seen do not saintain security, and people can go in and

18 change those other programs and inadvertently c.tance these

19 safety functions.

20 That is our concern. It has nothinc to do with

21 seismic qualifications.

22 3R. HALL: Your statement in here only applias to

23 the 5725. If we can show that the computer is available,

24 just the availability of the conputer --

25 NB. :' INN ERS : Cc: rect. j

l

_
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1 MR. RAMOS: If you can meet the unavailability

2 ractors as defined and you can demonstrate that because you

3 have a security system, for example, that monitors everybody

4 going in and out th a t it does not ov erload it to the point

5 that if we had an emergency that we could not use it. That

6 is the kind of concern that we are verried about.

7 You are going to have to demonstrate in your

8 design, in the process computer whatever design you have can

9 seet the needs of the EOF and the TSC f unctionally.

10 MR. MINNS3S Mr. Compton of Washington Public

11 Power. -

12 MR. COMPTON: I have some questions on some thin 7s

13 that we did not get into this morning. One of the things

14 th at you have for the SPOS is for early recognition of

15 abnormal value." in data trends. Would you explain further

16 what this means?

17 Does this mean that we are to do limit checking

18 and alarming or lea ve that out? We have alarms going off

19 already. We don't want more confusing the operator.

20 MR. BElTRACCHI: At one time alarming was in

21 there. However, you don't see it there now. I would expect

22 that in terms of detection it would be the use of such

23 things as meter coding or the equiv11ent of :.eter coding.

24 For example, if your temperature ra tes are going positive,

25 you could locate such things as trends of temperatures. If

ALCERSON 9EPCRT1NG CCMPANY, !NC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTCN. D.C. 20024 20:1 554-2345

. . .

, _ -



, -. --

-

160
.

I the display were to contain several temperatures or if you

2 were to integrate your display such that it would contain

3 several temperata.es and one was deviating from the no rmal
!

4 trend, I mean that certainly vo'21d be one way of doing it.

5 Other aspects migh t be such things as, oh, the

6 normal -- say, a process limit achieving saturation on the

7 primary coolant, and hence, the display such that the

8 operator would recognire that.

9 VOICE: (Inaudible).

10 MR. EE1T3ACCHI: Meter coding, if you take like a

11 circular dial or anything like that you might have f or a

12 hard wired approach, you might have something like a green

13 band. The EPHI reports dealt viuh this considerably on the

14 review of the control rooms.

15 Normal bands, as well as abnormal bands, they

16 would be an aid to the operator to recognire when he is in

17 an abnormal condition.

18 Ooes that help you any?

19 MR. C0!? TON: Yes. That gets into my second

20 question: what you mean in C696 when you say " pattern and

21 coding techniques to aid the operator." This is what you

22 are talking about, things like that.

Z3 M3. BELTEACCHI: Yes.

24 MR. COMPTON: Changing the C?T is a thing like

25 that.

I
l

I
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1 MR. BELTRACCHIs That would be one way, yes.

2 MR. COMPTONs Okay. Okay. In the document also

3 you use the term that we should have time history displays

4 and trend displays. Would you explain the difference?

5 HR. BELTRACCHIs I guess we are really giving you

6 an option -- okay, tine history and trends wculd be the s?me

i 7 in that particular case.

8 3R. MINNERSs I envision that time history -- a

9 strip chart would give you time history, okay. Rut you

10 zicht have a meter which just showed whether the trend was

11 positive or negative. It just would give you the

12 instantaneous derivative witho4t telling you what had

'

13 happened in the past.

14 MR. BELTRACCHI I guess I would consider that

15 rate.

16 (Laughter.)>

17 MR. COMPTONs That's why they all appear in

18 different places.
.

19 MR. MINNERS: What do you mean?

20 33. EELTRACCHIs Well, no. At what time I had a

21 version of this that had both rate / trend.

22 MR. MINNERS: Rate is just a quantification of

23 trend. Rate says how fast -- you are coing in a certain

24 direction and at a certain rate. You know what the

25 quantification is. Trend is just that you are on -- you are

|

|
.

l -

!
!
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I going in a certain direction, but it does not say how fast

2 you are going there.

3 It says that the temperature is decreasing, but I

4 cannot tell you it is going at so many degrees per minute or

5 whatever it might be.

6 MB. BELTRACCHI Let me also state that relative

7 to the control room reviews that are coming up, I strongly

8 feel that it is really that information while the operator

9 is in a transient -- while the plant is in a transient, that

10 he really has very little of the rate and/or trend

11 informa tion displayed to him, so that he can tell whether

12 the plant has been stabilized.

( 13 And it is that type of information that I think is

14 going to -- th e y rould use a good review in order to assess

15 what aspects of those -- what parameters should really be

16 displayed to the operator so he can make tha t assessment

17 during a transient.

18 MR. COMPTON: Okay. Another item that was talked

19 about some this morning is the SPDS and the OBI requirements

M on that. If we have something that is a partial loss of

21 f unction -- let 's sa y a prin ter tha t will not be able to

22 print out a complete trend, but we still have a display --

23 33. 3ELTRACCHI: You have not lost function then.

24 I would consider that to be the interpretation.

3 MR. COMPTON: Okay. Very scod.
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1 In regard to the una vailability that is being put

2 here and what you had this morning on that report, was that

3 for a single channel computer, or were your numbers for --

4 MR. BELTRACCHI: I did not attempt to make that

5 design -- the unavailability was for the saf ety parameter

6 display systes.,

7 ER. COMPTON: But now, like the report you

8 referenced this morning that said anything greater than 99.8

9 pe rcent availability was very --

10 MR. REITRACCHI: Very costly.

11 MR. COMPTON: Is that 99.8 achievable with single,

12 or is that redundant?

'
13 MR. BElTRACCH! I would suspect portions would be

.

14 redundant. I' don't think you could expect to achieve that

I can't resember whether the statement was made very15 --

16 clearly in the Macro report, but they stated that you
.

I'7 probably would not achieve 99.8 with a sonolithic type

18 design. You know, portions would have to be --

19 MR. COMPTONs I dcn't believe that is possible
j

|
'm with a single system.

21 ER. 3ELTRACCHIs A monolithic design, that would
|

22 probably be very difficult to achieve.

23 MR. COMPTON: Okay. So I believe that you --

24 instead of just coming out with this 0696 and applying it
1

25 across the board with those kind of availabilities, I see |

.
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I what you are trying to do, infuse some of the aerospace and

2 military requirements and reliability -- una vaila bility , and

3 you should have a plan for infusing it in stages rather than

4 trying to apply it across the board.

S MR. BELTRACCHIs And the reason why that nusber is

'
6 stated is it would have been very easy to say Class 1-E

7 throughout, but in recognition of the human factors and the

8 in te rf ace , we recognire there would have to be some other

9 approach taken. And in order to take another approach you

10 are going to have to draw some sort of criteria and

11 guidelines.

12 Now, in safety systems you look at 10 to the -ta in

13 terms of una vailabili ty , and since this is a f unction tha t

14 is importan't to safety, we felt that 10 to the -3 would be

15 an a ppropriate goal. And I think I stated a band of

16 acceptance criteria as unofficial, even though it is not in

17 writing because I have only seen the ?. acro report this week.

18 MR. COEPTON: Okay, but -- you are still trying to

19 the power industry has been one that has be+n going on.--

20 We have a lot of nuclear power piants at different stages

21 and ages. And all of a sudden you are just going to infuse

22 this whole thing right in there and --

23 dR. :!INNISS : I thought we were staging it,

24 beca use we are only requiring one little thing to have

25 reliability requirements. We are not applying reliability

ALDERSCN AEPCRENG COMP ANY .NC.
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1 to the whole p17.nt.

2 Do you think the stage is too big, we should take

3 a smaller bite?

'4 MR. COMPTON: In terms of the time f rame that it

5 is going to take to implement the systems. You have not

6 looked at the time f rame that it takes to implement a large

7 data system. It takes 32 nonths is what a vendor is going

8 to quote you on a training simulator. We have less than 32

9 months for an operating plant, and a training simulator does

10 not have to meet that. Anything that is going out with VSV

11 has a longer schedule on it than that.

12 3R. !!NNERS: Is that what ycu mean by stages?

13 You don't have enough time?

14 3R. COMPTON: Right. And taen you are --

15 32. MINNERS: Okay. I understand. I think I

16 understand your comment then.

17 MR . BELTRACCHI: To some extent your comments are

18 also reflected in the Nacre report in terms of th e need s --

19 the needs for the industry to have additional time to

20 develop and install.

21 33. MINNERS: Let me ask you a question. Ona of

22 the previous gentlemen who stood up thought th a t the safety

23 par' meter display was going to take 25 parameters. My

24 conception was tha t it was poing to take a half a doren er

25 at the most a doren.
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1 MR. SHAHS All I used, the man from Point Beach,

,

2 he said four loops. That is 25.
i

3 Ma. MINNERS: It seems like a lot of parameters

d for a concise display.

5 YOICE: Well, NS AC ca me up with a list of, I

6 think ,15 or 16, and then if you say well, we have -- and 13

7 that 15 or 16 they had hot loop tempetature, cold loop

8 temperature. So if you recognire you have a four loop

9 plant, and if you are going to display each loop separately,

10 then you have to get up to that number. If you say you are

11 also going to display all sensors of a given parameter, like
'

12 pressuricer level, you could probably end up with even more,

13 ma ybe 40 or so.
~

14 MR. BElTHACCMIt I think relative to the NSAC list

15 there were probably only 5 er 5 parameters associated with

16 any particular safety function, and I think that is an

17 important poin t to make in terms of the display. And it ;

i

18 eats around to the items of being able to -- for the

19 operator to evaluate that function and evaluate it quickly.

20 I believe a display could be put together that it
|

i 21 would allow his to do that. |
i

22 ME. MINNERSr Mr. Schvoerer of SNUP?S. l
!

|23 MR. SCH'40 E EER : I have four comments here. Some

24 of thes eeally follow from this morning.

25 'de are also concerned about the prohibition

.

l
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1 against use of the Process computer. In SNUPPS plants,

2 which you know are later plants, we have a reliable state of

3 the att procecs computer that has dual processors, dual

4 memories f ail-over f eatura , and it is as good a computer as

S what we could go out and buy today for the tech support

6 center.

7 I would suggest the way you handle this thino la

8 NUBEG-0694 is simply to delete the prohibition against use
i

9 of these process corputers, and that is on about three

10 pages, pages n, 13, and 195 and let the NUREG document

11 simply state the reliability goals.

12 that is comment one.

13 H3. MINNIRS4 I do not think that reliability

14 goals really address those kinds of questions of security.
,

15 I mean, you can draw the analogy to sabotage in a plant. I

16 sean , what reliability goals you put on your plant does not

17 say anything about whether the plant is secure against

18 sabotage; and I do,not see how rollability goals vould tell

19 a designer that his sodtware has to have certain security

20 features to it.

21 M R '. SCHWCERES: I an not a computer man myself,

22 but it seems to me you could expand the conventional

23 reliability thing. That is the second thing. You have

24 unavailability, and I am not sure how it vill be seasured.

25 le t 's say the unavailability tha t you agree to is .002. Is

|

|
|

|
l
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1 that a tenth of an hour out of 100, 2 hours out of 1000, 17

2 hours a year?

3 ER. BELTRACCHIs Seventeen hours out of a year.

4 M ft . SCHWOERERs I think ior surveillance purposes

5 it is geing to be critical to define how you mea ure that,

6 and then it would seem to me that you could fold into this

7 total reliability number the threat to reliabilitt, if you

8 vill, of having a programmer go in and senkey around with

9 the programs in a computer.

10 In our security compcter, for example, we are

11 doing things to prevent just that kind of thing.

12 53. BEITRACCHI4 Those were the very concerns why

13 it was stated other than the process computer, okay. And

14 maybe those were the underlying reasons behind it, and we

15 should have listed those instead of saying not use the

16 process computer.

17 MR. SCHWOERERs We really would rather roe you

18 just state the goals.

19 The second one, ve are also bothered about this

20 CBE requiremont for the SPCS, ed I think th e real concern

21 here is that we see 3 tradeoff here-between a design to meet

22 an CBE and a design that has the maximum capability,

23 flexibility and value to the operator.

24 I guess our feeling is that the SEDS is something

25 th a t is going to evolve crer some years as people get
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1 experience with it.

2 We also f eel tha t ultimately -- we are concerned

3 that tea number of parameters that 1 SAC has defined or some

4 subset of those is not necessarily all the inforsction that

5 could go into an SPDS. For example, you could go through

6 the emergency procedures that have been developed, look at

7 the things that the operator has to do. He has to verify

3 that reactor trip as occurred, turbine trip has occurred,

9 that safety injection has occurred, and all these things.

10 It seems to us that with a flexible computer-based

11 SPDS, this additional inforsation could come in. Anf. so

12 whoever is looking at this thing could not only assess that

13 yes, an accident is happening, but he could assess whether

14 the plant is responding the way it should respond to the

15 accident.

16 He could also diff eren tiate between, let 's say , a

17 LOCA and a steam generator tube rupture. But I think the

18 technology to develop this kind of a display is going to

19 take quite a while to develop. It seems ts se that it ought

20 to be checked out on a simulator and this sort of thing.

21 It seems to me if we go with a hard OBE

22 requirement, we are very likely to icse some of the

23 flexibi. ity and hence , some of the ultimate capability.

24 I further say that as was pointed out this

25 morning, the control board is designed to sn SSE. That is
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1 the primary thing th4t an operator is trained to use. And

2 ve feel tha: gives adequate assurance that in case of an OBE

3 we are not going to have a disaster.

4 MR. BELTRACCHI4 I would like to address those

5 comments. In terms of function, the safety parameter

'
6 display system was basically, again, an aid for detection.

7 I would agree that if you vare to consider expanding it into '

8 diagnostics and to have an aid to assist the operator tc

9 diagnose, then it becomes a bigger system.

10 But I think we have tc be extremely careful to

11 keep it dedicated to the extent of detection. Ctherwise, we

12 can very easily get back to the situation where we have on
I

13 the control board today in terms of the amount of.

14 informstion and informa tion overload -- I think it is

15 important to keep the functions separated. And to so:e

16 extent the EP3I work -- there is EPRI work going on in
1

1'7 various progetas which I'm sure you are familiar with. |
|

18 32. SCH'40ERE3: There is a difference of _, anion |

|

19 on that one.

20 The last point has to do with the distance between

21 tae control room and the technical su ppor t center. Your two

22 minute guideline is a problem for us in the SNUPPS design,

23 in part because we have one two-unit site.

24 I guess .ur feeling is that the time -- well, the

25 distance here ought to be flexible, and there ought to be
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1 sont allowance for trading off the distance versus the

2 amount of data and quality of data displayed in the tech

3 support center.

4 We do not f*si th'st from the standpoint of the

5 operators of the plant that it is desirable to have

6 face-to-face contact. We just do no perceive the need to

7 have this face-to-face contact between the people that we

8 will assign to th e technical support center and the ones we

9 will have in the control room.

10 You referred to Three Mile Island as the basis for

11 feeling that face-to-face contact was necessary, and I would

12 submit that Three Mile Island may not he relevant, in that

13 Three Mile Island did not have the kind of a tech support

14 center that we are going to have.

15 So I don't know. I guess this leads me to a final

16 question , and I really wonder if the two minute requirement

17 is based more on the desire of the NHC to have ar. NRC san be

18 able to run back and forth between the two areas rather than

19 from a standpoint of plaat operability.

20 MR. RAMCSt The desire of the NRC is to have the

21 TSC next to the control room. We backed off to initially

22 five minutes and two minutes.

23 fR. SCHWOERER: I don't understand why. It seems

24 te me that is kind of an archaic notion, that in this day

25 and age of information transfer and so on why must they be

_

l
|
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1 so close together?

2 3R. MINNERS: We discussed that in the last

3 seeting. I guess the way I expressed it then is the only

4 vay I know how. It is a difficult thing to quantify,

5 face-to-face contact, and it is your perception of how human

6 communication goes. But my experience is that there is a

7 big difference between tele; hone and electronic

8 communica tion and f ace-to-f a ce.

9 If I thought other means of communica tion were

10 sa tisf actory , I would not be here. The reason I am here is

11 because I think face-to-face communication is necessary to

12 get the ideas across. These are not simple concepts, and

13 during an accident confusion will be very easy.,

14 fR. SCHWOERER: It could also be tha t face-te-face

15 contact could only add to the confusion. It is hard to

16 say. Put it does seem to us tha t there ought to be a

l'7 capability f or tradeoff here . For example, we are kind of

18 going down the road of trying to get the entire computer

19 data base available into the tech support center so tha t the

20 man in the technical support center can call up anything

21 th a t can be called up from the control room.

22 I think if you a very complete set of information

Z3 in the tech support conter, as compared to some, maybe a

24 minimum list which would be Reg Guide 1.97, it wou ld seem to

25 me there is less need for this kind oi ilose communication.
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1 And I think your Reg Guide or your NUREG should recognire

2 that.

3 MR. MINNERS: Your comment on the NRC vaating to
.

4 go back and forth between the TSC and the control room is

5 not something I have ever heard or sensed anybody say in the

6 Commission. We are going to have people in both places, and

7 I do not even see -- I don't see much need for the NRC to be

8 running back and forth.

9 The only thing I've heard is this face-to-face

10 coaz unica tion between 'the people , which is basically the

11 utility people who are going to have to deal with the'

12 accident, and that is our concern; and we really aren't

f 13 thinking of the NRC.

14 53. SCHWOERER: Thank you.

15 MR. MINNERS4 Er. Roller of Portland General

16 Electric.

17 MR. . LOLLER My question has been answered. )
i
|

18 53. 5.IN N ERS : Okay. Er. Cardinale of Sargent

19 Lundy. Do I have your name right?

20 MR. CARDINALE: I am Dan Cardinale of Sargent and

21 Lundy Engineers. I have several questions, some of which |

22 have been addressed in varying degrees up until this point,

23 so I will try to be brief.

24 The first problem is finding questions.
1

25 (Laughter.) |
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1 These are sore in the line of comments rather than

2 questions.

3 HR. MINNERS: Fine.

4 ER. CARDINALE: To whip the horse of

5 unavailability once more, I am still confused by the

6 requirement that a piece of equipment be described as

7 seeting an unavailability of .001 o r .002 or whatever the

8 number is that we wind up with, because we have not talked

9 ye t about how that will be measured and whether that will be

10 a precondition of operation, or whether it will be an

11 unavailability measured after o;eration over a period of

12 tima.

( 13 And the way things go I can see I can envision--

14 that this will be defined as a precondition of operation for

15 a demonstration that an unavailability of .001 or .002 te

16 applied to, say, a computer purchase for a safety parameter

17 display system.

18 And I would suggest to ' a that it would be

19 extremely difficult to achieve th a t kind of a

20 demonstration. It probably would make the problems with

21 meeting IEEE 323 qualifica tions seem easy. And ever the

22 period of time we are talking about, I would describe the

23 problem of demonstrating an unavailability of that magnitude

24 as virtually im;ossible.

25 The unavailability programs that were developed

I

_

ALCERSCN REPCRT;NG COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W.. WASMNGTCN. 3.C. 20024 1202) 554-2345

. .



_ -

)

i

175
.

1 for the space program were developed over periods of many,

2 aany years to the point they are at now; and there are many

3 levels -- sany levels of unavailability being considered.

4 There is component testing, component life testing, and then

5 there is fault tree analysis, and then there is systems

6 testing, and you have not addressed those questions at all

7 as to what level this unavailability is going to be imposed

8 upon the design of the equipment that you are saying must

9 seet certain levels of unavailability.

10 HR. HINNERS: That is our problem. What we want

11 to do is two things: to tell the designer, first of all,

12 what constitutes design adequacy and environmental

13 qualification , those kinds of things; and we do that by

14 saying CBE and those kinds of things. But we still have to

!5 deal with this random failure rate. We previously did it

16 with single failures, which is not too applicable to

17 computers, and we have not thought of anything better than

18 what we specified in 0696. And we recognize it has

19 problems, and it is going to be one of the first

20 applications in a regulation of something like this.

21 Alternatives would be welcome.

22 MR. CARDINAlE. Sure. I would succest that you

23 should edjust your thinking in terms of achieving this

24 unavailability as a goal and think about developing a

3 lonc-range program that will take many years to get all the
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1 pieces in place, because you are not talking about a single

2 piece of equipment. You are talking about an entire

3 industry developing the technology to build a complicated
.

4 system, computer-based data transmission system, and coming

5 up with overall unavailability numbers.

6 I would submit tha t you just cannot do this in the

7 time frame that you are considering. That is all I wanted

8 to say about that point.

9 With respect to the distance, again another horse

10 that has been whipped, the distance between the technien1

11 support cente r and the main control room, the original

12 version of the functional requirements of the emergency

13 response facilities had a 50-yard limitation between the

14 technical support center and the main control room. And at

15 th e June 19th mee tin g with the AIF there was some comment on

16 that, and the AIF vent away, and the new version came out,

17 and the 50 yards was changed to 2 minutes.

18 I do not see too much of a diff erence in those two

19 definitions of proximity. vould succest in this case that

20 th e requirements of what we are trying to achieve be th o ugh t

21 about a little bit more.

22 The comments have been made, which I support, that

Z3 there does not sees to be a legitimate need to have

24 face-to-face communication between the occupants of the TEC

25 and the occupants of the main control room . But I would

-

ALOERSCN REPCRT NG COMPANY, INC.

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

< . -



. . . .

_ _

177

-

1 like to bring up another tangential idea to this.

2 We are talking about having 28 people in the

3 technical support center. We have not talked really about a

4 management plan, or at least I am not sure that we have

'

5 talked about it, about how these 28 people will ba

6 coordinated, or chains of command, or whether that will be

7 an NBC-impcsed decision, or whether it' will be part of a '

8 utility's energency response plan.

9 It would seem to se that with 28 people or even

10 with 15 people in a technical support center, you would not

11 necessarily want to have these 15 people or 28 people all

12 running to have f ace-to-face communication with the main

13 control room. As a matter of fact --,

14 MR. MINNERS let me interrupt you before we

15 proceed.

16 MR. CARDINAL 2. I am very close to tne end of the

17 thought. It would seem to me that there would be basically

18 a chain of command within the technical support center with

19 people who were doing various monitoring, monitoring various

20 displays; I imagine multiple operators, maybe one -- one to

21 six perhaps leading up to a central technical' support center

22 coordinator or main operator, vita the rest of tha people
1

23 doing analysis functions basically out of the way in the )
!

24 back of the roos. And any decisions that would have to be

25 made ani trans=itted to the operators in the nhin control

1

i
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1 room should be made through a designated persan, perhaps the

2 lead cdordinator himself or perhaps through a specially

3 designated person.

4 Now, that kind of communica tion I would envision
'

5 going on between , say, this person that is designa.ted and

6 the senior reactor operator, not even a reactor operator. I

7 am talking about the senior reactor operator. So I don't

8 see a lot of confusion resulting from the lack of

9 face-to-face communication.

10 I thin't a telephone line, or closed circuit cable

11 TV, or something like that would be more than adequate,

12 which would allow you to put this TSC cut a' acst any place

- 13 on the site boundary -- within the site boendary.

14 MR. f!NNIES: This document does not address the

15 whole
.

emergency response prohi.em, c1' de probably have not2

16 got it all documented. There obviocsly has to be an

17 emergency plan or some other document which says who is

18 going to do what. Okay.

19 And all thi s document is trying to do is to

20 provide the facilities for those people. Maybe it is a fair

21 criticism to say you cannot design the facilities until you

22 know what the people are going to do, but that is a chicken

23 and eqq syndrome, and I don't know which one comes first.

24 Ve are trying to takt bite-sire pieces of the

25 problen and solve them. It has to be agreed there are other !
l

;

I
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1 places which say what th( plant's emergency organiration is

2 going to be. As far as this face-to-face coC cnication,

3 there is a requirement now; one of the short-term

4 requirements that was put out is th a t there be a procedure

5 for limiting access to the control room, and that would

6 apply to the TSC.

7 The people in the TSC who have blue badges can go

8 into the control roca. The people in the TSC who don't have

9 blue badges cannot go into the control room. That is the

10 kind of thing I would conceive of being developed and

11 im plemented in plants.
,

12 And, yes, we endorse having a strong chain of

13 command, but I guess we are still saying -- what we areg

14 still staying is the chain of command needs face-to-face

15 contact, and that is where we have a difference in

16 philosophy which I am not sure that either of us can be --<

17 can bring any facts to convince the other.

18 !?. CARLINALE4 Okay. '4e vill let th a t go. I

19 vill let my comments stand then.

20 3R. MINNERS: I veicose your comment. I am

21 interested to hear it. I am just trying to explain some of

22 the other facets.

Z3 MR. CARDINALE: Anothar peint, sort of a

24 mo*herhood and apple pie type of comment, in that operations

25 people or people of certain responsibilities need to have

.
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1 the data presented to them to perform their functions

2 obviously. I think a simila r comment is we don't want to

3 present any data to them which we do not need, because it

4 tends to muddy the wa ters.

5 I would just like to pass the commen t that I do

6 not see that the people in the main ccatrol room who are

7 responsible for operating th e pl an t , protecting the plant,

8 monitoring the boundaries of radiation, and icnitoring the

9 release points f or radiation have to know what the radiation

10 dose is half a mile or a mile cutside the plant.

11 Once the radiation has gotten to tha t point ther

12 really have no control over it a t all. And to 1:equire

13 offsite radiation information, which is part of the 1.97

14 data base, in the main control room I de not feel is doing a

15 service to the cperator or the safe operation of the plant.

16 Similarly, I don't feel that providing a wealth of

1'7 in plant data to the ;eople in the emergency operation

18 facility will do them any good or help them do their job any

'
19 better either.

M 53. MINNI?S There is a fine point there I would

'

21 like to explain. I agree with you that you should not

| 22 continuously present th e people information which may

23 confuJe them snd is unnecessary to their function; but I

24 also don't want to be in the position cf not letting pecple

25 go sad get information wh_ch they think they may need, so

1

i

.
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1 the way we stated it is it should be available.

2 Now, what _s presented and displayed continuously

3 should be that inf ormation which is required for the

4 function of whatever particular element you are talkino
.

5 about.

6 What we also think is alnost all of the

7 information should be made avsilable to almost everyone

8 because it is hard to think of beforehand what information a

9 person zight want in an accident. If I have some guy who

10 cannot prevent the accident because he cannot get access to

11 data, I think that is bad, and it does not sound to se like

12 a terrible requirement to make the data available.

13 Now, to ' a ve it displayed all th e time, tha t is'a,

i
' 14 different probles but there is a distinction between

15 displa y a nd a vaila . '.lity.

16 ME. CARDINALE: I would agree with that. I dcn't

17 see any - perhaps you have a greater vision than I in this

but I don't see any infor:.. ion in which the18 ares --

19 operator would want to know w)la t ' is ciownwind dispersion wa s

20 outside of the plant boundaries.

21 I thi-nk we are basica'.ly diluting tne operator's

22 function where he should be con:erned with protecting th e |

|

23 plant, what is left of it, with radiological control |

24 practices outside the plant boundaries. And the purpose of

25 that -- the purpose of that is that you have to, if you are
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1 going to present this data and make it available to the

2 operator -- you are going to have to have a greater degree

3 of prswired on-line radiation menitoring systems outside th e

4 plant boundary, which could be handled by means of portable

5 -- portable means, or techniques or scaethit g lik e 'h a t .

6 MR. MINNERS: As far as having radiation data

7 presented to the operator, if all of these f acilities are

8 fully manned, I would agree with you that *- does not have

'9 to know thats but there is going to be an initial period in

10 which the control room is the only place that is going to be

11 abla to manage the whole accident, including offsite.

12 response.

( 13 So if you have something that happens, and I may

14 exaggerate like I like to -- happen in five minutes, and you

15 are going to get offsite doses, the control room is the only

16 place that can do that function.

17 MR. CARDINAlEs If the accident happens and

18 develops tha t rapidly, I would suggest to you that he would

19 have his hands full trying to look at the core and protect

20 the core without looking a. t the offsite radiation.

21 33. MINNERS: But secebody has to protect the

22 public in that situation, and how does that get done? It

23 may not be a reactor accident.

24 MR. CARDINAlE: Well, I think we have thrown that

25 one --

|
,

!
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1 HR. MINNERS: The operator may not have to do

2 anything at all. His system may be perf ectly saf e . He just

3 has spilled some stuff on the floor, and he has this big

4 puff going out over the fields, and he has to do something

5 about that.

6 And so sarbo I do have a different vision than you

7 do, but I think you can conceive of situations in which the

8 operator is the only person who can direct the offsite

9 response and needs scue information.

10 MR. CARDIN ALE: He vculd knew that frca monitoring

11 his discharge points. He would know tha t th a t is going on.

12 I as concerned about a proliferation of radiation

13 monitoring equipmen t out in th e boundaries, outside the

14 plant bcundary itself.
i

15 MR. MINNERS: If we had these nice computer

16 displays, which hopefully we vill not prohibit, all he has

l'7 to do -- it is not that big a feal. He just ;resses the

18 right button, and the radiation measurements come up on the

19 screen, so you know --

20 MR. CARDINALE: If they are availa ble.

21 MR. MINNERS: If they are available. I don't

Z1 think that is a big eonfusion to the operator. Maybe if we

23 start hard viring things we are going to have human factors

24 problems.
,

3 MR. COMPTON: This morning I thought I heard you

!
l

l

i
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1 say (Inaudible) data set for SPDS can be less than the full

2 set for 1.97, and it only has to be that to de termine th e

3 safety of the plant.

4 MR. MINNERS: That is for the SPDS, but I believe--
.

5 MR. COMPTON: You are talking about operators, so--

6 MR. MINNERS I think all of the information in

7 Reg Guide 1 97 must be displayed in the control room. That

8 is what the Re9 Guide said. That is right.

9 MR. CCCPTON: That is a different issue.

10 VOICE: (Inaudible).

11 53. MINNERS: Am I defending it? I will try. I

12 will te.Ae on anything.

13 (Laughter.)

14 MR . COMPTON : (Inaudible).

15 52. .5 INNERS: The concern was -- it does not have

16 to be an SPDS, but he was talking about Reg Guide 1.97.

117 53. CARDINALE: I was, that is right. It was a

18 separate topic.

19 MR. YINNERS: You have made that clear.

20 MR. CARDIhALEs The last cornent I had was --

21 well, it is first a question. Am I correct in assuming that

22 the present concept of the NOL is that it is a real time

23 data transmission system?
1

1

24 MR. RELTRACCHIs Let me address that. Real time

25 to the extent that we see it one second later in the

~

|
|
l

i
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1 operations center in Bethesda after, say, the real time

2 occurred in the plant. The answer to that question is no.

3 Real time , I would say, the true definition of

% real time,the answer to that is no, and I would say that it

5 is probarly more like on the order of five minutes from the

6 time of the reading to the time it should be in Bethesda,

7 okay? Does that pretty much answer your question? At least

8 that is what our thinking was, and we haven't really octten

9 it all down in writing.

10 MR. CARDINALE: The significance of my question is

11 * that I see little justification for providing real time or

12 near real time data transmission to B ethesda . We are
,

13 talking about a certain number of points at the present time.

14 By putting in a real time data tra nsmission
.

15 system, it would impose restraints upon a system design that

16 would be very difficult to expand, whereas if you wanted to

17 expand the system for more data, like a bulk da ta storage

18 transmission type of thing, that might give you data 15

19 minutes after it happened or a half an hour af ter it

20 happened. But it probably would serve your purposes just as

21 vell and cest less in terms of total equipment and also have

22 greater flexibility.

23 MR. EELT3ACCHI4 We ran into the very s.l s e issues

24 when we conducted a feasibility study of this.

25 MR. CARDINALE: That's all I have.
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1 coolant system integrity, and that parameter vent out, I

2 would say that the function went out.

3 MR. RALLa If we only had the one, that would

4 preclude the plant as well as the rest of them, too.

5 MR. 3 INNERS: I mean in the TSC or the SPDS, you

6 might have it in the control room.

7 MR. HALL There was some question on our part

8 concerning the eight-hour reporting time, especially for

9 cperational and criteria for operability based on your

10 recently issued tech specs for accident monitoring systems.

11 You give us up to as much as seven days to repair failed

12 instrunents in that area.

13 MR. RAMOS: That is just time to repair. We are

14 telling you when you hav'e to make an LER, you have to make a

15 notifica tion if the system is devn. If it is down fo r eigh t

16 hours or you anticipate it will be done for more than eight

17 hours, then you report it; then you re;crt what cc.ipensatory

18 seasures you are going to take during the time you need to

19 repair it.

20 MR. HALLS And this gets back to a particular

21 instrument that may be en this list for accident
,

22 monitoring. You give us three days or seven days in the

23 case of only one failed instrument.

24 MR. RAMOSs We did not specify length cf time to

25 re pair it.

I
I
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1 MR. MINNERS: Thank you.

2 Er. Hall of Consumers Power.

3 MR. HALL Warren Hall, Consumers Power Company.
4

4 I won't beat the dead horse of the computer and the

5 unavailability sgain. I think the previous two or three

6 gentlemen have pretty well expressed our feelings on this,

7 and we feel pretty much basically the same way. So I will

8 pass on that one.d

9 I do ha.ve sone questions, thou,gh. Iou stated

10 earlier -- there was some question earlier about the

11 operational criteria for these various centers concerning i

12 tech specs; and you stated that you did not think we would

13 like ycu to define operability for us. So I am going to ask

14 a question that maybe would' define operability.

15 Do you mean operability in the sense that one

16 sensor that feeds the system that feeds these areas goes

17 out, or do you mean when the total system gces out?

18 MR. RAMOS: When the function goes out. If ycu

19 hava enough parameters that do not allow you to meet the

' 20 f unctional criteria , then the system is out. It would he

21 out if you could not -- did not have enough parameters to do

22 your trending and do your analysis to support-the control

Z3 room. Okay. Well, I --

24 33. MINNERS If ycu had only one parameter, which

25 I do not think would be the case, which indicated reactor

.
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1 MR. HALL 'de just have to tell you that it is

2 down and what we are going to do.

3 MR. RAMOS: And wha t you are going to do to ensure

4 that you can meet the functions of the TSC, ECF, or whatever

5 is cut.

6 MR. MINNERS: It is a very mild tech spec

7 requirement. I think maybe that is what is bothering you.

8 You don't believe ve would give you such an easy one.

9 (Laughter.)

10 MR. HALL: That is not really the problem.

11 (Laughter.)

12 I was just wondering what to do in the meantime.

( 13 MR..RAMOS: If the ECF were out, you might want to

14 bring in more people.

15 MR. HALL: That gets back to the main concern for

16 the SPOS in the first place, the dispersion of information

17 in the control room; so if it were out, you may want to

18 augment your staff.

19 Okay. You made a statement that the TSC will

20 function as the primary information source to the ICF and to

21 the NRC for plant operations. I guess I don't quite --

22 MR. MINNERS: I did not hear the first part.
,

i

23 MR. HALL: The TSC will function as the primary

24 information scurce to the ECF and to the "RC ler plant

25 operations.

|
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1 MR. HAMOSs I don't believe I said tha t. That is

2 not the function of the TSC.

3 3R. HALLS It is in your Heg Guide.

4 (Laughter.)

5 MR. EINNERSs Wha *. page?

6 MR. HALL Page 9, second pa rag ra ph , next to the

7 last sentence.

8 MR. HAMOS: Ckay, okay. That is the primary

9 information source for plant operation; that is, for the
.

10 person in charge in the TSC will coordinate with the person

11 in charge of the EOF and discuss what the problems are as

12 far as plant operation is concerned and also with the NRC.

13 33. 3 INNERS: I think you narrowly define it as

14 data and not information.

15 MR. HALL 4 I just read the statement.

16 ER. 5 INNERS: We must have heard you wrong. Go

17 ahead.

18 MR. HALL: I just read the statement and wanted

19 some clarification as to what the statement meant.

20 MR. MINNERSs We think we've got it straight.

21 Keep going.

Z! (Laughter.)

23 3R. HALL 4 Would you clarify so that when you do

24 this again others will know? Sefore I came we had about six

25 or eigh t people say ask them what they are talking about

.

ALDERSCN 2EPCRT'NG COMP ANY. INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN. O.C. 20024 (202)554 2345

,



_
"

~_

190
.

I here.

2 MR. MINNERS: Is that your question?

3 3R. HAL1 You have answered my question.

4 The location of the tech support center, again I

5 received earlier this week a kind of critique from the ACHS

6 seeting that was held in July, I believe, when this was

7 discussed, and the two minute time limit was also stated

8 there. But somehow in the summary of NUREG-06 96 -- of this

9 NURIG discussion, there they indicated that there v4s an

10 approxima tely 6 00-f oo t distance associated with thM two

11 minute walking distance. And I just wondered what validity

12 there was to that statement.

( 13 MR. RAMOS: I don't think we have ever specified

14 the distance as being SCO feet. I know there was some

15 discussion anong some of the ACES engineers saying that two

16 minutes roughly was 600 feet, but I don't recall it ever

17 being --

18 MR. HALL: There is np validity to that statement

19 then. '4ould you entertain any validity to that statement?

20 MR. MINNIRS: We originally had a distance in, and

21 we took it out. You said'the proper criterion is tine, and

22 ve put time in.

23 MR. HALLS I saw the distance statement and

24 vondered if perhaps there was any validity to it.

25 Something that I have not heard addressed ye:
1

l

1
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1 toda y was raised in our minds when we reviewed this, and it

2 has to do with radiological monitoring in the tech support

3 center and/or the EOF.

4 We are in agreement that radiation monitoring is a
<

5 necessity in the TSC, it being onsite, and the requirements

6 for habitability and so forth; but we have a feeling that

7 perhaps the permanent radia tion monitoring for items such as
s

8 particulate matter and iodines are not going to be

9 sufficient; that we would prefer to see something on the .

10 order of a portable radiation monitor being brought into the

11 room. We could take samples, take them to the lab, and get

12 a better assurance that this is the case.

( 13 When we cite T3I, . gain which we don't like to do,

14 where they had an erroneous reading on a permanent monitor,

15 t h is --

16 MR . MINNERSa This must be a health physicist

17 talking to a non-health physicist.

18 MR. HALL: No.

19 MR. MINNERSs I have heard this commment before,

20 and I think I am misunderstanding what you mean by

21 portable. I think you mean manual. You want to be able to

22 take a sample and take it to the radiation lab and measure

23 the sample. You could have a permanently installed meter

24 which is not the meter itself , or the sampler was not

25 necessarily portable , but the sample vocid te removable and
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I1 taken to some place --
;

2 MR. HALL: We were thinking more about the big

3 type where you set it on a roller and roll it in there. We

4 think you would get a better idea were you able to do this,

5 especially for particulates and iodines.

6 MR. MINNERSs Why couldn't you bolt that to the

7 vall?

8 MR. HALLS Touche.

9 53. MINNERS4 People want to have it portable so

10 th e y can use it during normal operation in the plant, and

11 th en when the acciden t comes, th ey trundle it to the TSC and

12 use it. Cur objection to that was how can we be assured

13 th at the equipment vill be available when we need it? The

14 health physics technician nar have put it some place where

15 nobody knows where it is.

16 3R. HALL: The question was asked of se to ask

17 more on the basis of th e type of equipment you may be
/
/

18 looking for.

19 MR. RAMOS: We have not specified type.

20 ER. HALL: We realire that.

21 MR. 3!NNERS: I don't think it has to be on-line

22 automatic. I think that is the way I would phrase it.

23 25. HALL: That ansvers my question.

24 Th e tech support center technical da ta and da ta

25 systems where ycu set as a mini =un the Reg G uid e 1. 3 7 ty;es
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I will be available there. Also, there was a statement in

2 here that said, "In addition, all sensor data and calculated

3 parameters provided in the ICF from variables not specified

4 in Reg Guide 1.97 shall be available in the TSC on a callup

5 basis." And we were wondering what you may have had in mind

6 when that statament was added.

7 MR. RAMOS: Those calculations from the

8 environmental data and thincs like that.

9 MR. HALL: We have environmental data and

10 radiological da ta a vailable through 1.97.

11 MR. RAMOS: Then you won't need it.

12 MR. MINNERS That is a limited set. For your

13 purposes you may want a lot more environmental data than in

14 required by 1.97.

15 MR. HAlla That is wha t I as asning. Do you have

16 anything in sind? What do your statements here, and this is

17 very -- you know, we could say everything that is in 1.97 is

18 sufficient to satisfy the req'cirenents.

19 MR . MINNERS: My understanding I don't think it--

20 is written down this var in the Guide -- is thst all we are

21 going to ask for in 1.97 is vind direction and wind speed

ZZ and infer meteorological conditions fron that. But also

Z3 available but not necessarily qualified to these

24 requirements would be the net tower temperatures, okay. And

25 if you take those temperatures, they should be distributed |
!

|
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1 to the TSC. I think that is what he means.

2 . MR. RAMOS: And the reason is that in initial

3 stages before you san the EOF, the TSC must function as the

4 -- d o the 50F f unction.
~

5 ER. HAli.: I vill leave you with a parting thoucht

6 -- that is my last question -- but bear in mind, most

7 companies that have plant precess computers have all this

8 data available on them already, rather than having to go

9 through it again for a second computer should that be

10 necessary. .

11

12

( 13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20
i

- 21

22

23

24

25

.
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MR . MINN ERS s Mr. Lipke of Wisconsin Electric
~

Power.
2

ER. LIPKE We got in some discussion this morning

du ring the questions accompanying your presentation

regarding a comparison of a functional bases versis

proscriptive techniques.

And most of the people here suggested tha t y'o n

give a functional bases instead of telling us exactly th e

technique to accomplish those functions. And I guess I

would like to reiterate that thought.
10

At the same time, I would like to point out some

differences in determining what category a thing f slls in or

not. You had brought up the questions about the 100 year

wind and the 1C0 year flood as an example of where we wanted

functional bases, and then told us -- I told you that we did

not want them.
16

Well, I agree that giving a 100 year wind and a

100 year flood are two metecrological cot.,itions tha t are

indeed a functional bases. It happens that we den't

particularly agree with that basis, although that is the

type of guidance -- you knew -- w e think we ought to have.

That is a type of function --

MR. MINNERSs You may disagree vith the number, i
23 1

but toe think the form is correct; you just disagree with !

24 |

25

>
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I th e numbep.

2 33 L PKEs That is correct. And we disagree with

3 the number on the basis of the fact that there have been a
.

4 number of licensing actions in the not too distant past that

5 have accepted other criteria, particularly on the side of

6 the ficod basis. /

7 The wind is not too big of a problem. Looking at
'

8 it the other way, to give an example, one where we have too

9 auch proscrip tion and insuf ficient discussion of function,

10 is with respect to the emergency offsite center -- facility,

11 th e EO F .

12 There, I think, we would like to have more

/- 13 discussions of the functions tt,at ought to be carried out

14 and substan tially less proscription, and let us propose some'
15 alternatives to the Commission whereby we think we could

16 neet them, as I discussed with you earlier this morning.

I'7 Certainly, there is nothing wrong with the Commission civing

18 us examples of possible acceptable techniques.

19 But historically throughout all the regulatory

20 quides, and so forth, the function is clearly spelled out,

21 and it is stated that the licensee is free to propose

22 alternative techniques.

23 And I guess we would still like some of that

24 freedom te really dp tie jot right for our particular

25 facility, our particular site, and our particular conditions.
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1 And we would like to be free to propose certain

2 alternatives to you. Along those lines, I question the

3 juntification for making EOF habitability standards meeting

4 those of the control room. It seems we first came up with

5 the idea in this country that se ought to have a technical

6 su pport center where everybody could gather together and

7 follow and criticize and assist in the event of an acciddent.

8 And so we developed a TSC. Now we are developinc

9 retily a second TSC in the f orm of an ECT. And I really

10 think at some point we have to draw the line and say -- you

11 kn o w -- loo k , one function in one place, and one in

12 another. And they are not equally critical.

13g Certainly, the control room is the prizary piont
,

14 you have to defend at all ecsts, and th e technica l suppor't

15 center is important, but something sli;htly less; out then

16 th e EOF is still less. And the f unctional criteria that are

l'7 set forth each of these facilities that have been proposed

18 should reflect a step by step gradatica of criteria that are

19 appropriate to the facilities.

20 One small comment en --

21 33. MINNE554 I heard a Commisioner propose th e

22 opposite gradation to what you proposed, just as a comment.

23 Is that possibly because the ECF in his thought was going to

24 contain civilians; it should have better protection than

25 the control room.

_
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1 MB. LIPKE: All right. If we want to follow that

2 line of reasoning, then we can say, okay, let's do that.

3 But then let's in fact have some gradation. We cannot have

4 -- continue to multiply these facilities and say that ther

5 ara 211 equally importart. I think there has to be a

6 recognized philosophy behind them.

7 Someone behind just remarked now that, you know,

8 th e people in the control roon are civilians too, which is a

9 good point.

10 We don't totally uaderstand how one can argue that

11 a strict limiting condition f or opera tion f or the ECF -- and

12 I foresee all kinds of difficulties in trying to carry that

i 13 out, this eight hour unavailability business. There has

14 been no mention of putting emergency power into an EOF yet.
15 And yet that seems to be what is implied here because if

16 you cannot have power, you canno run your l'3 AC.

17 If you cannot run your H3AC, you don't have

18 habitability asrured. So now all of a sudden ve are into

19 putting emergency power into the ECF, again a probles with

20 graded importance of facilities, I believe.

21 I would like to just, in cicsing here, just recap

22 a comment that I made earlier this zorning, that there is no

23 reason for introducing non-radiological data into the ICF.

24 If one argues that the EOF's primary function is

25 radiological evaluation and support and subsequent
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I communica tion with the various authorities involved --

2 MR. MINNERS: I don't thirk you said that quite

3 right. You are welcome to your opinion, but you said if its

4 primary function is offsite, it would not require any data,

5 but it would have the secondary function of looking at the

6 plant.

7 Do you really mean tha t if its only f unction is to

8 interact with offsite, it has no need for plant data. You

9 said if its primary function is to interact with the offsite
'

10 people it has no need --

11 HR. LIPKE It is the way you spelled it out in

12 C696. We take it that the primary function is -- perhaps --

13 let's not say " primary." l$t's say the first function is
7

~

14 radiol'acical evaluation; the second function is

15 communication with offsite authori:les.
16 MR. MINNERS: And the third f uncton is everview of

1'7 the whole plant.
1

18 3R. LIPKEs If the third function is overview of

19 the whole plant, perhaps that ought to be carried out in the

20 technical support center.

21 MR. MINNERS: Now I understand your comment.

22 MR. LIPKE: Okay. Thank you.

23 33. EINNERS: 3r. Schellin of Wisconsin Pchlic

24 Povar.

25 MR. SCHELLIN: I will try and eliminate the

.
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I comments that have gene befcre se as I have gone done my

2 list.

3 You sentioned an NRC workshop. Could you

4 elaborate on that? I think you said relative to 0579 or

5 some othar Lessons Learned item coming up sometime in

6 Septeaber.
'

7 MR. RAMOS: There should be a letter cosinq out in

8 the next week or so signed by Mr. Eisenhut discussing -- and

9 also a Federal Register notice discussing a workshop. And I

10 believe the date is in September, the mid part of September

11 to discuss the clarification of the Lessons Learned ites,

12 including whatever changes in schedule that th e'y are coming

13 up with.
(

14 And it could be the whole gamut of the Lessons'

15 Learned items.
I

16 MR. SCHELLIN: Is thisa on a regional basis or in

17 Bethesda cr --

18 MB. RAMOS: I cannot really address that.

19 VOICE: I think it is regional.

20 MR. HAMOS: It vill be run similar to tha

21 emergency planning workshops where we had four meetings in'

22 January; in this case they vill go Region I, II, III, and

Z3 then a meeting in an intermediate point; say, Los Vegas.

24 Th a t , I believe, vill be the fourth point.

25 MR. SCHELLIN: Will this try and address

.
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I region-specific items?

2 MR. RAMOS: I cannot address that because I am not

3 involved with it. I only know about it because of

4 associating with the lessons Learned people,

5 HR. MINNESS: Why don't you give Tom Telford

6 (phonetic) a call; he can give you the details.

7 MR. SCHELLIN: In terms of the process computer, I

8 as not going to beat th a t. But rela tive to that and the

9 unavailability being -- one of the items that should be

10 inserted in place of the restriction on the process computer

11 is some funcitonal wording reistive to the security of the

12 systems that are processing the SPOS.

13 I think what we have been talking back and forth

14 is really that point, as you have raised it, not whether it
.

15 is done in the process computer, a main frame, a number of

16 ainis.

17 What we are talking about is what cort of process

18 is 911 owed to change the progrsaming because, certainly, the

19 flexibility that we have te design into the system requires

20 changes for the letter. So that is a general observation.
.

21 , I won 't hit CSE and seismic requirements again.

H I think one thing we are losing site of is the

23 fact that the SPDS =ust be verified by the control board

24 instrumentation, which t= the most feliable source, before

|3 the operator really can use it or believe it or take any
1
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'

2 So it is really a key in the overall aosaic or

3 puzzle that he has to figure out. And we should not be too

4 prescriptive in that respect because we still want him to

5 use the most reliable safety-related indications from the

6 control board.

7 And we should not draw him away from those.

8 MR. MINNERS: There have to be procedures and

9 training for the use of the SPDS which would address that

to point.

11 33. BELTRACCHI There also is the item that I

12 tried to stress again this mornings the validation of the

13
( data before it is presented to the opera tor, an online

14 validation which could either be done through redundancy or

15 secondary sensors.

' 16 HR. SCHELLINs I guess one of the items that might

17 come up in that is, say, during a seismic event, it would be

18 very hard, I think, if you are using instrumentation, that

19 uses, maybe, a forced balance where you rely on sasses being

20 moved. I think it would be extremely difficult to design a

21 p rog ram tha t works during an event; it say work well before

22 and after, and --
.

23 MR. BELTRACCHI I agree.

24 i3. SCHELLIN: You asy run into some dichotomies

25 th e r e .
!
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1 MR. BELTRACCHIs That is reccanired in the form of

2 some of the recordings or some of the things that the staff

3 has acceptcd in the past with respect to Reg Guide 1.97 or
'

4 post-accident acnitoring.

5 MR. SCHELLINs Okay. I think when we refer to Reg

6 Guide 1.97, I think we are referring to a document that is
>

"7 novlng and changing in parallel to this NUREG, and it is

8 very difficult to try and design a system to meet items in a

9 reg guide which change f rom draf t to draf t and month to

10 month.

11 Is there any anticipation of a formal process for

12 review and comment of Reg Guide 1.97 to try and firm up a
13 ta rg e t ?

14 MR. MINNERSs The Reg Guide 1.97 has gone through

15 its public comment period. It was presented to the ACRS who

16 said to do some more work on it, and NFR is now considerina

l'7 th a t direction by the ACRS.

18 ye had hoped to have the reg guide out in October

19 at the same time th a t 0696 vent out. That may not be

20 possible now.

21 -

The ACRS directed us to redo 1.97 and have it

22 finished by the end of the year.

23 MR. SCHELLINs One of the problens, then, is the

24 feedback from something like 0696 ccmaents which address

25 things on a functional need basis feeding back into 1.97,
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I which was developed without some of those funcitonal needs

2 being considered.

3 7 think that was addressed also this morning.

4 NR. MINNERS: I would agree with what you say with

5 a little qualification; I do not think we were completely

6 unaware of the functioral requirements. We just did not do

7 it systeematically.

8 MR. SCHELLIN: Well, I think one of the great

3 areas of impact and this certainly affects the ordering--

10 of equipment for in stalla tion -- is the vascila ting ,

11 ch anges, and qualification of specific parameter --

12 parameters that are required for 1 97.

13( And you will certainly agree that that has changed

14 greatly. In fact, I am not sure whether 0696 refers to the

15 same qualification levels as are in draft to rev two. I

16 think 0696 has A,3,C and the other one has one, two, three,

17 four, which is entirely di f f eren t in meaning.
18 So that cognirance has to be factored in. One of

19 th e things that I think should be considered and was brought

20 upo very poingsntly is the previous commitments for 0573,
21 which either have not been feviewed and have been proceeded

2 on by the utilities or have been revieved and approved and
23 are now being changed or altered.

24 I think this shold be sufficient basis for

25 excaptions or changes in schedule or function. And I think
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I that was spelled out very clearly in terns o f looking at

2 things relative to where things are located.and whether it

3 is the TSC or ECF.

4 MR. MINNESS: We think we recognize that, at least

5 in the intance where ve modified the 1/1/81 date for the TSC.
6 MR. SCHELLIN: I think that is recogniziaq

7 realism, yes.

8 I think taat flexibility should be included in the

9 future. I an unclear as to what the diagram in C696 of the

10 compu?.er system was meant to be. If it was meant to be a

11 prescriptive ites, it borders on the functional. But where

12 it is addressed in th e text on page 4, it talks about this
.

13
( being a functional flow of information, more or lecs. And I

14 think really what we are talking about is a functional flow

15 in the final document.
16 That should be spelled out rather than keying on

17 whether a certain function is taking place in a processor or

18 whether it is a data transmission.
19 The two minute location was covered very well.

3 The SEDS states that the data acquisition, the

21 sensors and signals shall be designed and qualified to Class

E 1-E standards.

23 Can you talk about that a bit?

24 33. SELTRACCHI: * hat is in the context of

25 interfacing a non-safety system wi th a safety system.
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1 MR. SCHELLIN4 So, beyond the isclstor there is nc

2 restriction outside good engineering design?

3 MR.*3ELTRACCHI4 Other than what is stated in the

4 other than what is stated in the report.--

5 NR. SCHELLIN4 Okay. Not addressing process

6 computer spearability, again --

7 VOICE: May I make a point? In other words, then,7

8 the Class 1-E equirement is a result of a requirement -- is

9 that basicrily what you are sayingy
10 'It is not a requirement to be qualified to Class

11 1-E requirements, but it is a result of that?

12 MB. HEL*RACCHI4 In the sense that we are using

13 1.97 as a data base.g

14 NR. SCHELLIN: If an ites is Class 1-E, under 1.97

15 ve should provide a ppropriate iscla tion, but we shculd act

H5 factor Class 1-E on something that is not Class 1-E now?
-

l'7 HR. BELT?ACCHI Yes.

HI MR. SCHELLIN: Okay. The applicability of GDC is

19 at best vague and in some rense contradictory to cther
.

20 specific items in 0696 and if certain portions of these

21 documents are indeed required, I think, perhaps, they sneuld

22 he etracted and made an appendix to th3e decu=ent.

23 Somebcdy said, spell it out. The SPCS shculd not

24 generate an LCO since it neither limits the operability cf

25 the plant nor degenerates the safety status of the plant
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I with its non-operation.

2 I think there should be room for some modification

3 of systems that we are adding to the plant such that the NBC

4 knows whether they are operable or non-operable. But I do

5 not believe that it should become a limiting condition of

6 operation for something which right now is not needed to

7 operate a plant saf ely and is not in the f utue really needed

8 to operate a plant safely, but allows for increased safety.

9 ER. EINNESS: Are you talking about the SPDS?

10 3R. SCHELLIN: Yes.

11 ER. MINNERS: I guess I disagree with your

12 cozzent. Not to argue with you, but just to state our

13 position , we think to be adequately sa'fe, plants need( a

14 safety parameter display, and that say explain our view of

15 why we did wha t we did just to explain our view,--

16 3R. SCHELLINs I hear it, I don't necessarily

17 agree with it.

18 52. M!NNESSs I just want to have an understanding

19 of whet we disagree on.

20 32. SCHELLIN: We talked about alarms and

21 annuncia tor f unctions. 72 recognie -- I would like to state

22 this for the record -- we reccgnize that they are needed for

23 sa f e operation and in fact for the process that the operator

24 goes through to determine whether the conditic.t the.

25 plant are going toward an unsafe condition and in vaat

~

I

|
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I directon they are trending and in what area of the plant

2 that type of change is taking place.

3 I think we sh ould de-en.'nasire some of the

4 reliance that seems to be written in 0696 relative to the
5 SPDS trying to bypass or ignore or make these annunciators

6 and alaras subservient to the basic instrumentation which is
7 in the cor, trol room.

8 I think it is again a function of training, th e

9 operater capability, and control room design. Along with

10 the SPDS, that has to be looked at to determine whether

11 something like this is giving an increase in safety or

12 whether it is adding additional things which still have to

( 13 be considered because we cannot ignore alarms and

14 annunciators.
15 Thank you.

16 53. NINNERS: I think that I an going to have to

17 give the reporter a break, and so the rest of us get one.

18 Let's take a 1C minute break untti quarter of four and come

19 back and continue the comments.
20 I only have four more -- five note ;eople listed,

21 so it should not be too much longer.

22 (Recess)

Z3 53. HINNERS: All righ t. I would lik e te get

24 started again if we may.

25 Okay. The next scrson I have on the list is S r.

|

1

!
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209 ~ |l Myers of Toledo Edison.

2 Is Mr. Myers still here?

3 Very good. You have stamina, sir.
,

4 (Laughter)

5 52. MYERSs I needed that break.

6 First of all, we will provide detailed comment to

7 the safety parameter integra tion subcommittee at AIF. We

8 are sembers of that, and independently, and we will take

9 into consideration specific recossended rewording in that.

10 HR. MINNERS We appreciate that.

11 HR. 5YE3S t There are a couple of areas which we

12 would just like to make coeients on today, 2cre having o do
13

7
with the philoscohy and the background.

14 MR. MINNERS Good.

15 MR. F. YE RS : We, like most of the others, have been

16 in that development for quie awhile on the tech support
l'7 center and an overview of emergency response capability,

18 whether it be facilities, plans, whatever, in discussions

19 like this on specific f acilities.

20 Most of the f unctional aspects which come up and

21 reasons why or the alterna tives to have done nothing but

22 str+ngthen our commitments in the activities we are

23 undergoing now, and that includes a full fledged new

24 construction project on its way to completion here shortly.

25 So as far as the company is concerned, the aspect
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| 1 of energency planning facilities is now being run by our own

2 priorities and our own time table, since you have expanded '

3 yours.

4 The comany still feels liable and responsible

5 after TMI to complete what it feels is an upgrade in a sost

6 expeditious manner.

7 However, we are concerned that sont of the

8 discussions which we have heard and some of the bases for
9 some of the requirements seem to reflect either one aspect

10 of TMI or trying to solve the complete THI type syndrome
11 with one piece of the pie.

12 And in that ligh t, our main concern is the overall

( 13 management of the accident; that is, manageant on the

14 utility's side, NRC's side, FEMA, which we have not even

15 heard from here, and I am sure is rapidly developing

16 criteria and the numbers of men to be in certain places and
I'7 little requirements too.

18 So it is -- when we came up with our detailed

19 fac11 ties -- I

20 MR. MINNERS: You don't mean to infer by that that

21 FEMA will have requirements on the utilities ?

22 ER. MYERS: I believe they will have requirements

23 for access to facilities in an *mercency, probably the same
,

24 type that you say you wouli like, five men in the tech

25 su pport center; I Vould expect to see FEMA saying that the

|
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1 emergency operations facilitity would have a place fcr a

2 five man teas f rom FEM A.
3 MR. HINNERSs I think this document already says

4 that. It says stae aned local and other federal people.

5 MR. MYERS: That is right. State and local you

6 can quantify' and you have quantified your section. FEMA we

7 have not heard f rom yet, and so they are in development is

8 sy understanding.

9 MR. RANOS In the revision of 0654, it migh t be

10 vise that we probably should take that up in the steerirq
11 committee and see if that can't be put into 0654, their

12 manning requirements.

13
r MR. MYERS: That ccordination, though, and the

1,4 access, we recocnize as being in development, and therefore

15 we try to make our approach as flexible as possible in the

16 early stages.

17 And it has help up quite well to date, we think,

18 with a few significant problems. But we do want to consider
|

19 that 0696 address only one part of the aspect of TMI,

20 an ticipa ted transient operating guidelines, lessons learned,
21 trying to eke out the o'a thing that it is used for in many

22 cases to try and justify certain activities, confusion in

23 the control room in any transient, whether it be earthquake,
24 secondary systes upset, primary system upset.
25 The guidelines ar set up to be symptom rela ted so
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I that the training associated with the operator will cut

2 through the mass of alarms and everything that we would

3 expect during those conditions , the control room evalua tion
,

4 and modifica tion, and o ther aspects.

5 Given that you do have the confusion anyway, you

6 have all those parameters in there.

7 What about prioritization of alarms, f unctional

8 relationships between the oeprator and the control board, a

9 very important aspect in tha t ?

10 ER. BE1TRACCHIs let me address that. I think you

11 are well aware tha t NUREG-0585, section 7.1 did state that

12 there would be the staff would issue guides for the--

13
( review of the control roomi the initial set of guides, I

14 believe, were issued within the 1kst week or two. They are

15 admittedly incomplete, but at least it is a start.
,

16 One of our concerns in this area it in the area of

17 alarms and their prioritirations, and we have noted this in

18 the course of our control room audits.

19 And I expect you will probably see more on this

20 issue in the future.

21 MR. MYERS: I understand, and it is our

22 philosophy, jurt as it was observed at TMI, that the control

23 room is too confusing during a transient, and we are anxious

24 to support upgrading the ca; ability of the opera *.or to cut

25 through that.

.
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1 However, in justifying some of the activities that

2 ve sentioned here of distance from the control room, OBE

3 requirements, statements were made, well, the SPDS will be

4 that vehicle that will do that cutting through tua

5 conf usion, and therefore it must meet the following '

6 tequirements: it must meet OBE requirements.

7 I do not believe that is f uncionally required ,

8 given the other aspects, and I think that re-evaluation of
/

9 the paper commitment to CBE requirements should be taken

10 reflecting these other areas that we are involved in

11 upgrading right now.

12 3R. MINNERS: There are a variety of control rooms

13
( and for some control rooms your statements may apply; for

14 other control rooms, I think the SPDS is the only thing th a t

15 is going to save the opera ter f rom confusion. |
1

16 Cur problem is we are writing a document f o r all

17 control roons.
18 3R. 3EITRACCHI let me also make one other

19 statement relative to computers because I ha vs heard quite a

20 bit about the seismic qualification thereof. I don't know
'

21 how many of you are aware, but the core protetion calculator

22 systems a re SSE qualified. They are Class 1-E. They were

23 reviewed by the staff during the pericd 1975 to 1978. They

24 are currently cperational at the Arkansas facility, Arkansac

25 Nuclear Units 1 and 2.

4
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1 Many of the concerns we had in that area -- and I

2 think they were on the order of 27 safety positions -- these

3 are all documen ted in NUREG-0308, which was a safety

4 evaluation report for that review.

5 If that vill provide any additional source of help

6 to you, be it so identified.

7 H3. MYFRS s I respect that, leo, and I was

8 involved in a lead engineer on one of the follow-on plants,

' 9 not only reflectig the core protection calculators, but the

10 CESAR advanced centrol room concept, and I contend tha t

11 although the ccre protection calculators are SSE qualified,

12 that is an animal of a completely different shape than the

13
( computer systems we are looking at to be fle xible,

14 upgradable, expandable, in the time f rame we are looking at

15 in the near future here, and I do not believe it is required

16 based on building this to support a control room in what we

17 would consider ?9 percent of the events that it expects to

18 see during an opera tional lif e.

19 Now, you cannot tell in an earthquake whether you j

20 have had an SSI or an CBE. The dispensation that youvill !

21 get by knowing tha t your equipment is qualified te an CSE

22 will be of little value if you do not know whether the

23 info rmation it is giving you has still survived.

24 So I as concerned that we are getting into an area

25 that the operator would then go into detailed evaluation of
i

1

l

|

|
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I th e SPDS, ignoring the transient to try to get his equipment

2 revalidated to make sure it is reading correctly.

3 And I think the ATOG arrangements, the control

4 room upgrade, and the fact that we can quarantee the plant

5 is safe for an SSE without this -- and my understanding is

6 that this is our condition.

7 Now, you sention it is a safety function, but on a

8 probabilistic approach, you can elisinate an SSE and go to

9 an OBE. I would contend.on a probabilistic aspecach, ycu

10 could go below that.

11 MR. MINNERSs Your problem is even heightened --

.

12 this is just a discu== ion. If the SPDS vere not given any

13
( seismic qualification, then if any earthquake came along,

1<4 what would you -- and he looked at his SPDS, he would not

15 know whether it was valid or invalid. He would have to go

16 back to the control board.
17 So your problem is heightened, the one of which

18 youhave an earthquake and the oeprator does not know what to

19 do.

20 MR. MYERS: The oe;rator knows exactly what to de

21 based on the response of the p la n t . A plant can be shown to

22 respond both from the control board and from the SPDS. We

23 are no t replacing the control board. We are going th ro u gh a

24 lot of evaluations to make sure we know what to loc at to
25 determine status of th e plant through ATCG, and we are gcing
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I through a lot of evaluations and modifica*.lons in the

2 control room so that w:s can reinforce that and quarantee in

3 the safety related aspect we have covered that.

4 So, it is another -- you know -- you consider it a

5 safety function; I think the basic philosophy on my side is
'

6 it is an oprator aid. And in many of the diagncstics,

7 manual capabilities have been developed and discussed that

8 could derive the data with an additional operator or

9 whateverplotting that data co give you the initial

10 diagnostic capabilty of a very confusing event.
.

11 I think that needs to be looked inta much more and

12 can be an acceptable approach to a well engineered computer
13

( system installed in a good structure with very creliable

14 povar supplies , conside ring the other activities.

15 And that is the approach that we are taking, I

16 believe, that is consistent with the AIF activity.

17 And I think it does deserve some consideration on

18 your part again or reconsideration..

19 Thank you.

20 33. MINN ERS : Mr. Gurican of I E ME.
'

21 MR. GURICANs Yes. I belong to the American

22 Electric Power Service Corporation, a parent of the I E ME

23 Com;any, and we are also members of the AIF safety parameter

24 subcommittee and we fully support what Mr. Myers has just

25 stated.

|

:
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1 I would also like to comment on a f ew things here

2 tha t we went'over this morning and again this afternoon.

3 I would not like to beat to death the
'

4 unavailabilty question here. I fully conconur that the SPCS

S will be an aid to the operator and help make power plants

6 more' safe and by eliminating some of the confusien of all

; 7 th e ala rm s , perhaps , that cone about during an event.

8 And I feel that you 'may want to have a limiting

9 condition for operation based on unavailability for that

10 portion of this integrated system for the four functions you '

11 mentioned in this NUEEG document.
'

12 Howeve'r, I strongly disagree that an y limiting

13g conditions for cperations are required for the technical

14 support center, the emergency operations facility, or the

15 Nuclear Data Link. I say this because I believe that in

16 light of the Ke men y Commission an in light of the

17 NUREG-0578 and NRC's own Lessons Learned task force and the

18 development of the actions required in those Lessons Lea rned

19 documents, both NUREG-0578 and 0585, neither of these

20 documents have address the limiting condition f or opera tion

21 of thesb facilities, but do stress the need for emergency
|

| 22 operations facilities to better aid the utility and the NRC

23 and state and local governments to address emergencyj
|

| 24 operations.

25 We fully concur with the idea of having adequate

!
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1 and sufficient emergency operations capability and vs have

2 noved along that line since the issuance of NUSEG-0578 to

3 build a technical support center by 1/1/81, and now we are

4 facing new requirements with a new scheduled deadline which

5 we don't believe is particularly fair.

6 But we say be able to meet those requirements

7 regardless of that fact.

8 Now, to address a specific question that I have

9 that say not have been asked earlier and one regarding

10 communications.

11 Under the technical support center communications,

12 you indicate that the TSC shall have designa ted telephones

13 for NEC personnel to be uset to consunicate with the EOF and

14 outside locations.

15 I assume one telephone to the EOF is sufficient;

16 I would like to know how many pay hpones you would like to

l'7 the other outside locations?
1

18 That is my only questions.

19 MR. IINNERS: Mr. Craig of W7PSS.

20 MR. C2AIG: My questions have been address already.

21 MR. MINNERS: Mr. Keopfinger of Dusquene ligh t? |

|
22 Mr. Bremmer of Dairyland.

|23 32. BRE3MER: Yes. The people of Cairyland would
i

24 like to express that we are a co-op. There is a big

25 dis tinc tion .

|
|

|
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1 My first guestions have there been any ecst

2 estimates performed on what this change vill mean to a

3 utility?

4 MR. MINNERS: The whole facility?

5 MR. BBEMFERs The whole bag.

6 MB. MINNERSs Yes, there have been. In th e NBC

7 action plan on Three Mile Island, there are some cost

8 estimates for each action ites in the plan. And these are

9 action items I forget what the numbers are now.

10 MR. BREMMERs Okay. Do you know what type plant

11 was being considered when they came up with these numbers?

12 MR. MINNERS: An average plant, whatever that

13 sean t.(
14 (laughter)

15 MR. BREMMER: 'd h a t is an aversge plant? Cne

16 gentleman mentioned something like a 1C00 megawatt unit.
17 MR. MINNERS: It was probably closer te a 1000

18 megawatt unit. You must understand that the reason the cost

19 estimates were put in the action plan va not to try to make

20 cost estimates for a utility's purpose but to give a

21 relative ranking of the cost of these different items sc

22 that the decisions or priorities could be weighted by cost.

23 That was one of the elements in weighting

24 prio rities, and so the cost estimates are very ro ugh o s t

Zi estimates. 'J e think they are ;ood enough for their

I

,

!
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1 purpose. We don't think they are good enough for somebody

2 to co up to the public utility commission and say this is

3 what it is going to cost or even come close.

4 So -- you know -- we did not deal with your kind
.

5 of plant; your kind of plant -- you kne? -- is out at the

6 end of the spectrum and some of tha t stuf f is marginally

7 applicable.

8 MR. BREMMEBa I was referring s pecifica lly to the

9 ISC, SPDS, EOF, and NDL. That was of of my main concerns.

10 M3. MINNERSa I would imagine on this that those

11 facilities would be about the same cost no matter how bis
12 the plant is; e ve rybod y has the same systems and the same

13 data.
14 There is small variation whether you have a 50

15 megawatt plant or a 1000 megawatt plant. You have all the

16 same systems, the same safety functions. You are going to

17 have about the same cost, I would think. I cannot see a bio
'

18 difference.
19 MR. 3REMME3s Unfortunately, that would be

20 extremely difficult for units of a very small sire. I was

21 vondering if any special considerations will be given to

22 units, the earlyplants, the enes of less than 250 megawa tts

23 thermal as FEMA has given in the emergency plan?

24 MR. MINNERSs So far it has not, and if you think

25 youcucht to get a special dispensation -- if I may put it

-
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I that way I would suggest that you write someone asking--

2 for it.

3 I think you are a very unique case.

4 MR. BREMMEB4 I just wanted to point out some of

5 the unique features and I do not disagree with many of the

6 reasons behind see of the additions in the new systems and

7 some of the post-THI actions that have been required.

8 It is a matter of implementation, and it can be

9 extremely difficult for old units. For instanco, at our

10 unit, we essentially, except for newly added equipment, '., 4 v e
- 11 no class 1-E equipment. We may be fortunate that we do not

12 hve a Class 1-E comput'er from some of the discussions

13
[ sentioned today.

14 We were originally considered a rero seismic

15' area. We have no seismic criteria right now, althcugh we

16 are in a battle to maintain the minimum seismic criteria
|

l'7 that we can. |
18 As far as redundant pows: supplies go, when we

19 start talking about reliabilty and such, originally we had |
l

20 one essential buss; now we have th ree . |

21 The capability of the original buss is

22 approximately 130 amps. Our second and third busses are

23 eight amps each, interfacing the originci equipment that we

24 are saddled with to try to develop the remainder of the

25 outputs of which there may be upwards of 100; this was

|
'

l

|
l
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1 built with Foxboro equiesent.

2 Basically on th(se current loops, you can hang 600

3 ohns of load. The e,quipment is very difficult to get from
4 Foxboro any longer. Most of these loops are put to the full

5 extent that they can be.

6 In addtion, the adding of new transmitters, nev

7 loops, we have been adding them throughout th e years. We

8 would have to make in some cases new penetrations in our
'

9 reactor vessel to do this.

10 The reliability-unavailability f actor a t our

11 plant, we do not have a great deal of problem with what has

12 been written in this because our logics are basically one

, 13 out of two. Our instrumentation has to work.
(

14 A very disturbing general comment is the attitude

15 that we see many times expressed from the NRC. Being a

16 small utility, everything that we have to comply with is

17 very important. It is a very important cost consideration.

18 You gentlemen this afternoon alone have made small

19 co m m en ts lik e , "What is a little more cost, two or three

M sore people, press the right button, only one little thing,

21 only two more wires."

22 Each of these, if you really get down into the

23 nuts and bolts area, is a considerable dollar commitment.

24 To come to some specifics, I discussed this with

2" our project manager in the NRC; when I call to get ecst

.

h
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I estimates on some of the equipment to comply with the TMI

2 changes, I no longer identif y myself as being with a reactor.-

3 First, 1 give them the criteria of that I want a

4 systen,a component to do. In three cases that I will

5 mention here, I was trying to buy hydrogen analyzers, which

6 by the way we have -- are losing an argument.

7 We d o no t have zirconium clad fuel; we have

8 stainless steel clad fuel. The sotarce of hydrogen in the

9 event of an accident at ourplant would be extremely small,

10 yet we still have to buy two hydrogen analyzers.

11 3R. 3INNEBS Hyd.cogen recombiners are not being

12 inctalled in plants because of --

13 MB. BREMEERs I did not say recombiners. I said

14 analyrers. The first one that we found by a company and--

15 I have documentation to back up these statements -- was

16 quoted at $2000.

17 When they found out we were going to use it for a

18 THI fix, they had a special T.MI package: 554,000 for

19 essentially the same thing. The major change tha t we could

20 finally determine from that was they changed their copper

21 tubing in the unit to stainless steel. That is the major

22 change. We cannot afford 554,000 additional for a unit like

23 that.

24 And in needing two of them -- we have an

25 approximate million doillar budget for harcware for next
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year.

2 Another case, an air compressor company quoted us

3 a $900 cost for one that set the criteria that was

4 required. When they sent us the quote in the sail, it went

5 up to $5000.

6 We have tried hard. We were scing to by the end

7 of this year-- as a result of this meeting, we are going to

8 have to regro up. We did not get a co;y of this document

9 until we walked in here today. Our technical su;; ort center

to was going to be by the en'd of this year, having 28 inputs

11 going into it through a computer, and it would have been

12 available shortly af ter the beginning of this coning year

! 13 with the Nuclear Data Link if you had asked for it and if it
i,

14 had been required.

15 We have been moving on this, and in this direction

16 all the work I have done to date with these new requirenents

17 you know -- it is vasted.--

18 We cannot salvage what we have proposed and make

19 thes meet this requirement.

20 MS. MINNE3S: Did you get your ca r in with AIF

21 when that document was being developed?

22 MB. 33EMME3: Part of ny problem is within the

23 last four or five months, I have joined this utility, and I

24 have been involved in the industry, but I have not

25 speciftcally been able to address this problem. That is
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1 unfortunate.

2 HR. HINNERSa Okay.

3 HR. BEE 35ERs Another case, in tr.fing to meet the

4 deadline by the end of this year, we went out to buy certain

5 radiation sonitors. The vendor was billing then as being

6 fully qualified ; at the time they were the only ones

7 billing it as belong fully qualified to the requirements

8 specified in the T3I documents.

9 After ordering it, because of the long lead timos

to involved, we found out it was still undergoing

11 qualifications. We asked for specific information to

12 continue our detailed design and found out they could not
13 supply it.

,
\

.

14 So vendors are not only increasing their prices,

15 they are misrepresenting some of their materials that they
16 are trying to sell to us.

17 And in mentioning specific equipment, this is very

18 bad because we have had very few people to go to to supply

19 us this equipment, and when they know thera is a small

20 market for a short period of time, they are going to jack'

21 tha t price up.
,

22 And we cannot afford it. larger utilities are

23 going to outlast us; we say be the smallect plant, but we

24 don't intend to be the first one to go under I we can help

3 it.

.
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1 5B. HINNERS4 Do you think we are specifying

2 particular equipment? We are trying not to.

3 ER. BREMNEBa We get forced into ordering it, and

4 there is one person we can go to and mentioning this one

5 computer that is seismically qualified, that is bad.

6 In another case, even Foxboro tried to make a
.

7 change in saf ety related sys tems ; they insisted we drop our

8 10 CFP 21 criteria. They insisted bef ore th ey supply it.

9 Cur plant will not be allowed to operate after January 1 if

10 ve don't make the change by the end of the year.

11 So what do you do ? It is the only cospatible;

12 eq ui pm en t th a t we can use. We dropped the Part 21 and we

13 bought it and we put it in because we want to continue tor
\

14 operate.

15 I would also like to say with many of the.

16 requirements that are being required -- we are being

17 required to meet -- and as I sen tioned bef ore, I don't

18 disagree that we have to upgrade sone of the things, but we

' 19 are looking at the SPDS, the TFC, the EOF, the NDL, th e-

20 environmental qualifications.
'

21 Cur plant did not have then when it was built. Ve

22 are havig to go back and next month we have a very inportant |
1

23 meeting on environmental qualifications. It is going to be |

24 a significant change.
1

25 The emer;ency plan -- the sequence of events )

I
|

|

|

l
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1 recorder, we don't have one of those, but we are being

2 pushed closer and closer to it, and alternate shutdown panel.
3 I would propose in order for us to meet all these

4 requirements, that we are almost going to ha ve to

5 reinstrument our plant because we do not have lik e the never

6 plants do, isolation amplifiers that may have an extra one

7 or two or th ree signal taps.

8 Ours are a closed icop. Our TSC was going to be

9 hard wired. We in all cases but one were able to rob

10 signals out of non-safety related loops to feed our TSC;

11 the one because we cannot interface to its it has the

12 maximum instrumentatico on it possible, we are hanging a
13

(
clamp-on ampmeter on it. We cannot add another

14 transmitter.

15 We are planning to follow this up with a detailed

16 with our concerns and ask for a detailed description of--

17 the parameters that you want from us and other plants of an

18 older nature , of a small plant nature.

19 We will propose following our FSAR versus

20 specific criteria sentioned here in the NURIG in that

21 seismic -- other environmental conditions'. Our control

22 room, if hit by a tornado could be ripped right out.

23 There is some question in our group as to what

24 habitability means. We will add ress that qustion later

25 also. The project manager, Jim Shea, for our unit said that
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I feedback of the nature of the problems we were running into
,

2 in procuring equipment, that we should try to air it as

3 freq uently as we can to allow you to help, to help make you

4 aware of the problems we are running into.

5 In good f aith , we were trying to meet the July 1

6 deadline, 1981, and we are making plans for July 1, 1982.

7 We have spent considerable manpower, money, and

8 right now I see very little of what we have done today as --

9 to date as salvageable.

10 MR. MINNERS: Mr. Given of Sargent-Lundy.

11 ':R. GIVENS I have a few additional questions, and

12 don't taink we got them addressed earlier today, one of

13 which deals with the da ta base for the emergency facilities.j

14 They have pretty much entirely been denoted as

15 being Reg Guide 1.97; however, one of the requirements in

16 the technical support center is to be able to evaluate plant

l'7 conditions leading to the acciden t, and ! am not sure that

18 with the Reg Guide 1.97 dats base you can really evaluate

19 the conditions leading to an event, accident,whatever this

20 happens to be.

21 ; am wondering if the two requirements are really

22 consistent.

23 .1E. RANOS: 1.97 are minimum requirements. !n

24 most cases there will have to be some additional items that
25 are plant specific that you will have to put in there.

|
|

1

|
|
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1 Those are the very ainimum requirements that we see.

2 HR. GIVEN: What you are saying is we have to put

3 in more parameters than what the requirements really are.

4 HR. MINNERS: You have to satisfy the function;

5 if the minizum parameters in 1.97 don't sa tisf y that

6 function, you would have to put in more.

7 HR. GIVEN: Also, one of the items that was

8 brought up when we were talking about the schedule for

9 implementation this morning left me a little bit confuseds

10 I as not sure what the lead time is for submittal of the

11 design for these emergency f acilities f or plants tha t are

12 no t opera ting or are near term operating license plants.
13

( In other words, there should be a lead time in

14 which this data would need to be submitted in order to
15 ensure an operating license by a certain date, and I am not

16 sure what that span of time really is.

I'7 3R. RAMOS: NUREG-0694 lays our those requirements

18 that must be met before you get a fuel load or low power

19 license and also for a full power license. And in some

20 cases, specifically to meet the requirements of 0653 -- for

21 example, for a full power license, you have to meet th e

ZZ requirements for 0654 which says that you have to have the

Z3 TSC and the EOF, and it means that you have to meet 0695

24 requirements because that is where the criteria for the

25 facilities is laid out.
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1 ER. GIVENS But we were discussing this morning

2 one of the items on your schedule showed-- --

3 MR. RAMOS: You have to back up from the date that

4 you are shooting for for your fuel load to meet the ultimate

5 requirement of June of 1982 if you are coming on line before

6 then to get your criteria in -- your design in for review.

7 So I don't know when your plant is due to come up.

8 HR. GIVEN: Some of the plants I as thinking of,

9 we would be looking f or an operating licenne after June of

10 82, even --

11 MR. RA305: So you back that up to whatever time

12 frame is required to meet the requiremants of 0694.

13 MR. GIVENS That is the question I am asking.

14 MR. MINNERS: If they are after June of 32, ther

15 are going to have to meet those June 82 requirenents in

16 order to get a license.

17 ER. GIVIN: When does the design have to be

18 submitted for your review?

19 53. MINNERS: We have not specified tha t , and wej

20 are leaving that to the licensee people to say, hey, I need

21 so much time to get this reviewed so I make my license on

22 time.

23 We don't tell you when to submit your FS3R.

24 MR. RAMOS: You have to back it up from when you

25 vant to make your fuel load and decide how much time it

_
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I takes you to install the equipment in the f acilities and

2 th a t it is going to take us roughly a month or two months to

3 review and approve your proposal.

4 ER. GIVENS Okay. A month or two months or three

5 sonths is the number we are looking at.

6 HR. RA50Ss Yes.

7 MR. MINNERS: Do you want to know how long it

8 would take us to review a proposal?

9 52. GIVENS Yes. We would have to have the plan

10 submitted by January 1. Right?

11 ER. MINNERS: Rig h t . You better sit down with

12 your project manager and work out a schedule. We can give

13
( you an off the head number of what it might take, but that

14 does not nean that the people would be available to do the

15 review,

16 There has to be some scheduling. You have to go

l'7 to your project manager and work up a schedule of when you

18 can get your license and when you have to submir stuff.
I

19 That is what project managers are for.

20 MR. RAMOS: That is what we are doing in some cf

21 the esses that are locing for a low power license, fuel

22 load , low power license for November 82, for example.

23 53. GIVEN: And the implementation schedule that

24 you showed us this morning, then, is strictly for operating

25 plants or near term licenses?
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1 MR. HAMOS: Yes.

2 MB. MINNERS: And it also defines the time in

3 which plants that get a license after that date are going to

4 have to meet the requirements.

5 So if you get a license after June 1992, youhave

6 to meet those requirements.

7- MR. GIVEN : Will the staffing requirement

8 documents for the TSC and the EOF provide guidelines for

9 what type of displays and how many displays ~ vill be required
'

10 in e ach of those f aciities ?
11 MB. RAMOS: Our analysis will go through that; it

12 was not our intention to prcvide you that because AIF and

13 oth?: industry people have told us they don 't want us to .(.

14 tell them that.

15 MR. MINNE2S We will make it available to you,

16 but it won't be a requirement.

17 ME. GIVEN: That is why I say guidelines. I am

18 not saying a requiremen t; I as saying guidelines.

19 MR. MINNESS: I will show you our analysis and you

20 can take what guidance you want from it.

21 h3. GIVEN: One last question --

ZZ M3. SHAH How do you get that number?

23 MR. RAMOS: As I said earlier this morning,we are

24 in the process of developing that, and it should be ready in

25 about two months.

!
|
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1 33. GIVENS The la st question I have concerns the

2 Nuclear Data link and one of the requireaents of the Naclear

3 Data link is the capability of providing data for 30 minutes

4 pre-event. I wonder how that is taken care of in relation

5 to the real tie data being transmitted after the event or

6 after you initiate the transmission.

7 MR. EINNERSs Okay. Relative to that, I know we

8 had two schools of thought. One was transmit it continually

9 or periodically. That school of thought was -- the

10 rationale for that school of thought was it would validate

11 the f act that the link was operational.

12 Okay, the more limiting case was he one where yo u
,,

13 would transmit it after you had detected that you had an

14 event, say, like a safetyinjection and let that

15 automatically initiate the transsittal.

16 I think if you sit devn and icok at the numbers on

l'7 it that 30 minutes -- that past 30 minutes of date could

18 probably be transmitted within the first sinute of the event

19 -- okay -- or at lest the feasibilty study proved th a t that

20 was the case.

21 33. GIVIN 4 So that last 30 minutes of data vculd

22 be sandwiched in within the other data.

23 MR. BELTRACCHIs Yes, within the first five

24 minutes of the event you could p ro ba bly not only send the

25 last 30 minutes of data, but also each minute of collected

-
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I data or each minute of sample data. Okay? '

2 MR. RAMOS: You are asking us to give you an

3 answer on something that has ot been completely defined by I

4 C E and Research.

5 MR. REITRACCHI That will come out in an '

6 in te rf ace spec that is yet to be specified.

7 MR. MINNERS: That ends the list of people that I

8 have in front of me.

9 Are there anyother people that would like to make

10 comments?

11 The gentleman in the back. Please identify

12 yourself.

13 32. BURNS: I guess I hsave more of a question st

14 if you could talk a little bit about the power supply

15 requirements for the habitability equipment for the tech

16 su ppor t center and the ICF.

17 What are your views on the requirements for that?

18 MR. RAMOS: Your question again, please?

19 MR. RURNS: The power supply questions for the

20 habitability equips'nt for the EOF and th e tech supporte

21 center.

22 I guess what I am basically getting at ist a

23 reliable power supply, is that sufficient, or are you --

24 MR. RAMOS: We gave you an uncvailabilty f actor of

25 .001.
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1 MR. BURNS: That applies to?

2 MR. RAMOS: That applies to all the equipment.

3 53. SURNS: I was reading that to be
,

4 instrumentation f or data collection and not necessarily the

5 --

6 3R. RAMOS: We gave .001 for power supply just as

7 ve did for the single parameter requirement. We gave an

8 overall system reliability or unavailabilty of .01. But we

9 specified specifically for power suppl / that it be .001. In

10 other words, you set up whatever power supplies you need,
11 redundant power supplies you need to meet the .001

,

12 un av ailabilt y factor.

/ 13 I am not going to tell you how to do it. I am not
'

\'
14 going to tell you to hook it up to the diesel or anything

15 else.

16 That is part of your design.

17 VOICE: Okay. Thank you.

18 MR. VINNERS: What companv were you froo again,

19 please, Mr. Burns?

|
20 MR. SURNS: Northern States Power.

'

21 HR. %!NNERSs Yes, sir, in the back.
i

22 MR. PASSMAN: Neil Passman from the Cover

D Authority of New York.

24 Habitability requirements on control rooms now go

25 further than radiation protection. They go into gasecus

.

ALDERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.

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

< .



=
. . -

;

236
.

I release and protection from noxious gases.

2 Are you requiring any of that to be included in

3; the habitablity for the TSC or the EOF?

4 Chlorine gas is an example.

5 MR. R AMOS : 'Je did not really consider that, but

6 it is a good point, and we vill -- we velecae your comment

7 and we vill consider it.

8 MR. PASSMAN Basically, our comment is going to

9 be that f* should not be there, if it is.

10 MB . HAMOS: Tell us your ratonale for why not.

11 MR. PASSMAN: Basically what we are looking at

12 here is an accident; the centers would be manned on a lov

13 probability basis.

' 14 In other words, the period of time they would be

15 manned over the total lif e of the plan t is expected to be

16 very small. The probability of having a caecus release at

l'7 th e time ther vere manned then becomes proportionately

18 smaller than, say, the control room which is manned
.

19 continuously over the life of the plant.

20 Therefore, we think it should not be a

21 consideration.
'

22 MR. MINNERS: It sounds like it is the same

23 argument for not having earthquake requirements.

24 MB.PASSMAN: It is more restrictive than that

25 becans you would -- you assume the ea rthquake was the

-
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I condition that presented the problem.

2 I don't think the gaseous release presents any

3 additional problems to the control room people since the

4 control room is built to protect against it.

5 53. MINNERSs And the plant is bui.t --

6 M3. PASSMANs I don't think you envision manning

7 the technical support center or the operations support

8 center on a gaseous release.

9 M3. R AMOS s I think you are right. It is to be

10 manned when you get to the alert stage, and that is directly

11 defined in 0610 as something to do with the reactors.

12 MR. MINNERS: My first impression is we vould

/ 13 agree with you, but we always puyt the cavea t on we vill
\

14 think about it and then put our final decision in the report.

15 MR. PASSMAN Okay, fine.

16 MR. MINNERS: Yes, sir?

17 MR. O'BRIENs One more, if I say.

18 Without saying anything more about the process

19 computer, I think the target is different than what I

20 thought it was.

21 This business of security is a new wrinkle that

ZZ came in today as far as I am concerned.

23 I am wondering -- again, this is what we are

24 trying to tell yo . I think we would like to see what

25 criteria you want us to meet and then we can decide whether

.
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I we can meet it with the process computer.

2 But up until today I don't think we had any

3 inkling that you were worried about the security of the

4 sof tware on the process computer and therefore we could not

5 use it.

6 3R. MINNERS: Okay. I as glad the meeting has

7 served a purpose, at least that one.

8 MR. C'3HIEN I would like to pull your leg just a

9 little hit on the safety parameter display. There was a

10 statement made by one of the gentlemen up th e re this

11 af?ternoon that could he interpreted that a plant that does

12 no t have a safety parameter display is an unsafe plant, and
13 I don't think we want to say that.(

14 Thank you.
"

15 53. MINNEBS Is there anybody else?

16 (No response)

I'7 Thank you very much.

18 (Thereupon, at u.32 p.m., the meeting in the

19 above-entitled matter was adjourned. )

20

21

22

23

24

25

.
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