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I EEQEEEEll2E
2 53. MINNERS: For the people who have just come

3f. . in, I would repeat the request one more time. I'm trying to
\

4 segregate the smokers and non-smokers. And if th e

5 non-smokers vou d sit on my left and the smokers on my
6 righ t , I think we can easily accommodate that request.

7 (Pause)

8 NR. CRIER: Good morning. I think it's time we

9 start the workshop. I'd like to veicome all of you to this

10 NBC Workshop on Emergency Response Facilities, being hosted

11 here today by Region 1 Office. This is the first of three

12 verkshops on the subject being held this week. Ic=orrow

13 there 's a similar workshop in Chicago; and on Friday, in
(

14 Atlanta.

15 As we all know, investigation of the accident at

16 Three Mile Island Unit 2 identified the need for extensive
l'7 improvements in emergency preparedness at nuclear power

18 plan ts ..

19 Some areas identified as deficient and in need of

20 improvement includes the organiration of personnel to
.

21 control, manage, assess, su ppot e, and coordinate activities

22 toth on and off site during emergency situations; the

23 f acilities for these personnel; the availability of

( 24 information needed to assess and manage the reactor, other

3 sources of radioactivity, and to assess actual and potential

i
N- )
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|

I
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1 radiological consequences; and the provisions for

2 dissemina ting acccurate and timely information, warnings,

3 and instructions to local and sta te agencies, the affected3

4 population, and the public in general.

5 The criteria to be met in providing emergency

6 response facilities are proposed in NUREG-0696, entitled
7 " Functional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities."

8 And this is the subject of the workshops this week.

9 The facilities referred to ares the on-site

10 Technical Support Centcc, or the TSC; the Imergency
11 Operations Facilities, or ECF; Safety Earameter Display

12 System, SPDS; and the Nuclear Dat'a link, NDL.
13 On the panel today to lead the discussions we ha ve

(
1<4 Mr. Warren Minners, of the Cffice of Nuclear Reactor

15 Regulation. Mr. Minners is chairman of the Coordinating

16 Committee of the Safety Data Integration Group, and will

17 commence the presentations this morning describing

18 NUREG-0696.,

19 He 'll be followed by Mr. leo Seltracchi, of the

20 Humans Factors Safety Division, who vill cover the Saf ety
21 Parameter Display System *and the Nuclear Data link.

22 And then Mr. Steve Ramos, of the Emergency

23 Preparedness Prograz Office in Nuclear Reactor Regulation,

( 24 vill cover the Technical Support Center and th e Emergency
25 Operations Facility.

~
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1 Before we get started, two things I'd like to say.

2 One, there are some copies of NUREG-0696, a

3
g- limited number, available at the registration desk; if you

4 don't have a copy, you may pick one up at the desk, but we

5 ask that you not get them if you already have a copy,

6 becRuse of the limited availabilty this morning.

7 And secondly, if you desire to make comments

8 during the day, at the end o f the presentations, opportunity
'

9 for comments will be provided, but you need to register

10 specifically on the list, indicating your desire to make

11 comments. So if you have not signed the list specifically

12 for comments, I would ask that you do that at this time .

13 And if you desire to submit written comments, you can
'

14 present them to the registration desk.

15 Now, without further ado, I'll turn the meeting

16 over to Mr. Minners.
1'7 MR. MINNERSs Thank you.

18 I think you all know the history of the

IS development of these requirements or guidance for emergency

20 facilities. The Commission always had requirements for

21 emergency response plans and, presumably, for facilities to

22 acco mmoda te the staff that had to be provided. But that was

23 not too well specified, and it wasn't until Three Mile

\_ 24 Island tha t people began to realire that an accident

25 required a pre-planned response to it and that required

-.
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I facilties for people to perform their functions.

2 And this requirement was first proposed in the

3 Lessons Learned Task Force and later issued in letters to.,

4 licensees and applicants, to have a Technical Support

5 Center. And the concept was there, but not much more.

O Mow, in parallel vith that, and starting much

7 earlier, had been the development of Reg Guide 197, in which

8 the Commission had been working on guidance for having

9 instrumentation -- or, more generally, infermation -- to

10 follow the course of accidents. And that had been worked on

11 for sose yea rs.

12 In May and June of this year, it became obvious

13 that the emergency response facilities development was not
(

14 too well organired. Different people were doing different

15 things. The industry was unclear what requirements migh t be

16 provided to them. So NRR decided that we would get a group

1'7 together and try to coordina te the activities better. If we

18 were going to have any reasonable implementation date, it '

19 was our responsibility to get some requirements out on the

20 street, that people knew what they had to do.

21 So we got people from the different divisions in

22 NRR who were doing the dif f erent things, and we also met

23 with AIF, who at that time was representing most of the

( 24 industry comments, and we came up with a, what was the

25 procursor to 0696, and we discussed that with AIF. 'J e g o t

-

i

|
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1 several good comments from that, and we revised it again and

2 also then decided tha t we really should get broader public
3

, comment on these requirements.

4 So we put the document into the form of a NUREG
"

5 report, which you've all seen, I hope, 9UREG-0696, and

6 published it for public comments and wish to receive public

7 comments. And as part of that receipt of public comments,

8 ve thought that if we could go around and talk to the

9 industry, the public in general, and, hopefully, explain

10 what the report is supposed to do, we could get better

11 comments.

12 It's difficult to write anything that explains

13 everything you want to say. And we wanted to have the
(

14 opportunity to t r' ain to you what we hoped the words in the

15 report meant, what some of the background was, so that you

16 had a better idea of the inten t. And we are sincerely

I'7 looking for comments.

18 We are here to try to explain what the report

13 says. And there's always a tendency to def end what you've

20 done, and we'll try to resist that tendency. *de are only

21 here to try to say what we did and why we did it; and,

22 hopefully, then we don't try to defend it too much.

23 Now, altho ugh the industry may think that it's a

( 24 distinction without a difference, the NUREG report is-only
25 guidance; it is not a rule, it doesn't carry the force of

-

-
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I law that a rule does. And it can be interpreted; if other

2 bases are given, you don't have to necessarily follow the
. 3 guidance of the NUREG reports or regulatory guides. So

4 th at 's a perspective th a t you should have when you look at
5 this report.

6 We have tried to find a balance in the report

7 between being giving specific guidance that a designer can

8 use and giving general criteria tha t explain what th e

9 problem is and what we want accomplished and leave

10 flexibility. And that's always a difficult balance and you

11 never find the proper place, b 'a t we have tried.

12 Now, agenda have been passed out, and we are going

13 to run through the morning with our presentation.
'

14 Presumably, you have all read the report , but we are going

15 to quickly again go through the assential elements of what
16 is in the report. Then af ter this ;resentatica is over, we

17 vill have a consent period, when anyone who wishes to speak

18 ma y do so ; we velcome your comments, we welcome ycur
|

19 questions.

20 If you wish to have a comment, please recister, to

121 that we can keep some order to it. I intend to follow the '

'

22 order of the people, first come, first served; we 'll go down
23 the list. ! think we're going to put a 15-minute lisit on

24 any comment that people we.n t to make; that should certainly(
25 be enough.

;
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1 If you wish to expand on your comments, you can

2 certainly do that in written form. We'll accept any and all

3 written comments. You can either leave them here, at the

4 desk , or you can send them to the Commission and we will

5 receive them that way.

6 Hopefully, I understand tha t the best time to
,

7 leave for lunch is eleven-thirty. So we'll shoot for a

8 break at eleven-thirty and nothing in between. It's a
*

9 little long , but I think it vould be better to do that.

10 Now, the schedule for this is, there is a 45-day

11 comment period, in the Federal Register. So any comment

12 which is received within that period will be considered.

13 That does not mean that comments received af ter that period
i

14 won't be. If we receive a comment,'we try to accommodate

15 it. It's just that if you have it in before the 45-day

16 period ends, then we certainly will consider it.
.

I'7 We are --
18 70 ICE: What is the Federal Register date, please?

19 MR. MINNERS: I have not seen the Federal Register

20 date, and therefore I don't want to quote it. I was told it

21 was published on Friday, but I haven't seen it, and I

22 haven 't counted the number of days, to give you a legal

23 determination of when your last comment can be is.

( 24 I don 't think th a t tha t's a serious probism. We

! 25 take, we are interasted in having comnents, and the 45 days

-
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1 is more to indicate what our schedule is than try to exclude

2 comments.

s 3 We are shooting for a schedule to reissue this

4 report, hopefully, in final form, in October, late October,

G end of Cctober, beginning of Neveriber. Which is a

6 optimistic schedule, but I think the industry needs early

7 indication of what the requ.resenus for Technical Support

8 Centers and the other facilities are go ing to be, if they're

9 going to meet the implemen tation schedule.

10 Now, one of the most importan t things is the

11 implementation schedule, which is not in the report but is

12 in the Fe de ral Eegister no tice. We would like comments on

13 the technical content of the report, of course. But I would

14 particularly invite comments on the implementation schedule,

15 because that's always the hard part.

16 VOICES Excuse me.

17 MR. MINNEBS4 Yes?

18 70 ICE: Your August 1st meeting memo to

19 applicants, licensees, and all (WORDS UNINTELLIGI3lE) says

20 30 days for comments, and you just said 45. Is it there a

21 -- what is it, a5 or 30?

22 MR. MINNESSt It's 45.

23 MR. RAMOS: The 30 days came out of the fact

L. 24 that's what the Commission had originally authorized us for
3 a comment ;ericd . And we decided, subsequent to printing of

ALCERSCN REPCRTING CCMPANY. !NC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W.. WASHINGTCN. D.C. 20024 (202)554 2345
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I tha t le tter, to make it a5 days, just to . ensure we got all

2 the comments in.
3 VOICE: ' dill there be another letter ?s

4 53. RAMOS: I don't think there's a need for
'

5 another letter.

6 33. MINNESS: Now, on the comments, as I said, we

7 would like to have your comments, but as important as the

8 comments, if not more so, are the basis for your comments.
.

9 I vot~ d like to see that we have, when we finish this

10 report, a good basis for the content of it. And the

11 industry has much more technical knowledge than we do, much
12 more brain power than we do. And a comment by itself is a

13 lot less useful than a comm ent which gives the basis for
-.

14 why, especially on implementation scheduling.

15 Now, we have tried to develop an implemen ta tion

16 schedule, and we've gone out to people who we think knov
l'7 what the availability of this type of equipment should te;

18 but we're certainly willing to listen to what the industry I

19 has to say, if we are giving some schedules, and to back up
20 that, their estimate of what the im plemen tation schedule

j
i21 should be. '

22 Okay. Now are there any qu<3stions on the

23 administrative kind of details?
(, 24 Fine.

25 May I have the first slide, please.

|
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I Now, as Boyd said, I think we all have seen this

2 slide or something like this slide many, many times. And

3,e everybody, I think, agrees that there is need for

4 improvement of emergency response at nuclear power plants

5 and it's a difficult thing to do. And these are what we

6 think were the improvements that were called for. And the

7 quidance in the NU3EG is an attempt to provide th e

8 facilities that will support the functions that vill

9 accomplish these improvements.

10 May I have the next slide, please.

11 Now, these are the facilities that are contained

12 within the scope of the NUEEG report.

13 A Safety Parameter Display Systen, which is a

14 concise display of system variables which lets the operator

15 quickly determine where he is, whether he is going to

16 abnormal conditions or whether he is within normal ranges.
17 The Technical Support Center is just what its name

18 indicates. It's a center, a location, in which people who

19 are coing to give technical support during the accident can

20 assemble, can have information and facilities provided to

21 them , can discuss, diagnose, and direct the accident.

22 The Emergency Operations Facility is a similar

23 f unc tion to the Technical Support Center, but it 's more

( 24 directed towards interaction with off-site activities and it
25 takes a broader and more overall view during an accident

.

ALCERSCN AEPCRT;NG CCMPANY, INC.
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1 situation.

2 And then the last ites is one which is

3 controversial, is the Nuclear Data Link, which the(
4 Commission believes is something that it needs to discharge

5 its responsibilities during accidents. *de feel that the NRC

6 bladquarters needs information during accidents, so that it

7 can monitor the licensee's actions and provide information

8 to the public.

9 And may I have the next slide, please.

10 Now, the purpose of 0696 is to try to integrate

11 all of these functions, and that's what we have a ttem;ted to

12 do in the N" REG report; and that was, we think, the largest

13 failing that we had bef ore we had written the report, is
i

14 that the activities were not integrated. And they need to

15 he integrated both from a f unctional poin t of view and also
16 from a cost and efficiency standpoint.
I'7 But all of these facilities, it should be

18 understcod, are only, I'll use the word, " advise" -- the
19 point that I want to make is that the control room is still

20 the point where the plant is going to be controlled from.
21 All actions controlling the plant will be taken from the

22 control roos, and the control room personnel have th e

23 responsibility for controlling or mitigating or reacting to
24 the accident.
25 Ihese other facilities are support facilities.

|
"

!

.

<
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1 And tha t's a difficult question, because you're going to

2 have some high-level people in these support facilities and

r 3 it's going to be difficult for the control room oparators
(

4 not to look at these people and say, "Well, that's the

5 vice-p re siden t I ought to do this and tha t. " But the--

'

6 organiration is such that the control room is the place

7 where the control is done, And when you're looking at these

8 support facilities, you should look at it from that
..

9 perspective.

10 .9 o w , we're going to have brief presentations of

11 each one of these elements of th e sup; ort f acilities. And

12 the first presentation will be on the Safety Parameter
13 Display, by leo Beltracchi.

14 MB. 3ELT?ACCHI: Thank you,~4arren.

15 Ma y I have the first slide, please.

16 The Safety Parameter Display System has been

l'7 called the " safety vector," the " plant status display

18 console." It has, it had several names, but the function,
1

19 the function that really gets down in its purpose, is to '

20 provide a display of the minimum set of plant parameters )
!

21 from which the safety status of operation may be 2ssessed,
|

22 and, that is, by controlling personnel.

23 It's basically a monitoring system. And it's a

24 aid in the detection of abnormal operating conditions. It's

25 also to be used by the operator to know that he's operating

i

ALOERSCN REPCRT'NG COMPANY, INC.
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I' within bounds.

2 May I have the second slide, please.

3 In terms of scope, it should contain the magnitude.,

4 and trends of parameters or derived variables. A nd I'd like

5 to emphasize the trend portion of this specifically from the

6 point of view that the operator is in need of transient

7 information while he's in a transient, and transient rates

8 will provide him with that information. It's from this type

9 of information that he can tell that his plant has been

10 stabilired.

11 The display is for normal as well as abnormal

12 conditions; and I'll touch on tha t, in a little bit later,

13 in further detail. And the display is to be duplicated in
.

14 the TSC and the EOF.

15 In terms of the functional considerations, it is

16 , basically an operator aid and its main function is detection
17 of abnormal operating conditions. It's to be used in all

18 plant operating modes. It should be capable of functioning

19 during and following events expected to occur during the

20 life of the plant. It should be flexible in design, to
i

21 allow for future modifications; and flexibility means that
i

122 it's capable of adding -- being able to add additional

D functions at a later date. We have not completed all the,

2# all our studies relative to Three Mile Island and in terms
25 of implementa tien, but we do feel that the Safety Parameter

|
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1 Display System is an important aspect that would have to be

2 done early. And therefore, to allow for the incorporation

3
, of additional requirements in the future, we feel tha t this

4 design should be flexible and expandable.

5 In terms of its use, the emergency procedures

6 should specify its limitations such that the operator vill

7 know when he can convert to 1E type displays.

8 With regard to location, it's to be in the control

9 room, and 1.t should have the following properties. It

10 should be easily recognired and identified by control ecom

M personnel; it should be readily accessible, readily visi'1e,3

12 should not obscure the f ull visual access to other displays
13 and systems in the control room.

1-4 With respect to sire, it should be sufficient to

15 he readable from operating stations by the following

16 personnel -- the shift su pe r viso r , the shif t technical

l'7 e ad visor , and at least one reactor operator.

18 With regard to staffing, by design we are.

19 requiring that there should be no additional control room

20 staff should be needed for the operation of the display
21 system or its interpretation.

22 In terms of data re'4uirements, as stated in 69 6,

23 the use of signals from Reg Guide 197 sensors, when the

( 24 variables are accounted +o the SPDS, should be incorporated

25 in the system. Of course, they will have to be isolated and

ALOERSCN RE*CRT1NG COMPANY. INC.

400 VIRG;NIA AVE S.W., WA$blNGTCN. D.C. 20024 f 202) 554 2345
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I by means of electrical isolators. The second item with

2 respect to data requirements is, data validation shculd be
3(- required prior to data display. And let me amplify on this

4 a moment, because this was not put across in detail relative
.

S to NUREG 696.

6 The type of data validation that's being called

7 for here is an on-line validation of the data prior to its

8 presentation to the operater. This can be done either
i

9 through redundancy or secondary variables, ih order to
10 ensure that the primary data is proper and correct. In

11 those instances where there is a discrepancy, the Operator

12 should be notified by the display system, so that he would
13 be able to resolve the discrepancy and determine whether it

14 was a sensor problem or some other problem.

15 With respect to display con sidera tion s , we shall'

16 require the use of human factor engineering to enhance the
'

17 functional effectiveness of the display. Cne example of

18 this would be the use of pattern and coding techniques to
19 assist operators' memory recall. In the form of coding, it

20 may take the f orm of bounding a parameter in terms of its
21 normal operating rance, or highligh ting the param eter in

42 terms of its abnormal operating rances.

D We are also requiring that a single dispisy format

24 be required for each mode of operation, and maybe that

25 several modes vill combine into one display format; however,

_

.

ALCERSCN RE? CAT;NG CCMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGIN!A AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN. o.C. 20024 1:02)554 2345



..

17.

.

1 it's conceivable that different parameters would be,

2 diff erent pa rameters and variables would be used in.

3 different modes.,-

4 We are also -- additional display formats as

5 appropriate to monitor and present parameters will be

6 allowed. And this is, obviously, from the point of view to

7 assist the operator in analyring or diagnosing the situa tion

8 that he may detect with the Safety Paramete: Display.
.

9 We are requiring that the Safety Paramete: Display

10 be continually displayed. And these other, additional

11 display formats may be available to him, in order to assist

12 in diagnosing a detected p chlem with the displa y .
13 In terms of design criteria, the system not be

14 class -- totally class 1E. However, we would not object if

15 the system is designed and totally or 1E.--

16 With respect to sensors and signal conditioners,

17 because of our Reg Guide 197 association, we are requiring

18 that these be class 1E qualified and, therefore, isolated.

19 The system as a display system need not meet the

20 single f ailure criterion. However, because of that, we do

21 feel that the availability goal should be -- cur

22 unavailability goal should be one times ten to the minus

23 three on a yearly basis. And this is to stress the need for

24 some gradation between, say, total safety systems in the

25 form of trip systems or engineering safeguard systems, which

AL:ERSCN REFCRTING CCMPANY, INC.
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I are basically class 1E criteria design, versus total

2 non-safety systems. We feel that the Safety Parameter

3 Display System is a system important to safety and therefore

4 should have criteria in a graded form between non-safety and
5 * total safety systems..

6 Furtharaore, the' system should be capable of

7 function during and folleving an operating base earthquake.
8 The basis for these, again, would be that Reg

9 Guide 197 would call for .E-qualified displays, so that if

10 one of the Safety Parameter Display Systess failed, the
11 operator would be able to revert to a 1E-qualified system.

12 Relative to verification and validation criteria
13 -- and here I'd like to stress that this verification and

14 validation is with respect to the design and development of

15 sad installa tion of the -- qualifica tion and inctsila tion--

16 of the system, which is a one-time effort, and it's

l'7 different than the validation of the da ta , tha t I referred

18 to previously, which would be a continual, ongoing real-time '

19 task. This verification and validation, again, would ha ve

20 to be done by independent and qualified personnel. A reason

21 and objective f or this would be to achieve a highly reliable |
l

22 and available system. Again to address its importance to

23 safety, we feel that it must be highly reliable and

24 available to the operator.

25 In terms of schedule, the plant Safety Parameter

I
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I Display, NRR would issue nequirements by August, 1980,
,

2 licennae -- and that's in the form of the current draf t 696
!

3 that you have -- licensees are to submit designs, system

4 designs, for NER review, by January of '81, with a scheduled

5 complete implementation in the plants by January of '82.

6 And that pretty much summarires the information I

7 had to relate on the Safety Parameter Display.

8 70 ICE 4 If I may ask one quesclon?

9 MR. BELTRACCHI Yes.

10 YOICE Do you consider the completion,

11 implementation completion, date a realistic date, based on

12 known industry problems and availability of systems?
13 MR. 2ELTRACCH!: I'm not here to promote any

14 particular design ; however, I do f eel that there are designs

15 or partial im plemen tations that can be achieved by that date.
16 YOICE: You asked for a completed implementation,

17 not a partial one.

18 MR. RELTRACCHI I seant complete, now, completed

19 in the form of the Safety Isrameter Display -- okay? -- as a

20 system. *Jhen you look at if you look at some designs--

21 which have considered some rather large, extensive computer

22 systems, you could look at the Safety Parameter Display as a
,

23 small portion of thats and that's certainly, I think, an

24 achievable objective by that date.

| 25 VOICE: On page E in the guidelines, there's a
!

|

-
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I reference to more detailed requirements. I don't see those

2 on the schedule.
3 HR. SE1TRACCHI's Chay, very specifically, I don't..

'

4 have a firm answer on that. I know that at one time the AIF

5 had proposed that the industry respond to 696 in a form of

6 performance specifications, and I think this was being
7 considered by our management. However, relative to the

8 Safety Parameter Display System, I do have a draft set of

9 performance specifications that I intend to use as a form of

10 an acceptance criterion.

11 Zo you want to take these now or do you want to --

12 MR. GRIER s I think questions. Then we 're going

13 to get into the --

14 YOICE: On page 3 of 596, I just like to read

15 this, it says: "The whole Safety Parameter Display System

16 need not be class 1E or mee t single-failure criteria. The

17 data acquisition systens for the SPDS, consisting of sensors

18 and signal conditioners, shall be designed and qualified to

19 1E standards." Then it goes on further to say it's expected

20 to f unction during th e o pe ra ting base earthquake.

21 Could you explain those apparently contradictory

22 requirements?

23 NR. 2ELTSACCHI They're not, th ey 're not

24 necersarily -- they're not centradictory in the sense that

25 if you consider that Reg Guide 197 on safety-qualified,

ALOERSON REPCRT.NG COMPANY, INC,
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I class 1E-qualified sensors would probably be your best

2 scurce of information.
3gs But again coming back to stressing the importance

4 to safety in the sense that the display system need not

5 necessarily be needed for direct shutdown of the plent and
6 function automatically.

7 In trying to categorize these systems, and also

S trying to allow the industry some flexibility to incorporate
9 soms modern technology and human factors approach to the

10 probles, we tried to stress the display portion of the
11 systes versus the sensor portion of the system bounding the

12 class 1E requirements and also the need for some, say,
13 quote, unquote, " class 2E" restrictions.
14 VOICEi But the vsy I interpret this is that,

.

15 vell, I envision the system as having a CET display, and I
16 think most people would probably go along with that, and
17 you 're sa ying that a CRT has got to be capable of
18 functioning during an ODE.

19 MR. BELTRACCH4 ~4 ell , we can get into tha t

20 issue. We did not that's certainly a concern, that vis a--

21 concern of ours. And I as well aware of hardened CRTs that
22 are on the market. They do cost a bi t of money. And I'm

23 not sure that they would meet an SSE requirement. However,

24 I know they are hardened in the sense that you can throw &

25 hasser at them and they'll still operate.
.

.
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.

1 VOICE: But I don't believe they're qualified for

2 344.

3 HR. BELTRACCHI I didn't say 1E.,

4 VOICES It's the only qualification requirement we

5 have fer seismic, is (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) 333

6 NR. BELTRACCHI: We felt that the need well, in--

7 this 696 ve've presented an operating base earthquake,

8 which, obviously, is not going to stress it to the extent '

'

9 that an SSE vould.

to 53. MINNERS: Excuse me, is there any problem with

11 th e people in the back of the room hearing the questions?

12 YOICE: Yes.

13 HR. MINNERS: All righ t. Would the people who ask

14 questions pisase try to use a microphone, to that secple can
15 hear the questions. Thank you.

16 32. EELTRACCHIa Yes?

17 VOICES What's the boundary on the data

18 acquisition system ? My question is, where is the A to 3

19 converter, the visual system?
20 ER. BELTRACCHI: In terms of whether it's class TE

21 or non-1E?

22 YOICE4 Yes.

23 MR. REITRACCHI: Let's see. Relative to, I think

24 ave re going to get into, probably, some design details here,

25 but I tnink that, I think that would have to probably,

|

\
|
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I dependent upon the design you proposed, I would foresee that

2 one boundary could be in the form of, one boundary could be

3 in the form of an isolation device between the sensor ands

4 the multiplexer. Okay? However, if one were to propose a

5 design wher'e he wan ted to incorpora te the ;c zt-acciden t
6 monitoring functica into the Safety Parameter Display

7 System, and then you're looking at a 1E from sensor to
8 display.

9 do without getting into design details it's very
10 hard to answer that guestion, s;ecific designs.
11 Yes?

12 VOICE In regard to your verifica tion and

13 validation criteria for independent verifica tion and

14 validation, can I safely assume tha t you are talking about

15 an implementation of the criteria that have been developed

16 out of the Appendix B (WORDS UNINTILLIGISLE) and th e A N S I --
I'7 MR. BELT 3ACCHI They are ours, and there is some

18 guidance in the form of P-742, which is a draf t office

19 standard for safety grade computer systems. Ckey? That,

20 the verification and validation definitions you see in 596
,

21 were taken from that almost word for word.
22 VOICE: So --

23 MR. SELTRACCHIs That will provide you some

24 guidance. There's also some saidance in the form of the
25 reviews that vere conducted on the RESAR 313, whi ch was the

ALOERSoN REPCRT;NG CCMPANY. INC.
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1 'destingnouse integrated protection system, and the reviews

2 th at are also being conducted on the RPS 2.
t

3 VOICE: '41th regard to my specific question, are
!

8 you looking for a degree of verification and validation

; 5 which is greater than or more independent than what is

6 presently being done with portions of the safety systems?

7 H3. BELT 3ACCHI No.
'

8 Yes?
'

9 VOICE: My question centers on the stated inputs.

10 In your earlier draf t.5, you indicated -- of this NU3EG --

11 you indicated that you couldn't use the plant process

! 12 cos; uter input to your Safety Parameter Display System.
13 Now, I'n wondering why that is. And --

I .

14
| 53. BELT 3ACCHI I can address that. Have you

15 gone back and looked at some of the Leas associated with
,

16 plant process computers?

17 YOICE: No.

18 MR. 3ELTRACCHI4 Their history is not very --

19 their history in the form of their control is not very good.
20 Cur concerns are that because of that, in the form

21 of modifications that may be made for other function % being
22 addressed by that computer, say, like a heat calibration or

23 things of tha t nature, that although it may be a program !

|

24 that may have had a little bit of trouble doing that, ycu
25 finally got it to work, but, in the process of doing so, you |

.
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1 inadvertently changed something in the Safety Parameter

2 Display or something in the plant process, in the TSC, such
3 th a t when we really needed it, it wouldn't function properly.s

4 VOICES Well, I'm not a computer expert, but from

5 what I understand, there can be programmed into the comp "_ -

6 certain security provisions which would allow -- or, prevent

7 the Xind of problems you're talking about. And I'm just

8 wondering if you people considered that, because as you kncv

9 ._

10 3p, BELTRACCHI4 These I understand that there--

11 is an awful lot of flexibility in terms of a rchitecture, and

12 without having to get down and specify each of these

13 aspects, I think we stated the general concerns and --

14 VOICES Well, you stated that you cannot use the

l'e plant procesc computsr. And what I'm suggesting is that

16 maybe you ought to show some flexibility and allow th e

i 17 designer to work out a system that addresses yode specific

18 concern of inadvertent tas;ering with the SFDS system.
,

19 MR. BE1TRACCH!s I'm talking about a monolithic

20 plant process computer in the form of a single CPU and a

21 single memory and a single data acquisition system. Then

22 you may be very restricted in terms of what you can do.

23 However, if you have multi-processors or

24 m ul ti-m e m o ry , I guess, I'm going to have to grant you that

25 rou may be able to come up with an architecture that could
|
1

l
1

I

I
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I address our concerns.

2 33, 3:NNEBSs Let me make a comment on that. I

3 think that is one area that I have noted is a good place,

.

4 where I would veicose comments from the industry on some

5 specific words which would accomplish the purpose, which, !
6 think we all realire, is to have a computer which has

7 adequate security and things like that to do the safety,

8 function and cannot that the operational side of the--

3 computer won't interfere. And we need some good words, we

10 would welcome scae consents in that respect.
11 3R. FILTRACCHI Yes?

12 VOICE: Just simply, doesn't the criteria of ten,

13 to the minus three eliminate all monolithic computers?

14 MP. BELTRACCHI Not necessarily. There was a

15 rece nt report put out by (WORD UNINTELLIGIBLE), and it

16 depends, I guess, on how many (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) you

l'7 vant to put on the -- a sonolithic (W033 UNINTELLIGIBLE)

18 computer and still call it monolithic. The report,

19 basically , stated -- the report was done for NSAC, and it,

20 basically, stated that unavailability -- or, an availability
21 of 99.8 percent was -- could be reascuably achieved.

22 Unavailabilities -- or, availabilities higher than' that

23 would ;robably cost a considerably greater amount of funds.

24 Yes?

25 VOICE: You just sentioned 99.8 percent. That's,

'*ALDERSON REPORTING OOMP ANY, INC,
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1 'wh a t , .002. So you*re doubling that required availability.

2 ER. BELTRACCHI: I think that's probably close

3 enough in terms of C01.,.

4 VOICE: ' dell --

5 53. BELTBACCHI: You're talking in terms of eight

6 hours a year.

7 VOICE: Tha t 's righ t. And when --

8 MR. BELT 3ACCHI And one.

9 VOICE: When we met, throughtheAkFSafety
10 Parameter Display Committee, we, I thought, had agreement

11 with the NHC, through this NSAC s:udy, that .003 was about

12 the best availability you could expect from a single CPU.

13 And when you tie all the sensors and display systems

14 together, you're going to reduce that availability
15 significa n tly .

16 HR. BELTRACCHI: I guess I wasn't aware of the 003

1'7 number or its agreement.

18 VOICE: It came up in a meeting with you people

19 about a month and a half ago.

20 ER. BELT 3ACCHI: Yes?

21 VOICE: The statement you have here (WCRDS

22 UNIN TEL LIGIB LE ) just plain computer. You're talking abcut

23 the transmitting process to the display panel. In fact, you

24 would have to go all th e way back to th e sensor f o r the

23 isolation (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) and then go to the setup.

ALCERSCN PEPCAT1NG COMPANY, .NC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN, O.C. 20C24 (2G2) 554-2345



_ - -

28

- ,
i

1 HR. SELTRACCHI: I'm not quite sure I understand |
1

2 your questioning. Are you saying that we -- would we accept

. 3 the isolation device at the sensor?

4 VOICE: Well, that's what you're implying, that it

5 has to be at the sensor, because you say it's got to be

6 transmitted, processed, and displayed independently of any

7 other equipment in use.,
8 HR. BELTRACCHI: That was to achieve, basically,

9 some functional separation for the normal functions that are

10 performed in a process com puter; and I think we've addressed
11 that. We were trying to get sose separa tion between the

12 functions that are no rmally addressed in a process computer,
13 which could be a source of error in the forr of either
14 modifications or interf ere cce .
15 70 ICE: Well, what we're talking about is the

16 input to the computer. And you're saying go all the way

17 back to the sensor, rather than --

18 HR. BELTRACCHI: No.

19 VOICE: -- isolate at the input to the computer.

20 53 . MINNERS: I don't think it says that. I think

21 it says you can isolate where you wan t to isolate.

22 I guess if you follev those criteria you can build

23 the isolation where you wish.

24 53. RELTRACCHI: Are there other questions?

25 Yes?

.
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1 VOICE: You talked about limiting conditions for

2 operations, as well; and you indicated some mitigating

3 seasures might be acceptable if you 're down for, I think it
4 was, eight hours at a time. Gr is it for a year? I don 't

5 know what it vas?
6 13 . BELTRACCHI: Eight hours -- no -- it was eight

7 hours per -- 001 works out ro ughly to about eight to ten
8 hours per year.

'9 70 ICE: What do you mean --

10 MR. MINNERS: But the limiting condition operation

11 would probably be written the wa y all the other ones are, as

12 for -- how do I want to say it? -- it's not an integrated
13 approach. It 's not eight hours per year. If you're out for

14 more then eight hours, you would have to do something. And

15 presumably, a day later you could be out for eight hours
!16 again. Just as the present tech specs handle LCCs.
l

17 VOICE: What would you consider a compensating

18 seasure for the Safety Parameter Display System not

19 functioning?

20 MR. BELTRACCHI: Well, one migh t be that you would

- 21 have to have additional s'taffing in order to interface with
ZZ the boards, your current boards.

23 VOICE: Could you describe the relationship

24 between the current control board and --

3 MR. SELTRACCHI: Yes. Ihe source of the Safety

_
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1 Parameter Display System basically came about, it was fairly

2 simple. Both the, I believe, the Enrico Fermi, a review of

3 the Enrico Fermi accid.ent and the Three Mile Island accident

4 had some rather common review comments, and they went

5 something as follovss all the information was in the control

6 room, and yet it was so dispersed in the control room that

7 the operator could not integrate it and tell what the status

8 of the plant was.

9 It's basically that simples integrate the-

10 information such that it can be interfaced with in a rapid

11 and efficient manner"to understand the process that's

12 currently occurring in the plant.

13 res?

?4 VOICE 4 Going back over to the overall systes, you

15 talk abcut being able to function during after an CBE. Does

16 NSAC (WCRD UNINTELLIGISLE) survey, does that address that

l'7 availability of a seismic type of computers? And alsc, if

18 ve do have the ability to use (WORD UNINTELLIGISLE) main

19 frames, our BOP system may use (WORD UNINTELLIGISLE)

20 computers.

21 NE. BELTRACCHI: Ckay. Relative to seismically

22 qualified computers, the ccefficient calculater systems
23 which were licensed, I believe, in '78 did meet class 1E

24 qualifications; they are commercially available.

3 33. .TINN ERS : I'd like to make a comnent on your

|
1

|
|
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1 question on the control room and the SPD. In developing the

2 requirement, I think, we icoked at the Safety Parameter
3 Display as an additional, supplemental means to the

4 operator, not something that was supposed to take over his

5 other f unctions and replacc other f unctions, but a

6 supplemental means. And I think we all recognire, is that

7 control rooms could be improved in their design. And our

8 thought was, is that until that cocid be accomplished,

9 something like the Safety Parameter Display could give you a

10 seasure of improvement that was possible in present control
11 rooms, without redesigning the whole control roon. And

12 that's the thought behind the Safety Parameter Display.
13 MR. BELTRACCHI: Yes?

14 YOICE: Where do you draw the line between present

15
.

and future control rooms?
.

16 33 . EElTR ACCHI s That would, well, relative to

l'7 future control rooms, that would probably be integrated into

18 th e board, anyway.

19 7OICE: Your statement with regard to the Safety
1

I20 Parameter Display System is a good goal, but you haven't l

21 really quantified the instruments and the pa rameters that
1

22 you're going to display there or the method by which you're

23 going to do it, to enable -- at least, in my view, you

24 haven't yet, though there's a lot of discussions going on --

25 but I believe that has to be done for you to really quantify
|

|

|
|
|
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I whether that goal is achievable or not.

2
.

MR. BELTRACCHIa Ckay. Relative to the

3,- parameters, now, we did not go out and conduct the study --

4 we stated the goal. You're correct. However, there is an

5 efforts being done and there was a presenta tion made te ACES

6 a little over a week ago, by AIF and NSAC and the industry,

7 that did define a set of parameters for both PWRs and BWHs.

8 let's see. What was the other aspect of your

9 question?

10 70 ICE 4 Well, an analysis with those parameters

11 how various things would be approached; simulate seme

12 occurrences and see what --
13 MR. BELTRACCHIs They --

1<4 VOICE: (WORDS UNINTEL1IGI31E) ha'ppen and how--

15 effective it's going to be.

16 I have a concern that no matter what you put on

17 there, we'll dream up a scenario that does not have the

18 information that you would like to have displayed on that

19 safety parameters system. And what I believe you're going

20 to h ave is a ra tche ting in the future of "Well, let's add

21 this piece of instrumentation or information into that

22 system, as well."

D MR. BELTRACCHI I hear your concern. That's why

24 th e stress was on "minimus ." There has been, I think if yo u

3 look at the presentations that were made to AC?S, there was

_
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I a systematic approach -- or, at least, claimed systema tic

2 approach -- to that, in the form of leading indicators,

3 review of emergency operating procedures to determine what

4 should be there as leading indicators to identify for the

5 operator that that wa s th e process was occurring in the

6 pl an t .

7 HR. NINNERS: Let 'me understand your question or

8 co mm en t . Are you suggesting that you want us to specify

9 which variables should be in the Safety Parameter Display?
'

10 VOICE: No. I just think you have a goal, but I

11 don't and that's fine. Now I think th a t you have to look--

12 more closely at whether that goal is achievable by what
,

!

13 you're trying to do there or whether you're going to end up

14 with, basically, another control room minus a few switches,

15 and whether the Saf ety Panameter Display System is going to

16 be able to achieve its function in a large number of !

17 occurrences that are possible. It may work for some, it may

18 not work for others, '. s .y concern. Somebody's going to be

19 over there in front of that panel and sa y, " Gee," you know,
i

20 "I see something, but I don't know what it means, I" -- you |
|

21 know - "It isn't'any help to me."

22 MB. MINNERS4 Okay. I think we 're putting that

23 burden on the designer, is that he has to verify that the

24 Safety Parameter Display _s essponsive to a spectrum o f

25 transients and accidents that's he's trying to respond to. !

l
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1 Our intent in --

2 VOICE: '4 e l l , I don't think that's a proper

3 approach. You know, it --
,

,

4 52. 5 INNERS: Well, that's what I want to get at.

5 Is that the difference between us? That is -- cur intent is

6 to put the burden on the industry to do that verk, and we,

7 ve were not going to try to be any more specific than that.

8 And that's what I'm trying to understand, and do you think

9 that we should go more specific?

10 VOICE: Well, I think that collectively we have to

11 go further and see whether it's a desirable and achievable

12 goal or not, whether it can be reached. If it can't be

13 reached and can 't be achieved, th ere 's no use going through

14 spending all the money that's going to be involved in doing

15 this. *his is not going to be a cheap installation.

16 53. BELTRACCHI !'d suggest that --

17 3R. 5 INNERS: If you make a comment on tha t , I

18 would suggest that you put in some kind of a program for

19 doing this study which I think you suggested.

20 VOICE: Ckay.

21 MR. SELTRACCHI: Yes?

22 VOICE: I assume this 696 is going to replace the

23 implementation on the instruments for the safety display
,

1

24 similar to wha t is stated in the 5/78 and 6/16 and the |

l

25 Eis snhut letter tha t you have to have something displayed by

.

'.? Q
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I January '81 in the control roos and Technical Support Center?

2 MR. BELTRACCHI No, see, well, no, the -- well,

3 th at -- you want to address that one, Steve?

4 MR. BAMOS You're addressing really the TSC and

5 EOF. The SPDS has never had a requirement to have displayed

6 by 1/1/81.

7 MR. BELTRACCHI: Designed.

8 MR. RAMOS4 Just th e design.

9 MR. 3ELTRACCHIs Designed by 1/1/81. Installa tion

10 by '82.

11 MR. HAMOS ISC and ECF were supposed to be

12 installed by 1/1/81. And yes, we are changing tha t date.

13 You have to have your design in for review by 1/1/01, with

14 th e full implenenta tion by 1 April '82.

15 VOICES How about the Eisenhut letter? That's --

IS th a t ha s yo u ha ve t o h a v e --
'

17 MB . R ANCS : Which Eisenhut letter?

18 VOICE: April 22.
.

19 MR. RAMOS4 Well, that's been superseded by NUREG

20 696 and also by Eisenhut's letter of August the 1st, which

21 gave you a new schedule.
'

ZZ MR. MINNERS: Hopefully, I don 't confuse it, but

23 there are requirements which are the lessons learned

24 requirements to have new instruments, like inadequate ccre

25 cooling and containment pressure and things like that, those

ALDERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, iNC.
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I dates are unchanged by this NUEEG report.

2 MR. EE1!RACCHI: Yes, question in the back?

3 VOICE: Well, one of the requirements for input

4 into this system you nave listed here as " containment

5 integrity." Do you envision that as meaning th a t each

6 isolation valve must be input into this system? Or are you

7 looking f or some other methed ?

8 ER. ?E1TRACCHIs No, using -- I think that the --

9 I think the Parameter Display System should concern itself

10 with variables and not status of systems and valves. It

11 keeps it -- that would be censistent with kee ping things

12 minimal. I vocid consider such things as systems and vr.lves
.

13 as another monitoring type function.

14 Yes?

15 YOICI In the August 1 Eisenhut letter, your

16 schedule shows a submittal cf the design by January 1 and

17 then a review and approval process over the next fcur

18 months. But it occurred to us that there is hardware
i

)

19 procurement and basically getting on with the project by the

20 licensee.
21 33. MINNEES: We have a better slide which shcws
22 implementation schedule. Maybe you can hold that until "r.

,

23 Ramos puts his slidre up. And if that doesn't answer your

24 question you can raise it again.

25 VOICE: Is this 41so the time to ask philcsephy

e
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I questions? There is management philosophy on pages 3 and 4

2 3R. 3 INNERS: Could I ask you to stand up, so that

__ 3 everybody in the room can hear you, and use the microphone

4 if it's convenient?

5 VOICE: On pages 3 and 4 for 0696, there are --

6 th ere 's management philosophy described of the control of

7 information during an event. I don ' t know whether I should

8 address the question now or hold --

'

3 MR. MINNERS: You're talking about the Nuclear

10 Data Link part?

11 70 ICE: Well, it 's under the N uclea r Da ta Link ,

12 but I'm referring specifically to things lik e the primary
13 role (WCBDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) compliance is "to inform" -- and
14 I'm skipping here - " inform officials and the general'

,

15 public about all aspects of the incident and response

Mi activities."

1'7 NH. !!NNERS: That's the NDL function, yes.

Mi VOICE: All righ t. Let me go down a little bit

19 further, seeing I've started. The next para gra ph s "Certain

20 key decisions, particularly those relating to

21 recommendations for actions affecting the general public and

ZZ those involving changes in NEC's role in responding to the

23 accident, vill remain with the executive management team

24 director."

| 25 And if I go to page a for a second and read one or

ALOERSCN REPCRTING CCMPANY. |NC,
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1 two other sentences. "'dhen an incident occurs, the NRC must

2 he' prepared to provide advice and support to the nuclear

3 f acility operator, off-site state and local authorities, and

4 other federal officials." And skipping down another

5 sentence: "In additica, the NRC is also responsible for

6 keeping federal, state, and local officials and the general

7 public informed about all aspects of the incident and

8 subsequent emergency response activities."

9 You have assumed those responsibilities by those

10 sentences I have just read. What is the utility's

11 responsibility f or inf orma tion flow to the general public

12 and advice on things like evacuation?

13 MR. MINNERS: I think that will be discussed by

14 Mr. Ramos when he talks about the Emerpency Cperations

15 Facility. Let's try it that way, and then if it doesn't

16 satisfy you, you can bring it up again.

I'7 70 ICE: Fine.

18 MR. BELTRACCHI: Yes?

19 VOICE: In the response you both had to an earlier

20 questien, the impression I get is that you view your role as
'

21 being that of the regulator and, therefore, the burden of

22 the analysis in developing the individual designs will be on

23 the licensee or the industry.

24 MR. MINNESS: That 's correct .

25 VOICE: Now, in that regard, am I correct in
.

.
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1 assuming tha t the staff would then recognize that i t. has the

2 responsibility to have some flexibility in terms of these

3 very prescriptive, quantitative reliability goals tha t have

4 been specified?' By that I mean, if an analysis, both the

5 human factors analysis and a reliability analysis shev that

6 the reliability goals that have been specified are

7 unnecessary to meet the functional objectives of the

8 systems, then vill the staf f have the flexibility to allov

9 those goals to be relaxed?

10 M2. MINNE3S: Well, I think we have our usual

11 problem of being giving criteria and yes, and yet giving--

12 specific enough that the designer can operate with it. And

13 maybe we've gone too far one way, in putting down a number.
'

14 I didn't see any other way. If you just put down some words

15 as to it should have goed availability or whatever, cr

16 highly reliable , tha t certainly wasn't good enough, I think,

e 17 to really tell anybody what we wanted. So we ended up

18 putting down numbers.

19 If you have another suggestion of a way to write

20 it, we're certainly open to -- to do -- to look at that.

21 VOICE:- No, I think I'm just trying to distinguish

22 between a reliability target and an overall goal which you

Z3 found is the only way you can communicate your desires.

24 It's what we do with it once ve have it that I'm concerned
25 with.

ALCERSCN RE?CRTING CCMP ANY. INC.
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I MR. MINNERS4 Are you vorried that we're going to

2 make it a very hard and fast line that if you go a little

3 bit --

4 VOICES Yes.

5 MR. MINNERS: Okay.

6 YOICE: Yes.

7 ER. MINNERS: Well, I again suggest that you look

8 at the words and see how you'd like to qualify them so that

9 your thought gets through. I understand your problem.

K) MR. PELTRACCHI4 Just as another comment. Our

11 safety systems, we're looking at the unavailability of ten

12 to the minus four, and considering that these ha ve to be

13 automatic and respond in the form of an automatic response

14 to shut the plant down. Safety Parameter Display System

15 bein g a function important and serving a function important
16 to safety, we didn't feel it had to be as high an

l'7 unav ailab'ility , and yet had to be disting dished from

18 non-safety functions. Many plant process computers have

19 teen advertised to be or have been told to the staff to be

20 on the order of ten to the minus two , so it would sees that

21 this vould be an appropria te goal, ten to the minus three.

22 Yes?

D YOICE: Could you explain for me again the

24 difference between the NUREG focument, the reg guide, and a
25 rula? And everyone 's been saying these are requirements

! ALOERSCN REPCRT;NG COMPANY, !NC.
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I today.

2 33. EE1TRACCHI. I'll turn to our lawyer.

3 MR. HIENESS: '4e didn ' t bring a lawyer with us

4 today, and maybe that was a mistake.

5 A rule is something that the regulated licensee

6 has to comply wi th . And we have tried to supplement those

7 rules, or maybe I should -- with other documentation, which

8 is generally regulato ry guidance. And the regulatory guides
"

9 always have a disclaimer on them which says, "This is just

10 an acceptable way of doing it, if you do it this way we will

11 consider that you have complied with the applicable rule; if

12 you can propose other methods and justif y other methods,
.

13 then v.e may accept them." It's not the only way to do it.

14 I have noticed myself that we used to pretty much

15 keep all requirements in regulatory -- no, all that kind of

16 guidance in regulatory guides, and we had saved NUREG

17 reports to give backup data and what I would call "f acts ,"
18 in the past. Somehow we have slipped over the line and now

19 we are also putting guidance into NUSEG reports. I am not

20 sure that's a conscious decision, but it 's ha;;ened . And

21 think the NU3EG reports now are very similar to the

22 regulatory guides. And what might ha;;en in the future is

23 that some of these NUREG reports may be transferred later

24 into regulatory guides.

25 And it may be a fine distinction; as I said, in

i
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I th e be ginning , ;eople may not think there's any real

2 difference. But it is th e re . People will bring in other

3 solutions to the problems, and with a justification -- you

4 can't just say, "I want to do it this way" -- but with a
.

5 justification; the staff will icok at it and, based on

6 what's presen'ted, accept it og reject it. And hopefully, we

i 7 do that with an open mind.

8 But I think, you know, we have to recognire that

9 once we have done 'a lot of work in developing a position in

10 a NUREG report and taken everybody 's: comments into

11 consideration, you're going to have to have a very strong
,

12 arquzent for saying you want to do it a different way. And

13 we all recognire that, and I think that's why people think

1/ the difference is small, in that regulatory guides alnost

15 effectively become rules although the y 're no t.
i 16 Does that explain your question? I think in this

17 case the NUREG document we intend to be an interim document

18 and that later on we'll put it into a different form.

19 MR. SELTEACCHI4 Yes?

20 YOICE: I'd like to have a little clarificatien in

21 the human factors area as regards the SPDS. In your

22 introduction, you said that the SPDS display is to be

23 available to the shift technical adviso r, the shif t

24 supervisor, and the control, or the reactor operater f rom

25 their normal operating locations. ! think that's fine

_
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I during normal condi tion s: you can accommodate th a t . But

2 when a reactor operator gets into a transient situation and

3 he 's trying to get himself out, he doesn't have an area in

4 the control room where he's working in any one location, and

5 it will be very difficult to give him this display in all

6 those locations, for one thing. And the second thing, he

7 shouldn 't be using this display during the e vent.

8 MR. BEITRACCHIs Ihe display is more of an

9 overviev' function, and it was from that intent. Ckark We

10 did feel that we should be able to show to an eserstor so he
11 should have -- if he showed should desire the overview he--

12 would be able to see it.
13 We've also had some requests from people to be

14 able to partition this and present it -- or, some people

15 ha ve promoted designs that would partition this and present

16 portions of it at various work stations.

I'7 Again, the intent was an overview, okay; it was

18 not intended to have it such that it would be, the overview

19 would be, at each work station.

20 Yes?

21 I'll get to you in a minute.

22 VOICEf I hate to dwell on a point, but this

23 seismic qualification really bothers me. If -- you

24 mentioned that the core protection calculator, which, I

25 believe, is built by Combustion Incineering, is seismically i

I

|

l

|
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I qualified. Now, if I recall correctly, that was built

2 specially for Combustion Engineering for one computer
'

3 manufacturer. If I write a s,pecification that says that
4 this system, including the CPU, the CRT, et cetera, has to

5 be qualified to this response spectra which I put in my

6 specification, and if I send it out to some of the major

7 computer manufacturers, which I think we 'd lik e to , to just

8 get a reliable system, companies like Foxboro, IRM, Control

9 Data, et cetera, I would be very confident that I would not

10 get any response from these ' vendors.

11 We've already looked at a lot of vendors as far as

12 seismically qualifying computer systems, and we've gotten a
13 lot of negative responses and only one half-positive

14 response.
,

15 MR. MINNERS Well, what's your counterproposal to

16 that? I think you realire there's got to be some kind of

17 environmental, natural environmental qualification, like

18 earthquakes, floods, and everything. How would you go about

19 specif ying aomething like th at ?

20 VOICE: To be able to function, I don't think

21 you're going to be able to verify that a computer is going

22 to function during an opera ting basis earthquake. You can

23 probably --

24 3R. 5 INNERS 4 But you certainly have to put

25 something on it. You don't want it to go out of service

.
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l every time a truck to exaggerate -- every time a truck--

2 goes by. There aust be some level of vibration

3 qu alifica tio n that it has to have.

4 VOICI ' Jell, dealing with these vendors is very

5 cifficult. Either it's qualified or not qualified. And I'm

6 not suggesting an alternate proposal; I'm just saying it's
7 going to be extremely difficult to get any computer

8 manufacturer to have, develcp a OA program and qualif y a
a

9 system for any seissic requirements.

10 MR. 3ElTRACCHIs Ihat seems to be in contrast to

11 some of the computer vendo rs that have called me up within

12 the last month or two, in terms of trying to find out

13 whether their performances can meet our requirenents.
14 33. HINNERS: It may be your original premise is

15 Wrong, is that it's not going to be a CET or a computer.

16 See, we looked at it from the safety function and said this

e l'7 is the safety function that has to be performed, and it's

18 the safety function that has to be operational during some

13 kind of an earthquake -- I'm not sure CBE is the right one,

20 or whatever, but something. And if computers and CRTs are

21 unable to be qualified under those conditions, you have to

22 go some other way.

23 I think we would suggest, is that you can buy that

24 .tind of equipment which is qualified. And I'm just trying

3 to point out to you the different point of view. Ycu're

1

|

.
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1 looking at it from saying, "Well, I want to have a computer

2 and I can't buy a computer that does this thing under an

3 OBE." And I'm saying, "I want to accomplish a function on

4 an OBE. I don't really care how the industry does it. If

5 they do it with a computer, fine. If they do it with

6 something else, that's all right, too."

7 3H. BELTRACCHI: I'd also like to add the comment

8 that I've looked at some recent computer proposals that have

9 been promoted by DOD, and they certainly had some ratner

10 restrictive transient requirements in there, transient

11 loading (WORD UNINTELLIGISLE). I can't specifically say I

12 made a one-to-one comparison to say that it neets CEE, but I

13 'now that DOD is able to buy ccmputers that meet rather

14 restrictive requirements when it comes to transient loading.

15 res?

16 VOICE: I just want to clarify you said before

l'7 about the -- in your question besides the 03E. You say that

18 as long as we meet the reliability and as long as security

19 of the software is in such a way that they normally can

20 change the software, and also may be required if the -- it

21 doesn't back up during the absolute case or whatever it is,

22 you said we can use process computer -- right? Nov --

23 NR. BELTRACCHI: I think we've encouraged, we've

24 encouraged you to come back and pro mo te , yc u |u.o w , to

25 address these issues, what would you use in the words, I

*
.
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1 think, is what Warren stated.

2 MR. MINNERSs The way 0696 is now written.says you

3 may not use the computer. And I'm suggesting that if you

4 have some words which address these problems, we'll look at

5 it and maybe we'll change the words to allow you to use

6 process computers under certain conditions.

7 VOICE. Can you just take out the process computer

8 out from the 696 and just replace with the functional

9 requirements? Cr is th a t --

10 MR. MINNERS: And I'm suggesting if something can

11 provide those functional requirements, that would be helpful.

12 I think you vore them out.

13 MR. BELTRACCHI4 Wore them out.

14 I guess -- Steve?

15 The next speaker vill be Steve Ramos, who will

16 address the Tech ' Support Center and EOF.

17 MR. RAMOS: Can you hear me all right? -

18 I'd like to go through this famous diagram of

19 ours, to start out with. There's one error on this

20 diagram. Where it says, " optional printing on the process

21 computer to the SPDS," was deleted. in the edition. It's in

22 the NUREG, and the one in the NUREG is correct.

23 We put this in NUREG 0696 to show you a data flov

24 and hev ve envisioned tha t the data v:uld flow, from a

25 single data acquisition system that was keyed to the NDl,

.

|
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I the TSC, th a EOF, and the SPDS, with an option going to

2 vendors and states. For example , the sta te of New Ycrk has

3 expressed the intention of having a NDL to them, to run a

4 similar type of an operation as we're planning in our

5 operations center.

6 *There is a do t missing there underneath the data

7 acquisition system block that should be there to shcw that

8 it's a common bus, basically, and it's being tapped off of
'

9 th ere to feed the NDL.

10 The next slide now.

11 This slide shcws you, basically, the emergency

12 response facilities, with the -- what we consider the tim e

13 of operation, the prime users, the data requirements, and

14 the functions that are to be derived th eref ro m .
15 Er. Seltracchi has covered the S?DS in great

16 detail. So I won't address that.

I'7 The TSC, as we show on here, is a room that's near

18 the control room, the nearest pegsible. Our druthers wculd

19 be that it would be adjacent to it, you could go out of th e
!

20 control room into, through a door isto, the Technical i

I
21 Support Center. We realizd that a lot of f acilities that I

22 are older and already in operation might not to do that.

23 Th a t 's the reason why we wrote in the requirement of a
|

24 two-minute easy walking distance. Still, the desire is te
|

25 have it as near the control room as possible.

.
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1 The intent is to provide ready -- readily
!

2 face-to-face communication between the plant managers vno '

3 are in the TSC and the Saos or whoever else is running the

4 show in the control room. It's also to allow ready access ]

5 to the control room for data that may not be in the

6 Technical Support Center.

7 And finally, we would, as we said, prefer to be in

8 the same building. I've talked to many, many utilities,

9 over the last six weeks, who are proposing anything from

10 adjacent to the control room to a mile and a half away. In

11 sost cases, those that are a mile and a half a way have been

12 tu rn ed do wn .

13 The time of operation is during emergency and

74 recovery operations. As we defined in the NUEEG, during the

15 notification period, event or level, it's an optional

16 thing. You can start to man it then. But when you get to

17 the alert stage, we expect it to be fully manned, and then

18 fo r all severe action levels.
19 The size of the facility we have taken as a--

20 model roughly 75 square feet per person and we have

21 specified 25 people, which comes to 1875 square feet. You

22 sight want it larger. You might want it a little smaller --

23 I don't think you'll have room if you make it much smaller

24 than that. |

25 We've had some input frca a regional director that
!
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1 indicates that he wants to have 15 people, NRC people, in

2 the Technical Support Center, which could cause a let of

3 problems with our current philosophy, because we're

4 specifying five. We 're taking it under advisement. We're

5 taking comments from the NRC as *. ell as from the industry.
6 And we'll have go cone up with some sort of resolution on

7 th at question.

8 As you kn;v, we also require as part of the

9 Technical Support Center a separate room in the same complex

70 as the TSC for the NRC to do independent evaluations.

11 The minimum data recuirements is Reg Guide 1.97.

12 We said " minimum" because we realized a lot of

13 plant-specific data is not in Peg Guide 197 and you will
14 probably want that data in the TSC.

15 And a lot of questict.s have arisen about displays

16 in the TSC and the EOF, and I will discuss that now.

17 * The displays -- the data requirements are the same

18 for both the TSC and the ECF -- the displays, hcwever, a re
19 considerably different. The f unction f or the TSC, as no ted

20 here, is for plant management technical support, just to
21 help the control room mitigate the problems and get the

22 people out of the control room into a place where they can

23 work. It 's -- th e display s in there ha ve to be such to help
,

1

24 them make those typer of decisions to help the control room.
25 .To v , in the -- when yo u start to get into the site

l

|
|
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1 -- or -- yeah, the site emergency situation, you will be

2 starting to man the EOF, and it will take some time, maybe

- 7 an hcur, two hours, to man it completely. During that time 1

4 period, it's expected that the Technical Support Center vill

5 perform the f unctions ' of the ECF. Therefore, you need the

6 meteorological and the radiological data in the TSC to do

7 that function.

8 The rad' team th a t you'll have in the srea vill

9 report to the Technical Support Center until they can shift

10 that reporting to the ECF. The NEC will be dealing with the

11 TSC throughout this period of time, to ensure they have a

12 clear picture of it.

13 So the displays in the TSC will be considerably

14 different than those in the EOF.
15 The ECF vill have displays designed to mitigate

16 off-site problems, radiological proble=s -- evacuation

l'7 paths, routes. You'll have the data there and availability

18 of the data so that in the event you need to make a decision

19 on plant of a corporate structure or NEC you will have the

20 data there to help you make that decision.

21 Again, it's to support the -- it's a backup

22 support for the TSC. But the primary purpose of the TSC, as

23 said, is to support the control room. ECF is to take

24 control and manage the off-site sitigation of the problem

25 and to support the TSC.
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1 Some of the questions that have arisen concerning

2 our unavailability f actors of .01 and .001. O rigin ally we

3 had .001 as the unavailability f actor for the TSC and all

4 the components within it. We backed off to .01 for the

5 overall requirements for the TSC, because industry had

6 strong objections to the .001 and because it would require

7 you really to have two computers or a murh more

8 sophisticated computer; and it was decided that we could

9 live with .01 as an overall system design, because the

10 primary control of the reactor f rom a safety standpoint was

11 still the control room and not the TSC or the ICF.

12 We retained the .001 for any individual parameter,
,

13 because the inputs through the various amplifiers, et

14 cete ra, should meet a .001 if you're going to have the data

15 at those facilities.

16 We put a caveat under staffing tha t , basically, we

17 said you had to have sufficient personnel to perform the
18 plant management functions. We're in the process of doing a

19 detailed study of the data flow as we envisage the data flow

20 into and out of the TSC and the EOF and looking at it both

' 21 on the communication and data standpoint to determine what

22 data comes in, how long it should be there, what type of

23 people should manage it or zassage it, and then the outflow,

n
24 That study we expect to have done in about another

25 six te eight weeks. At that time ve vill give you the

_
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I benefit of that report.

2 It, hopefully, will give us, also, a clear picture

3 of the type of displays that we expect to have in the TSC,

4 as a acdci, which we'll also provide to you. We're not

5 trying to tell you how to design it, because you've asked us
'

6 not to. But we are telling you, basically, what we would

7 like to see in there.

8 So, with these staffing' this report on staffing--

9 plus the functional -- not the functional criteria,but the

10 acce ptance criteria which we're in the process of

11 developing, you should be able to'come up with a good design

12 by the 1st of January.

13 We have bandied the word around about " structure"

14 of the TSC. Obviously, if it's within the same building as

15 the control room it'll meet the structure. If it 's outside ,

16 we, again, are saying not seismic 1E, but we are saying that

17 it m ust be a substantial structure. In other words, if you

18 put a butler (?) building, it's not going to be acceptable.

19 Go on to the next slide down.

20 Trying to relate a little bit of the functions of

21 the various f acilities, I don 't know if this diagram does a

22 very good job of it, but it's an attempt to show you that

23 the Technical Support Center is very close to the control

24 room, you zust have bcth data and communication links, and

25 th e ECF zust be outside the -- off-site and also sust have
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I the data and communication links; there must be a

2 consunication link with the control room and the NRC, in

3 either case.
.

4 One line thas 's missing is the direct line from

b the control room to the NRC, which you would use in the very

6 early stages of accident mitigation.

7 VOICES Excuse me. Can you leave that on? Aren't

8 you in conflict in some of your comments with 696, where you

9 have direct communication f rom the EOF to the control room?
10 In 696 yot said th a t communica tion has to go through the

11 Technical Support Center.

12 YR. RAMOS4 You're right. That diagram yeah,--

13 you're right. That communication should be with the
14 Technical Support Center, directly with th e Technical
15 seppert Center.

16 The intent is to get it out of the control room,

I'7 so they don't have to aanage the -- or where you're going to

18 put the rad' teams or what type of rad' people you need out..

19 of s control -- out of the site complex.
,

20 VOICE: Do you set any requirements fcr that
.

21 communications as for as reliability?

22 MR. RANOS4 Who's asking the question? I can 't

23 see.

24 Yes?

25 VOICE: Have you set any requirements for
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I communications links reliability?

2 NR. RANOSs Only that we -- we require that you

3 have dedicated communication, primary communication, and
4 that you have priority dedicated backup communications. It

5 must be a two-way set of communications.

6 Backing up a little bit in the philosophy of the

7 TSC, most of these items I've already covered. Here, in

8 this second bullet, you may want to have a full 25 people in

9 the TSC, depending on what the esercency action level

10 indicates. And we hope to show you this in the staffing

11 report when we finish that.

12 Then we highligh t on this slide that the plant

13 operation sanagement will shif t from the control room to the

' 14 TSC upon 3ctivation of alert and higher emergency action *

15 level, and the requirement for both radiological and

16 meteorological data.

I'7 YOICEs Will your std?fing report address the

18 potential control of these 25 people from having them all

19 inundate the control roca at one time, since they're within

20 two sinutes' valking distance?

21 MR. RANOSs Would you repeat the question ?

22 VOICEa Will your staffing report address control

23 of the 25 people's access to the control room, since ther

24 are within two minutes' valking distance, so that they vill

25 not inundate the operatien?

_
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1 NH. MINNERSs There already is a requirement that

2 the plant set up procedures for access to the control room.

3 They may have to be modified when there facilities are put

4 in place, but there's supposed to be some procedure -- the

5 things I have seen is, they give people different badges and

6 if you've got a blue badge you can get into the control

7 room, if you don't have a blue badge you can't get into the

8 control room. And that's already a requirement that's

9 supposed to be implemented.

10 HR. RAMOS: Yeah. The Emergency Operations

11 Facility, again, is a f acility near the plant. Now, th e

12 words that are in NUREG 0596 say no further than five to ten

13 miles. Many utilities have argued with me that that's not

14 very near the plant'. And I tend to agree tha t is not near

15 th e plant. But that is the direction tha t we had in the

16 discussion with the Commission on the 11th of July.
17 YOICE: Excuse se. You said before that staffing

18 of the ICF wasn't required until you get the site. emergency
19 classifications and then you have to --

20 NR. RANOS: Agreed. That, that's shy it should

21 have been changed, in that it wasn't but that 's optional f or

22 the alert stage and it is required for the site aren

23 emergency and general emergency levels. And the 8

24 covers it in that vein.

25 I apologiro for that change -- th a t errror.

i
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1 VOICE 4 Excuse me. Would you expand on this five

2 miles restriction (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)?
3 MR. BANOS: Yeah. I was just about to.

4 We've had many discussions about that location.

5 We've dealt with other countries, to see what their

6 philosophy was on where this faci'' ty should be. Some said

7 it should be outside the evacuation rene. Some have said it

8 needs to be as close to the plan t as possible. Some have
*

9 said it's a matter of convenience, wherever you have a

10 center that you can readily adapt.

11 In our recent discussion with the British, they're

12 trying to put an EOF, comparable to what our, what we

13 consider an EOF, within one to three miles of their

14 faciliti. And we originally had it in NUREG 696.

15 The concern that came up about the five to ten

16 miles was the fact that if you put it in one to three miles

l'7 it has to be a very, very substantial structure , to meet the

18 shielding requirements, and the Commission was concerned

19 that if you had to evacuate and you didn't have a

20 subs tan tial structure , with its own ventilation system, if

21 rou had to evacuate this facility, at the time when you

22 would need to have data flow continuous, when you were

23 advising the public on where the problem areas were -- so,

24 at their direction, we changed it to five to ten miles.

25 I've had many utilities come to me and say that

.
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I that 's too f ar, because you 're now designing a system or a

2 facility to handle the very, very low probability accident.

3 ye re looking for as much comments as you peoplee

4 have in this regard, where it should be acuually located and

5 the reasons therefor.

6 We have both sides of the fence inside the staff",

7 also. Some f eel that it should be within a mile to three

8 miles of the plant. Some others ate willing to accept it
.

9 out to ten siles.

10 VOICE: You don't seem to be talking about

11 anything within a mile. Is it your intent to say that it

12 should never be closer than a mile ?
13 MR. RAMOS: No. No, we've never said that. We're

14 saying, basically, it can be anywhere in the ten-mile area

15 as long as it meets the habitability requirements so that if

If you have to evacuate you do not evacuate the EOF, you have

17 continuous flow of data at all times. And that's what NUREG

18 696 now says.

19 MR. MINNERSs I think that some people don't sees

20 to think so.

21 MR. RAMOS Yes?
.

22 VOICE: I was at the Commissioners' meeting and

23 they seemed to be pretty adament of this five to fifteen

24 miles and no closer than five miles. They vete not only

25 voeried about the habitability of the facility, but they

.
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were also worried about access to the f acility. No zahdkrI

2 how habitable a structure you have, if you don't have access
3 to it it's no good to you.

4 How are you going to address the Commissioners?

5 And I thought they said they wanted at least five siles out,

6 no closer than.
7 MS. EAMOS: No, when you read tne final words in

8 th e transcrip t , it said they 'd be -- they , actually, the
9 Idords came out and Mr. Hendrie said tha t he would accept up

10 to about five =iles, if you want to take his exact words.

11 VOICE: Up to about five siles he said?

12 MR. R AMOS : He said about five miles, yes.

13 70 ICE: Is one sile okay?

\ 14 MR. RAMOS: As we've written NUREG 696, one mile

15 is okay as long as it meets the habitability requirements.'
:

16 VOICE: Thank you.

I'7 70 ICE: The habitability requirement is the same

18 as that for the con trol room and TSC, no difference?
19 MR. RAMOS: I didn't say that. I said --

20 YOICE: Well, then define " habitability."

21 ME. HAMOS. The habitability requirements are such

22 that regardless of the type of accident you do not have to

23 evacuate th a t facility. Which means that you have to design

24 it to handle all types of radiation, and so it has to have

25 its evn filtering, own ventilation system.
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1 VOICE: Well, that sounds lik e the control room,

2 as long as you're not talkir.g about (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE)

3 accidents. You're changing the criteria for the EOF

4 different than the TSC and the control room and saying now
5 rou are talking about (WORDS UNINTELLICI3LE).

6 HR. HANOS: You can interpret it tnat way.

7 VOICE: Yeah, but I -- that's --

8 MR. R ANOS : I'm saying, all I'm sa ying is --

9 VOICE: (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) regulation--

10 (WORDS UINTELLIGISLE).

11 MR. RAdOSs I'm saying, is that you cannot when--

12 you build that EOF it has to be of such structure and

13
. habitability that you do not evacuate it during any type of
'
.,

14 accident. That's all.

15 And I'm not going to define what that acciden t

16 is. It's for you to define the accident.

1:7 VOICE: But let as ask the questions has the itaff

18 looked at that criteria and decided the fifteen miles, or

19 ten miles, or three siles, is there a building that can meet

20 those, to any class of accident?

21 I think that criteria really is no criteria.

22 MR. MINNE3S: Once again, I would suggest that

23 that, the purpose of this is to try to have people provide

24 us with your cosnants. If you think our criteria are

25 inadequately written, we would welcome and encourage you to
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I send us criteria written the way you think they ought to be.

2 VOICES What capacity do you project for this? Is

3 this the media center, as well?
.

4 MR. RAMOS: No. We originally had in 696 that it

5 had to be a media center, also in 654, that it had to

6 provide press facilities. We are leaving that up to you.

7' It's an optional f unction , for ycu to provide media

8 briefings if you want. The only thing we're requiring is

9 th a t that facility handle the off-site problems associated

10 with the accident, and also that it have communications so

11 that it can communicate "ith the state, local, and li3C, and

12 to control the mobile radiation monitorinc teams, and have

13 the ability to access of the meteorological 'ata that'sd

'
14 available in that area, so that they can plot plumes if

15 there is a plume, and also to help control and have the data

16 available to evacuate if it's necessary to evacuate --

#I'7 they 'll have the routes laid out and what ha ve you.

18 VOICE: Does this mean there's no longer a need

19 for an alternate EOF 7
20 MR. RA30Ss That's correct. You will not find the

'

21 term " alternate EOF" in the in 0696.--

22 VOICE: Why is that concept being abandoned?

23 32. RANOS: Why, the alternate? Because the

24 Commission requested that we do not have four facilities.

25 And we only have three facilities. And they did not want us

ALDERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY. INC.
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I to have an alternate either way.

2 Now, if that word is sti21 in there, it was

3 supposed to have been taken out.

4 MR. EINNE35: Did'you say page 127 Because I
.

5 can't -- I thought I read it, too, but --

6 VOICE: Page 19. Oh, yeah, about the middle of

7 the page on 18 and top of the page on 19. "The alterna te

9 EOF need not be elaborate (WCEDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)."
9 3R. RAMOS: Well, I'm glad you brought that to our

10 attention, because it's coming out. There vill not be a

11 need for an alternate EOF.

12 YOICE: Well, not a need for it, but how about
,

13 th at as an alternative that could respond just as the

14 primary EOF that you're specifying here?
15 58. RAMOS: We'd have to see your plan and see

16 your preposal and make the ruling on it at that time.

T7 3R. !!NNERS: The probles that was brought up in

18 the Commissioners ' seeting was, is that if you had to

19 evacuate the EOF to an alternate EOF, that would throw off

20 all of the communications at that time and at a very
21 critical point. And that's,the, I guess that's the question

22 on that.

23 YOICE: Why is that? You have the TSC and you

24 have your own, sir, that all has the same data?

25 ER. MINNERS: But the evacuation is going to be --
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I the TSC, if you were in that situation in which you had the

2 EOF manned, the TSC would be basically taking care of the
3 plant and the ECF would be directing the evacuation. So

4 those people who had to be coordinative for evacuation would

5 he in the EOF. And then if you soved to an alternate,

6 during that period there would be lack of communication.

7 And that's the problem that has to be addressed, I think, if

8 you're suqqesting an alte rna te F0F.
'

9 VOICE: Pardon?

10 33. EINNERS4 If you wish to succest an alternate

"
EOF, I think, that's the problem that you have to address

12 and sa y , " Wha t do I do while moviaq all these people out of

13 th e EOF?"

14 You might say, "I'll move them into the TSC." I

15 don't know. You know. I'm just trying to point out to you

16 what I think the problem was raised with having an alternate
17 gor.

.

,

18 VOICE: Can I just expand on that just for a

19 moment? The concept of an alternate EOF was such that

20 should you need to have radiological monitoring it could be
21 done f rom an alternate location and some locations near
22 site. And you're saying right now that it's okay to have

23 people in a building tha t may be well shielded and well

24 ventilsted .- or, ventilated in terms of protection. Eut

3 what about those people that will be cut in the plume
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I sonitoring snd having to have access to the EOF?

2 It seems to se it's ludicrous to have a group of

3 people inside a building maybe within a mile or so of the

4 reactor and not have other people be able to get to it

5 should evacuation be required; but, rath'er, it's much more

6 appropriate to have a central facility where monitoring

7 teams could come back to, and in a relatively habitable

8 loca tion at some distance removed from the plant site, where

9 evacuation would not be a probles, as an alternate

10 f acili ty. And if that va.s (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) --

11 MR. RA305: That falls into the argument of having

12 th e IS -- th e IC F , ra th e r , a t ten ailes away.

13 VOICES It certainly does -- or having a primary

- 14 for most accident situations and an alternate, a backup,

15 position at ten miles or 1s:s.
I

16 I think tha t's a concept that I don't think should

17 he abandoned right now.

18 3R. RAMOSs Well, that's the purpose of 596, is to

19 get those comments. It's written in the vein right now as

20 ve were given direction to write it and to put it out for

21 comments.

22 32. 3 INNERS: I think the Cossissioners were

23 looking at if you had it way out it would serve both of

24 those functions.

25 M3. RA305: Yes.
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1 HR. MINNERS: You're talking about the situation

2 in which you have a hardened, if yo u 'll pardon the

3 expression, close in and then you'd need an alternate. But

4 if you had an OEF which was five to ten miles out, the
r

5 concept was, then, that you could do all of those things.
6 YOICE4 Well, if I may, th e reports tha t we get

7 from our radiological people are that they would like and

8 have to be close in to the plant to provide plant support.

9 That's the reason for putting it close to the site, so ther

10 can have so-called face-to-face discussions with plant

11 officials as well. And they f eel it 's important to be in

12 the area to conduct the kind of sonitoring that vill be

13 required. -

14 52. MINNERSs I don't -- now I don't understand

15 your comment.

16 70 ICE: Well, what I'm saying --

I'7 3R. MINNERS: Because you seem let ne try to--

18 get it straight now. I just want to understand. I'm not

19 trying to argue with you. You're saying tha t you 'd have a

20 close in EOF that would be habitable, and then you'd have an

21 alternate ECF where the radiological teams could go. And

22 that would be, have to be far away for them to have access.

23 VOICES What I'm saying is that there vill be a

24 need to provide, whether it's habitable or not habitable,

25 access, close access to the plant for support people and

_

.
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1 others. So the point is, in a real emergency that requires

2 evacuation, say, within five miles of the plant, you will
3 ha've some personnel near site providing assistance to the

4 plant, whether it be technicians or whatever, (WCRCS
5 UNINTE1LIGISLE) the site itself. That is a requirement we

6 felt it's very important to have, to provide input for the

7 plant site, the plant operating staff. Which is why we

8 placed ours, then, at closer than, say, the ten-mile

9 location, which would make the response to the emergency

10 unmanageable.

11 MR.'MINNERS: I von't argue that point. Maar

12 utilities are giving us the same argument they'd like to--

13 have it in close.
14 YOICE: Su.re. That's what I'm saying.

15 MR. MINNERS: It 's a balance of f actors, and I

16 quess people have a different balance.

17 VOICE: I: depends on where they're ECF is.

18 MR. MINNERS: That's right.

19 (lauchter)

20 VOICE: Do I understand the staff's pcsition to

21 sean that you can't have an ICF beyond ten miles no matter
I
'

22 what the showing of the utility?

23 MR. HAMOS: Well, that's what the NUREG says. !

24 VOICE: Yes. Well, I'm not cure --

25 MR . RAMOS: We vill --
!

!
I
I

|
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l VOICE See, I have a people with your having said '

2 that --

3 MR. BAMOS We will -- well, tha,t 's what the NUREG
4 said. As I say, we will ta ke into consideration -- in other

5 words, if you had it at eleven and a half miles, we probably

6 would not throw it out.
7 YOICE: Iou're probably talking about my company.

8 MR. RAMOS: We know what your view is.
.

9 VOICE: I guess the concern I had was that if the

10 EOF is prima rily f or of f-site f unctions, many times the

11 location should be dicta ted by the interface with the local

12 people who are going to have to respond to any accident.

13 And some utilities have very nice situations but they're --

|

14 for communications and public notification, even for

16 radiation monitoring -- but not within the ha rd ten-mile

16 zone ; it may be eleven, eleven and a half, something like
l'7 th a t . But I think the primary consideration should be the

18 ability to interface with the state and local officials, if

19 that's the primary purpose of the f acility. And I think

20 that that ;hilosophy should be considered in the regulations.

21 MR. RAMOS: Tha t's part of the purpose of it,

22 though.

23 VOICE: I know it's part. But, of course, it

24- seems to me that one of the primary functions of all of this
,

25 is to protect the pub lic; that's what (WORDS UNINTEllIGI3lE).
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1 HR. RAMOS: That's true.

2 3R. MINNERS: Well, part of the probles is, is

3 that the EOF has a lot of functions, and when I have looked

4 at it, it seemed to me like saybe you ought to have several

5 EOFs and we have resisted that and have said only one. So, <

6 you know, if you need one ECF to have the close support to

7 the plant and you need another ECF to have close contact

8 with the local officials and on and on, so it's a -- it's a

9 difficult pro'bles if you want to keep it to one or two ECFs.
10 VOICE: But you've got all kinds of communications

11 within the f acilities.

12 .!R . MINNERS: But I think everybody -- and that's

13 -- that's right, we do -- but I think everybod7 realizes

14 that a face-to-face contact is diff eren t than a telephone

15 conversation.
16 VOICES Well, you 've got a closed-circuit TV.

I'7 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) closed-ci rcuit TV (WORDS
18 UNINTELLIGIBLE) this. And I guess what I'm looking for is

19 -- and I think tha t's (WOR DS UNINTELLIGIBLE) our comments --

20 in terms of what our practical approach is. Each site is

21 diff erent, as we already know.

22 33. 3 INNERS: If I thought that telephones and

23 letters and TVs were adequate communica tion , I wouldn 't be

24 here.

25 52. R AZOS s Yes?

e
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1 VOICEa I'd like to go back to the comment that

2 the gentleman in the siddle made about near-site ECFs being
3 used to control evacuatioc. I can't think of any case at

4 all offhand where (WORDS UNINTELLIGIB1E).
5 HR. RA! css There are some emergency plans that

6 have the local people in the ECF, and in those cases the

7 plan is for the evacuation to be controlled from there.

8 VOICE: I don 't think so.
s

9 ER. RAMOS: Nov --

10 VOICES I think you're mistaken. I think if you

11 vill look in their plan s, you vill see that th eir

12 evacuations are controlled from their own ECC and not from
13 the ECF.

14 52. RANCS It's a combined EOF and ECC.

15 VOICE 4 Where is that ? I don 't know of any.

16 (Pause)

I'7 MR. RANOS: I mean, we can stay here and bang that

18 around all day long.

19 VOICE: Rut that's a very im por tan t point.

20 MR. RANCSt But th* ECF function itself, you're

21 right, is not going to control evacuation. It has a

22 recommendation role, an advisory role to local and state.

23 When the state and the local are co-located in the ECF, then

24 that function vill occur thcre.

25 VOICE: I'm sorry, that's tot true. That's for

I
I
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I collection and monitoring of data and for assessment, and

2 it's not to be used for evacuation control.
3 MR. RANOS: Well, I don't I don 't want to get--

.

4 in an argument.

5 MR. MINNERS: I don't understand your comment.

6 Are you saying that there is none? Or are you saying that

7 you can 't have state and local people in the EOF or just

8 that nobody is doing that?

9 VOICE: I's saying the purpose of the ECF.is net

10 to direct and control any operation of state and local

11 government. It is simply to make the assessment of the

12 radiological situation vis-a-vis the state and local. Now,

13 what it 's used for for the licensee, I don't know.

14 MR. RA50Ss I'm not disagreeing with that

i6 statement. I'm saying in those situations where they're

16 both co-located in the same f acility -- and it may be ten
'

17 miles away -- the intent in those plans is f or that control

18 to evolve from that facility.

19 YOICE: Do you plan to have county commissioners

20 in your EOF?

21 MR. RAMOS: In some cases, yeah.

22 33. MINNERS : If they'd like to.

23 MR. RAMOS: It's optional right no w to quard it.

1
24 VOICE: But it is not a requirement. I

25 MR. R AMOS : That's correct.

.

{
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1 VOICE: I don't think the ECF --

2 MR. HAMOS: Its function, the function of the EOF,

3 you're right, it is not the f unction of the EOF to control

4 evacuation. But if it becomes a conbined EOF-ECC, then

5 control can be managed from that facility.

6 VOICE: Then let's call it -- and it's still the

7 EOC for state and local officials.
8 33. 3A30S: Fine.

9 VOICE: And then the --

10 MR. RAMOSs I'm not going to argue that point.

11 M3. MINNEES: You're using the tern "ECC" as wha t

12 the state and local officials use?

13 VOICE: That's correct. Their (WORDS
'

14 UNIN TELLIGIB LE ) control center.

15 ER. MINNERS: Okay. I understand.

16 VOICE: Would you just go back to a comment you
.

I'7 made early on about the Nuclear Data Link to state or

18 local? You mentioned that New York State had.nade some

19 inquiry into tha t . I'd like to know what your response was

20 to this.

21 MR. EANOS: We didn't respond'to it. The State of

3 New York can do whatever they want to do. 'n'e ' re not going

23 to tell them what to do and not to do. We're providing in

24 the systes for them to plug in. That's all.

25 VOICE: Where are you providing for them to plug
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1 in -- with you or with us?

2 MR. RAMOS: With you, the licensee. We're just

3 saying that we'd provide an optional line there to plug into

4 the state or vendors or whoever else.
5 YOICE: It my understanding, fron remarks at early

6 meetings providing guidance, that the staff position was

7 strongly against tha t connection to state and local>

8 government on parameters in the data link such as --

9 MR. RAMOSa Well --

10' 70 ICES what's going on in the reactor and so--

i

11 forth. Is this a -- this seems to me to be a rather

12 dangerous change of position on the part of the staff.

13 MR. RAMOS: Get that first slide.

14 We're talking about this line over here. And if

15 you lock at it in the diagram, it says, " Opt;onal Vendor and

16 State" -- instead of " States," that's an error. And there

17 are many utilities tha t are plugging into th e vendor. There

18 is no reason why there -- that a plug can't ne provided

19 there to give the data to th e state. And th a t 's all we ' re

20 showing.

21 - I'm just saying that there are some states that

22 are considering it righ t nov. New York is one th a t has

23 mentioned it.

24 VOICE: But why I'= raising the question at this

25 points the plucciag in to not just off-site radiation and
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1 meteorology data but in-plant parameters is part and parcel

2 of L'-- at least in this state, in New !crk -- an effort to

3 get the state into the regulatory business over nuclear

~4 power plants ; or, at least, that's the objective of a

5 fractional group in Albany, and, I understand, in certain

6 other states. And on that basis, it's my understanding that

7 the regulatory staff was strongly oppose to that; that we're

8 not talking about the information needed to manage state and
"

9 local off-site response, but ve're talking about information

10 on managing what's going on in the plant. There's a bis

11 differencs.

12 MR. RAMOS: We understand. And we basically agree

1:3 that that is a staff objection. However, if the states want

14 that information there's nothing that we can do to stop it.

15 We have no authority to stop them from getting at that.
16 VOICE: The potential is there , though, that it

l'7 will supersede the staff 's recoamendations during --

18 MR. RAMCS No, I don't think so.

19 MR. MINNERS: No, I don't think that's true. I

20 don't think that you're under the authority of the state if

2F they tell you to do something.

22 At Three Vile Island the state told them to do

23 somathing and they did it. Which may have been unwise on

24 th eir pa rt. But they certainly did not have to, legally,

25 comply with that requirement -- that request.

_
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1 M3. RAMOS: Yes?

2 70 ICE: While you 're on tha t chart, could.you

3 explain the difference between that chart and the one t'at

4 is now in the Beg Guide -- NUREG and why?

5 ME. RAMOSs The line that says " options 1 from

6 pisnt process computer" has been dele ted .

7 70 ICES I can see that. But why? And why did you

8 eliminate the processor --
.

9 MR. RAMOS: Well --

10 VOICES -- aspect? Just so I can understand wha t

11 your thinking vis between July eth and whenever this thing

12 was done.

13 MB. BELTRACCHI We felt that the functions that
' 14 were being performed within the process coFputer,

15 modifications of those functions may very well inadvertently
16 have affected che parameters, the variables, that were

17 associated with the Safety Parameter Display and therefore

18 would lead to false information.
19 YOICE: But why did you eliminate processors from

20 the Safety Parameter Display Systen?

21 MR. PELTRACCHI I think we addressed that issue

22 previously, and Warren, in a sense, that. And if you wanted

23 to promote an alternate approach for means of specifying hov

24 the process computer ceuld be used, you're free to do so.

3 MR. RAMOS: We've had a few utilities that are
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1 coming down the line, that aren't -- that don't already have

2 an old-generation process computer, proposing just that, to

3 use their process computer, if they can show us that it meet
4 our unavailability f actors, the isolation factors, and the

5 safety factors; and we said we would take a look at it in

6 their proposal.

7 Tes?

8 VOICE: Could you explain how 0654 and 0696 are

9 being coordinated? And wha t 's tne current thinking on the

10 interactive data link for ,the Imergency Operations Facility?
11 MR. RAMOS: Six nine six vill take precedence over

12 oh six five f our, which is in the procern of being revised
13 righ t now.

14 MR. MINNERS: Is there an inconsistency in that?
'

15 MR. BAMOS: There is a certain amount.

16 Pardon?

17 YOICE: If 0696 is being taking precedence, why--

18 is 065u being revised?

19 MR. RAMOS: Because of the comments we received

20 from -- about a two , three-inch set of comments that we had

21 froa the industry, is the reason why we're revising 0650

A It was out for interviews and comment when we issued it in
Z3 January.

24 MR. MINNERS: Oh six five four does a different

25 thing than oh six nine six.

.
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1 MR. R AMOS s There are several Reg Guides and

2 MUREGs that interface with 0654, such as Reg Guide 1.23 and

3 Reg Guide 1.97 and NUREG 694, NUREG 660, 578 , there are

4 several of them, as far as implementation and -- and 0694,

5 which is a recent one that came out that discussed what's
6 required for fuel load in low power and for full power

7 requirements.

8 So 696 was done with the knowledge that 654 wac in

9 the process of revision and that it will ta k e -- i t will

10 provide the needed criteria for the TSC-E0E tha: 654 does

11 not do right now.

12 That answer your question ?
.

13 YOICE: No. The question was s what's being done

14 to coordirate th e t wo ? And you're telling te nothing '
--

15 MR. RANOS: It's being done, being done in my

16 office. So, you know, we have the same group working on

17 bo th documents. 4

18 YOICEs Well, why aren 't the requirements put in

19 one and the same?

20 1R. RAMOS: They will be when we're finished.

21 M3. !!NNERS: I didn't realire there were any

22 significant differences. Are there?

23 MR. RAMOS: Yeah, there are some.

24 MR. MINNERS: You've got some examples of problems

25 between the two?

_
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1 70 ICE: Yes, 065u, all it points out the format

2 that the date is going to be transmitted with.

3 MR. RAMOS4 Which data are you talking about now?

4 VOICES The data that it requires is different

5 than, say, what 1.97 requires.

6 MR. RAMOS Data that 1.97 requires is a minimum

7 data base for the TSC and EOF. It does not lwy out any

8 form at on the data display.

9 We have not laid out the criteria, acceptance

to criteria for the TSC an'd EOF. And we expect to do that in

11 the next --

12 MR. MINNERS: I think aa a general --

13 MR. RAMOS: -- six weeks or so,

14 HR. MINNERSs That's a good general comment, and

15 if you can help us to straighten out the inconsistencies, if

16 they a re any, between the two documents, we'd appreciate '

17 it. They 're intended to do different things, I think, and

18 you can't get rid of one and replace it with another.

19 MR. RAMOSs Well, they don't really do different

20 things. Six five four lays out the overall criteria for

21 Your energency plan and for overall emergency preparedness

22 at a particular facility. Six 'Ine six is trying to

23 integrate the various emergency response f acilities, and it

24 expands abive and beyond 654 in that it includes tha NDi and
,

25 SPDS, which it never did b.afore, 654 doesn't dos 65u doesn't
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1 really address the TSC.

2 VOICE: 1 have a question concerning the

3 monitoring systems that you have sentioned for both the

4 Techtical Support Centar and the EOF. Ooes this make !

)5 ;ortable instrumentation now unacceptable to monitor i

6 radiation levels and airborne levels in these two centers?
s

7 53. RAMOS: Not entirely. There vill have to be a

8 combinatien of both. When I said radiation monitoring

9 teams, there are several -- not several, there are some

10 f acilities that have radia tion monitoring vans that they'll
11 use for portable -- not portable, but mobile radiation

: 12 monitoring. The NRC has scze that vill be plug;ed into this

13 overall system. And th ere vill be some hand-held, portable
.

14 system tha't 'll su ppor t this.

15 MR. MINNERS: I thought his question was within

16 th e center.
17 Are you saying in the environment or in the center?

18 VOICE: In the center itself.

19 MR. RA!OS: Inside, you mean, the IOF and the ISC?

20 VOICE: Well, on the top of page 13, it starts

21 off, " Permanent radiation monitoring systems shall be

22 installed in the EOF."

23 MR. R/.MCSa Yes. Okay. I was thinking of

24 something else.

25 VOICE: And then it goes on to describe these

I
~

\

| |

! I
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I systems as having the capability of distinguishing between

2 the presence and absence --

3 3R. PAMOS: Yes. Our intent in 696 is that they
'

4 be permanently installed, net portable, not po rta ble

5 monitors.
6 VOICE: Are you talking about automatic iodine

7 analyrers in the EOF 7

8 MR. SAMOS4 '4e a re ?
'

9 Okay. ~

10 Yes?

11 VOICE: A quick question. Five to ten miles -- is

12 th a t air miles or road miles ?

13 MR. RAMOSs As the crew flies.

14 (laughter)

15 As long -- again, as he said, as long as it's

16 within 20 minutes and there are no hindrances that you have

17 no control over, like a drawbridge, fer example.
18 VOICES There's another statement here, in

19 relation to the TSC to the control room, that " Provision

20 shall be made for the safe and timely movement of ;ersonnel
21 between the TSC and the control room under all emergency

.

22 conditions." Dces that, essentially, say that you're to

23 have a habitable conduit between those two f acilities ?
24 MR. 3 A305: Th *s what it implies.

3 3R. MINNERS: . . '.1 , they can wear air masks..
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1 MR. RAMOSs As Warren just said, if you -- you

2 knov, you can put on proper protective clothing, that

3 probably will meet the intent.

4 MR. MINNESSs You know, we do have a problem. Ihe

5 vords sa y "sil emergency conditions," and I don't think
^

6 anybody has defined wha t "all" mean s. And I, I think, you

7 know, to be frank about it, I think that definition is going

8 to have to be worked out. There are, obviously, conditions

9 that you and I can concei've of in which it would be very

10 difficult unless you had some kind of a protected tunnel

11 th a t you could move people back and forth. And there's

12 going to be a ; robles on exactly what is meant by "all."
13 And I don't think we know what that definition is. I don't

14 think we want to at this time specify exactly what the

15 aaximum conditions that we 're going to require are.

-! 16 VOICE 4 Maybe I can pick up on that for just a

1~7 second. In -- we're talking of location of the EOF, we talk

18 about habitability in the 20F or the TSC, and we keep coming

19 back to, basically, what accident scenario, what is the

20 design basis accident scenario. And I realize that that's a

21 tough subject to address. I'm not sure I want the answer.

22 But --

23 M2. MINNFES4 We are trying to leave flexibility

74 in the guidance.

25 70 ICE: Yeah, but then you throw them all in there

;
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1 in j us t --

2 MR. MINNERS: Yeah, but we're trying to be

3 specific enough so tha t --

4 (Laughter)
.

5 NR. RANOS: I think you can understand seme of the

6 problems we had in writing 0696.

7 Ies?

8 VOICES Would you expand a little bit on why th e

9 NRC feels that permanent installantion of instrumentatica in

10 the EOF is necessary for air monitorin; and (WCRDS

11 UNINTILLIGI2LI) measurement and so forth, in place of

12 portable instrumentation , which most of the utilities have

13 and are using and intend to use in the future?

' ~

14 MR. RA50Ss Basically, because we didn't want to

15 have you, require you to have people standing around doing

16 nothing but monitoring the atmosphere, which should be an

17 automa tic system.

18 YOICE: Well, it --

19 !R. ! INNERS: Excuse me. I'm not much of a health

20 physicist. When you're saying " portable" do you mean that --

21 VOICE: Well, le t me give a f or-instance. You

22 take a, the basic frisker (?), with (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE),

3 and you place that on one of the tables in the ECF, it gives
24 you two thines. It gives you a gamma alarm, to tell you

3 (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE); and you can use it for an alarm for

.
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I that system. You can have, everybody uses air sampling.

2 particular filters and (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) and so forth ,

3 with instruments like (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) to determine
4 the specific activity f or iodine and so forth in the area.

5 You put the equipment on for sampling, for a half hour or~an

6 hour, wha tever you want, and you deternine the specific

7 activity, and use the other instrunent, like the frisker, to

8 tell you when conditions have changed. An installation as

9 an EOF, and especially for certain utilities who are already
10 into building their EOFs, it's a chunge that hasn't been

11 brought up before and nov ve 're getting hit with it.

12 HR. MINNERS: I would appreciate that as a written

13 comment, with some of the reasons why you think portable,
14 what you call portable, which I would, I think is nore

15 manual, is acceptable. I would call it manual, because

16 you're going to take the air samples and take them to a lab

17 someplace and analy=e them -- is that what you 're saying?
18 YOICE: N o ,' No. We intend to compare them right

19 there in the EOF.

20 (Pause)

21 ' YOICE: On permanent, these things would have to

22 he permanently installed in a rack or something like that

23 and can 't be picked up and moved somewhere else. Now,

24 portable means you can brin it in and vill have it there at
1

25 the time when you need it, it'll do the function of the
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I thing that the permanent one vill, and will save the

2 investment of sticking an instrument in (WORDS

3 UNINTELLIGIELE) and also maintained.
4 MR. HANOS: Let me leave it that you come in with

.

5 your comments, explain how and what you would consider to

6 seet that criteria and suggested word changes, and we 'll

7 take those into consideration.

8 VOICE: The verds are just " continuous zenitor"
,

9 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE).

10 33, RAgos I=a.nct gcing to try to change the

11 words today.

12 MR. MINNERSs Well, " continuous moniter" is part
'

13 of the question. The other part of the question is

14 reliability. And I think what the words also try te get at

15 is s statement of reliability. We want equipment there all

16 the time , no t having it somewhere else in the plant or

17 something. So it's a question of both continuous and
s

18 reliable.

19 VOICE 4 Throughout 0696 th e point is made that all

20 these Eeg Guide 197 parameters should be transmitted to the

21 Tech ' Support Center and to the -Emergency Operations

Z2 .Fa cilit y . At the ACRS meeting about a week and a half ago a

i

23 point was made to define the functional requirements for the |

24 Emergency Operations Facility and Technical Suppert Center;

25 once these functional requirements are cast in concrete,

ALDERSCN REPCR*tNG COMPANY, NC.

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

-



.-

_ _ _ __ ,
,

. 84
.

I then a program be developed to define what instrumentation

2 is required to meet those functional requirements. I had to

3 leave the ACRS meeting, I think it was, on Thursday

4 afternoon, and never was there for their final decision and

5 recommendation. They did seen sympathetic to the AIF

6 approach tha t, rather than putting in all 197

7 instrumentation, you define the functional requirements and

8 th en determine what instrumentation is required.

9 NR.'RAMOS: ' dell, the --

10 VOICE: Did anything else come from tha t ?

11 33. RAMOS: The letter we got from the ACES didn't

12 exactly sta te what yo u said . It said that we should provide

13 statements as to the end use of the instrunentation in the
i

1-4 in Reg Guide 1.97. And we had a meeting last week in the--

15 staff, with Standards, NRR, what have you, to try to

16 reconcile those comments and the direction we got from the
l'7 ACES, and we're in process of doing it.

18 They 've given us -- how long did they give us?

19 (Pause)

20 ER. MINNERS: I have a copy of the letter, which

21 I'd be glad to let people read, if it's of interest to them.

ZZ MR. REITRACCHIs There is one other point that I

23 think it migh t be well worth pointing out. Relative to the

24 number of parameters in 197, which really seemed to be an

25 issue, and th e sensors, I think it's worth n o ting that, at

I
,

I

l
l

I
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1 least, from conversations that I've had, and also from the

2 letter that the ACRS vrote, there probably isn't that much

3 discrepancy between the variables that are stated within the

4 Reg Guide 197 list and what industry has proposed as well,

5 from an overview. The fact that there is not functionally

6 organized was also brought up in the letter, its functional

7 end use. But I think the basis issue is that in terms of

8 the number of sensors -- Ed Wenringer, from our Of fice of

9 Standards, got up and made a comment. and I think it was

10 very appropriate -- three years from now the list will

11 probably be no different, other than maybe five or ten;

12 parameters a t most. So in terms of sensors it's probably

13 pretty well defined.
t

14 VOICE: What is the status of 197 right now? I
'

15 haven't seen that letter.
13 ER. RELTRACCHI: The le tter, I think, states in

l'7 the end that the ACRS recommended tha t the staff also
18 interface with industry and resolve the issue within the

19 next three months.
20 MR. MINNERS: That's their recommendation. But I

21 don't know what Standards' schedule or what they're. going to
- Z1 exactly do. I think they ' ra going to -- they are in the

23 process cf rewriting it, but I don't know th e official

24 response to the ACRS committee.

25 33. RAMOS: As I said, we met wi th Standards last

.
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I week and laid out a list of tasking for various people. And

2 ve are in the process of rewriting 197 to meet the

3 requirements of the ACRS. 3'as ica117, that's for a more
4 systematic approach to how we got the list. And we're

'

5 showing them in the rewrite how we got there.

6 YOICE: One other minor technical kind of a

7 problem. The first time I've seen it is on page 19, where

8 you want seismic data in the EOF, the middle of page 19.

9 Now, that 's the first time I've seen it either in 197 or any

10 of these documents, and I .1ust don't know what type of
11 seismic data you'd want out in the ECF.

12

13'

i

i 14

15

16

17
*

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

<

25 |

|
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1 MR. MINNERS: But there is the caveat as needed.

2 Well, I think it tries to be a comprehensive statement of

3 all the kind of stuff that might be needed to say, her,
'

4 let's think about seismic da ta and if you think you need

5 seismic data it should be provided.

6 70 ICES I would like to make a point on that.

7 NUREG 654 calls for -- -- monitors.
8 MR. MINNE3S Yes.

9 VOICE: This is what they a re addressing? - Can you

10 verify that?

11 32. RAMOS: 654 That is specifically what 596

12 was written against. As Warren said, the seismic word was

I 13 put in there specifically to be all encompassing, and it
i

14 depended on whether or not it is actually needed.

15 VOICE: Get back to the (inaudible) of 0596

16 (ina udible ) ' And for us to go ahead and make a little

17 interpretation of this NUREG document and you then have to

18 draw up a second technical support document (inaudible).

19 MR. RAMOS: Do we have your proposal in hand?-

20 VOICES Pardon me?

21 MR. RAMOS: Do we have your proposal in hand? Do

22 we have your proposal in hand, in house?

23 VOICE: We have submitted our proposal, yes.

24 MR. RAMOS: What facility are you talking about?

25 VOICE: (inaudible)
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1 M3. RAMOSs I don't see anything.

2 YOICE: It -- offsite, several pages, and there--

3 was no cbjection at the time. I guess our proposal vould

4 be -- one is to possibly skip the evaluation of each

5 utility's -- --

8 MH. RAMOS: That is already there. You must have

7 dedicated communication.

8 VOICE: And that would be -- that -- -- concerns
.

9 providing interface to the support center.

10 MH. RAMOS: That is no t the concern. It is the

11 face-to-face interface.

12 VOICE: Well, th e whcle intentica of the technical

13 support center is to get people out of the control room.

14 You don't hava f ace-to-f ace consunica tions.
15 33. HINNERS s All the time. But there is

16 obviously going to be a need for f ace-to-f ace communication .

I'7 YOICE: Why would you have to have to have

18 f ace-to-f ace communicatien?
19 MR. MINNERS Well, I think that is a difficult

20 thing to stand up and say why you need it, but my experience
21 has been -- -- difference between talking to someone on the

22 telephone and face-to-face communication. We get a lot more

23 misinformation and misunderstanding in those kind of

24 comm unica tions than you do f ace-to-f ace . I don't kncv

25 wh ether I could qua ntif y it, but certainly it is my

<<
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1 experience that there is a real qualitative difference

2 between talking to somebody f ace-to-f ace and on the.

3 telephone.

4 And in accident situations misunderstandings are

5 very easy to occur, and I think we are trying to say in some

6 situations you may have to. Plus, as Steve pointed out,

7 there may be some information in the centrol room that is

3 not available in the TSC. !ou may want to send somebody
'

9 into the control room to look at it.

K) VOICE: Cr call somebcdy up on the telephone.

11 33. F. INNERS: That distracts an operator from

12 doing his functions.
'

13 VOICE: Well, communication perhaps between the

14 operator and the pe rson (inaudible). ~

,

15 33. MINNERS: Then you would have a dedicated guy

16 in the control rcom.
I'7 VOICE: That might be an acceptable alternative.

18 There also sight be -- there is a concern about the

19 communications being operational (inaudible) technical

20 support center, possibly (inaudible) members of the plant

21 management staff to the control. An additional two or three
'

22 people in absolute control would not cause congestion in the

23 control room. let 's no t be extremely rigid in this

24 requirement. There say be alternative solutions to resolve

25 any concerns or problems which you may have.
I

I

|
;

~
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1 3R. MINNERS4 Well, I think we all, I hope we all |

l

2 understand what we are trying to accomplish in the control

3 room in the TSC and if you have good reasons for saying I !

,

'

4 ought to have some management types in the control room I

5 quess that can be explained and people can evaluate it en

6 the f acts as presen ted.

7 My general conclusion is I think we are trying to

8 make the shif t supervisor guy who has the capability to do;

9 it himself and doesn't need sonebody else to help hin in the

10 management sense. He is supposed to be trained in that kind

11 of stuff. What he needs is technical support.

12 VOICES Well, just in . conclusion, for us to -- you

13 know, there are nine months down the road. This will all be

14 in th e technical support center. Enrollment is there. It

15 may be -- well, I really don't feel that this is extremely

16 (inaudible) and to develop another technical support center

4 17 (ina udiblo) and create an organization (inaudible). I don't

18 feel that is the solution for us to try to build another

19 technical support center.

20 33. RAMOS When I get back, let me take a look at

21 your proposal or get with your project manager and our team

22 leader and see what you are proposing and take a look at it.

23 33. MINNERS: My preference was not to put any

24 numbers in this report, but in trying to do that it was

25 poin ted out to se that it became such a vague docunent as

ALDERSON REPCRTING CCMPANY, INC.
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I being useless, and you have showed an instance of that. I

2 don't know how to put down some words which allow four to

3 five minutes in certain situations and yet don't also permit
4

4 people to have things in an half an hour way type of thing.

5 If you can suggest some better words, we would

6 like to have them.

7 VOICE: As another representative (inaudible) I

8 appreciate your looking into that. I think we just have a

9 peculiar situation. Of course we had the old Pea ch - Rottom
10 No. 1 ;1 ant with the shielded area there. (inaudible) but

11 we can provide a good technical support center right
N

12 convenient to the main plant, and we can communicate

13 face-to-face by fast track on our site from one building to
.

14 the other.

15 ER. RAMOS: Okay. let's take a goed hard look at

16 it. I don't know what is in there now, in the proposal.
'

17 70ICEa There is another considera tion.

18 NR. RA50Ss Rut I had really not argue specifics

19 in this discussion.

20 70ICIt No, no, right. I as on another subject.

21 Consideration of instrumentation.
22 NR. RAMOS: Okay.

23 YOICE: Rave you considered the use of television

24 as a communications means or transmittal of information f rom
25 the control room to the technical support center? We have

.
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1 installed as our preliminary means of coar snications a

2 television. We have checked it out, and we can read just

3 about any instr um en t in the control room with a television.

4 It takes a little more time than if it is right in front of

5 you on a data reproduction screen. But with a person on the

6 headset in each facility, giving we have remote panels so--

7 you can zero in on any instrument you want. From all the

8 points before you, you need to be told what point you are

9 training on, so that you can get the sequence, because of*

10 th e lighting effect and the sire of the screen and wha t not.

11 53. RAMOS: How are you going to meet the

12 requirements for a complete recording of all that data,
.

13 training capabilities --

! 14 VOICE: Okay, perhaps this could serve as a backup

15 and eliminate the need for seismic qualifications of the

16 computer if nothing else, because in an event like that,

l'7 which is a low probability event, and you might lose some of

18 that instrumentation, well, this can serve as a , backup. Is

19 that a --

20 53. RAMOS: We have looked at closed circuit

21 televisions, and we pretty much hr.ve i$cid'ed that that won't

22 meet the requirements.

23 VOICES What is the basic reason ?
:

24 MR. EINNERS: For a backup? !
1

125 MR. RAMOS: Pardon?

ALCERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 33. MINNE3S4 For a backup?

2 YOICE: With people -- -- communication you can

3 get you don 't ha ve to pa y attention --- --

4 13. RAMOS: You are saying you want to put this in

5 as a backup to the data link?

6 VOICE: Yes, and let it serve, let it meet some of

7 the requirements of the data link perhaps, or seismic

8 requirements.

9 MR. BA50S O k a y .' Take a look at 696. We have

10 made no requirement for a seismic requiresent for the data

11 going into the TSC or the ICF.

12 VOICE: I as sorry, I didn't hear that.

13 MR. RAMOS: There is no seissic requirements for

i 14 the data going to the TSC or the EOF.

15 VOICE: Didn't you have uiscussion earlier about

16 seismic requirements, the specifics.

17 MR. RAMOSt Safety parameter display.

'3 VOICE But is the output of the safety parameter

19 display that is going to the technical support center?

20 MB. RAMOSs No. It is not the output of the SPDF.

21 YOICE: Well, it is the same originating
i

22 equipment. I mean with all the things that you are deciding

23 on, requiring in the saf ety parameter display center it is '

24 goin? te be a hell of an additional cost to go some other

25 vay. You will have it all coming out of one data.
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1 acquisition system up there.

2 VOICE There is another handwritten slide that

3 you saw earlier that showed -- --

4 MR. RAMOS: Yes.

5 VOICE: I mean it is obviously going to be the

6 same piece of equipment.

7 MR. RAMOSt Yes, the data acquisition equipment

3 vill be the sane.
.

9 VOICE: 'Right. And that would divert a seismic

10 requirement which may or may not be difficult to ob tain , or

11 very costly to obtain.

12 MR. RAMOS Can y:u address that, 'J a r r e n ?

13 VOICE: I as really not saying have you looked--

.

14 at the cost aspects of the thing, have you looked at all

15 (inaudible) or is it a thing that are to propose and let 's

16 evaluate it? I mean I think you got to see the television.

I'7 Tou say you have evaluated them and you undoubtedly looked

18 at them.
19 MR. RAMOS: Yes, that is right.

20 VOICE: But I think you got to look at particular

21 installations and particular control room layouts,

22 everything in volved, or you wouldn 't be able to see it.

23 MR. BElTRACCHI I will address the issue.

24 MR. RAMOS: Good.

25 MR. EE1TRACCHI: ?. elative to that there has been a

.
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I concern in the industry to integrate a common data be.2e, the
~

2 reasons being that it would provide a good source of data
3 th at could be used for the safety parameter displays and --

4 -- d ata link , TSC, et cetera and also for plant control.

5 It would appear that if you, if that type of

6 logic, now that type of thinking would proceed, you would
7 want to have that integrated data base which doesn't-

8 necessarily have to be a computer but could be the memory

9 portion of the computer or a memory portion with a small

10 processor.

11 And it wou.'.d be that that would be drawn upon by

12 your other functions -- the TSC, the safety parameter
13 display, et ce te ra . However, if it is going to be used for

14 that iz;ortant a function and multi-functions, it would

15 appear that also should meet the -- tha t portion of it
16 should meet the seismic requirements.

I'7 It doesa6t necessarily mean that all aspects cf

18 it, but at least that portion of it should..

19 MR. R A!OS : Unless they can show the

20 unavailability f actors.

*

21 ER. BEITPACCHI That is right.

22 VOICE: '4 h a t your diagram shows th ere is that
|

23 there is a da ta link to the EOF from the technical support

24 center, and there is also a big parameter display console in

25 th e E O F - --
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1 MR. BELTRACCHIs A duplicated display in the

2 safe ty parameter. display in the EOF. I don't think it

3 necessarily had to be the one that became seismically

4 qualified.~ The one that is in the control room should be,

5 and I guess that point -- or meet the seismic requirements.

6 And I think that is the point that should be stressed.

7 VOICE: But there are two separate data links

9 going into the EOF from the technical support center.

9 33. MINNERS: Well, let me give you a warning

10 about the diagram. We have arguments about the diagrams,

11 and I personally would the diagrans I think tend to be--

12 misleading. There are (; ar:les that try to illustrate what

13 ve are talking about, and I hate to have the diagrams looked

I 14 at as a requirement. The purpose of them are design. They

15 are not design, but they are trying to illustrate our

H3 concept, and if you are going to hold this to the certain
-

17 line that goes from here to there you are'not using the
HI diagrams correctly. They try to illustra te the pur;oses.

19 And your questions are good to find out what it is. Eat we

20 are no t making the diagrams a design re q ui re m en t .

2T MR. RAMOS: To answer your specific question about

22 two data links. There is a display requirement of SPCS and

23 in the TSC and the EOF. If you want to call that a data

24 link, fine.

25 VOICE: Earlier a question was brought up

ALCEBSCN REPCRTING CCMP ANY, INC.
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I concerning the reasoning behind the -- -- NEC, of providing

2 opinions and recommendations (inaudible)

3 MR. HANOS: Can we hold off the ND1, because leo

4 is going to cover that as soon as we can finish it?

5 VOICE: You are going to cover it. That and the

6 EOF seems to be sonevha t conflicting.
7 MR. RAMOS: The only thing between the NEC and the

8 EOF is communication. And the purpose of the communication

9 between the NBC'and the EOF is to exchange information to

10 ensure that both the people in the EOF and the N3C have the

11 same opinions or cose to the same conclusions, so that at

12 least they can argue them out.

13 If we didn 't have that co=munica tion link , th e r

14 would both be going in two separate worlds.

15 VOICE The discussions on the saf ety parameter

16 displai systen earlier, you indicated that the (inaudible)

1'7 vere using existing equipment (inaudible) co m p u te r --

18 MR . H AMOS : Yes.

19 VOICE: for that function, depending on what we--

20 could present.

21 MR. RAMOS: That is right.

22 YOICE: Also that argument was acceptable. Would

23 that also be carried over then to the TSC and the ICE and
24 the NDl?

25 MR. RAMOS: Yes. If you can prove conclusively,

ALCERSON REPCAT.NG COMP ANY. INC.
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I demonstrate conclusively that the data coming from the

2 sensors to the TSC, ECF are going to meet the unavailability

3 factors and if they haven't been sanipulated, fine.

4 70 ICES Well, we have established that one part of

5 that (inaudible) acquisition in the computer.

6 53. HA305. Yes. What we call the d'ata

7 acquisition system could be part of a second generation

8 process corputer.

9 VOICE: Okay, what I a: saying is if we do make an

10 argument for the safety parameter display systems which

11 satisfied the exact requirements --

12 MR. RA50Ss Yes.

13 VOICES You don't turn around and have a diversion

\ 14 requirement, the TSC, ECF, in terms of reliability

15 (inaudible)

16 M3. RAHOS: I agree.

17 YOICEs Okay. The first question would be where

18 you have tended to try to conduct (inaudible) using normal

19 -- -- equipment. We have equipment that serves both the

20 normal and the accident function, you know, for the control

21 room operator and for the people who call in and report the

22 accident. That is the computer room. Is there any reason

23 why (inandible)

24 MR. RAMOS: Okay, let se go back to what Warren

25 said a minute a go. ue said the diagram would provide you,

.
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I and most of the words in here are guidance, okay. If you

2 can give us a system that will meet all the functional

3 requirements and the unavailability f actors, et cetera, et,

4 cetera, we will take a look at it and we will review it and
.

5 then we will discuss it with you if we feel it doesn't meet

6 th e requiremen t.

7 YOICE: (inaudible)

8 MR. HAMOS: Nov ve have only said tha t for the

' 9 process ccaputer, and the reason we said that about the

10 process computer is based on the lER inf orma tion tha t we
11 have had for those past few years.

j 12 Now if you have a better process computer, then

13 the first generation process computers, I will reiterate to

( 14 say that we will take a look at it, and if you can
15 demonstrate conclusively that that data meets the .001

16 requirements ther we will probably accept it.
I'7 YOICE: One final question. Once we have made --

18 to NBC, how do we follow that up? Are we guaranteed tha t--

19 there will be some advice from you?

20 MR. RANOS: let me cut the questions, and may I go

21 on to the schedule and then allow Mr. Beltracchi to go

ZZ through the NDl, because we still want to break at 11:30 if

23 possible. Okay. Let me stop the questions now and go on

24 with the schedule.
25 Okay, the overall schedule is highlighted in that

_
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I ve are shooting for October 1980 to finish NUREG 0696 in

2 final form.

3 70 ICES Can that be focused -- --

4 MR. RAMOS: No.

5 VOICES Well, then you had better read it.

6 MR. RA50Ss I just read it. Develop -- --

7 criteria in October 1980. Can you read it now? I will get

8 in the details on the next slide, but we plan to complete

9 the STDS with existing ins tr umen ts . And that date is wrong

10 on their April 1982. That is January 1982.

11 And supply th e ISC , the ECF vith data on April

12 1st, 1982. And the reason why I have the June 198 3 date is

13 because currently REG GUIDE 1.97 calls for all operating

14 plants to have all of the data from 1.97 in place by June of
15 1982 . The new plants coming down the line right nov vould

16 have to meet that in June of 1992.
17 This recent perturbation we have had in the

18 issuing schedule of 1.97 they changed tha t end date of June

19 1983. Go on to the next slide.

20 It has got the same data on it. We only go to

21 this slide because it has the details . Hopefully, it is

22 correct.

23 (laughter.)

24 Okay, this is the schedule that we provided to all

25 of the licensees in a letter from Eisenhut on the 1st of
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1 August.

2 YOICE4 And that is correct?

3 ER. HA50Ss Yes. We are shooting, and we shov

4 there on the first slide, to develop the functional criteria

5 for emergency facilities, NUREG 0696, and have it out in

6 October 1980.
7 We have a plot there that allows you to design

8 your system, do whatever studies you need to do and submit

9 to us for review and approval your conceptual design

10 descriptich. The 1st of January 1981.

11 We vould then review that criteria from the 1st of

12 January to the 1st of April and get input back to you.
,

13 Obviously if we got the data earlier, we would get you a

14 reply response sooner. We are in the process right now of

15 developing the acceptance criteria for NU3EG 0696. With is

16 a comment from here we say have to adjust that criteria a

l'7 bit, but we hope to issue that sometime 3n Cetober. So you

18 vill have that and you vill know what we are shooting for as

19 far as acceptance criteria.

20 We have a licensee develop interface and equipment

21 specifications. We figured you would start that at the same

22 time you would start the system studies and conceptual

23 design. We started that block in June because many

24 facilities are chartered, many of then chartered long before

25 June of 1980. And we figure tha t would run through about

.
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1 1st of June 1981.

2 Develop, start your building construction and

3 whatever modification is necessary throughout that same time

4 frame to be completed sometime around July of 1981. --

5 procurement starting in January. Some would start. Some

6 have already started. And have it completed by October 1981.

7 Install hardware through January 1982. Software

8 development should start the same time you do your design

9 and development and proceed through January 1982.'

10 Your system performance testing, procedure

11 development and training, and meet our overall requirements,

12 have your STDS in place by 1 January 1982 that meets the

13 NUREG C578. And we have slipped the TSC and EOF from 1-1-81

14 to 1 April 1982.'

15 The comment at the bottom for June 1983 ve are to
16 meet the overall requirements for REG GUIDE 1.97 in that

17 everyone would have to meet the requirenents for REG GUIDE

18 1.97 by June of 1983.

19 Now this is the schedule as we have proposed it,

20 presented it to the Commission, and it is a slip of a year
21 and three months from what has been out on the streets
22 before. We have looked at procurements, et cetera, and

23 think that this is a very touch schedule but a realirable

24 schedule. You all may disa;ree.

25 let me turn it over to Mr. Beltracchi to cover the

ALCERSON PEPCRTING CCMPANY, INC.

400 vtRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 200:4 (202)554 2345



.

_.

103
.

_

1 NDL, and we have all afternoon for comments and questions.

2 YOICE: Question on that schedule. I am quite

3 concerned, you are talking about --

4 53. 5INNE3S: I am sorry, but we would really like

5 to get on because I want to release people for lunch at

6 11:30, and there is an afternoon session at which we can

7 answer all questions. These people are going to have to

*

8 push on. If there is time after leo finishes, ve can take

9 some of these schedules. I know you are very interested in

10 it, but let's get it pushed up.

11 53. BEITRACCHI: First of all, I as going to have

12 to say that I am pinchhitting for our inspection and

13 enforcement people who couldn't be here to give this

( 14 presentation. But I have been associated in the past with

15 various portions of the nuclear data link, so I will try to

16 present the presentation and answer your questions to the
l'7 best of my knowledge and ability.

18 The ff st slide many of you say have seen before.

- 19 It deals with the spectrum of roles of the NRC in

20 emergency. The monitoring advisory direction -- -- control

21 and constraints are the key areas. I would like to address

22 those above the line first. This represents a great

23 majority of the roles. That and particularly monito rin g and

24 advisory.

25 I believe the Commission stated tha t 93 percent of

ALCERSCN AEPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 our effort or 99 percent of the cases would fall in that

2 category, being above the line. The monitoring is to verify

3 and evaluate data from multiple sources to assure that

4 proper and adequate operational and protective measures are

5 being taken, and to inform the public.

6 With respect to advisory it provides requested or

7 volunteers -- -- diagnosing the situation and isolating

8 critical problems and protective actions. Determining,

9 advise of te'rmination; advise other concerned agencies.
10 Only in a small number of cases, as I said, in

11 terms of on the order of 2 percent, that we may have to find

12 ourselves -- NRC may find itself in a situation where it may
,

13 have to assume initiative in making operational procedures
14 regarding license'e actions to be taken.
15 And also to, and under that would be the

16 assumption of management control, tasking and licensing
I'7 supervision of the implementation.(garbled)

18 Constraints wculd not -- would be that the NRC
19 would not physically operate the facility. With respect to

20 an ticipa t ed NRC actions, these fall into the category of

21 making recommendations on actions needed to protect the

22 health and safety, advising and counseling the licensee,

23 providing the evaluated information in determining the

24 significance of the event, coordinating onsite assistance to

25 the licensee and possibly directing the licensee te take or

-

..
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I not take specific actions.

2 The emergency response summary would be

3 notification on the hotline to duty officers, et cetera, at

4 operation center.

5 The licensee again is to maintain open and

6 continuous communication channels.
7 Our' headquarters and region notification

8 procedures would be initiated. Regional and regional

9 director and suppert staff would leave from th e regional

10 site to the plant, and that is dependent upon location of

11 the plant with respect to site regional headquarters, can

12 vary anywhere from 3 to 9 hours.

13 The resident inspector would be notified, and that

I 14 would be one hour f or an ETA. Operations center man, that

15 is the operation center in Sethesda. That way would be from

16 five minutes to one hour, depending on the location of

17 personnel in the Bethesda area.

18 The operating staff during an activation may grov

19 as much as up to 60 people, and of course there is the

20 single voice line to the site during the initial phase of

21 th a t . ~

22 Some of the data link design features consist of

23 approximately 100 data points for each PWE, BWR, and I might

24 sa y that this is consistent with the monitoring f unction .

25 It is certainly not a duplication of what is currently in

|
|

l

|
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1 control rooms in terms of thousands of points that the

2 operator would have at his access in order to ccatrol the

3 plant.

'4 70 ICES Is that censistent with 1.977

5 MB. BEITRACCHI: Yes. Well, this may be, !

6 believe, pr:bably a subset of 1.97 or may end up being a

7 subset of 1.97, and I will address that in a moment.

8 Parameters will be samples selected and processed,

9 I believe on the order of one per minute. We do call for

10 pre-event data en the order of 30 51nutes. There is also

11 some transient analysis. ! believe some of the earlier

12 specs in this area call for flux and pressure'on a transient

13 basis, particularly to de tect ancmalies. That was the

14 intent.

15 The capability of storing two weeks of event data

16 I believe is what our operation center would have.

17 Event alerting, key parameters, at this time I

18 know we were thinking of automatically initiating a link

19 such as safety injection and similar type signals, so that

20 wouldn't have to be a manual activation but would occur
21 automatically. -

22 The data would be presented in our operation

23 center in a data format and protocol. That would be to be

24 sure that our response -- our operation center vould be able

25 to disseminate and use the data for the varicus technical

.
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I support people that would be evaluating the data.

2 Next slide, please?

3 The data indicated in NUREG 696 will be the same

4 as the EEG GUIDE 1.97 variables. It basically I uelieve

5 will be a subset of that. I don't think it will be early in

C th e 1. 9 7.

7 It is to be an engineering unit , digitized and

8 formatted for transmission. And in order to do that, that

~

9 will probably be put forth in an interf ace spec, which will

10 deal with the data formats, the transition requirements of

11 en vironmental and performance criteria to the interf ace a t

12 your plants.

13 This has not been completed at this time. It is

( 14 in our plans to do this, but it will represent a logical

15 point to have an interface with, I believe it is the site

16 transmission unit and what units you people vould have at
l'7 your plant. It is important that the format of that

18 interf ace in terms of data rates, bit storage, transmission

19 rates and itens of that nature be addressed.
20 Ihe last slide deals with the proposed schedule in

21 terms of the nuclear data link implementation, dealing f rom

22 concept study to our 3FP specifications, where our current

23 thinking is that this will te advertised in Commerce

24 Business Daily and go a procurement route. I know many of

25 you have initially heard tha t this was to be operational by

ALCEASCN AE?CRTING COMPANY, INC.
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I 1982. However, in government procurement right that is

2 certainly going to extend the operational date.

3 There are the typical subactivities, consisting of

4 assistance studies. There vill be a lab mockup, a lead

5 plant installation and testing, interface of equipment

6 spe cifica tion s , the hardware procurement and installation,

7 sof twa-re development,. opera tions for operation center

8 testing, and systems performanca testing, documentation and

9 t' raining, and initial operational capabilities to be

10 achieved by the end of Fiscal Jear 1984.

11 This vill give you a broad outline of what our

12 activities will be in this area, and I guess that pretty
13 auch covers the major itens that I wanted to present

i 14 relative to the data link.

15 Are there any other items that you have, Warren?

16 ER. MINNERS: Do any people have any questions on

17 the data link ?
18 ER. BEITRACCHI Yes.

19 VOICES I have a couple. How would you

20 (inaudible) using the link?

21 33. BELTRACCHI: Well, there would probably be a

22 requirement that the plant subsystem would have to retain 30
23 minutes of past data.

24 VOICE: Yes, but how do we get it (inaudible)

25 MR. 3ELTRACCHIs % ell, okay, the activation of the

'
.

ALOERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20C24 (202) 554-2345



- _ ,

. .

109
.

1 link would have - part of the interface specifications that

.2 define the signals that would activate the link would also

3 have to subspecify that this would be part of the initial

4 transmission.
~

5 YOICE: Tou mean just (inaudible)

6 53. BELTRACCHI That is correct. And that is

7 feasible with the rates and the amount of data. I mean--

8 it is no big operation.

'9 Tes?

10 70 ICE: Could you give us a little.: ore

11 description on your end of the data link? Are you ;oing to

12 -have secarate terminals for each plant? How is it going to

13 be manned? Is there going to be an expert for each plant in

14 the center?
15 MB. BELTRACCHI I can 't directly anaver that. I

16 know we do have some contracts with both Sandia and with
I'7 Mitre Corporation to go into the de tails of laying th a t

18 information out. I kind of doubt if it would be a separate

19 dedica ted display for each plant. I sort of suspect that

20 the displays would be -- the data would be stored in a base

. 21 and drawn uren.
22 Tes?

23 YOICE: As a utility what do ve have to do right

24 now? Do we have any requirements to incorporate nuclear

;5 data link capabilities er anything like that?

_
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1 NR. BELTRACCHIs No. However, I would sort -- I

2 don't think i t is --

3 HR. HINNERSs In this document, yes, I think we

4 are putting f orth the requirement that you are going to have

5 to have the capability to have the plugs, if I can

6 characterire it that wa y . I think that is the intent.

7 MR. BELTRACCHIs But I think, and fortunate, if

8 you have done the safety parameter display and technical

9 support center tad EOF, this plug I think is going to be a

10 snail portion of that total problem.

11 Tes?

12
~

VOICE: uow can you expect a utility to install a

13 s r #-e v narameter display panel in two years and give
I4 self four years to install your end of it?

15 (Laughter.)

16 (inaudible)

I'7 MR. VELTRACCHIs All righ t, I as not quite sure

18 how to answer that, but in terms of the link --

19 ER. MINNERSa Let me answer the question. You

20 can't do everything at onc?.

21 (Lauchter.)

22 I think the industry would agree that the safety

23 parameter display has a higher safety importance than the

24 nuclear data link does, and I agree with that, and I think

25 most people on the Commission agree with that.

.
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1 So the thing to do first is to get a safety

2 parameter display in the control rooms, to help the

3 operators do ' heir job, and then we want to have the type of.

4 support center EOF put into place, that is second

5 importance, and then the nuclear data link.

6 Now I think if we re' quired you -- if we tried to.

7 put our nuclear data link in at the same time that you are

8 putting safety parameter display, that is going to certainly
9 affect you. So I think there is that ccasid era tio n . There

10 is no doubt in my nind that we are putting toughe
11 requirements on you than we are curceives, but there is a

12 logical order to having the data link put in af ter the
13 safe ty parameter display.

' 14 So it is not completely that we are :aking you'do

15 things faster than we would do it ourselves. You wouldn't

16 vant us to make all the requirements at the same time.
17 VOICE: If I can go back - nd I don't know

18 whether you want to break for lunch or what, but if I can go
19 back to the schedule --
20 YR. MINNERS: No, I would like to finish up all

21 the questions on the data link, and let's take the schedule,

22 which is a subject unto itself, after lunch if I may de

23 that. Any more quastions on the data link?

24 M3. 3E173ACCHIs Yes, Sch.

25 VOICE: You didn't rention anything about
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1 interactive link, but I can assume that (unintelligible

2 accent).
3 3R. BELTRACCHI4 I think that in our initial

4 preliminary specifications f or the parameters tha t we define -

5 on the nuclear data link, they were basically just a

S monitoring function. We didn't want to get involved with

7 other activities within the plant. It was only to provide

8 sufficient information for the staff to assess,

9 independently assess, adequacy of cooling say from sink to*
'

10 core, and just very, very elementary status information.

11 VOICE: Because it is mentioned in the 596 on the
12 future possibility of the interactive -- the Commission -- --

13 3R. BELTRACCHIa Ch, no, I think initially we

14 weren't concerned about that. And one of the reason ~why --

15 on the interactive -- was to be able to communicate both
16 vars, but it came down to where it was a case where we ended

17 up with a one-way communication.

18 Part of the communication both ways of course

19 could do with such things as error, treatment of errors, and
20 asking for a recall of the data.

21 Yes?

Z1 YOICE: Why wouldn't the safety parameter display

23 parameters be adequate for NBC's monitoring function?

24 .M 3 . BELTRACCHI4 It was our intent to have the

25 safety parameter display as a subset of the nuclear data

_

<
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1 link. We wanted to have a little more information than that

2 in the sense of the functions that I addressed -- the
3 elementary status of the plant, which would get into, oh,
4 such things ! believe as safety injection signals and things

5 of that nature, which isn't in the safety parameter display.
6 NR. !!NNERS: Let me try and clarify the

7 interactive aspect. There may be some interaction between

8 us and the sites because of the stored da ta. To that extent

9 there may be interaction,'but I don 't think the present

10 concept is to have any ability to go into the site computers
11 and have then do something and then t ra nssi t that data. The

12 manipulation is now conceived to be at the NRC headquarters.
13 3R. RAMOS: The only interaction vould be to

14 activate whatever data storage, if it is decided that the

15 data storage should be held at th e site ra ther than a t the

16 NRC. And that would be activating the system to start the

l'7 flow of data coming into the NRC.

18 MR. BELTRACCHIs Yes?

19 YOICE4 You have mentioned tha t you felt that th e

20 safety parameter display might be a subset of the nuclear

21 da ta link. I am not so sure you can achieve that if you are

22 going to have a straight data flow of information coming--

23 to wa rd you from one direction. I am not so sure you are

24 going to get any safety parameter display ar a subset.

25 ER. MINNERS4 We are not going to have a display;
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I ve are going to have the information.

2 MB. BELTRACCHI No, just the information.

3
, VOICE: Just the same information -- --

.

4 MR. BELTRACCHIs That is right.

5 Tes?

6 VOICE: Wouldn't it mean that more data

7 (ina udible) ?

8 MR. BELTRACCHI No, it was the intent that 1.97

9 be sort of the umbrella and the nuclear data link be a '

10 subset.
>

11 VOICE: Well, you also had a growth f actor console

12 in there, saying tr.at you wanted 14 3 more pa rameters.
13 MR. RELTRACCHIs I think it was up to 140

14 parameters.
~

15 VOICES Something like th a t.

16 MR. RELTRACCHI Ckay.

117 VOICE: That could mean another 600 points.,

18 MR. REITRACCHIs I don't think it was our intent

19 to g et 500 points per se.
;

20 MR. MINNERS: The intent was to give some, not th e i

21 design of things, but some exact number now vill not have i

l

)22 the capabilities later on to add a couple of points.+

23 MB . B ELTR ACCHI s They do -- -- design flexibility. |
24 MR. MINNERS: Yes. Recause it doesn 't cost any

25 acre to put a little extra capacity.

.
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1 YOICE: How about the data requirements for 0654?

2 Is that a -- -- link?

3 MR. RAMOS: Which part of 654 are you talking

4 about?
5 VOICE: Appendix 2, page 6.

6 MR. RAMOSs For the zeteorological data?

7 70 ICE: Yes.
'

8 MR. RAMOS That lays out the requirements for

9 meteorological data which vill be part -- we have added it

10 into 1.97.

I 11 70!CIs Ckay, hut will it also -- -- nuclear data

12 link?
13 3R. R AMOS : Will all of 1.97 come over to the data

14 " link?

15 70 ICE: No, no. All the data required by 0654,

16 Appandix 2, vill that all be integrated into just one data
l'7 link?

18 MR. RAMOS: No.
,

19 YOICEs Why not?

20 HR. 3AMOS There are certain specific parameters

21 th a t are in 1 97, or which we have added to 1.97, to
'

22 acconzodate those specific parameters that we vant as far ss
23 meteorological and radiological data.

24 VOICES (inaudible)

25 *3. 3AZOSs No, it is one data link..
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1 VOICE: -- Page 6 of Appendix 2, 0654 calls for an

2 active data link? Where vill that fit in on Figure 1 that

3 you shev vith 0696?

4 MR. RAMOS: I as not answering your question

5 right. That' requirement is in there. It is planned to

6 integrate that with the requirement for 1.97. Those

7 requirements that are in Appendix 2, which will be reissued

8 as REG GUIDE 1.23, are being cranked into the parameters
9 that are in REG GUIDE 1.97.

10 70 ICE: Okay, but in fairness, when it is cranked

11 into 1.97, vill all of the data required cese over the one

12 nuclear data link ?
13 MR. RAMOS: Yes. To the NRC, yes.

14 VOICE: The NRC. So as far as the access to the

15 data link --
.

16 MR. RAMOS: Yes.

17 VOICES -- that Appendix 2 calls for, that will be

18 taken care of a t the NRC end?

19 MR. RAMOS: No, no, no.

20 MR. RELIRACCH!: No, if you are asking is the

21 f o rm a t of -- that that data at your plant would have to be

22 formatted and then interfaced with NRC, you would have to

23 integrate that data in order to interf ace with -- |
1

24 yoIcgg o ', e y , but we would have to supply
'

25 (inaudible) format, as specified in the appendix, nuclear

e
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I data link. (inaudible)

2 MR. RELTRACCHI4 Wait, now Figure of -- Steve?

3 VOICE: 0696.

4 MR. MINNIES: I think you are telling us that we

5 have a job to make 65u, 696 and 1.97 more consistent. I

G think we hear you.

7 VOICE: Okay.

8 MR. RAMOS: Yes, I am looking at the diagram.

9 (Paute.)

10 VOICE: Okay, the only question is where does the

11 -- w h a t path does the meteorological data follev vhen it

12 goes to the NRC?

13 VOICE: The digitired.
.

14 MR. MINNERS: We don't really care where it comes

15 fros, except tha t it goes through the nuclea r data link.

16 VOICE: Okay, good.

17 MR. MINNERS4 I don ' t think we are telling you you

18 have to bring it from a certain place.

19 VOICE: Well, that is fina, because 0553 reads

20 entirely diff erent than nuclear data link as far as the data

21 requirements. (inaudible)

22 MR. MINNERS: I will have to go tack and read 065T

23 more carefully, because you are telling me things --

24 MS. SAMOS: You are correct. Ihere is a

3 requirement richt now to provide that data, and in the case

.
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1 of Indian Point, for example, it is already installed.

2 YOICE: Would you just explain what you mean by

3 event (in telligible)

4 MR. BELTRACCHIs Event?

5 YOICE Event -- of the pa ram e ters that you--

6 have the slides, you know one of the , things that you have te
7 ' do is two weeks storage capability and then --
8 MR. BELTRACCHIs Ch, that was, I believe, two

9 weeks' storage capability was the requirement impos'ed on the
10 NRC operation center.

11 7OICEs Right af ter tha t. You have event alerti.;

12 the paraneters.

13 MR. BELTRACCHIs Ch, safety injection would be one

14 of the events tha t would automatically initiate transmission.
15 VOICE: Oh, I see.

16 MR. BELTRACCHIs Would you put the slide up

17 because I am -- third or fourth line, I think.

18 (Pause.),

19 MR. RAMOS Hcv about repea ting your question

20 again?

21 VOICES Well, I don 't understand wha t you avan by
*

22 the event alerting of key parameters.
23 MR. MINNERS: Are you talking about in 0696 or in

24 a slide?
25 70 ICES No, no,. this slide.

.
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1 53. RELTRACCHIs No, I think it is back one or

2 two, Tom. -

3 MR. MINNERS Event ale r tin g . I am not quite

4 sure, I think that is supposed to be -- -- by key
'

5 parameters. I guess I don't understand the slide syself.

6 MR. RELTRACCHIs I was under the impression, you
,

7 know, I know that we had discussed this and we wanted

8 automatic initiation so that we wouldn't have to inpact the

9 o p er a to r. And we had defined in one of the initial

10 specifications in the nuclear data link several signals,

11 which I know safety injection was one.

12 VCICE: It is my understanding that your NDL is

*3 going to be continuous. The data stream would be

14 continuous, but the (inaudible).

15 3R. RELTRACCHIs Yes.

16 VOICES (inaudible) The data is comicq in in

17 continous streams. There say be certain |'- --

18 MR. RELTRACCHI: Okay.

19 MR. RAMOSs You are right, it is from previous

20 presentations. Those specifications haven't been completely

21 vritten yet, but -- -

22 VOICES I think that is what I am probably

23 alluding to.
,

1

24 MR. RELTRACCHI It could very well be, you know,

25 one aspect of the thing is that we were concerned about
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I having the capability of looking at say the safety parameter

2 display portion of the nuclear data link information.

3 So that could be what that term is referring to.

4 53. MINNERS: Okay, I think I have been told that

5 if you don't get to lunch here around 11:30 there 's so many

6 other people that -- so let's break for lunch and we will

7 start the discussion, basically questions and comments at

8 12:30 in this room.

9 (iih ereupon , a t 11: 3 5 a .m . , the meeting was

10 recessed, to be reconvened at 12:30 p.m. of the same day.)

11

12

13
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18

19

20
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22

23

24

25

l
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1 AFTERNCON SESSION

2 (12: 44 p.m.)

3 3R. NINNERS: We have a such reduced -- -- and I

4 guess this is all we are going to get, so let's begin. In

5 the foyer there are copies of the August letter from Darrell

6 Eisenhut to all of the ad voca tes and licensees which
7 transmit copies of 0696 and also says there vill be a 30-day

8 comment period, which got changed by th e tim e it wa s

9 pubiished in the Federal Register to a uS-day comment

10 period.

11 There is also a transcript being made, and if you

12 vish a copy of the transcript, I am not sure of this, but I

13 believe if you will contact our Rules and Records Division

14 that you will be able to obtain one. That is the usual way.

15 All righ t, the first name of a person who would

16 vish to make a comment is Yr. Feinberg of GPU. Is he here

l'7 to make his comment. Mr. Feinberg?

18 (Pause.)

19 I can't rake this out, it is a Mr. M-o-r-1-1-e-n,

20 maybe Moellen from Public Service Electric and Gas in New

21 Jersey. Is he here and would like to make a comment? No.

ZZ Mr. Lipinski from Con Edison. Would he 11xe to

23 make a comment? Mr. Lipinski?

24 Er. Fasnoeht, F-a-s-n-o-e-h-t, from Jersey Central

25 Power and Light. Would he like to make a comment? No.
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1 *r. Shepard from Yankee Atomic, would he like to

2 sake a comment? When you make a comment, would you.please
,

3 use the center microphone so that the reporter can get your

4 comments, and identify yourself.

5" HR. SHEPARD 4 A rthur Shepard, Yankee Atomic. I

6 would just like to comment on two 'or three items that you
.

7 have discussed this morning, one concerning the location of4

8 the ECF.

9 I recognire that there is cen'siderable controversy

10 as to whether this f acility should be located near site or

11 far from the site. I think what you have tried in this

12 document here is to compromise between the two , and I guess
,

13 the results have negated the event. But the advantages of

14 either locating it close or far away -- certainly locating

15 it close to the facility has'the advantage during most of

16 the times tha t the facility will be activated of being able

17 to have a very close contact between the emergency

18 operations facility and the plant site.

19 likewise, the advantages of putting it far away

20 allows you to continue opera tion without evacuation. I

21 think you should really reactivate a possibility of having
,

22 alternative E O F 's,, allowing the normal use of near site

23 facility during most of the activation time period and

24 allowing people to go far away when it becomes necessary.
3 As f=r as the use of a separate processor, I see

i

|
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I that it does offer -- this is what the information going

2 in to the technical support center -- I see where it does

3 offer some advantages in where you may have certain reasons

4 for vanting to use a separate processor rather than to use

5 th e m ain -- - . However, there may be information that is

6 available through the use of the plant computer which may be

7 desirable to have in the technical support center and th e

8 emergency operations facility there, and which vocid not be

9 available if you had to put this through a separate

10 processor. There is more infornation available in the plant

11 than vouid be made available to the technical su;; ort center

12 through the use of the main computers.
13 52. ! INNERS: Maybe there is a clarification on

14 that. I don 't think it was our intent to prohibit people

15 . ;om taking inf ormation f rom the process computer and

16 presenting it. We just said tha t the mininum set of data

17 would have to be on this independent separate processino,

18 and if other data which was available in the computer were

19 to be presented, that was all right, but it was to be

20 presented in an independent way.

21 5R. HAMOS: We recognize that there vould be some

22 data that vould be coming from the process computer

23 independent of the other processes, to supplement the data

24 that is in RIG GUIDE 1.97. We knew that some time ago, and

25 ve figured tha t would be part of your design pa rameters.
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1 MR. SHEPARD: Yes, but I think you tend to limit

2 that amount by going to two processors or two methods of

3 gathering this information. I think it would be simpler and
,

4 would be more compact and more readily available if

5 everything came through the same. process system.

6 HR. MINN ERS : Yes, I think we discussed that

7 before, and I guess the question is how do you write up

8 criteria which you give you satisfactory independence and

9 security and things like that.

10 3R. SHEPARD: I think we can address these, and

11 you should keep an open sind to this possibility. And

12 finally I would just like to indicate that as far as the

13 parameters that should be sent through to the technical

14 support center and emergency center, one should try to keep
15 these minimal and to the point of being able to follow the

16 accidents. One is a.ble to come up with enough scenarios

17 that almost all the informatioW in the plant under one

18 scenario or another could become the necessary information
19 th at the NRC feels should go to the centers. But I think it

20 should be kept minimal in order to be able to really follow
21 the accident without getting all of these other parameters

22 to clog up the issues. And this should be certainly

23 addressed in 1.97 when that does come out.
24 ER. MINNERSs 1.97 is intended to be the minimum

3 set of data that will ha ve to be provided for the PSC and

.
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1 the EOF.

2 MR. SHEPARDs Let's make it the minimum set of

3 criteria and not start building up on it as one tries to

4 cese up with different scenarios.

5 MR. MINNERS: We are trying to stay with that

6 minimum. We will stay with the minimum set. If the

7 operator wishes to add more data, I think we wouldn't

8 prohibit it.

9 Er. A rvhovak f rom Philadelphia Electric. .I am

10 sorry if I don 't pronounce your nase right.
i

11 VOICIs Mr. Chairman, can I just --

12 32. MINNEBSa Your name, sir?

13 70 ICE: (inaudible)

14 MR. MI.1 N ER S : Oh, okay, certainly. I as just

15 asking here -- I have come down to your name. If you would

16 lik e to make a comment, we would like to have it.

I'7 YOICE: Shall I hold off for a few minutes?'
18 MR. MINNERSs Okay, I will come back to you.

19 Mr. McConald from Yankee Atomic?
20 Mr. Cotton?

21 3R. ECDONA1D Yes, Mr. Mcdonald here.

22 MR. MINNERS: I am sorry.

Z3 5R. MCDON A LD s Sorry. I have three or four basic

24 comments. One thing that I would like to expand on from our

25 discussion earlier this morning and what Art Shepard has

i
|
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1 just brought up in connection with the EOF is the issue of

2 location and providing alternates to the primary EOF.

3 Am I to understand from the discussion this

4 morning that the direction given in 0596 as it currently is

5 draf ted comes f rom the staff view of the considerations and
6 directions specified by the commissioners themselves in a

7 recent meeting?

8 MR. MINNERS That is correct.

'

9 3R. MCDONALD: And'that direction is somewhat
10 confused by a couple of discussions this morning in

11 connection with the location, and that is wh ether it is one

12 to three miles from the site or within a total distanca of

13 five to ten miles. And I guess my confusion is that

14 apparen tly the commissioners seem to be saying one to three,

15 and your interpretation seems to say within ten.

16 53. RAMOS: I think it is the other way around.

17 No, I think the commissioners said five to ten is what they

18 wanted, and if we interpret it the var they said it, you

19 could also have something closer than that if it was

20 properly, protected.
21 3R. RELTRACCHI4 We don't have the building

22 requirements.

23 3R. MINNERS: Their primary concern was that you

24 would not have to evacuate the IOF if you had a larger
'

25 lead. Just at the time when you had to be giving

.
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I recommendations and directions on evacuation.

2 MR. COTTONS Have the commissioners quantified

3 that consideration in terms of the accidents that
.

% radiological harardability has to be demonstrated for?

5 ER. MIN N ERS : No.
'

6 3R. COTTON: There seemed to =e some confusion in

7 our discussion this morning on tha t also.

8 MR. MINNERSs No, the Commission hasn't done that,

k9 and the staff hasn t done that, and the industry hasn't done

10 that. And I am not sure we know how to do that. I will

11 have to agree with you that that is probably an open area

12 that is going to have to be worked out.

13 I would suggest that we would probably go ahead

14 vith what may be a vague criterion at this point rather than

15 trying to resolve every issue at this time.

16 MR. COTTON: Can I point out if th e statements

17 made in the rider map on page 17 and see if my understanding

18 is correct or incorrect on that issue there?
19 3R. MINNERS: Sure. Which page?

20 MR. COTTON: Page 17 under ites (f), th e second

21 half of that paragraph cites some radiological harardability

22 requirements in the references that it makes. It is calling

23 for GEC 19 and SRP 61u, radiological harardability

24 demonstration, lights at control room and lights at

25 technical support center.

.

9
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1 Now embodied lu those guidelines and criteria are

2 the design basis accident considerations for demonstrating

3 radiological harardability .

4 Am I correct in saking the interpretation that

5 the EOF radiological harardability demonstration is made

6 like the control room and the technical support center

7 demonstration s that is, GEC 19 6.'4, which is a DBA event.

8 3R. R AMOS s That is true.

9 ' 53. MINNERS: Yes, I think you have a correct

10 interpretation.
.

11 MR. COTTON: Okay. That would seem to cles: up

12 the confusion about the accident that, first, ECF

13
( radiological harardability might be demonstrated for, and

14 there was another comment this morning about access to ECF

15 and the plant proper itself.(inaudible) on wha t the

16 accident is for -- that type of accident -- -- reason as

l'7 well, I would think.

18 HR. HINNERS: As far as design, criteria, those are

19 the design criteria, yes. But when people are locking at

20 it, they go beyond that.

21 MR. COTTON: I know, and'I fear --

22 ER. MINNERS: That is where the conf usion is, I

23 thin k .

24 53 . COTTON: I guess I share in that confusion

25 because I was surprised to see in any talk about
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1 radiological harardability, seeing it specified in black and

2 white as detailed as it is here by making those references -

3 at 19 and 6.4 Those would abound on the type of

4 radiological harardability demonstration that must be ma'de

5 for a facility like that.

6 But at the same time , more than DB A type accident

7 considerations are always thrown into conjunction on

8 radiological harardability and considerations.

9 MR. RAMOSs That is true.

10 HR. COTTON: I am just trying to put a bo un d on i t

11 here, and I don't know if you can do that based on your

II discussions with the commissioners.
13 MR. MINNERSs Well, you know, could I interpret

14 your comment to say that the criteria in criterion 19 and
i

15 S.4 are adequate, do you think are adequate? If that is

16 what you want to support, you probably ought to say that in
17 a comment and say why it is adequate. e

18 MR. CATTON: Well, I am saying now that they do

19 put a cap on it. I as not -- the whole question of EOF

20 radiological harardability is another issue, and alternate

21 versus primaries -- -

22 HR. MINNERS: And I as sure people are going to be

23 asking questions of what happens if you have a larger than a

24 DBA release.

25 MR. COTTON: Yes, I recognire that. We always get

ALOERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY. INC.
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I those questions in connection with any of the things that --

2 MB. MINN EES : And the Commission has not --

3 MR. COTTON: -- including technical support center

4 hazardability.

5 MR. MINNERS: The Commission hasn't decided yet

6 how far, if at all, it should go beyond its present DB A 's,

7 and that is going to be a continuing question, and I don 't

8 know really how to resolve it in any reasonable time f rame.

9 MR. COTTON: Okay.

10 MR. MINNERS:' I would hope that when a utility

11 designs one of these things they would recognire that.

12 MS. COTTON: My last two comments are related.

13 There was an implication this morning that, quite

14 disturbing, and that is the regional response plan is not

15 finalized in terms of the numbers, licensees to expect

16 regional response would constitute.

17 MR. MINNE3Sa N3C regions you are talking about?

18 MR. CCTTON: NBC regions, right. As specified now,

19 and has been some time, an allocation of ten to the EOF,
20 five to the technical support center. But if I heard

21 correctly this morning, there was some mention of maybe

22 those numbers bding increased on the urging of the region, !

23 quess.

24 MB. MINNERS Yes, ve have had a comment from a

3 region at least that would like to have more. So far we are
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1 sticking with the nusbers that we have.

2 MR . COTTON : Okay.

3 - NR. MINNESS: But you know, they can make comments

4 like everybody else.

5 NR. COTTON: 'J e l l , I guess that is the context

6 th a t you did sention it, that they were free to comment as

7 ve were, and these things as design bases keep moving

8 targetvise, and that is a very fundamental issue in terms of

9 specifying EOF's and technical suppor: center. *

10 ER. MINNERSs '4 ell, when we pct the document out

11 in October or Movember, whenever, hcpefully those issues

12 vill be resolved and you vill have some firm guidance. That
.

/ 13 is the purpose of issuing a dccument which gives the

14 quid ance so that the utilities, the licensees and applicants

15 know whst they are supposed to do by 1983 and can start

16 doing it.

17

18
.

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

_
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1 Do we have anybody from the regions who would like to

2 comment cn the number of people they think they need in the

3 meeting?

4 Go ahead.
~

5 VOICE: I can actually tell you how many we vill

6 have.
,

7 M3. EINNERS: Do you want to use the slide machine?

8 VOICES Ieah, briefly.

9 Generically, I would comment tha t' this requiremen t'

to is --

11 ME. M!NNERS: Vould y:u identify yourself, ;1 ease.

12 VOICES I 'n (NAME UNINTELLIGIBLE) fron Region 1.

13 Generically, the thing we're finding is that
(

14 rather than going to headquarters and asking what the

15 regions are going to do, you should be coing to the regional

16 office for ccordination.

17 VOICE: As far as the numbers that we'll be using

18 --

19 VOICE: (WORDS UN!NTELLIGIBLE) letters we get from

20 Eisenhut and respond to them?

21 VOICE: From our regional office. This is a plan.

22 that's in existence and has been in existence for about a

3 year. I think that may be appropriate. This is from the

24 regions 1 group. And this vill list where the pecple vill

3 report and in what numbers. And th eir communication needs.

_
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1 Nov --

2 70 ICE: Where are the numbers?

3 70 ICES The numbers are represented by the blocks

4 themselves.

5 70 ICE: (UNINIELLIGIBIE).

6 YOICE: Right.

7 Team A, of course, is the regional directo r,

8 deputy director, or, depending on the severity of the

9 in cide n t , the responsible branch chief -- and by
,

10 " responsible" that's the overriding consideration of the

11 events if it's an operational oriented event, it'll be the

12 reactor operations branch chief; if it's radiological it'll

13 be the radiological branch chief. Cur director of

14 operational assessment, of course, is the appropriate

15 section chief from the region assigned responsibility for
16 th a t pa rticula r f acility; he's located in the EOF. Ihe

l'7 resident inspector reports to the control room as his

18 initial duty station. Our so-called systems specialist is

19 Technical Support Center. Public affairs officer would

20 report to the news center, again co-located with other news

21 people. 'se have a security assessment and logistical

22 support individual who initially involves himself in

23 security assessment; he reports to the ECF, that's his prime

24 duty station. Ihe director of radiological assessment is

25 our regional emergency planning officer or his alternate; he

~

:
i,
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I report to the EOF; and under his direction and control are

2 the two radiation specialists, one reporting to the.0SC and

.
3 is involved in in-plant radiation p rotection , one roves in

4 the environment and makes spot assessments of the licensee's

5 perf ormance in the environmental area.

6 Now, that's all supported by a tactical network of

7 radio. There are all those people that are

8 intercommunicated. And you can see that the EMS is our

9 operational link with headquarters for the passage of data -

10 and that the health physics net is the passage of

11 ra diological and environmental data through to headquarters.

12 One thing you'll note that we dcn't have is a

13 coemand and administrative and logistics net, which implies

14 hard-wired telephone. That's yet to be worked out.

15 And I guess the bottom line of all this is, is

16 that if you add that up, numbers of people, this is the NRC

17 regional response, will be the first people 8n. This will

18 he supplemented by headquarters senior management

19 individuals. So we've got what, one, two, three, four,

20 five, six, seven, eight, nine individuals from the regional

21 offices that's our optimum number of people. All righ t?

22 And this is designed to be the initial response phase.

23 If you have the design basis or a Three . Mile

24 Island scenario , then essentially you're going to be into a

25 dif f eren t ball game. We're alears coing to supplement.

u
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1 Just as you'll supplement your organirations and augment

2 with other personnel, we'll also augment.
'

3 If you look at the headquarters breakdown that

4 interf aces with our organization, it looks like thi s . The

5 current policy right now is that management of the NBC's
6 response will initially take place f rom the headquarters

7 office in Bethesda; upon arrival of the team, the regional

8 team, at the licensee's ECF, upon an in-briefing and upon

9 coordination between the director of the EMT and the team
to lea-der, who is our regional director, overall management of

11 the NRC's response is now transferred down to the
i

12 responsibility of the regional teao, transferred forward, if
' 13 you will.

14 That's roughly the breakdown. Nov, between the

15 ENT and the regional office there'll be plans -- need for

16 supplemental people. So if we 're in a continuing scenario,

l'7 of course, and we have to operate 24 hours a day, we have to

18 have relief, just as your people would.

13 So, from a base-line standpoin, and looking at

20 the first 24 to 48 hours of the incident, we're talking

21 about nine people initially at various locations in your
4

22 f acili ty. The number of ten gives maximum flexibility such

23 that senior officials, or even the Commissioners themselves,

24 could be housed in the EOF.
25 So in terms of the initial response, we're talking

~
,

-
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1 th a t way. And again, I think you've got to handle that

2 issue. It -- our plans change just like yours do. .This is

3 fairly s ta tic . But you need to coordinate with the regional

4 office, in whatever region you may be from, to find out what

5 their response plans are, just like you coordinate with the

6 state and everything else.

7 Does that help you, John?

8 MR. COTTON: Well, yeah, it certainly does. This

'9 is the first I've seen of this. We 've had many requests for
~

10 this type of information through licensing, and I quess it's

11 not coming through them and we're dealing with the wron?

12 brancti of the Cozzission.
13 VOICES The NRC's incident response role or

14 sission is assigned to Inspection and Enforcement. And I

15 think the problem is, when you go to another division within

16 NRC they're trying to be responsive to you but they're not

17 necessarily talking to you about the latert policy. So from

18 the regional standpoint, th e te s t point to contact is just
19 like you would any off-site agency or any supporting group,
20 like you would with FINA or anybody else. And again, we

21 have plans that we're more than happy to discuss, individual

22 communications ; oblems, on a -- on an on-call basis; and
23 ve'11 certainly do that. I'm sure all the utilities will.

24 But that's the final comment, then, is for the ;eople
25 responsib1'e for 0696 to be aware of --

-
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1 MR. RAMOS: The numbers that we've laid out in

2 0696, the five in the TSC and th e +en in the EOF, can easily.

3 accommodate the , regional requirement, headquarters
4 requirements.

5 On top of our five in the TSC and ten in the EOF,

6 ve've had a recommendation for even more people, from one of

7 the regional directors. We are takino that into

8 consideration now.
9 There is a requirement, as you know, for a-

10 separate room for the NEC to have as part of the TFC
11 complex. We have to if we are forced within the staff to--

12 increase the number in the TSC, that's where we'll put then,
13 in that separate room.

.

14 ER. MINNERSs At least on this, we think we're

15 coordinated. to you think that we 're not and there 's

16 something more we have to do?

17 ER. COTTON: Well, from seeing this organizational

18 respcuse charts, it leads me to believe that there are

19 probably some pretty detailed response procedures and

33 responsibility outlines on the part of the XRC regional

21 people. And I quess I'd be Iceling for that information as

22 veil as the numbers.
23 MR. RA!03: Rut when you look at the numbers of

24 people he has in those slides --

25 53. COTTON: Right.

.

s.

.

ALOERSCN *EPCNnNG COMPANY. INC.

40 VmGiNIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN. C.C. 20024 (202)554-2345

i



. _ .-

--

138
-

-

1 NR. RAMOS: -- you still don't cxceed the numbers

2 tha t we're requiring --

3 MR. COTTON: No, I recognize that. But it was

4 mentioned this morning that maybe that was sJbject to

5 comment. And --

6 MR. RAMOS4 'J ell , that's right, bece use we do ha ve

7 a recommendation f rom a region, which we will probably have

8 acre of before we're done --
9 MR . COTTON s Okay.

10 3R. RAMOS: -- to reconcile that. And we haven't

1* reconciled that. "e are right now staying with the five and

12 ten requirement, until we can reconcile that in -h ouse . Rutt
13 as I said, there is really room that has to be provided-

14 separately as part of the TSC, and tha t 's where we 'd

15 probably move those additional people that are associated

16 with the TSC.
17 MR. COTTON: Now, is this regional response

18 capability that's developed or being developed being

19 integrated with the licensing and NER response?
20 MR. RA!OS: ~4e're part of a team with !CF to

21 develop the overall NRC incident response plan. And so --

22 ER. COTTON 4 Ckay, I guess what I's asking is what

23 the status of that is, where that rests?

24- MR. RANOS: We have the require:ent to report to

25 Congress in 60 days on that plan. And we're in the --

_
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1 MR. COTTONS Okay. So that's under development
.

2 now?

3 MR. H ANOS : in the process of -- it 's under--

4 development now. Both that and communications are two, two

5 reports that we have to give Congress within 60 days.
6 58. COTTON: Okay. Thank you.

7 HH. MINNERS: Mr. Arubovak, did you want to speak

8 now?

9 M3. ARUBOVAK: This is for comments or questions

10 or anything? O r --

11 MB. XINNERS: Anything you want to say that's --

12 can be put in the record.

13 HR. ARUE0VAK: let's go back to a page before.
'

14 And when you erite this and it's publirhed, we have a harder

15 time arguing against a particular decision, is that true?
16 13. 5 INNERS: It's like a regulatory guides this

l'7 will be an acceptable position and, obviously, is the one

18 that we've agonired over and the one we love dearly and
19 ve'd, you know, hang onto. But if you have a different

20 position and can demonstrate that it 's adequa te or better,
21 we will listen to you and --

22 MR. ABUBOVAK: But it becomes more difficult at a

23 late r date, richt?

24 MR. MINNE3S: Certain1 . If you think you see |

,

!

25 something wrona, you should try to get this changed, because |
l

-
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1 it's going to cause you a lot less trouble.

2 3R. ARUBOVAK Hight. We vill send you a. formal

3 letter. But, in the meantime, I'd like to just again

4 reiterate something that with reference to the plant process

5 co m puter .

6 Given the fact that we are evaluating our computer

7 presently and find it to be adequa te , which we doubt that we

8 can do, but I still think that we ought to be able to

9 utill:e, if we put new equipment in there, the plant process
10 computer to transmit data to the TSC or the data link to the
11 OSC, CSF.

12 33. MINNE2S: Did you understand his comment? I

13 didn 't hear him.
14 MR. 3ElTRACCHI: Yeah. Yeah.

15 let me be sure I understand wha t you're saying.

16 Are you saying that the plant process computer should be a

17 po rtion of a new digital link -- a new digital systen?
18 ER. ARUBOYAKs It's possible it may be. And what

19 you're saying here is, you 're eliminating generically a
20 process computer in the plan. Now, if you find that one

21 plant does not have an adequate process computer, that would

22 be for that plant to discuss with you. But you're already

23 eliminating, in setting up the criteria on th e design basis ,
24 (WOR DS UNINTEllIGI31E) utilize the plant process computer.
25 MR. MINNFRS: No , we 're not eliminating the

-

%w
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1 procer: computer from the plan. We're just saying here --

2 and we may modify it a little bit -- tha t the process

3 computer is not satisfactory, at least, the present-day

4 process computers are not satisfactory, for this minimum set

5 of data that we want displayed in the TSC and ECF. If you

6 have -- and the NDL -- if you have other data tha t the

7 operator thinks is necessary to put in these facilities that

8 comes from the process computer, that is permitted. But it

9 by the current guidance, that would have to be done--

10 independently.

11 M3. ARUEOVAK: Well, then , you 're saying,

12 basically, tha t any process computer throughout the United

- 13 States is not adequate to transmit any data on the safety
14 pa rameters yo u talk about.

15 52. MINNERS: That's what the current guidance

16 says. And I would -- and we discussed that a little bit

17 before.
18 MR. ARUBOYAK: Hight.

19 ER. TINNERS: That may be too strong a statement.

20 We didn 't know at this tire how to specify the criteria for

21 what was a goo'd process computer. 'Je realire it has to have

22 some security, it has to have some reliabili ty , and I don't

23 know what else. And if we could get some help from people

24 early on stating the criteria that would allow us to use

25 good process computers but exclude bad proc.;ss computers, we

_

.
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I would like to -- we'd appreciate those words. There are bad

2 process computers, and I think people woull agree.

3 MR. ARU30VAKa You have no objections to us
.

4 reiterating what you've stated here to cover present-day

5 computers if they're ad equa te ?

6 32. 5 INNERS If they're adequa te.

7 3R. 3ElTHACCHI4- If they 're adequa te, it 's no

8 stumblino block.
'

9 3R. A3U307AK All righ t . Now, you men tioned

10 seismic computers -- and you mentioned someone actually has

11 this available now ?

12 MR. 2ELTRACCHI No, I said, very specifically,

13 that I've seen some DOD computer specifications and I know

14 they 're capable of procuring these types of systems.
15 MB. ARU30VAK; Who are these again?

16 53. EElTRACCHIs CCD Department of Def ense.

17 3R. ARU30VAK Department of Defense.

18 The Navy, in particular, has acquired computers

19 for on board ship that require some rather extensive

20 environmental operations, environmental qualifications.

21 33. EINNEES: That, the sei-seic requirement, is
'

22 only on the Safety parameter Display.

23 MR . ARU30VAK Well, that's true, but if we put

24 othat things in the compcter --

25 33. MINNERS: If you want to make a complete

-
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1 in tegrated display, yes. I agree, but I'm just trying to

2 clarify the requirement.

3 MR. ARUBOVAK4 Do you have any cost factor what a

4 seismic-qualified computer would be for a standard type

5 computer such as, say, a (WCRDS UNINTELLIGIBLI) machine?

6 MR. BELTRACCHIs No, I don 't have, I don 't have

7 them with me, but I know I do have some. I know if you were

8 to even contact somebody like Combustion Engineering th e y

9 could give you a feeling f or what the costs would be in

10 terms of what they went through to qualify the core

11 protection (WORD UNINTELLIGISLE) system.

12 MR. ARU30VAK Can you give me the telephone

13 numbers of those individuals that --

14 MB. BELTRACCHI: If you'll see me after this

15 meeting, I'll --

16 MR. ARUBOVAX: Fine. |

1^7 Your data lin k , I assume it's a one-way streets we

18 send you data, you take care of it. I

19 MR. MINNERS: Essentially that, except that we
!

20 discussed tha t we may have to have some interaction to be i
l

21 able to get access to the 30-sinute and two-week storage.

22 MR. ABU30VAKs Who's scing to store the two-week )
23 storage?

74 MR. BELTRACCHI: No, t'.it's at this end. It

25 believe the two-week storage is at the operations center in

-
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1 Bethesda.

2 MB. RAMOS: No, wait a minute, that hasn't been

3 decided yet. That spec * is still in the process of being

4 uritten.

5 53 . ARUBOVAK: When are you going to decide?

? Because that impacts the size of the computer (WCROS

7 UNINTE1LIGIstE).

8 3R. RA305: !t'll be part of the NDL packaga ence

9 it's completed.

10 ER. ARUBOVAK4 Allrig.}t. And --

11 MR. R AEOS . The decision hasn't been made whether

12 to stors the data with the licensee or bring it all back and

. 13 store it at the NRC.,

14 HR. ARUBCVAKs Now, this two weeks is only during

15 the occurrence, it's no t a t all times ?

16 HR. MINNERS: Correct. After an occurrence,

l'7 there'll be a two-week storage of what happened during the

18 incident.

19 MR. ARUBOVAXa And you only want 30 minutes prior

20 to the --

21 MR. MINNERSs Righ t.

22 MR. ARU30VAK: -- an event?
|

23 53. !!NNERS: The 30 ninutes will definitely be at '

)
,

24 the site and it vill be -- how do you want to say that? -- a

25 runninc 30 minutes.

-
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1 MR. ARUBOVAK When will you decide who stores the

- 2 two weeks?

3 MR. MINNERSa I didn't hear your question.

4 MR. ARUB0VAKs When will the NRC decide who stores

5 the two weeks of da ta ?
6 MR. MINNERSs I hope that, the intent is to have

7 it in this document when we issue it in October or
8 November. That 's the purpose of this dccument, is to get

9 those kind of requirements out on the street, so that the

10 utilities can design their systems.

11 MR. ARU30VAKa The parameters to be displayed are

12 something like 100 .megapoints?

13 MR. MINNERS: Yes.

14 MR. ARU207AK: The ovent alert and th e ke y

15 parameters, are we to assume that our computer system,

16 whatever it may be, can transmit it to Bethesda , would
17 initiate someone there and flash a red light and say we have

18 a problem ?

19 HR. MINNERS: Yes.

20 HR. ARUBOVAX4 And will you define the particular

- 21 parameters you want?

22 MR. MINNERS: Yes.

23 MR. ARUROVAK: And that again in October?

24 HR. MIJNERS: Pardon?

25 MR. ARU90VAK: Again by October?
!
!

w - |
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1 3R. MINNERS: Yes. Oh, which -- oh, which

2 parameters?

3 53. AEUBOVAK Yes.
-

4 NH. MINN ERS : Well, I think that would probably

5 come in the detailed requirements for the NDLs and not in

6 this: . This would just describe that you have to have a

7 certain connection, and not get that specific.

8 MR. ARUEOVAX: This would be a quiescent type,

'
'

9 system where you only get the information on (WCHDS

10 UNIN TELLIGIB LE ) ?

11 32. MINNERS: No, I think it was envisioned that

12 we would have access to information at anv tine. We could

13 press a button and start viewing the data from the plants.

14 ER. ABUBOVAK: When you press a button you're only

15 allowing your side to receive whatever is being transmitted,

16 not that you're coming back to our computer --

1'7 MR. ! INNERS: Yeah.

18 53 . ABU BOV AK -- and telling us to transmit?

19 52. MINNERS: You would have es sen tially , you'd--

20 be contin uously transmitting da ta to us, but we just

21 wouldn't do anything with it, unless we -- unless an

22 incident --

23 3R. A3030VAK Under no circumstances are you to

24 request anythf's specific from the computer?

25 33. MINNERS: The concept now is, we would have no

i

I

i
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1 other interaction with the site data except to get access to

2 the 30 minutes storage.

3 MR. ARUBOVAK: All right. Going back to Jerry

4 Whooley's question before, I still don't quite get the

5 concept about the meteorological data, which we probably

6 have in a separate computer, the first, the plant-type

7 computer, and transmitting on one data link.

8 33. MINNERS: Well, Reg Guide 197, this, the

9 parameters that we want, which are very few, there's not --

10 less than a half a dozen, and it's tenperature and wind --

11 no, it's just vind velocitie s , and , you know, I don't -- it

12 doesn't sound like a lot of data.
13 MR. ARUBOVAK No, it (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE).

14 3R. RZlTRACCHI: You're talking about a different

15 system. You 're talking about the requirements of C554
,

16 53. N!NNERS: For the data link, it's very fev

17 meteorological parameters. They've got it down to the

18 minimum minista. -

19 MR. ARU30VAK: And clarification -- pardon,

20 verification and validation criteria ho w do you envision

21 th a t being accomplished? Cr what is your criterion?

22 ER. 5 INNERS: You mean where -- there were two

23 comments.

24 33. 4RU30VAK Well, let me read what you have

25 here.

1
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1 MR. MINNERSs Yeah, let's get the page reference.

2 3R. ARUB07AKs It's page 5, section D.

3 3R. 3 INNERS: Okay.

4 MR. ARUBOVAX: You're talking about, "The design

5 and developnent, qualification, and installation shall be

6 independently verified by qualified personnel other than the

7 original designers and developers." Who is the " qualified

8 personnel"?

I

9 53. MINNERS: It's an analogous statement to

10 what's in Appendix 3. And I don't really understand your
'

11 qu e s tle r. .

12 It seems to se that that's just extracted from

13 Appendix 2.

14 XE. ARU3C7AKs W=ll, !'a asking you"the question:

15 I'm not sure what you mean by it. In other words, let's

16 assume FICO (?) designs the system with the contractors, are

o 17 you asking for it now to get an independent, a third party?
18 53. BELTRACCHI: Don't have the designer who

1S designed it do the verification. Okay?

20 If you feel that you have an independent grou;

21 in-house that 's qualified, another designer or another group

22 of designers in-house who are qualified or could have done
23 that original design, then promote that.

24 MR. ARUBOVAK: But in-h o u se we could do it or hire,

25 a --

i

-
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1 MR. BELTRACCHI Yes.

2 FR. ARUBOVAKa -- contractor of some sort?

3 MR. RELTRACCHI: Yes.

4 MR. RAMOSa There's too much conflict of interest

5 if you have the designer verify it.

6 MR. ARUB07AKa Agreed.

7 Again on page 13 you make a reference to -- under

8 "I," the second paragraph from the botton -- again i~n're

9 dictating (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) process computer not

10 knowing its capabilities. Maybe we can reword that to some

11 extent.

12 MR. RAMOS: Yeah. Well, we did thir, based

/ 13 originally on the fact that the LER data showed that process
14 computers were not, present-day process computers were not

15 adequate.

16 MR. ARU30VAK4 And you're saying that's throughout

l'7 the United States?

18 MR. RELTRACCHI: Let me clarify that. There was a

19 small effort done to analyre the LER data base tha t we have
|20 at headquarters. In the course of that, there were, well, I
)

21 quess it covered, I guess, something on the order of th e

22 last ten years, '67 to the present time, there were

23 something like, oh, I don't know, 150, 160 LERs that dealt

24 with process computers, and the catccory of the errors was I
|

25 just about uniformly distributed a.1ong hardware errors,

.
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I hardware failures or component failures, software design

2 errors, and the aan-machine interf ace. Furthermore, if you

3 took in and tried to break those down in terms of periods of
.

4 time, like the sacro report sort of addressed, and the

5 periods being prior to 1970, it was probably a monolithic

6 computer, '70 to '75 was, now, a little higher grade

7 computer, and from '75 to present, in terms of when a plant

8 was licensed, it was probably a modern-day computer. If you

9 look at the trend of the LERs in the course of that, over

10 those periods of times, you will find that it continues to

11 go up. I'm not sure wh ether tha t 's due to the fact that

12 there are more functions being done on later installations,
.

'

13 or that it might represent a lack of quality control.

14 That's really the source of our concerns.

15 3R. ARU30VAK4 You are looking, basically, at the

16 computer, not the fact that, let's say, the utility may have

l'7 seven computers as -- working for that plant, for displays,

18 fo r alarming , for calculating, and so forth. So you're

19 talking about a specific type of a computer, not the overall

20 aspects.

21 3R. 3EITRACCHI That is correct. And it's very,

22 very probable that if you can propose an architecture that

3 has your plant process computer as some element of that

24 architecture, given that it's properly interfaced such that

25 its failure vill not impact the rest of the architecture,

.
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I that may very well be an acceptable solution.

2 I think my previous comment this morning,-in terms

3 of many people in the industry would like to work with a
.

4 common data base, would be one example of that. Your

5 process computer -- or your process computer could draw fron-

6 that common data base, given that it didn't im p act the rest

7 of the system on failure and things of a similar nature, and

8 still be tied in with the architecture.

9 MR. ARU30VAX: Do you have any computers you're

10 satisfied with? Or --

11 MR. BElTRACCHI That's not my job, to endorse --

12 MR. ARU30VAKs You've knocked them down, so you

13 must have found some that'll do better than that.

1<4 MR. 3ElTRACCHI No, I want to point out that the

15 var the staff treated the process computer in here was

16 thinking of the monolithic kind. There are, obviously,

l'7 di'Jital architectures that are -- that can be promoted in

18 toda y's design that I stroncly suspect would meet our.

19 requirementr.

20 MR. ABU30VAX: All right.

21 HR. MINNERS: It isn't that the computer is a bad

22 piece of equipment, in my understanding; it's just that it's

23 the software that gets -- keeps loaded into it. And what we

24 vant to have is something was independent of that process

25 software.
I
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1 MR. 3ELTRACCHI: If you want the characteristics

2 of a lot of the problems that the staff had in the review of

3 the core protection calculator system, go back to NUREG, I

4 think it's, 0303 or 0304, I can't remember which, but there

5 were something like 27 safety positions that were developed

6 in the course of that review, and it covered all aspects of

7 the hardware-software quality assurance, as well as the

8 testing and qualification of the system.
.

9 3R. ARU30VAK What Reg Guide?

10 HR. BELTRACCHI: It's NUREO. It's the Arkansas

11 Nuclear 1 Unit 2 NUREG. I'm not -- hold on a second. Yeah,

12 it 's the SER . It's 0308. It was published in November cf
'

13 '77. The 27 pcsitions are stated in the appendi.x.

14 MR. ARU30VAX: All right. November '77, 0308.

15 MR. BELTRACCHI: That's correct.

16 53. ARU307AK: Well, I don't know whe the r you ' re

117 going to be discussing this schedule that we put up here. I

18 don't want to take --

19 HR. MINNERSs We are.

20 HR. )RUBOVAK: time personally. But there are--

21 some conflicts here.

22 3R. MINNERS: No, I think everyone has an interest

23 in the schedule, and I cut some people off on the schedule,

24 and we're gciag to discuss it, if people want to.

25 NR. R AMOS : We can discuss it now.

-
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1 53. MINNERS: Doesn't seem to be interest. Let's

2 go on to somebody else. Okay, onward. Let's see, Mr.

3 Cotton, Mr. Burns from PASNY?

4 Oh, Mr. Cotton, I'm sorry, didn't I get you?

5 MR. KNAPP: He just left. And I can speak for

6 him. He had one question on (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE).

7 NR. MINNERS: All ri gh t . Will you identify

8 yourself, please, sir?

9 MR. KNAPP Walter Knapp, Philadelphia Electric.

10 All right?

11 3R. MINNERS: Gc thead.

. 12 MR. KNAPP. 3 elative to the SPDS information to

13 th e E CF , th e reference page is 19, section Is one of the

l'8 fundamental purposes of the EOF is for interface between the

15 plant and the off-site, which is the whole world, if you

16 vill, and in doing that they would need, primarily, the met'

1'7 da ta , mekeorological da ta , to determine or assess the impact

18 on the environment -- what is the real reason or
19 justification for having the SPDS information and all the

20 data related to it transmitted to the EOF? In other words,

21 ve f eel that the reason it 's transmitted as indicated in .t e

22 document (WORCS UNINTELLIGIBLE) resources is a strong enough

23 reason. And we 're wondering in recovery phase if (WCRDS

24 UNINTELLIG!dLE) that signif ican t (WCRDS UNINTELLIGISLE) and

25 even less reason to have this data transmitted to the ECF.
|
l
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i 1 HR. MINNERS: Well, I -- you find our reason

2 inadequate, which is, is to allow the overall managers of

3 th e e ven t , who are going to be in the EOF, to have some

4 information in the form of the Safety Parameter Display.

5 And you find that inadequate?

6 MR. KNAPP4 Well, it's --

7 H3. MINNERS: I guess all I can say is that we

8 hear you and if you'd li'<e to --

9 MB. KNAPP Okay.

10 MB. MINNERS: -- provide a written comment we'll

11 consider it f urth er .

12 MR. KNAPP: Okay. I'm on the lirt. I'll vait my

13 tu rr. .

14 MR. MINNERS: All richt. Mr. Gennard of

15 Westinghouse?

16 53. GENNARD: Yes. No comment.

17 MR. MINNERS: No comment? And let's see, double

18 . ch ecking -- Mr. Burns? No?

19 Er. Birdy of Philadelphia Electric?

20 MR. BIRE1Y: 31 rely, please.
=

21 Ma. MINNERS: 31 rely?
4

22 MR. SIRELY: My comment has been fully discussed.

23 MR. MINNESS: All right. Thank you.

24 Mr. Edwards of Philadelphia Electric?

25 M3. EDWARDS: One concern I have is the SPCS
.

-
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1 portion of the display between the Tech ' Suppcrt Center and

2 the EOF. Are they assumed to be -- have the same criteria

3 as the SPDS in the control room?
4 MR. MINNERS: No.

5 HR. EDWARDS: Okay. That's just an augmented set

6 of data that they're going to have?

7 HR. RAMOS: Jus: a set of displays in those two

S facilities.

9 MR. EDWARDS: Okay. Again in rela tion to the

10 SPDS, I'm still kind of confused as to the function as

11 reisting to the control room operator, b3cause --

12 HP. BELTRACCHIt' Okay, the function vould be to
,

13 have a minimum set of data so that he, the operator, would

14 be able to assess if the plant is operating safely. Nov --

15 HR. EDWARDSs I think -- now, I'm a member of the

16 SW3 owners' group subcommittee that's looking at this, and

17 the way we were looking at the SPDS was, we would try and

/ 18 give the operator the information that would get him into

19 his emergency procedures.

20 MR. RELTRACCHI I think you're carrying it one

21 step -- a couple of steps too far. It's going to have to be

22 the case where the emergency procedures would be reviewed to

23 assess whether or not you have leading indicators that

24 should be displayed in the safety parameter context.

25 However, having the Safety Parameter Display System tell

-
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1 you , "Go to emergency procedure 213," is not the intent.

2 You're going to have to -- the capability of being able to

3 diagnose and associate with what emergency procedure you go

4 to is far beyond th e scope .

5 MR. EDWARDSs We were not saying that the system

6 would designate what procedure to go to. What we were

7 trying to do is develop a set of parameters the vould give

8 the operator overall assurance of safety but also would be

9 the initiating parameters that -- for a --

10 MR. RAHCSs Are you inferring that --

11 MR. EDWARDSs -- diagnosis for a systematic

12 response, and he would say okay. Ee're trying to limit the

13 number of parameters.

14 33. BEITRACCHIs That's okay. Tha t 's --

15 ER. EDWARDSs Once he finds out what is the main

16 parameter or the main condition that's going on, I don't

l'7 think he would have any sore interface with that S2DS while

18 he's trying to --

19 MR . EE1TR ACCHIs He vill need additional

20 information and additional data in order to determine the
21 cause. I agree. It's not within the context of the Safety

22 Parsmeter Display Systes to do tha t additional information

23 that can --

24 MR. EDWARDS: So we're limitinc it to --

25 MR. REITRACCHIs Detection. Initial detection.

1
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'
1 MR. EDWARDS: (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) type of--

2 parameters (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE).

3 HR. MINNERS: It's an overall plant, total nuclear

4 power plant system alarm. It just tells you that you've got

5 something wrong, but it doesn't tell you what.

6 MR. EDE.1RDS: Okay. But getting back to the

7 condition on the computer systems and talking about the mil

8 specs having pretty stringent vibration requirements, we got

9 into a problem with this about five years ago with equipment

10 ve were trying to purchase and we used mil specs to try and
11 give us seismic capability, and we were very surprised to

12 find out that most of the mil specs were very high f requency
__

13 vibrations and when we try and get that back to seismic

14 response it doesn 't work. (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE) completely

15 different type of response and the equipment will not

16 survive a seismic event even though it can take all kinds of

17 vibrations on a ship or in a plane.

18 ER. SELTRACCHI Ckay.

19 53. EDWARDS: So I don't know whether ve 're

20 talking the same thing. It might be apples and oranges.

21 MR. BELTRACCHI: Okay. You may have a point. I

22 think I stated I did no t m ake a one-to-one com parison --
23 52. EDWARDS: Okay.

24 33. BELTRACCHI4 -- of the tyc.

25 MR. MINNE35: Thank you.

-

ALCERSON RE?CRTING CCMP ANY, !NC.

400 VIRG;NIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20C24 (202) 554 2345

1



.

158 -

1 Mr. Morley of Philadelphia Electric ?

2 MR. MORLEY: I have three comments or quest.'ons on

3 the TSC.

4 At the bottom of page 9, it's indicated it shall
*

5 be a reportable occurrence if the TSC is not operational for

6 a period exceeding eight hours. Could you clarify a little

7 bit the " operational" definition? Kncving what is required

8 in the TSC as far as some type of SPDS, (WORD

9 UNINTELLIGIBLE) systen, ventilation system, and so forth,

10 what would you consider as being a reportable cccurrence and
Il not being operational?

12 HR. RAMOS: If the facility itself in teto is not

13 operational. Say, that your data link was down for some
.

14 reason or other. Or the cosputer, if you had a separate

15 computer, is down for greater than the eight-hour period,
16 that 's a reportable occurrence.

17 53 . MORIEYs The computer facilities themselves,

18 is that the only thing you 're considering in that --

19 MR. RAMOSs We'r e considering the whole facility.

20 Now, if you can't get the data in there your f acility isn't

21 operational.

22 MR. 30RLEY: Okay.

23 MR. RAHOSs Sc when you make the report of

24 occurrence you report what cther, compensatory measures

25 you're taking se that you don't have to shut down the plant.

..
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1 MR. MORLEY: Okay. How about the filter system

2 we're talking about for habitability, is there any

3 requirement if you test and you find some problem about that?

4 MR. RAMOS: Yeah, tha t 's part of the TSC.

5 MR. MCRLEY: Excuse me? Pardon?

6 MR. RAMOS: That is part of the TSC.

7 MR. MORLEYr So th at would be considered also as

8 non-operational. So any portion of the TSC that's not

9 operational, it is then considered to be completely

10 non-operational? Or is the facility (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)?

Il MR. MINNERS: Now you're going too far, because

12 the TSC is going to have a whole bunch of variables that go

13 in to it, and obviously, if only one of those variables is

14 not displayed, the TSC is still operational. And that's a

15 question I don 't think we know how to address, and it's

16 going to have to be something that's going to have to be
l'7 worked out in the details later, how many variables can be

| 18 down and still have the facility called operational. And I
t

l 19 don 't know how to address that question in detail. It's

20 going to depend very such on the facility and I don 't knov

21 what else. And staffing.

22 HR. MORLEY : Is this something you expect the

23 facilities to further define or will you have further

24 direction on this?

25 MR. MINNERS: Well, I don't think --
l

-
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1 3R. RAMOS: I'd like to get all the help I can get

2 to help define that term.

3 HR. MINNERS: If you would have some comments on

4 how to write that up to define it better, that would be very

5 helpful. I've worked on it, and I think you 're going to

6 have a tough time doing it. It's going to be one of those

7 thin gs which the inspectors are going to hate NRR for,

8 because they're going to have to inspect to it and it's
"

9 going to be a continual point of argument between the4

!

10 utility and the inspector of what's a reportable incident.

11 MR. RAXOS: Unless we rectify it now.

12 MR. MINNERS: And I don't know how to be very
_

13 specific.

14 53. FORIEY: Ckay, fine. Next I --

15 33. MINNERS: I think you understand the concept

16 of what we're trying to do. We're trying to ensure tha t

l'7 there's an operable TSC when an accident occurs, without --

18 MR. MORIEY: Yes. And you want some provisions

19 for testing the various --

20 ER. MINNERS: Yes.

21 3R. ECHLEY: -- items, on some things a periodic

22 on-line test (WORDS UNINTE11IGISLE). I understand. I just

23 vendered how far you expected us to go, whether you wanted

24 some f acilities to be continual. It depends on the usage

25 you're going to give this area other than for the TSC usage,
'

-
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1 also.

2 MR. MINNERS: Yeah. Well, the tech' specs for

3 like ECCS systems have gotten very detailed and are getting
4 down to component levels. And maybe this will have to

5 evolve in the tech ' specs into being into component levels

6 of how you -- how much time each component can be out. I

7 vould hope it wouldn't get that detailed, but it may.

8 MR. 50RLEY: Oka y. The next item, touching on a

3 co mm en t that was made this morning, page 10, you indicates
10 "If circumstances dictate the habitable TSC be located at a

11 grea ter distance than this" -- meaning the two-minute

12 comforttile walking distance "then a primary TSC facility--

13 must be provided close to the control room which does not

14 meet the habitability reqdirements." So you're in fact

15 requesting that we provide two facilities.

16 Now, in an operating plant, we feel tha t to meet

l'7 your requirements, it's really always possible to put a

18 f acility righ t next to the control room. We would like to

19 have some flexibility in going outside this two-minute

20 comf ortable walking distance, which is somewhat arbitrary.
21 And my comment would be, also, we feel that if it were four

22 or five minutes away and we have a good f acility which meets

23 your requirements, we could, again, with this camera system

24 that we discussed, of course, a closed-circuit camera system

25 could be used to duplicate the face-to-face confrontations

_
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1 you're after and also get the additional data which you're

2 concerned about maybe the SPDS display not having.
3 So I'd like to offer that as a comment and ask

4 perhaps that you relax this two-minute comfortable walking

5 distance, because I f eel that's somewhat arbitrary and this

6 is somewhat a f unctional spec' to give the utility

7 flexibility to do the best possible job in this area and

8 th en you throw in kind of a ringer here with a very

9 restrictive time.

10 53. MINNERSs Well, let me explain one thing.

11 When we wrote this document and people didn't -- we had to

12 come to some of these arbitrary things, which are,

13 admittedly, arbitrary, I requested that they come on the
14 tigh t side ra ther than the loose side, for the very purpose

15 of getting comments from the industry. We could have just

16 as well maybe written four or five or even 15 ninutes in

l'7 here, but then we would have gotten no comments back f rom

18 the industry. So on some of these things we do expect

19 comment back from the industry f rom it, and hopefully, the

20 comments will be accompa'nied by a basis which would sa y,
21 "It 's oka y to have five minutes or ten minutes because..."

22 and they also might have the cost side of it says if you go
23 more than some time it's going to cost us ten times as much.

24 So the resson some of these things tro on the

25 tight side is because they were requested to be so, in order

.
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1 to elicit comments from the industry.

2 HR. RAMOS: Originally we had in there 50 feet.

3 MR. HORLEYs I know. I remember that.

4 (laughter)

5 The same comment applies to 50 feet, too.

6 (Laughter)

7 HR. RAMOS Well, we relaxed it quite a bit by

8 saying two minutes.

9 MR. MORLEY: Gkay, as icng as you recognize that

10 we need some flexibility, because we would come back and

11 comment and justify a position like this, fine.

12 MR. MINNERS: And if everybody comes back and the

13 maximum time is five minutes, maybe we'll move it up to fives_

14 rinutes or something, if it's not too unreasonable.

15 MR . MORLEY: My next item is on the next page,

16 under " Technical Support Center Structure," indicating that

#l'7 it should be a well-engineered structure. Also, in the

18 discussion this morning abcut the SPDS, ycu indicated that

19 should be functional under an GEE. Are you inferring th a t

20 this well-engineered structure also, since it has an SPDS,

21 SPDS display system , and it should be designed to an OBE?

22 MR. RAMOS: No. We purposely did not put down 03E.

23 MR. MCHLEY: Okay.

24 MR. ! INNERS: We think that the SPDS in the

25 control room, the display in the control room, has a very

.

-
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I significant safety function; and obviously, you have an
,

2 ea rthquak e, you're going to have all kinds of alarms and

3 signals going off, which are going to confuse the operator,
4 and you would like to have the SPD so they can just look at

5 it and say, 'Gea, I'm still okay even though I've got all

6 these things going on." But in the TSC it does a survey

7 function, so we don''t think it needs to be OBE-qualified.
3 ME. M03 LEYS Fine. Thank you.

9 M3. MINNE354 Thank you.

10 Wts there a question?

11 VOICES Yeah, George brought up i point here, and

12 I'm confused myself. Cn the Tecnnical Suppert Center --

13 ME. MINNERS: Would you come up to the microphone,

14 please.

15 VOICE: Cn page 9, where George talked about the

IS Technical Support Center, that Technical Support Center is
l'7 going to lay dormant for a number of years, presumably,
18 right?

.

19 MH. MINNE3Ss Not necessarily. No, hopefully,

20 there vill be exerises performed to assure that it works.

21 70 ICE: All right. So, let's say, there 'll be

22 periodic inspections.

23 Now, this eight-hour period tha t you're talking

24 about here would be during the time that soneone inspected
.

25 it and said -- found it do wn .

_
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1 MR. MINNI3S But there are going to be

2 surveillance requirements on it. You're going to have to go

3 through and test your equipment to be sure that it's

4 operable. It's going to be just like an ECCS pump, and

5 you're going to have to start it up and see if it runs.

6 YOICE: Are you asking that room, then, to be

7 comple tely air-conditioned and operating ?

8 MP. MIN N E?.S : Yesh. I don't quite understand.
, -

3 You mean all the time?
10 VOICE: Yes. You want that room to be operational

11 24 hours a day, with the CETs and wha tever equi;nent th e re ?

12 M3 MINNE35s What I mean by " operational" --
,

13 yeah, I mean, you can have them turned off and the air

14 cor.ditioning turned off --

15 VOICE: Yeah.

16 MR. MINNERSs but the surveillance tests would--

I'7 then be, the guy goes in and tests that the air conditioner

18 works.

19 VOICES skar.
20 MR. MINNERSs Okay? He runs a half-hour test and

21 the air conditioner works okay. ---

22 But no, it doesn't have to be at the instant

23 readinessa you don't have to have all the CR!s varmed u; and

24 the air conditioning running and, you know --

25 VOICE: You don't envision (WCEDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)?

__
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1 MS. MINNERS : and the coffee pot plugged in and--

2 all that kind of stuff. It's, you know, it's got to be

3 ready to go.

4 YOICEs Okay.

5 YOICE: Do you have any problem if it's somehow

6 integrated into the day-to-day operation of the plant?

7 MR. RAMOS4 We really hoped you would --

8 VOICEt It doe sn 't have to be a separate thing
4

9 (WORDS UNINTE1LIGIBLI)?

10 32. R AMOS s No. We hoped you would use it as a

11 day-to-day --

12 VOICE: The TSC.

13 MR. RA50S4 -- you can use it as plant training,.s

14 you can use it as plant monitoring; whatever you want to du
15 with the thing. It might even be the place you'd put your

16 STA standard wa tch, if it 's right next to the control room.
17 There's all sorts of thing.s you can do with it.
18 MR. MINNERS: The NUREG is giving the minimum

16 requirements, or minimum quidance, however you want to be

20 legalistic about it. And people can de things beyond tha t .

21 This is minimum.

22 Mr- Kadak from Yankee Atomic? Is that right?

23 MR . KADAK Yes, thank you. I made .tany of my

24 comments earlier this morning. But I'd like to focus in on

25 a couple of things that perhaps I don't understand

_-

.
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7 completely. .And that is the definition of the Safety

2 Parameter Display System sad then its role. Your document

3 says: "It's solely a monitoring system to aid the operator

4 in the de tection of abnormal operating conditions." That's

5 far from e significant safety system, which is what you just

6 used as a definition of the SPDS.
7 NR. hINNERS: I guess that 's your opinion of what

8 a safety significance is to my opinion of what is safety
.

9 signific a nce . I think a monitoring function is a very

10 important safety function.

11 MR. KADAK: ' dell, again, if -- we have to go back

12 to the control board and its overall monitoring capability --

13 MR. MINNERS: Yes.

I4 MR. KADAT: -- to the SEDS as r n aid to thea

15 operator in addition to what he has in front of him on the

16 control board.
I'7 MR. MINNERSs 'd ell , the SPDS won't do it by

15 itself. It's an overall systes total plant menitor.

19 3R. BE' !R ACCHI s Cn a -- more or less on a macro

20 ba sis.

21 53. KADAKs That's right. I --

22 3R . B ElIR ACCHI Okay.

23 ER. KADAKa -- understand that. 'And I think what

24 I'm trying to say is, it ought to be concidered as a backt;

25 to the basic control board in terms of its saf ety

ALCE?SCN AE? CAT!NG COMPANY. INC.
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I significance.
.

2 3R. MINNERSs Yes. It is. It is considered as a
-

3 backup.
.

4 But the problem is, if th e guy , the operator, gets

5 a lot of alarma, he takes a long time to figure out whether
6 the plan t is safe or no t. And we want to be able to have

.

7 him just look at this one thing and say the plant is safe or

8 unsaf e ve ry quickly. But the alarms can be very confusing

S because there's so many of them; it takes.him a longer time

10 to figure it out.

11 MR. BELTRACCHI 2ecause they 're both saf ety and

12 non-safety --

13 MR. KADAKs Sure.
_.

14 HR. 3ELTRACCHI: -- and in many plants they 're no t

15 (WOEUS UNINTELLIGISLE).

16 MR. MINNERS: It's a complementary function.

17 3R. KADAKs Well, I can understand the impotus

18 behind it, and I agree with it. But I think the reliance on

19 the safety class 1E type of q ualifica tio n , the shole seismic

20 group, if there are safety paraaeters that are 1E, fine,
21 they cught to be 1E, but there are other parameters tht t are

22 not 1E, perhaps the processing computer that you use doesn't
5 have to be seismically qualified because people have as a

24 primary tool, st'.11, the control room.

23 M3. SELTEACCHIa Hut by virtue of the example that

_
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1 I ci ted , in terms of both the Enrico Fermi incident and the

2 Three Mile Island accident, the very common characteristic

3 was that all the information was in tha control roca and y.

4 the operator could not put it together, by virtue of the

5 fact that it was dispersed throughout the centrol room.

6 MR . KADAX: You're missing my point. I agree with

7 th e need for the system. I disagree wi th the kind of

8 sophistication and reliability requirements you're placing

9 on it. Tha t's my basic point.

10 MR. BELTRACCHIs 'iell, i t 's only the sensors that

11 __

12 MR. KADAKs Well, it's the whole system has to

/ 13 ha ve availability of .001.

14 MR. 3I1TR ACCH!: What would you proposs?

15 MR. KADAKt I would say something that you can

16 feel relatively confident about working and having

17 available, without going into a specific number, a good
13 quality-engineered system, because it's in the best interest

IS of the operator to have it working, and I think the
|
|20 utilities and the engineering consultants that they have can
|

21 design a system without being so darn specific as to its

22 availability or unavailability and still make it verk well.

23 Th at 's my whole poin t.

24 (Pause) |

25 And just another comment. You talked about the

-

6
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1 Combustion Engineering Core Protection Calculators and used

2 th a t --

3 MR. 3ELTRACCHI Well, let me go back to your

4 other commen t. If you think our specifica tion of

5 unavailability is incorrect, I'd appreciate you making a

6 comment which makes your suggestion and a basis for tha t

7 suggestion. Okay? And some rationale for picking that

8 number.
9 MR. KADAK: Sure. Now getting to the Core

; 10 Protection Calculators and trying to distinguish between the

11 SPDS and the Core Protection Calculator f unction, the Core

12 Protection Calculators are saf ety systens: they trip the
13 plant. They have an active safety function.,

14 MR. 3ELTRACCHI That's it. That's exactly

15 right. And that's why t h a t --

16 ' MR. KADAK: They're seismically qualified and all

l'7 th a t .

18 MR. BELTRACCHI: And that's why the unavailability

19 is not ten to the minus four.
20 MR. KADAK: Okay. But there is a distinction

21 between that system --

22 MR. BELTRACCHI That is correct.
!O MR. KADAK -- a n d SPCS (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)?

24 MR. BELTRACCHI That is correct. And it was )

25 deliberate. I

,
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1 MR. KADAK4 Hight.

2 MR. MINNEBS: But the SPDS has to be of high

3 quality, because if it indicates a failure when there is

4 none, that's going to misdirect the operator. He's going to

5 have a lot of f aith in tha t display, and if it says that

6 something's wrong, he's going to star'. running around d'.ing

7 things that maybe he shouldn't be doing. That's why I think

8 it needs to be a highly reliable piece of equipment. It's a
'

9 __

10 MR. K.3DAXs It does. I agree. But I would sa y a t

11 that point he vculd look at his control board, because that

12 is, I would quess, his best source of information on the,

13 overall plant status.

'

14 MR. MINNERS: I'm not certain. I had thought --

15 if this safety display is advertised as the ultimate, which

16 I think it could be, he 's got to choose between conflicting

I'7 information. He may have a control board which says it's

18 okay, which is only process equipment, and he says this

19 safety display, which is advertised as safety equipment,

20 which says everything's wrong what does he dc? He's got--

21 a probles.

22 So what you want to do is avoid that problem and

23 never have the saf ety display wrong, if possible. That's

24 the --

25 MR. KADAKa Okay. I want to --

.

|
|
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1 MR. MINNE3Ss Well, of course, it's going to be

2 wrong sometimes. But you want to minimize that, because the

3 acre times the safety display gives erroneous information,

4 you're going to put yourself in an unsafe condition.

5 MR. BEITRACCHI. There's one other aspect of

6 this. I think it 's too long in this industry it's been

7 black and whites it's safety 12 o r non-saf ety. hnd I think
8 if anything that came out of Threa Mile Island, it's time to

4

9 start considering some intermedia te categories --

10 MR. KADAKs Sure.

11 MR. 2flIRACCHI: -- such as important to safety.

12 An d I would consider that the Safety Parameter Display
.

13 System would be a 2E, quote, unquote, type systes.
_

14 MR. KADAK: I agree. I'd like to now get to the

15 question of the NRC response plan. I was heartened to see

16 th a t the region had a plan in force or in ef fect. And the

l'7 question that I have is: what specifically will be the

18 assignments of the individuals ? We saw something there .

19 about a systems engineers r eportin g to the Technical Support
20 Center. Wha t we've done in our utility is, we 've listed --

21 and this applies to the data link, we're establish'ing cur1

|

22 own da ta links bef ore NRC da ta link -- but we have |

23 established a s yst'em whereby we ask the designers, "What do

24 7. , need this particular piece of data for? And justify it

3 for us. If you make a sufficiently good justifica tion ,

_

k
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I ve 'll provid e you with tha t informa tion . And how would you
.

2 use it?"

3 We 've done this, as well, with the personnel

4 assignments. If we 're sending sonebody to th e Technical

5 Support Center, he vill have a specific job to do, and that

6 job will be clearly defined for that particular individual.

7 Now, as ycu formulate your NRC response plan, as

8 you formulate your Data Link requirements, as you fo rm ul a te

9 Tour SPDS requirements, I think that is an essential step

10 that you've got to go through -- how will you use a

11 particular piece of information, what vill I do when I get

12 there -- because if you don 't do that you'll have your ten
13 people in the ECF, you'll have your five NRC people in the

14 Technical Support Center, who knows dcing what, perhaps

15 getting in the way.

16 ER . BELTRACCHI. That's being verked en right nov.
'

17 3R. !!NNERS: I think we have a little easier job

18 than you do, because the basic function of all the NRC
4

19 people is just to monitor, they don't really have to do

20 anything.

21 3R. KADAK Chis is why I get nervous when I see a

22 dotted line " assume operational management direction" and

23 all tha t. I get very nervous about that. And I think

24 (VORDS UNINTELTIGI31E) .

25 MR. BELTRACCHI I don't -- I don't think you can
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* |

1 I don't think you can say that with a hundred -- a--

|

2 hundred pieces of data in Bethesda, even in a one-minute

3 interval, that you've got enough information to control th e

4 plant.

5 HR. KADAKa Okay, that gets to ay, I think , my

6 final point.

7 3R. MINNERS But let ne address that dotted

8 line. It makes everyone nervous. The Commissioners are.

9 nervous about it. And we realize our limita tions, but we

10 also recognize -- and I think everybody else must recognize

11 -- t h a t there could be a situation in the plant in which an

12 operator -- and I -- a member of the operating staff does

' 13 something which is incompe tent, crazy, stupid. You kncv?

14 What would -- we just could not stand by and let that

15 happen. If we saw that --

16 MR. KADAKa Neither could the plant management.

17 3R. MINNERS: But maybe he's the guy that's doing

18 it. He 's not infallible.

19 MR. KADAKs No, but, I mean, the Iechnical Support

20 Center is supposed to be the eye and ears and,

21 theoretically, the brains of the overall recovery from an --

22 3R. MINNERSs And I agree, 99/100ths percent of j

U the time the guy will be doing that, that you'll be doing it

24 CorreC*17
25 72. KADAKa Fight.

,

~

I

|

|
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1 MR. MINNE35: Okay, and the dotted line is for a

2 very, very, very small tercentage of the time, which you

3 have to consider -- there is a possibility that something
4 may go wrong at the plant, that -- you know -- that somebody

5 may panic, something may h a;;en, or, you know, or we may

6 have information you don 't know about. And -- ycu know.

7 MR. KADAK Okay.

3 MR. MINNERS: My example, my facetious exanple is,

9 is the Pope is blessing 20,000 people downwind of the plant
10 and you don't kncv about it; you got a Protestant control

11 room or something, I don't you. And we know that. So ve

12 tell the guy, "No, don't release." I nean, that's a very
-

13 exaggerated example, but it's only to illustrate the point

14 that there could be situations in which we would know things

15 that you wouldn't know and we vouAd want to give you very
16 strong advice.

17 MB. KADAK Two comments to that. One would be

18 that if you are interested in taking that kind of a

19 responsibility, my recommendation would be that you have

20 qualified operators that might be able to ae assigned to
1

' 21 that particular facility who might, at least, understand

24 that particular facility and how it functioned, in detail.

23 And the training of your response people to individual

24 reactors, I think, is a very important part of their

25 contribution to accident assessment and overall management.

-
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1 Which leads se to my final point.

2 MR. MINNEBS4 ff yo u 'll put that as a written-

_
3 comment, because I think --

4 MR. KADAK I sure will.
"

-

5 HR. MINNERS: that would be a very useful one.--

6 MS. KADAK Independen t decision-making with

7 Nuclear Data Links, ny feeling there is, as it's been

8 described in the NURSG docum en t, it could lead to

9 unco? dinated decision-making, for the simple reason that

10 rou will be getting data, you will not necessarily be aware

11 of all the actions th at are being taken at the particular

12 plan t site, and unless there are sone strict centrols placed
13 on the use of Data Link or even S?DS informa tion that you
14 may get in the short term, that it could be lead to people

15 making erroneous judgnents about wha t is, in f act, going on
16 at the plant. And I think what ought to be written inte the

17 document is a, some sort of a commitment that indicates that
18 before policy decisions are made, the ENT and the NRC site

19 personnel and the utility management personnel sqree on wha t

20 actions ought to be taken based on data that they get. And

21 unless that happens, I think, you're going to get into the

22 T5I situation where people are reacting without ha ving full
23 in f o rm a tion .

24 3R. MINNERS4 Well, we hope we get better

3 communica tion if there's a next time. And we try to , we're

ALCE.8tSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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I trying to clean up our act. I think that comments applies

2 to the NRC as well as to the operators.

3 NR. KADAK Sure.

4 MR. MINNERS: It's a difficult problem and there's

5 no real way that you can give absolute assurance. Everybody

6 has to realize there has to be some discipline and that

7 discipline is hard to maintain in action situations.

8 MR. KADAK Right. But I think if Keieny said

9 anything and if TMI proved anything, it was the need for

10 coordinated, informed response. It's not the inf ormation

11 you haven 't got, it's the information (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE).

11 HR. MINNERS: Well, we think that the Nuclear Data

13 Link will help in the coordination aspect.

14 MR. KADAK Thank you.

15 MR. MINNERSs Thank you.

16 Mr. Knapp of Philadelphia Electric?

* 17 MR. KNAPPs Cn ptge 18, section D, second

18 paragraph, you talk about the communications from the ECT to

19 federal, state, and local agencies. And I'm -- I have a

20 need to know a clarification of what would be the nature of
21 th e information communicated to the local EMAs.
22 MR. RAMOSs That's the radiological,

23 sc.cecrological data that the ECT has been generating and

24 which they will be able to provide to the local government
25 or to --

_
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1 MR. KNAPP We're talking about the local

2 governments.

3 MR. RAMOS: Yeah. .

4 MR. KNAPP: I'm asking the information that th e

5 EOF personnel would transmit to the local governments.

6 MR. RAMOS: What I just said -- the radiological

7 and meteorological data.

8 MR. KNAPP And for what pur;ose?

9 MR. RAMOSs To keep thes informed of what's

10 happening in the atmosphere.

11 MR. KNAPPs Stata plans take care of that from the

12 state --

13 MR. MINNERS: Could I -- excuse me -- why would

14 you ask that question? It'd seem to me obvious. I'm not

15 trying to insult you; I'm just trying to understand why you
16 asked that question.

I'7 MR. KNAPh: Recause state and county plans have a

18 built-in communication link that takes care of that
' 19 transmission of information.

20 MR. MINNERS: With thE EOF.

21 MR. KNAPPs And during the initial --

22 MR. MINNERS: With the EOF .

23 MR. KNAPPs Pardon?

24 MR. MINNERS: They have a communiation link, it's
.

25 supposed to be with the EOF.
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1 MR. KNI.P P s No. It will be from cou.ity level to

2 th e stats '.evel .
- 3 MR. RAMOS: And nothing with the ECF? You're

4 saying there's nothing with the EOF?
.

5 MR. KNAPP The EOF is a licensee center.

6 MR . MINN ERS s We understand that. But are you

7 saying that the information vonld flow from the EOF to the

8 state to the county to the local, in that series?
.

9 MR. KNAPP Yes, because the stat plans call for

10 that. The state plan has an agency which is responsible for

11 the radiological recommendations for pretective action,

12 based on set' data and radiological data and field survey
.

13 data.
14 12. RAMOS: And in your state, you're saying that

15 the state does not permit th e ECF , the licensee, to send
! 16 this data directly to the local?

17 NR. KNAPP No, I'm not saying they don't permit.

18 I'm just sayinq I's wondering why you need it when we de

19 have this other organization which is ; art of state and

M local plans.

21 MR. RAMOS: You need it for close coopera.lon with

22 the local government. That's what you need it for.

23 MR. KNAPP Assuming we need it, what kind of

24 cossunication equipment are you thinking cf? Dedicated

25 phones between the ECF and the counties?

_
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1 58. RA!OS: Yes. Not data link. Just the --

2 MB. KNAPPs Pardon?
#

3 MR. RA50Ss Can you hear me? We're talking about

I telephones, basically, and/or radios as a backup.

5 53. 55APPs Well, if it's telephones you aust

6 require dedicated then.'

7 HR. RAMOS: Yes.

8 3R. KNAPP So you're dedicated phones from the
.

9 EOF to the counties' EMAs.

10 MH. RAMOS: Yes.

11 MR. KNAPP This norning you used the term

12 " priority backup con s unica tio n . " Can you desc.ibe what you

13 sean by " priority backup comminication"?

3R. HANCS: Priority back up means, for example, on

15 site you have your own phone system, and we're saying if you

16 pick up this phone and you dialed the control room. for

17 example, from the EOF, that line vill take priority over any

18 other line that's on that particular c ircuit. That's a

19 priority dedi-cated line.

20 MS. KNAPPs Well, now, for example, we would have

21 a dedicated phone link between the control room and the

22 Technical Support Center --

23 MR. RAMOS: Yeah.

24 53. KNAPP -- and from the Technical Sup:. ort

25 Center to the ICF --
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1 MR. SAHOSs Yeah.
,

2 HR. KNAPPs -- and from the EOF to the state

3 bureau of protection --

.

4 MR. RA50Ss Yes. -

5 HR. KNAPPa -- and those are all dedicated lines.

6 Now, and that's the primary form of communication.

7 MR. RAMOS: Yeah.

8 52. KNAPPs Now I'm asking about backup
.

9 communications. And-you used the term this morning, I think

10 I heard somebody say, " priority backup communications." And

II I don't understand what this means.

12 53. RA30Ss Priority dedica ted communication is

13 where by -- you could have several lines coming in in the

14 back system, and when you want'to use that particular plune

15 with a particular point and you dial it through, it takes

16 priority over all other systems or other phone

r7 conversations, it'll cut them off
.

|

18 53. KNAPP: And if you use radio then that would

'19 he adequa te, right?

20 53. RA50Ss Yes.

21 3R. KNAPP4 Okay. Then on page 3, in section A,

22 and also again on page 13,'in section I, thts third
!

g

23 paragraph, you mention that the Technical Support Center

24 wsuld still be in use during the recovery phase. And I

25 quess our concept of recovery phase would be emphasis on the

I -

,

|
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1 EOF and downgrade the Technical Support Center, because the

2 f acility now would be more accessible, you could get in and

3 out of the control room, the staff that would normally be in

4 the Technical Support Center would be back at their normal

5 stations. So the comment really is, we think th a t you

6 shouldn't emphasire the need for the Technical Support

7 Center during recovery phase. There should be some freedos

8 permittec there.

9 MR. HAMOS: Ma hm. Okay.

10 MR. KNAPPs and my final question has to do with

11 the SPOS. And I don't know whether this was answered or

12 not, I'll have to ask it aqTin. If you have more than one

13 display, say, for example, you have you mentioned--

14 somathing about having a display for the supervisien and at

15 least one for the operators in the control room -- and if

. 16 one of them addresses the SPDS for certain information, the
l'7 other one has to wait. So there'll be some confusion, huh?

18 MB. 3SLTRACCHI: No. I think we've had some

19 utilities have approached f rom the point, th e point of view

20 that they wanted to break portions of the SPDS off into

21 work-station-dependent type of display. And the reason why

22 we put tne display the reason why it's worded in terms of--

23 its location and who Lt should be used by was to accommodate

24 that. The main objective is to provide an o verview,

3 principally for the shift supervisor, shift technical

.

1

I
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I advisor. Replicative displays, or duplicative displays,

2 outside of the control room, in the EOF and the TSC, do not

3 have to be designed to the criteria that the control room

4 displays are designed to.

5 Does that answer your question?

6 MR. KNAPPs I don't know if it does. Nov let's

7 say we 're in the Technical Support Center and the --

8 MR. RELTRACCHI: The EOF does not -- the dicplay,

9 the Safety Parameter Display, does not have to be seismic

10 for CEE.
11 3R. KNAPP: No, I'm not talking about design o r

12 relle bili ty . T'm just talking about addressing, for

13 information purposes, you know, for receiving data: if the,

14 let's say, the emergency director in the Technical Suppert

15 Center wants to see a certain listing of parameters, he

16 vould address the computer and get a display, while he's
l'7 doing that, the control room may want to address it also --

18 and it can't.
!

19 MR. BELTRACCHI: Ch. That's -- in terms of -- in |

|20 terms of -- in terms of priority on something lik e th a t , if
|

21 you had a control -- if you had a computer system that did !

E th a t , or a computer architecture that really gave your

23 priority to your TSC, I guess, we probably would not accept
;

24 it.

25 MR. KNAPP Thank you.
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1 3R. N!NNb3S Okay. Mr. Holdan of Stone Webster?
.

2 3R. HOLDEN: Some comments and questions directed

3 to trying to implement the -- all these facilities.

4 As to the availability business, you very clearly

5 said , and it shows up on page 13, where if you come down to
6 .01 for the system, as long as you had .001 for the

7 part:cters, bet now in the -- on page 14, this .001 seems to

8 creep in again. Could you clarify that? For the TSC.

9 MR. MINSERS: I tnink that means each system. I

10 think that's an individual (WOEDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) --

11 AR. EAMOS: (WOR 3S UNINTELLIGIRLE) parameters and

12 power supply.

13 3R. HOLDEN: I'm sorry, I can 't hear yo u.

14 MR. RAEOS: It's meant to mean individual

15 parameters and the power supply to have less than .001.
16 The overall TSC system is .01.

17 MR. HOLDEN: Thank you.

18 MR. MINNERS: If that's not clear, we can clarify

19 that sentence.
20 MR. HOLDEN: I think that paragraph and tha t

21 sentence on page, top of page 14, it says the TSC including

22 the TSC system (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) data system.

23 32. MINNERS: Maybe that would be better stated |

24 as: Each TSC sytten, including power supply, shall have less

25 than .001.
.

|

I
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1 Does that explain it?

2 MR. HOLDEN: Oh, each individual -- well, I think

3 that the way you said it on the previous page is good. That
,

4 says --

5 MR. RAMOS: We 'll -- we 'll fix thh t .

6 ME. HOLDEN: All ri gh t . Now, that, th'a t also

7 shows up again for the EOF, on page 19.
,

8 MR. RAMOS: Okay.

9 MR. HOLDEN: There we've got, we've just got .001

10 with no mention of --
11 MR . R AMOS t Yeah.

12 MR. HOLDEN: Ckay?

13 MR. RAMOS: Okay.

14 MR. HOLDEN: Further, on power supply, the Cetober

15 and this, now, is the power supply for the ven tila tion--

16 systems -- (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) to have dropped out that

l'7 were mentioned -- maybe I shouldn't ask the question (WCRDS
_

18 UNIN;ILLIGISLE) right to ask it ut the Cctober--

1S clarifies tion , tha t is, 0578, (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE) |
1

20 ventilation systens, and very clearly says they shculd be

21 from the sain pcwer supply.
'

22 Now, you only mentioned tha t in 0596 ( *40 RD S

23 UNINTELLIGIBLE).

24 Could you comment on that?

25 MR. RAMOS: Well, certainly se will not be in
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I conflict with 0578.

2 3R. HOLDENs In fact, that's a key -- -

3 ER. RAMOS I understand.

4 MR. HOLDENa If I was getting on with the design

5 of a, say, a Technical Support Center, and what we had for a

6 overall power supply, that's a key point.

7 3R. MINNERSs Well, m&ybe we've been too general.

8 Rut the sta tement ;Ls , is tha t the ECF ventilation systen

'
9 shall function in a manner comparable to the control room

10 and TSC ventila tion systems.

11 ER. HOLDENs Exactly.

12 MR. YINNERSa So I think that infers ener;ency

13 power.

14 MR. HOLDEN: Nov ve're into 1E and redundant, that

15 right? I guess (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE).

16 MR. RA50S4 (WORDS UNINTILLIGIRLE) have redundant
17 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE).

18 Okay. We'll -- we'll -- give us your comments and

19 ve'll see what needs te be done to clarify this percentage.

20 MR. ! INNERS: I think you have a -- I think it 's

21 more than that t.~1at's confusing. Do you -- would you have a

ZZ positive suggestion that it should not be emergency power or

23 it shouldn't be redundant, or something like that, is that

24 jour comment?

3 3R. 90LDEN: I certainly don't think it should be

. . ,
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I redundant. (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) power.

2 HR. MINNERS: Well, okay, if you 'd state your

3 comment that way, if you have a written comment, and with a

4 Dasis, fine, I'd be interested to see it.

5 HR. HOLDENs Okay, fine.

6 On page 6, on the SPDS, there's a paragraph -- let

7 se find it -- on separa tion f rom saf ety systems. That's

8 ~/e ry clear. That 's the la st parag ra ph under " A . " But then

9 the last sentence, when you're talking about separation from

10 non-safety systems -- could you expand on that?

11 MR. BELTRACCHI: Yes. Cur concern there was that

12 the failure of non-safety systems could propagate and cause

13 the failure of the Safety Parameter Display System.
14 MR. HOLDEN: And we're talking about isolation

15 from non-safety systats there.

16 MR. FELTRACCHI: To the extent that failures are

l'7 contained and will not spread and propagate do cause a

18 failure.

19 HR. HOLDEN: All right. Cn 197 (WORDS

20 UNINTELLIGISLE), I think it's not untrue tha t 197 is still

21 considered as a moving target. You're talking, let's say,

22 three months to put out (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)?

23 53. BELTRACCH1 Ihe letter, I think, stated

24 specifically, "The Committee strongly recommends that the

25 NRC and the industry continue to devote sufficient resources

ALCERSON REPCATING CCMPANY, !NC,
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I to this matter and to enable development of a revised guide

2 ready for publication by the end of the calendar year."

3 Okay?

4 MR. HOLDEN And that of course is the heart of
n

5 all these systems. And that --
.

6 MR. BELTRACCHI4 I think I stated earlier that --

7 HR. HOLDEN: Hight, I heard what you said --

8 53. BELTRACCHI Okay.

9 33. HOLDEN: -- about ten parameters. I heard you
~

10 say that. But I also (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) introduced at

11 this August 6th mee ting , is that mentioned in the letter?

12 NR. EELTRACCHI Yes, it is.

13 MR. HOLDEN: Would you explain how that might
'

14 impact us?

15 MR. MINNERS: I don't think it's going to change

16 the result significantly. There are some more parameters.

17 And we have already looked at the report and have decided

18 which ones we would include and which ones we wouldn 't ;

19 ve've already done the work. I think the problem was that

20 we didn 't have a piece of paper which explained to the ACES

21 _and others wh y we accepted or rejected the different items.

22 It's not that we had never looked at the report, it's just

23 that we couldn't tell people exactly what we did and why.

24 33. HOLDENt For example, the environs radiation

25 sonitoring requiremen ts , a re those icoked on as (WCEDS

ALOERSON REPORT.NG COMPANY. INC.
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1 UNIN TELLIGIB LE ) systems? (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) on site

2 intc this ?
3 3R. RANOS: Are you talking about the requirements

4 in 654 and --

5 MR. HOLDENs No, i's referring to 197.

6 3R. MINNERS: You mean hard-wired versus

7 somebody'd go out and reading it and coming bark? Cr

3 hard-vired versus radio microwave ?
'

'S 3R. HOLDENs It addresses either. It addresses

10 somebody going out and reading it.

11 3R. MINNERSs 3aybe I've fargotten what it -- it's

12 intended to be a continuous monitoring.
13 MR. HOLDEN Well, that, that's quite an impact.

14 It requires us to (WCFDS UNINTELLIGISLE) out on the street.

15 3R. MINNERSs Well, we vould like to have seen 197

16 on the street, too.

17 3R. HOLDEN 4 One comment about, we heard a lot

18 about, the OBE on the SPDS, and I think why it's such a

19 concern is tha t the scenario it's going to follow and I--

20 suppose you will say that this is our problem -- but if the -

21 SPDS has to be seismic and you want to get it from this new

ZZ computer system, the display which actually would go in the

23 TSC, now we're into a 03E TSC (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLI) to it.

24 (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) introducing seismics at all isn't

25 going to stop at the SPDS.

_
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1 HH. MINNERSa Well, if you think there's a

2 rationale for not having the SPDS during seismic events, you
3 know, I think you ought to present it and say why why-- --

4 maybe you want to say that the control room's backup or, you

5 know, something like th a t . But I think, I maybe incorrectly

6 perceive that you sees to be saying it's going to be a very

7 hard thing to do, so, therefore, we wouldn't do it. And

8 that's a difficult comment to accept.

9 58. HOLDEN: I understand tha t.

10 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) some words that you have, I

11 think, somewhat modified today, (WORDS UN!NTELLIGISLE) says

12 there 's a ready reaction (WORDS UNINTELLIGIELE) connected
' 13 with the NDL, on page 9, that " ready reaction" needs some

14 clarification (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) today.

15 MR. EINNERS: Whereabouts on page 47

16 33. HOLDENs Page 9 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) page 9.

I'7 - NR. NINNERS: It's on page 9?

18 33. HOLDEN 6 Yes. .

19 ER. MINNE3S: Okay.

20 HR. HOLDEN 4 The fourth paragraph. (WOROS

21 UNINTELLIGIBLE).

22 33. MINNERS: Now I don't understand. That isn't

23 the NDL directive. Tha+.'s the TSC and the EOF (WURDS

24 UNINTELLIGI3LE) . display cable. We want the TSC and the EOF

25 to de able to interact with the computer and draw up
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I diagnostic -- well, or other information, no t diagno s ti c .

2 Sir? Does that explain it?

3 HR. HOLDENs Yes, th a t explains it. I had it

4 vrong.

5 We got down to one ECF, because we're eliminating

6 th e backup EOF. But we still have the need for the backup

7 TSC.

8 MR. MINNERS: No, if you don't have a habitable

9 TSC, you have to have a backup TSC.

10 HR. RANOS4 That was put in there to give you wha t

11 ve call the * Arkansas option." Arkansas proposed to have a

12 TSC, a non-habitable TSC, on their turbine bay and to have a

13 habitable one some distance way. And that was accepted,

14 provided tha t bath facilities have all of the data that one

15 of them would have to have.
16 HR. HOLDENs I guess I don't read that paragraph

17 that way. It (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) " Provision for an

18 adequate alternate TSC f acility shall be made for the

19 passibility that the TSC may become uninhabitable." (WCRDS

20 UNINTELLIGIBLI).

21 Thank you.

22 MR. EINNERS: That seems to be an if: it sta rts

23 out with "If" - "If you have a habitable TSC a long way

24 away, you have to have a uninhabitable one close by."
25 Er. Isai from Con Edison?
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1 HR. IMAI: I would also like to ask for a

2 clarification about the comment you made (WORDS

3 UNINTELLIGIBLE) basic philosophy of having a, let 's sa y, if

4 you have a earthquake (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) earthquake
.

5 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) earthquake, the (WCRDS

6 UNINTELLIGIBLE) will not be operating, so you (WORDS
7 UNINTELLIGIBLE). If you have a operating (WORD

8 UNINTELLIGIBLE) earthquake and the (WCRDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)

9 th a t way the plant itself is, say, safe, because it-(WORDS

10 UNINTELLIGIBLE) earthquake, and - and the SPDS isn't

11 working but will (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) repairing within a

12 few hours IVORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE). And I don't see really

13 good reasons for having earthquake (WCRDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)
I'

14 earthquake requirements for this system, for (WCRDS *

15 UNINTELLIGIBLE) system.

16 Now, the case kind of condition that you mentioned

l'7 before, I agree with that, because that is (WORDS

18 UNIN TELLIGIB LE) safety systems and other things. But the --

19 well, I'm just making comment tha t the --

20 MR. MINNERSa Okay. While we're thinking about

21 the answer to that question, would Mr. Pete Hoeller please

22 take an urgent telephone call. 5-o-e-1-1-e-r.

23 MR. RAHOS: See the secretary out there in the --

24 MR. MINNERS: The secretary out in the foyer can

3 help you.

_

ALOETISON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 V'RGINTA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20024 (2021 554-2345,

,. --- ,_ .--_ _



'
,

' 193
.

1 Let me try my explanation of why you need an

2 OBE-qualified Safety Pa rameter Display. The idea was that

3 if you had an OBE, it was agreed that the plant was designed

4 to survive such an even t, novever, he would, the operator

5 would, get multitudo of alarms during such an earthquake,

6 all kinds of things would be going off, and there would be a

7 high probability of him being confused. And that's exactly

8 what the Safety ?arameter Display's purpose is.

9 M3. IMAI: Well, that may be true for even the

10 (WORDS UNINTE1LIGISLE) trip. It would be all the alars

11 systems coming on and everything else.-

12 ER. MINNEFS And that's right. And the Safety

13 Parameter Display will verk in a trip and tell him whether

14 he's okay or he's not okay. And th e Parameter Display is

15 also supposed to work during an operating earthquake to tell

16 him whether he's okay or not okay.

17 3R. IMAI: Well, if you look at the chances of

18 having earthquakes in any buildings and the, you know,

19 percentage of failure of your system, I don't think you

20 really are justifiable to put (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE) system,

21 but that might at least have some --

22 MR. MINNERS: I don't understand -- I understand

23 what you're saying about the low probability of the

24 earthquake -- but what do you mean by the "percentava of

25 failure" of what system?--

_

!
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1 3R. IMAIs Looking at the (WORD UNINTELLIGIBLE)

2 chance of any (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) system failure, which

3 is c .001 -- .01, the (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) system failure

4 say .01.

5 3E. HINNERS: The .001 requirement is to assure

6 reliability without earthquakes. But you have to put on top

7 of it -- tha t 's just a random failure rate, but it still has

8 to be qualified for other environment, it has to be desigt.d

9 to survive things that might happen, like ea rthquakes, or

10 floods, or tornadoes, or whateter. And the idea is that you

11 have this chine when you have at e cat.s

12 If your comment is an OBE is -- is your comment

13 that the CBE is such a low-probability event that you really
.

14 shouldn 't have to have this equipmen t f or th at thing?

15 MR. IMA!: Yes.

16 3R. MINNERS: Right. I mean, I could move it down

17 to a half en OBE and I don't think it'd hel; you much.

18 MR. SELTRACCHIs or carrying th a t one step -

19 further, what would you propose? No transient loads? Just

20 static loads?

21 MR. IEAIs Well, I think if maybe reliable

22 systems, for example, for the CPU systems (WORDS

23 UNINTELLIGIBLE) even thouch one may fail, another one,

24 there's some chance of having survived another one.

25 3R. !!NNERS: If neither one is qualified for an

. |
'

|
|

|
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1 OBE, I can#t see how you think one's going to survive.

2 MR. IMAIs Okay. (WORDS UNINTELLIGIU'E) next

- 3 question is (WORSS UNINTELLIGIBLE).

4 MR. MINNERS: Wait, let -- bef ore you go on, just

5 for -- as a general commen t, if it's a -- this earthquak e

6 and all the environmental hazards is a difficult question.

7 ge ve tried to present our rationale. If people have other

8 rationales, we'd love to hear what they are ted we vould

9 consider them. And I'n act trying to cut anybody off, but

10 I*s -- I would like to hear other rationales to say why you

11 should do it a different way. And that vould be coed

12 information to have in comments.
13 MR. IMAIs So yor are saying if de meet all of the

14 require 5ents in the 0696 (WCRDS UNINTELLIGI31E) the CPUs or

15 whatever it is, the CRT and th e CP C's don ' t m ee t the ORE

16 requirement you will not accept it?

17 MR. PEI.TR A CCHI: No, what he was really saying is,

18 propose an alternative.

19 MR. IMAI Now suppose --

20 MR. MINNERS: Let me answer your question now. I

21 don 't want to say never, but I don't think we 'd accept that,

22 no. If you came in without an earthquake-qualified Safety

23 Parameter Display, I think we vould reject it. Unless you

24 case it with some good rationale of why it didn't have to be.,

3 MR. IMAI: Would you accept the testing only tvc

-
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I items within it, like a CP.0 and also the CRT, or do yua want

2 it for each component?

3 53. MINNERS Sounds to se like it's a chain and

4 you've got to have all the links qualified. I mean, it's

5 not parallel; I mean, it's a chain and if all the ccmponents

6 don'c work the systes doesn't work. So if one component is

7 not qualified the system won't work.

8 MH. IMAI: Now that brinos the second point, if

9 you have a deadline in 'ril '92 and you want us to. start

to doing all the safety tes 'c and other things, you will not,

11 I don't think we'd meet ths the deadline, and not only

12 (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) manufacturer is limited, and if

13 everybcdy orders the same computer, pretty soon his delivery

14 date is such longer and you can't meet (WORDS

15 UNINTELLIGIBLE) you cannot aset the deadline, would you --

16 what's your position? Would you request (WORDS

l'7 UNIllTELLIGIBLE) or would you just take any rrisonable

18 schedule and (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) cace-by-case?

19 MR. RAMOS: Are you trying to paint us into a box

. 20 by that and tell you you're going to have to shut down in

21 Ap ril '827

22 5R . 3 INN ERS s Iou would do -- instead of asking

23 that question, I would urge you to prssent inf orma tion which
i

24 provides backup to what you rty, is that equipment

3 availability is such that you can't meet that date, or it
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I would give you bad equipment or wh4tever the reasoning is,

2 if you'd give us some f acts to base cur implementation

3 schedule on, we may change the implementation schedule.
4 To try to predict what kind of action the

S Commission eight take if somebody doesn't meet a requirement

6 on' a certain day, it all depends on the circumstances at the

7 time. I doa't know what would be done.

8 wg 3Agos f yeu're the only facility in the

9 country that can't meet that requirement, I can tell you
10 what probably would be done.

11 (lauchter)

II 33. MINNERS: Er. Jenckes of Pacific Gas C

13 Electric?,

I4 Not here?

15 Mr. Prebula from 3echtel?

16 MR. PRESUlA: I have two comments, both of which
.

17 have been touched on, so ! don't want yoy to dwell on-them.

18 But the first is or. the interactive capability on the

19 Nuclear Data link for the EGF.
20 33. MINNERS: Wait a minute.

21 MR. PRESULAs On --

22 MR. HINNERS: Go ahead.

23 MR. PRIBUlAs -- page 9, that paragraph we went

24 through before. It sta tes that it may be desirable to

25 provide an interactive terminal and display capability
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I between the energency facilities and the NRC headquarters,

2 to af.d emergency management. And that statement was added
3 after the -- prior to the July 1st draft of this and, I~.

4 assume, came from 0654. And I*a not sure that from -- even

S with the assurances that you're giving us today that 0654

6 and 0696 have been adequately coordinated -- I would ask
7 that you look at that, because 0654 does havo a lot of

8 in te ractive display data.

9 ER. MINNERS: I think that's a fair comment, and

10 ve vill look mo re closely a t 0654.
11 MR. PRESULAs Okay. The other conment is the sane

12 one that we've been addressing on the seismic capability and
13 overall availability of the Safety Parameter Display

14 System. I'm working on the (WCRDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) and we're

15 down the road a ways, so tha t we have to order our computer

16 systems (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) and a very reliable fuel

17 train (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) computer (WORDS

18 UNINTELLIGIBLE 1. And it's not qualified for the CRE. And

19 ve were looking (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) common data base for

20 all of this (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) putting all of our input
'

21 into (WCRDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) yhat we found is that with this

22 one common system (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) train, we have a

23 system that we could utilire in the plant to provide the
24 availability requirerents we 're looking f or. We feel also

25 that the arbitrsry implementation of that 03E may not be

ALCERSCN REPCRTNG CCMPANY. INC.
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1 absolutely necessary. And the reason, which I hope to

2 provide as what you're looking f o r , 1.s tha t for SSE, even,

3 there is no requirement in an FSA3, chapter 15, to analyze

4 the deses from 'an SSE. The plant is designed to operate and

5 come to a safe shutdown with an SSE without releasing any
'

6 radiation.

7

8

'
.

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
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1 MR. PREBU1A: To arbitrarily limit the

2 qualification of this SPDS to an OBE and not take it to the

3 SSE is an admission on your part, possibly, that there won't

4 be any radiation release.

5 If we are going to seismically qualify to the CBE

6 SPDS, we will have to bring in a new system to provide new

7 components of unproven reliability and possibly introduce a

a new computer system with unproven reliability and

9 (inaudible) to the availability of the system.

10 5R. 5 INNERS: Well, th ere has to be some shock and

11 vibra tion criteria for the SPDS. '4 h a . would you ruggest?
.

12 MR. PRE 301A: I'm not sure t!!at there has to be.
' 13 If you could ---

14 5R. MINNERS: I'm giving you an extreme example

15 again. I mean, a truck could not go by the plant and knock

16 out the SPDS.

17 53. PREBU1A I think you could look at your

18 computer system and determine that it's built substantially

19 an d tha t the components are adequately strong to withstand

20 certain vibrations.

21 HR. MINNERSs Well if somebody would come in and

22 give me the shock of loading vibrations for a truck or some

23 mild earthquake and suggest those as design criteria, I

24 quess we would consider them.

25 My 12pression is that if you specify almost any

.
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1 shock or vibration criteria, it's going to be almost the

2 same as the OBE because it 's not so muc. the probles of the

3 computer being able to stand it, it's the problem of getting

4 somebody to be able to demonstrate it .

5 That is my understanding of the problem.

6 An OBE is not a very severe shock load.

7 3R. PREBULAs But it is a vibratory load as

8 opposed to a shock load.

.
9 32. MINNEES: Well, I try to say shock and.

10 vibration. However you look at it.

11 VOICE: May I offer a comment on your example?

12 Any commercially available computer systes is

13 capable of standing some vibratory load -- certainly of a

14 truck going by -- and if they're not, they'll certainly

15 never pass the acceptance test because there are numerous

16 small labora to ry loads a pplyinc to it.

o 17 I think your exa=ple is a little bit ridiculous.

18 3R. MINNERS. It was meant to be an exaggeration

19 to try to illustrate the point. I'm not suggesting that

a that small a vibration would be design level. But there is

21 obviously some earthquake type load that the computer should

22 he demonstrated to be capable of resisting. Okay?

23 We picked CBE beca'Ise tha t's kind of a number

24 that's around, all right? I think a computer can probably

25 wi th stand tha t load. I don't think there's any problem.

_

|*-
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1 My o verstanding is that the problem demonstrating

2 will meet those Icads.

3 .2 not that much'of a computer expert, but'

4 that's my understanding of what is going on. So to make it

5 half an'0BE or a quarter or anything else is not going to be

6 any help because it is the demonstration requirement that is

7 the dif ficult point and nobody is going to change the design

a of the computer, I don' t think.

9 Now, maybe if you went to SAE and had to beef up

10 the computer -- it's the demonstration requiremnt.

11 It seems to me it is a logical difficult to go out

12 and say that the S?DS cannot be demonstrated to survive a

f 13 mild earthquake. I would think that would be a difficult

14 position to dafend.

15 People will say, well, wi4y in the heck do we have

16 it, because an earthquake is a time when you'd like to have

17 it.
.

18 I'm just trying to explain the problem.

19 70 ICE. Perhaps the problem cannot be totally

20 appreciated at this point until some qualification programs

21 have actually begun to be implemented. I think the concern

22 that people are expressing has to do with, as much as

23 an y thing else, the difficulty of setting up a qualification

2s program, implementing it in something as complex as a
,

i

l25 computer and that sort of thing, and maybe what we need to 1

-
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1 do on both sides of this fence is recognize the ap; cach to

2 qualification in this kind of situation may be different.

3~ It may be less stringent than what qualification has evolved

4 into in the last five or so years.

5 MR. MINNERS. ..nd some more specific suggestions

6 of what that qualification program would be would be a

7 helpful comment.

8 Mr. Chandler of Stone and Western.

9 33. CHANDLES: Most of my comments have been

10 addressed earlier, but there is one on page 13 with regards

11 to the da ta display .

12 It talks about the data received and displayed in
.

/ 13 the TSC and the second sentence goes on to state, "In

14 providing this function, the display shall include dedicated

15 display of plant systems variables."

16 Now, you could construe that to mean one,

17 indicators, recorders, that type of thing in the TEC or can
.

18 you just say that if you had (inaudible) available a t a CRT

19 terminal, that would be sufficient?
|

20 ER. RAMOS4 We a ren 't constraining your design

|
21 criteria. If that's what you want to propose and it turns |

|
22 out to be acce ptable, we'll accept that.

23 I can't answer your question specifically until I

24 see what you're proposing.

25 53. CHAND1E3s I just question the phrase

-

$
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1 "dedica ted displays."

2 32. XINNERSs I think he doesn't want the process

3 computer prin ter. Is that right?
.

4 MB. BEITRACCHIs An example, and maybe an

5 exaggerated one --

6 HR'. MINN ERS s No, he wants to come out and say

7 either a printer or a recorder or a CRT. There are several

8 vays it could be done.

9 33. CHA'NDLER: I'm not sure what dedicated means.
10 MR. BEITRACCHIs Dedicated would be used

11 functionally for that and only for that.

12 HR. MINNERS: You wouldn't take a process display
'

13 that was only qualified for the process and use it for this

14 fcnction. I don't think I'm explaining it t'o yCu.

15 NR. CHANDLERS Not rea?ly.

16 33. MINNERSs I think the process computer printer

17 would not be acceptable because it is not dedicated to this

18 function. Now you can do a lot of things to the process

19 computer and its printer and everything to make it

20 acceptable bu: by the time you got out there you would have

21 a dedicated system that would go from the sensor down

22 tnrough some kind of a computer system and all this which

Z3 would go through some kind of a display which was designed

24 for these qualfications and requirements, it would be okay.
25 Ihere would be nothing wrong and taking it and
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I having a slave display and putting it someplace else for

2 anothat process operation f unction , okay, but the other way

3 around doesn 't work. You can't take an operating *.hing

4 which is designed only for the operating f unction and say,

5 that 's good enough f or the TSC f unction 3ecause of the

6 qualification requirements.

7 Mr. Planch of Northeast U tilities ?

8 MR. BLANCH s Cn page 10 I would like to read just
'

9 one sent'ence and propose an interpretation to see whether my

10 interpretation to see whether my interpretation meets your

11 intent.

12 It's page 10, section (b), third paragraph. "If

13 circumstances dictate that the applicable TSC be located at

'

14 a greater distance, if this is greater than that to the

15 control room" -- which is two minutes - "a prissry TSC

16 facility must be provided close to the control roon which

17 need not meet the habitability requirements."

18 Now, my interpretation would be that if I don't

19 have a room that 's applicable within two minutes of the

20 control roon, I can locate my TEC somewhere remote from

21 tha t. Let's say we have an emergency operations facility
|

22 one mile from the contrel room -- okay? And I have a
'

23 conference room which is within two minutes cf the control
24 room which is going to be my primary TSC does that meet your

3 requirements?

_

! ,;
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1 NR. RA50Ss As long as it meets the data

2 requirements, the number of personnel requirements and the

3 various displays, yes. The only change in the two

4 f acilities is the f act that the primary one in this e cample

5 doesn't meet the habitability requirements.

6 3R. BLANCH: Cur specific problem is that we have

7 an area designated as the TTC but it can only house about

8 ten people. It happens to be habitable. But we have a

9 conference room that can hold 25 people and we have an

10 .mergency Operations Facility one mile away which ve could

11 split in half and call it the TSC EOF, Really, tha t

12 statement sounds like it would meet your requirement 3. Is,

7 ~
13 th a t right?

I
11 MR. RAMOSs Where is this conference room? Is it
15 in the reactor building?

16 MR. BLANCH: I'm sorry?

17 * MR . R AHOS s Where is the conference room?

18 53. RLANCH: The conference roon is within two
19 minuites of the control room.

20 MF. R A!CS s Let's see the proposal and we vill

21 judge it when we see it.

22 MR. MINNERS: It sc:Inds like it meets the

23 reqsirements. From what you state, it sound s ' tk e wha t we

24 are talking about.

25 MR. RLANCHs Thank you.

ALOERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 The August 1st letter, I think I heard a statament

2 that this supercedes all previous requirements for tech
,

3 support center and emergency operations facility. Is that
4

4 correct?

$ MR. MINNERS: Tes.

6 MR. BLANCH: The gentleman from Region I tated up

7 on his slide some reference to an OSC, which I think is an

8 Operational Suppcet Center. What has happened to that'

9 MR. RANOS: We haven't done away with OSC. that

to is still part cf 654. That is still required.

11 MR. BLANCH: We ctill hav9 a requirement for the

12 OSC, then?

13 MR. RAMOS4 Yes, sir. We figure that is going to

14 he a moving target anyway, you kncv, v'herever you are going

15 to put it. We realir haven't laid cut specific requirements

16 for the OSC.

17 Now, if you feel it is' necessary, we can add the

18 CSC to th e --

10 MF. BLANCHs No, we've got enough, thank you.
1

20 MR. RAMOS: Well no, I would only try to give a

21 be tter in tegra tion . Your question seems to say that pecple

1

22 are going to get confused, that all they have to do is |

23 provide what is in 0696, which is not true. And since it

24 does supersede some stuff, maybe you would van to knov

25 which it supersedes and which it doern't.

.

!
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1 3R. NINNERS I'd like to offer a possible

2 approach to this whole question of seismic and SPDS, as you

3 are aware, ENSAC and EPRI and a few other organizations,

4 such as MAC30, have done a lot of studies on computer

5 qualifiestion, computer reliability and I think that our
.

6 rela tionship with ENSAC, we can obtain the information from

7 ENSAC especially on the reliability aspec't and incorporate
~

8 those comments if they have changed si;nificantly from your

3 001, we will put them in friting to the NRC.

10 Also on the availability of the seismically

11 qualified CRT, we will do some research p rio r to the 30-day

1:2 comment period and get comments to you.

13 MR. BLAhCH4 The comments on this are of interest

14 to everyone. The Atomic Industrial Forum Safety Parameter

15 Integra tion Committee which has been working with the FRC is

16 having a meeting next week down in D.C. just to file a lot

17 of comments on NUREG 0696. Most of the utilites, AEs, are

18 already represented on these committees. I know , Stone

19 Webster is, Bechtel is represented, and a lot of the

20 u tiliti es .

21 I think it would probably help the NRC if they

22 could receive comments through that AIF Subcommittee rather

Z3 than be deluged by hundred and hundreds of letters.

24 33. MINNERS: We would appreciate the function

25 that AIF would do in taking the comments and also

ALOERSON REPCMNG COMP ANY. INC.
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1 coordinasting them and also coming up with an industry

2 position. It would be helpful to us if you could do that.

3 If other people wish to provide comments, please

4 do. I'm not trying to cut off any comments, I'm just saying

5 ' th a t AIF can and has provided a very good function of

6 getting the industry to have one position which is easier.

7 Then you guys get to decide what the compromise is that

8 yo u 'd like to propose rather than us ta king a half a doren
'

'9 utility comments and saying well, on the average this means

10 so m e thin g .

11 Secause, you know. some utilities are over here

12 and some are over there.
'

13 M3. BLANCHs In the past the AIF Subcommittee has

14 had a meeting and a presentation before the NRC. If anyone

15 is interested, the meeting is going to be down in D.C. on

16 the 2Sth of August and it's going to be at 1747 Pennsylvania

1'7 Avenue. Again, I believe they want to sinimire the number

18 of representatives th ere , but the contact 's name is A rt

19 Bevans from AIF.

20 Thank you.

21 HR. MINNERSs Thank you.

22 3r. Whooley, of Public Service Electric and Gas?

23 NH. WHCOLEYs I will try not to recover ground

24 that's 3.tready been covered.

25 In 0696, there are a number of references to
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I future criteria. This is a little too vague. I think the

2 detes should appear on the implementation schedule. We

3 shouldn't be just waiting for a crite:ia and not knowing

4 when it's coming and yet still having to comply to t

5 schedule.

6 MR. MINNERSa Let me ask you a question. Let ce

7 try to turn your question a little bit.

8 Do you think that scre detail is necessary or

9 desirable? My hope vould be that it would be possible to

10 put out a document that does not require any more supporting

11 documentation.

12 MR. WECOLEI Well, the problem is that C695 is

13 very specific in certain areas and in other areas, it leaves
.

14 a little bit to interpretation and it is difficult to come

15 up with a uniform response to it when soma areas, that in

16 itself is f airly hard to define.

17 I think the biggest job is going to be buying and

18 installing the instrumentation and viring up some system to
19 he able to verify it. That's going to be a bigger job than

20 the actual computeriration cf some of these things.

21 And if the da ta isn 't defined as to specifically

22 what data is required, it seems tc se to be difficult to )
|

Z3 sire the task. '

24 23. MINNERS: Reg Guide 1.97 is going to define

25 th e data tha t 's required , the minimum set and we realire

i
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1 that we have to get tha t out. We are going to tell you what

2 variables fora the minimum set. That's in Reg Guide 1.97.

3 It is in Peg Guide 1.97 because that is where it has been

4 for a long time and nobody wanted to take it out and start

5 all over again in this docunent,

6 We're having some problems getting cut Reg Guide

7 1.97. We understand that.

8 70 ICE: Is that Reg Guide the one that vill

9 address page e, bottom, section (f) where it says, " detailed

10 quide for preparation for (inaudible)"?

11 MR. MINNERS: No, it will not. All the ref erences

12 in bere to further detailed guidance, that's not Reg Gcide

13 1.97 with all the things in parentheses. My question is,17

14 that extra guidance as to S7DS performance specs necessary

1S or desirable.

16 Or can you design a good SPDS with what is here?

I'7 VOICE: You said you ved% going to provide it.

18 Are you or are you not?,

19 23. MINNERS: That's the question I'm asking.

20 Should ve?

'

21 HR. WH001EY: Well, if you're asking me, I would

22 say yes. It would certinly make the job a lot easier.

23 3R. MINNERS: Okay. I'd like to hear that from

24 the rest of the industry because, you know, some people vant

25 specific guidaace and some people don't. If we give ycu

ALCERSCN REPC AT:NG COMPANY. INC.
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1 specific guidance, it's going to reduce your flexibility.

2 That 's the continaal problem.

3 VOICES The-counterprobles to that is, regulatory

4 discretion as to what is acceptable and what isn't
~

5 acceptable. We've seen examples of utilities taking the

6 initiative in building their own facilities and six months

7 later you decide to issue a criteria or a NUREG or a Req

8 Guide which throws 52 million in the hole on restart.

9 That is the problem we face with whether you

10 specify criteria or you don 't specif y criteria.

11 We are trying to accomplish a functional objective

12 which you have specified but you can' t do that if six months

13 later someone sets out soae criteria you can 't meet, which

14 is why utilities are now reluctant to take any. action until

15 they see something down on paper and tha t it is in fact the

16 vay it is going to be for seven months.
.

17 MB. WHOOLEY: Let me rephrase what I said. I

18 think what we veuld all like to see is in 0696, the specific

19 reference is made, the criteria is coming. They should be

20 tied to some type of calendar date so that they could be

21 coordinated -vith the overall implementation of the four

22 phases of the emergency facilities.

23 MR. MINNE3Ss That's a valid comment.

24 HR. WH00 LEYS Overall, a lot of sections of C696

3 seem to have as a design base current operating plants and

ALCEASCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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I there doesn't seem to be such credit given for say, the

2 plants that (inaudible) with more or less integrated control

3 rooms.

4 For example, the thing we've talkdd about all day

5 is the elimination of the process computer. I think the

6 trigger 1 is a diagram of a single method of possibly

7 implementing and what I would like to propose is this. I

8 think the triggar 1 shculd be removed from 0696 and I wculd

*

9 suggest the wording on page 5 a's follows. Where you

to specifically eliminate " process computer," I would like to

11 see it read, "ruch as the procese computer, unless it can be

12 demonstrated that the process computer has been designed to

13 meet the emergency response facility design criteria."
'

14 53. MINNERS: Plus a security requirement.

15 MR. WHOOLEY: Pardon?

:6 MR. MINNERS: Plus a security requirement.

I'7 MR. WH00 LEY If tha t's part of C6 96, then fine.
i

18 MR. MINNERS: It's not part of 0696, because when

19 we were workino it out we said no process computers, so we

20 didn 't write in a security requirement.

21 33. WHOOLEY: It's interesting to note that P742

22 was rigged to cover the applic? tion of computers to systems

23 designed under 603 and perhaps the SPDS ceuld be considered

24 to be s 603 system, but certainly the Technical Support

25 Center, ECF and a nuclear data link cannot.
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1 52. BELTBACCHI That's correct.

2 3R. WHOOLEY: And yet the verifica tion and

3 validation seems to be across the board. Why is that?

4 MR. BELT 3ACCHI: Wouldn't it appear to be a valid

5 requiressat to have verifica tion and validation across the

6 board?

7 5R. WHOOLEY: If it can be demonstrated to be

8 necessary, yes.

9 MR. HELTRACCHIs You don't think it's necessary

10 for TSC or IOF7

11 53. WHCOLEY: No, not for the TSC or ECT.

12 33. BELTRACCHI: Why?

13 MR. MINNERS: If you've got all that software, if

'
14 you have some kind of computer f acilities with software

,

15 that's going to give people displays, you don't tr. ink that

16 stuff has to be verified?

17 53. WHOOLEY: Well, for many years we wrestled

18 this out to beta gamma and also the potential of applying an

19 alpha to all plant systems, and the vorry always was, why

20 don't the extremes of the maximum case if it's not required?

21 And that's why 742 (inaudible) or what used to be

22 referred to as alpha systems, it's the use of visual

23 computers and safety systems as a subset of Ieee603 righ t

24 across the board.

25 MR. BELTRACCHI: What are you proposing in terms

ALCERSON RE?CR ftNG COMPANY. INC.
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1 of qualifica tion er to achieve the high quality product,

I which is really what 7 and 3 is in here for?

3 53. WH001EY: Yo always answer a quertion with

4 another question. I'm demonstrating the requirement. If

.

5 there is a requirement to meet -- if it's demonstrated that

6 the Technical Support Center should have that lower

7 qualification, I's not against it.

8 MR. MINNE3S4 The rationale f or having a

9 val'idation and verification requirement is that you are

10 going to have a whole bunch of displays that people are

11 coing to te relying upon in accident situations. And if

12 those dis;1ays are wrong because the software is wrong, it's

( 13 obviously a very bad situation. You're worse off than you

I 14 were before.

15 37 experience with computers are that software is
,

16 very vulnerable to errors and so how do you get the errors

17 out of the software? The computers are pretty good. Th e

| 18 software is very < ror-ridden.

19 58. WH001EY: I sain tain that verification and

20 validation improves your potential for maintaining a

21 high -level prod uct. But actually, the only thing that

22 proves it is actually demonstrating on the system itself I

;

23 through repetitive testing and e xa n ple s , and then all the |

24 verification and validation doesn't necessary quarantee the

3 end product.

_
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1 3R. MINNERSa But I can't do 100 accidents on this

2 equipment to do what you want to do .

3 53. WH00 LEY: All right. Well in the schedules

4 for implementation it's quite possible that th e verifica tion

5 and validation will add six scaths calendar time to the

6 procurement activity. Has that been taken into

7 consideration?

8 NR. BElTRACCHI Could you give an example of that?

9 3R. 5 INNERS: I think we realire that software is

10 a ve ry large part of the job, not just the specific number

11 of six months -- that's a good comment, you know.

12 But once again, we're nailed between a rock and a

( 13 hard place. Do you accept something cf less quality to get

14 it faster? I don't know.

15 22. WH001EY: Everything is relative, but again,

;6 if it can be desonstrated that such a high level is required

I'7 before implementation is considered satisfactory -- in o th4r

18 words, I think a lot of the verification could be done after

19 the system was put into service.

20 M2. MINNERS: I would agree. I would think the

21 verification could be done during its development, because

22 verification is a step-by-step process. If you're talkinq

! Tj about validation which would be your final process by which
|

! 24 you would assess how well you meet your functional
! l
! 25 requirements, then it's a question of the end product |

1
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1 against the functional requirements. And that say take some

2 tim e , I would agree.

3 MR. WH001EY: This is the kind of thing that
.

4 doesn't lead anywhere. All I'm trying to point out is that

5 P742 was written as a substitute for Ieee603. Ieee603

6 covers safety systems and to the degree that the SFDS should

7 qualify as a safety system, then P742 should apply.

8 But unless the Technical Support Center, the ICF

9 or the nucloar data link are saf ety systems in th e sense of

10 Ieee603, I don't think the sections of F742 should be

11 applied.

12 MR. BEITRACCH!: Well, there is another aspect of

f 13 this, and we may as well lay it on the table.

14 7 and V was adopted by the staff simply as a neans

15 of trying to assure a high quality product vould be

16 developed without having to have an army of auditors to go

17 out and check it line by line and code it, in terms of an

18 army of regulators who go out and check it line by line and

19 code it. .

20 So th a t is another approach and I know Roger

21 Mattson embraced that in terms of passing it on to other
,

22 aspects of the industry. Other aspects other than just a

23 pure safety system.

24 So I do want to get that point ecross.

25 MR. MINNERS: let me just make a comment to

.

I
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I hopefully maybe explain why we have what we have in the

2 document is we have changed our way of doing business

3 slightly, maybe. And you seem to be saying that if it's

4 defined as a safety systen it meets a certain set of

5 documents for qualification.

C We have taken that and now we're mixing it up. We

.
are having what some people sometimes call Class 2E and7

8 things like tha t and mixing all our requirements up which is

9 kihd of a new departure from wha t we did before. And so we

10 are not being as black and white as we were before.

11 It used to be it was either a safety system or it

12 wasn't a safety system. Whst we're recogniring is that
.

13 there are some in betweens and we 're trying to fit the

14 requirements to the i'n betweens. I as only trying to

15 explain why we wrote what we wrote.

16 MR. WHOOLEY: One last comment.

17 On 742, it explicitly eliminates the need for

18 self-tests and yet that's worked in here.

19 55. SELTRACCHI You are talking about

20 self-monitoring ca pa bility ? Yes.

21 53. WHOOLEY: If it's not part of the safety

22 system, why is that required here?

23 33. 9ELTRACCHI It was just a means of automatic

24 monitoring to assess the status of the system.

25 3R. WHOOLEY: All right , let me get off my

|
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1 comments. I have a clarification to some of the questiens

2 this morning.

3 On the data link itself, did you say that the data

4 link is not a continuous activity, that it should be

5 activated automatically upon some event or series of events,

6 but that it wasn't something that we were sending data 24

7 hours a day, seven days a week.

8 MR. BELTRACCHI: Thare were several variations in
'

9 th e design . I know the de sign did consist of ha ving 30

10 minutes of the previous data sent on a continuous basis.

11 Ckay?

12 There were other aspects that addressed not having

I 13 it sent ev..y 3C minutes but having it sent on activatten.

14 I don't think some of those have been finally

15 decided upon, okay? The reason for this is there are cost

16 trade-offs that do impact out and there are hardware

17 trade-offs in terms of some of the pre-processes that were

18 involved.

19 MR. WH001EY: A continuous transmittal of data

20 th a t isn't required can put a processing requirement that

21 may not be necessary under the conditions where a data link

22 would be valuable.

23 In other words, you could require less capacity of

24 sending tha processor --

25 MR. FEITPACCHI: The amount of time to send 30

IALDERSCN REPORTING COMP ANY, INC. '
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1 minutes of data is miniscule, really.

2 MB. WH001EY The question is simply is there a

3 continuous data link or is there a data link only acted upon

4 by certain criteria which may not be defined?

5 MR. EINNERS: I don't think it'c clear in the

6 document and it's not clear in my mind, and I'm going to ask

7 the question.

8 My impression is that some of the people I've

9 talked to have the concept t'h a t there would be a continuous

10 transmission of data to the NRC which would normally ignore

11 it except upon a certain critical para:eter which would then

12 automatically alarm and initiate the display, or the

13 Commission would be able to access that data if they felt

14 like it. They would be able to put it up under the display

15 and just ree what your plant is doing on Tuesday nicht.

16 3R. WHOOLEY: Somehow, this morning I thought you

17 gave a different answer to that question.

18 5R. NINNERSs I thin} that reflects that we 're no t
19 clear on what we are dofag. You've pointed out that it

20 needs to be clarified.

21 MB. RAMOS: The whole point on the ND1 is that the

22 specs are not written yet. They are in the process of being

Z3 weitten now and to ask us to give you a clear, concise

24 answer to your quertion on where the data is going to be

25 stowed is too early.

.
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1 MR. WHOOLEY: But to write ha rdware precurement

2 specs to purchase the system, an integrated system that can

3 support all the applica tions, it needs to be divided better

4 than it is.

5 MR. BELTRACCHIt I guess in terms of the 30

6 sinutes, you would have to store 30 minutes at your end

7 anyway. So ycu 're actually going I guess I don't quite--

8 understand what other aspect would be involved, in terms of

9 the design parameter?

10 What other things would you be looking for in

11 terms of the design parameters that would have to be

12 specified now?

13 HR. WHOOLEY: Well, overall, the anount of data,

14 the frequency of transmission --

15 NR. BELTRACCHIs The frequency of transmission --

16 MR. WHOOLEY: over the board rate and would--

17 determine th e type of communications that would be required

18 and th e d a ta storage and eve,ry thing . It overall does serve

19 to sire the processor.

20 53. BE1TRACCHI I think as far as you are

21 concerned, it would he'more of a case of siring a processor |
1

22 in terms of being able to format the data and present it to

23 an interface device tha t veuld be at the plant.
|

24 3R. WHCOLEY: I didn't mean to --

25 53. BELTRACCHI: Now, the boarf --

.-
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1 NR. WH00 LEY: All I wanted to know is the
|

2 question, did you say this morning that it was to be

3 activated automatically upon an event or --

4 MR. BELTRACCHIa I did and I was reflecting one

5 phase and I know I did recall that that was, at one time, a

6 co n side ra tion . I know tha t we have now looked st it in

7 terms of other aspects of having it sent continuously on the

8 basis of the last 30 minutes. The reason for that was that

9 you would be able to ascess the opera tional availability of

10 th e line .

11 I don't think a final decision has been made on

12 that and, as Steve says, it will prohably come off in terms

13 cf some interface specs.

14 MR. WHOOLEY: Okay.

15 Did we also say then on a separate aspect on data

16 link that whatever date the NRC requires from 0696 or from

I'7 0653 or verifications in 1697 that aren't spelled out that

18 there vill be a single data link f rom the plant to the NRC

19 containing all that data in one message string?

20 33. BELTRACCHIs Ihat is my understanding, yes.

21 38. WHOOLEY: All ripht. Thank you.

22 I guess that's all I have. Thank you.

23 32. MINNERS: Thank you.

24 Er. C:cse, of Balti: ore Gas and Electric.

3 MR. CRUSE: I just have one question on scheduling
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1 of the tech support center. 0578 had two dates, January 1,

2 1980 requirement which everyone should have met by this

3 time, and the second January 1, 1981.

4 to I understand that that date is now gone and the
'

5 new date is the April, 1982 date? Cr is it something that

6 vill be required?

7 MR. RAMOS: January 1, 1981, we require system

8 description proposal for us to review.

9 MR. CEUSEa Yes, but there is no part that has to

10 he installed by one?

11 MR. 2AEOS No.

12 The same requirements that were required on

( 13 January 1, 1980 are required for 1981.

14 MR. CRUSE : Thank you.

15 MR. MINNERS: Did Mr. Dahlquist of Raltimore Gas

16 also want to ask something?

1'7 MR. CRUSE Pardon?

18 ER. MINNERS: Did your colleague als; vish to

19 speak? ,

20 MR. DAHLOUIST: If you answered these earlier

21 today, I as sorry.

22 When you say radiological data, is this just our

23 regular (inaudible) parameters, or are you talking about

24 radiation sensitive around radiation plan:s, several miles

25 of plants?
!
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1 MR. MINNERSs Those would be the ones thast are

2 specified in Reg Guide 1.97 and that includes environmental

3 aonitors.

4 MR. DAHLQUIST: I hope you realire that is a very

5 expensive system for us.

6 MR. MINNERS: I urge people that since the

7 industry is the best source of cost data that you provide a

8 comment that says this s whst it will cost and an argument

9 that, you know, the cost benefit is not there.

10 MR. DAHLOUIST: ~4 ha t is the intent of your

11 imposing th a t ? Is that necessary for that data to be

12 hardwired online on the time at the ECF or the Iech Support

13 Center?

14 MR. MIN.i E RS : That's the concept.

15 MR. DAHLQUIST: Do you think th e people there know

16 what to do with it?

17 MR. RAMOS: I sure hope they know what to do with

18 it.

19 MR. MINNERS: I think the last part of your

20 question is, it doesn't make much difference whether the

21 data is manually taken back to their room or continuously,

22 the guy has to know what to do with the da ta .

23 MR. DAHLOUIST: Yes.

24 MS. MINNERS: And your question is, is it- worth

25 the extra expense to have a continuous monitoring system

ALOEASCN RE80RT'NG COMPANY. INC.
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1 versus some guy going out and sampling? It's not myself who

2 vrote that, but th e people who are in this field at the NRC

3 felt that that was a requirement. If you felt that was not
4

4 a requirement, make that comment and give a basis for why

5 you think it's not required.

6 33. DAH10UISTs Well, we did make that comment.

7 23. MINNERS: Obviously, you must admit that

a continuous data is better than gong out and sampling, ycu

9 know. But is it worth it? That is,.I think, the question.

10 Wouldn't you rather have continuous data in your

11 display room if it cost the same amount of money as some guy

12 going out to take the data and bring it back?

( ~ 13 33. DAHLQUIST If you were going 7.o get

14 meaningful data, but the low level radiation that he is

15 going to get, the most effective means of getting th a t is

16 TLD and to simulate the levels of accuracy at that lov level

17 at a scene several miles from the plant would be a very

18 expensive system.

19 MR. MINNERS: Isn't the idea to transmit back data

20 tha t says the level is not low?

21 I don't know what the accuracy and range

ZZ requirements are in 1.97 for the environmental stuff, but

23 that would answer your question.

24 The intent is not to have a continuous

25 environmental monitoring program to see that their normal

!
I
|
;
I

I
.
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1 oper ation , things are okay down the road . The idea is that

2 when an accident occurs and the radiation levels down there
3 become significant or indicate that they are going to

4 increase, that you know that. That's the intent.

5 We 're no t trying to have an automatic

6 environmental --

7 MR. DAHlQUIST: Vouldn't the plant's effluent

8 monitors indicate that?

9 fR. RAMOS: Not necessarily.

10 MR. MINNERSs I don't know. I'm not a health

11 physicist.

12 I sympathi=e with your view that I think that the
-

13 effluent monitors are more importan t that the environmental

14 monitors, but that doesn't mean that the environmental

15 monitors stre comple tely useless, and I'd be interested to

16 hear your comments because I think I sympathi=e with them.

17 MR. DAHlCUIST At the bottom of page 4, on your

18 last sentence on pace 4, you did say that you are implying

19 th a t these signals shall be transmitted, et cetera

20 (inaudible). You would not have us install brand new

21 dedicated transmitters? That is not what you mean by that?

Z2 MR. MINNERS4 Such as the process computer? We're

23 back to the process computer again.

24 ER. DAHlCUISTs No. ! read that as the process

25 transmitter a t the pressure (inaudible), the level

_
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1 transmitter. You don't mean that, do you? You don't mean

2 ve must install a new pressure transmitter?

3 3R. MINNERSs If the pressure transmitter meets

4 Reg Guide 1.97, the qualification requiremen ts tha t are in

5 Reg Guide 1.97, then that's okay for the TSC and the ECF'and

6 if you also want to use that same equipment as a process

7 instrument, that 's okay. But you can't go the other way

8 around. You can't use something that's only qualified as a

9 process instrumentation and then use it for the TSC.

10 MR . DAHLQUIST: Do you think you could clarify

11 that? I can see five years down the road (inaudible) those

12 words differently.

13 52. MINNERS: You're talking about the last

14 sentence on page 4?

15 MR. DAHLCUIST: Specifically thh ord

16 " transmitter."

1'7 HR. IINNERS: No, I don't know how to change the

18 words. I think those were the words that were written
19 elsewhere and I don 't know how else to say it.

20 If you could give se some suggestion, ! vould

21 consider it, but it seems to me you have to transmit it

, ZZ independently. In other words, you can't use signals that

23 are process signals and put them into the TSC. Now, if you

24 qualify the instrument and the tre nsmission and the displa y

25 and all that stuff to the 1.97 qualifications, then it drops

.
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1 out of the normal plant and operations category and becomes

2 this instrumentation to follow the course of an accident anu

3 zeets our requirements.
4

4 MR. DAHLQUIST4 Okay. '4e ha ve (inaudible) control

5 board indicators (inaudible).

6 MR. MINNERS4 And if they're properly qualified,

7 they 're acceptable.

8 53. DAHLQUIST4 Ckay, but they also supply the
,

9 main control board indicator.

10 3R. MINNESS If that indicator is qualified, then

11 that's acceptable.

12 3R. DAHLOUIST4 All right. But that isn't what

13 th e sentence reads.

14 MR. MINNEBS: I think that's the Ieee603

'15 definition of independent. If you have a Class Ie system it

16 has to be independent of non-Ie systems and/or be isolated.

1:7 The problem is, you don't want to have a non-Ie

18 indicator hooked up to a Ie system because people say if the

19 non-Ie system fails it vill affect your Class Ie system.

20 That's all that is tryina to say.

21 3R. BELTRACCHI4 General design criteria 2u

22 addresses that aspect of the thing in terns of

Z3 interdependence between safety and nonsafety and it does say

24 that if they are connected tha t there shall be no

25 significant interference, which leads up to the isolation

device. -
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1 MR. DAHiOUIST: Okay. I can understand

2 isolation. It'is transmission down through the transmitter,

3 that there has to be a dedicated transmitter at the Tech

4 Support Center, et cetera, at that data base. That's the

5 vay I read tha t last sentence.

6 You're telling me that's not what you mean, but

7 that's what --

8 32. 3ElTRACCHI: If I understand you correctly,

9 you are safing that it should be a dedicated sensor

to f unc tionally for TSC. Is that correct?

11 3R. DAHLCUIST: That's the way I'm reading that

12 sentence,

f 13 VOICE: I think the problem for us laymen is,

14 what's the transmitter? You got an RTD in the system and

15 you got a vire coming from it, that's transmitting the

16 signal. It's not a transnitter.

17 You need a separate wire going to the TSC. You

tt need two wires coming off that RTD.
,

19 Where do you divide it up? That's our question.

20 33. EELTRACCHI *4here are you going to put your

21 isolator? And if you are going to use that RtD for safety,

22 if you took --

23 VOICE: The isolator control. There's nothing

24 vrong with tha t.

25 VOICE: Let's say you have 1.97 (inaudible) data

.
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1 acquisition systems going and "non-Ie" isola to r. So if your

2 computer screws up you won't --

3 MR. BELIRACCHI That's ripht. That's the intent.

4 MR. MINNERSs That's all that is supposed to say

5 and I don 't know how else to say it.

6 YOICE: Because that comes back to the sketch you

7 showed of an isolator that then showed (inaudible) 1.97 data

8 and we assume the logical interpretation of t h r.t isolator

9 would be Ie class data --

10 MR. SELIRACCHIs I see your point. It's a

11 co rrelation of the statement with the figure. There is an

12 isolator --

13 VOICE 4 transmitter '. t is clea r to me, and--

14 then I would (inaudible).,

15 MR. MINNERS: We vant et wires to be independent,

16 too.

17 YOICE: You get that with the isolators.

18 53. MINNERSt I'm trying to answer his q' estien,

19 too.

20 Okay, we're working on it. I don 't kr av vh e th e r

21 if it's going to come out any better, but we'll try.

ZZ MR. RAMOS: We are missing an isolate r on that

23 diagram.

24 "". DAHLCUIST: Cn page 11, the Tech Suppert

25 Center (ina u di ble ) , you say that a se pa ra te space for TSC
,

I

i

I
1

|
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1 shall be provided f or (i.,a udible) . Do you want your own

2 soundproof roon?

3 MR. MINNERS: We want a roon where we can go and

4 discuss the problem. I don 't want you to bug it, either.

5 MR. RELIRACCHI: He just wants a regular office

6 with valls, that's all. It doesn't have to be soundproof

7 and secure and locks on the door. It just has to be a

8 separate office where people can go sit down.

9 MR. DAHlCUIST: A conference table in the corner

10 of the Tech Support Center?

11 MR. HAMOS: No. A separate room.

12 MR. MINNERSs Maybe that would be a better way to

( 13 sa y it, a separate roca.

14 MR. RAMOSs We did say that.

15 VOICE: 9ov big ? A separate room for five people?
.

16 MR. MINNERS4 I forget what it says.

I'7 MR. DAHLCUkST: Do you have plans to define how

18 aany dedicated individual voice links are to be provided at

19 the various facilities? In several places you say there

20 vill be telephones that will be dedicated (inaudible). You

21 don't say how many.

22 Is two enough? Do you need one for everybody who

23 is going to be there?

24 MR. RAMOS: You're now asking us to design it for

25 rou? We don't want to design it for you. We can. We were

ALOERSCN REPCADNG COMPANY, INC.
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1 asked by AIF and other industry groups not to tell you how

2 to do it but only tell you what the functions are

3 HR. DAHLQUIST: Well, you said tell (WORDS,

4 UNINTELLIGIBLE) some meaning, must have sore sense,

5 rega rding more than one.

6 NR. RAMOS: We don't say (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE)

7 voice communication link.

8 MR. DAHLQUIST: And it says --
.

9 YR. RANOS: " An additional communication link is

10 necessary for communication," et cetera.

11 MR. DAHLQUIST: (WCRDS UNINTELLIGISLE) page 12,

12 the paragraph, the third paragraph under the (WCPDS
.

13 UNINTELLIGIELE) " dedicated (WCEDS UNINTELLIGIBLE) , link."

I4 And that would be more than one link.
15 MR. RAMOS: That*c right. (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)

16 dedicated and a backup system.

17 3R. MINNERS: You're going to have to assign, in

18 your emergency plan, staff to these different centers. And

19 th a t 's going to determine how many phone links. If you've

20 only got one guy in each room, there's much us a in having 15
.

21 telephones. And that depends on how the utility organires

22 itself and what your capabilities are.

23 53. DAHLQUISTs Ckay. Yec. I'm sorry, I gave a

24 very bad example. The last one (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) what

5 ve vill require. ?ut in another place you nake reference te
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1 NBC's communication (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE).

2 33. RA305. Oh, you want us to tell you how many

3 phones the NRC vants there?

4 MB. DAHLQUIST: Yes. How many phones does the NRC
.

5 require?

3 3R. RAMOS: Okay, we'll tell you.

7 Okay. That's a fair comment.

O VOICE: Th e gen tlem an a t th e end o f the table said
~

3 (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) where are you going to add it?

10 ER. MINNERS: No, it wa s -- I thin k Figure 1 was

11 lacking (WORDS UNINTELLIGI3LE).

12 MR. RAMOS: ' sell, it's from the det down the line,

13 it says, "Non-safety system signals," in that line, after

14 the det and just before you get to " Reg Guide 1.97 data," it

15 says, " Isolate" -- it should be an " Isolator" there.

16 VOICE: You want the (WORDS UNINTELLIGIBLE)

17 completely isolatable?

13 MR. RAMOS: Yes.

19 VOICE: Could you show that on the slide, if

20 that 's still available?
21 MR. f, INNERS: I don't know if we --

22 33. RAMOS: Why don't I show it to you (WORDS

23 ININTELLIGISLE)?

24 MR. DAHLQUIST: I think ! just have one more

3 question. (WOR 05 UNINTELLIGIBLE) others. Cn page 21, the
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I siddle of the page, the paragraph on ites two, you talk

i 2 about (WORDS UNINTELLIGI3LE) requirenents. And it says,

3 "The data stream must be continuous on one-minute

4 intervals." And I have a hard time picturing what that

5 seans.

'S HE. BELTRACCHI ill righ t. Well,.I think,

7 hasically, there was, I know, at one time, the

8 specification , basically, cane down to state tha t there hati

9 to be no more than a five-minute lag okay? -- from the--

10 time that sensor was read to the time the information would

11 be in the operations center in Lethesda. I don't th-in k this

12 is neant to be the type of thing where you read your -- at
/

13 every one-minute interval you'd take all the sensors that

14 you've read and then ship it out.

15 That is one approach. But I think that I knov--

16 at one time the specification read that every five minutes

l'7 you 'd take the data that you've gathered and ship it out.

18 That would -- that, that was acceptable at one time. And I

19 don't think that the final requirements in terms of when

20 this is -- of the interf ace specification , that this, this

21 is interpreted to mean every minute ship your data.

22 Th ere 's a sampling rate a t which you collect th e

23 data, and then there is also a rate by which you'd have to

24 transmit.

25 HR. DAHLQUIST: Okay. So this doesn't mean that

ALCERSCN REPCRTING CCMPANY. |NC.
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I you'd want us continuously transmitting ?

2 32. EELTRACCHI: That is correct.

3 MR. DAHLQUIST: (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) one-minute

4 in te rv als .

5 32. YINNERS: You want each data point every

6 minute.

7 MR. DAHLQUIST: Yeu. Okay.

8 HR. MINNERSs Okay. And if you send it in

9 one-minute -- yeah, very short pulses,' every minute, I think
10 that's acceptable. Right?

11 3R. EELT3 ACCH!: That would be an acceptable

12 approach. But I think the -- I know that one of the latter
'

13 specifications got into stating that it was every five

14 minutes it could be sent, Ckay?

15 Yes?

16 VOICES I don't know if everybody caught the

l'7 gentleman 's request for a clarification on that drawing

18 one. Did you also state that isolators are needed on the

19 non-safety inputs?

20 NR. HINNERS: Tom, do you nave tha t slide? 5. a yb e

21 you can get a Verox, the page Ieroxed.
,

22 'Je 'll try to got the slide and put it back up.

23 All right, sir.

24 Okay, let 's come back to tha slide. ~4e'11 get it

25 and flash it on that screen.

ALDERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 Is that -- okay, next.

2 And Mr. Hardy of FEMA?

3 HR. HARDY: The EOF, the idea of the ECF and what

4 it, apparently, was originally meant to be, coming out of
.

5 the experience of Three . tile Island, it's, obviously, an

6 evolving concept. And the interfacing was between what

7 happens on-site and what happens off-site and it occurs at

8 th e ECF . NUREG 0696 should be broad enough the state and

9 local and the federal agency requirements other than NRC

10 also, in the same detail that this addresses licensees and

11 NRC requirements at the EOF. And this document, which talks

12 about the place where the licensee, the NRC, state, local,

13 and other f ederal agencies coordinate their activities,

14 seems to talk mainly about the licensee. It should be a

15 auch broader document, partly because state and locals will

16 look at this and they see the concept of the ECC in here and

4 17 vill begin to adopt things that are here, and yet I have a

18 feeling, after looking through it f or the first time this

19 sorning, tnat a lot of things need to be changed in order to '

20 include the state, the local, and other federal agencies.

21 53. ! INNERS: I don't quite -- we have general

22 statements in that says the ICF is the point of interaction.

23 52. HARDY: Yes.

"4 33. YINNERS: It doesn't say exactly what those

2E interactions are, because they vary from place to place.

-
1

I

|
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1 MR. HARDY: Tha t 's true , just like any particular

2 site, every state is different, overy site has different

3 counties that want to have different things there.

4 HR. MINNESS: How tSuld you put those varicus

5 situations into a single document?

6 ER. HARDY: Well, there are some things here in

7 the document, I guess we can go to some particulars.

3 MB. MINNE3S: Well, just give me an example. I'm

9 sure you'll give us some comments later that are written or

10 so m e thin g . But to understand your comment, could you give

11 me an example?

12 Mg. HARDY An example of how this document should

13 speak more? Okay, well, I'd like to go to the document

14 itself.

15 MR. MINNESS: Sure.

16 MR. HARDY: For instance, page 16, C, " Emergency

I'7 Operations Facility Staffing," th e second pa ragraph talks

18 about drills at th e ECF, and it talks about this in relation

19 tc the licensee. Any drill at the EOF should include all of
i

20 those individuals, all those levels of government, and |
1

21 including the federal government, and the licensee, if they
I

22 plan to operate from tha t f acili ty . '

23 MR. MINNERS: I think ve've had comments from
I

24 local governments that they don't want that. Some don't. |
|

25 3R. RAEDY: Tha t 's true . Some do not. j
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1 MR. MINNERS: Not, I secn, every drill, They want

2 to participate in drills, but ther think tha t e very. drill

3 vocid be too such.
.

4 ER. HARDYs Well, I don't know how often you would

5 plan to drill in an Emergency Cperations Facility. I would

6 think that when you have the drills in the power plant at

7 large, together with the preparedness off-site you would
8 v3.n t to test the EOF, in addition.

*

9 NR. MINNERS: For example, would you think that

10 some words that said tha t this should include state and
11 local people appropriately, er something like that -- is

12 that what you're trying --

13 ER. HARDY: CertalIsly. I would think that looking

14 at this the licensee would'say, "Well, we can have a drill

15 with ourselves and we 're oka y," and tha t's not true.

16 MR. MINNER3: So you v.on 't want to get specific,

.
I'7 you just Want to note that the drill also might have to,

18 depending on what the emergency plan was --
19 3R. HARDY: If the --

20 MR. MINNERS: include state and local.--

21 MR. HARDY -- state plan and the local plans tha t
'

22 come under that and the licensee plan call for

23 representation at the f acility of every other organirations,

24 then they've got to be included in the drill.

25 33. MINNERS4 Okay. I think I understand your i

.
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1 comment. And I -- if you have -- I would appreciate any

2 written comments that you have that have more specifics.

. 3 MR. HARDY: All ri gh t. And also the same page,

4 th e first paragraph of "C," there was a comment that was

5 made by one of the gentlemen here about the IOF is a
,

1
6 licensee facility. And even though this may have been the I

7 concept originally , it is something that's becoming a jcint f
.

S facility for coordination of monitoring and assessment, if

9 nothing else. And the comment, the state =ent, for instance,,

10 th e ne xt-to-the-last sentence says th a t the licensee 's plan t
11 and corporate management shall be in charge of all

12 activities in the FCT.
13 MR. MINNERS: Recause they're going to have --

14 MR. HARDYa Tell, certainly if you have state

15 personnel there on radiological health that are receiving

16 monitoring information and trying to develop an independent
l'7 assessment of the radiological situation, they're not going

18 to want tc be under the control of the plant.

19 33. MINNERS: And the NBC is going to be there and

20 ve 're not going to be' under their control.

21 MR. HARDY: That's true. So the statement is --

22 MR. MINNERSa Rut I still think -- well, I see

23 what you're saying. Okay. Maybe --

24 MR. HARDY The next paragra ph, on page 17, the

15 Emergency Operations Facility sire, talks about at least 35

ALOEASCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 persons, including ten NRC personnel. Well, if other

2 federal agencies are going to be located there , and ' I'm sure

3 that there'll be people there from DOE and E7A and FDA and

4 Department of Agriculture and FEMA and a f ew others, in

5 addition to state and local personnel, you're getting pretty

6 close to 35 right there, let alone having the licensee's

7 personnel there.

8 MR. RAMCS: You know, you 're talking generalities,

9 a lot of what you're talking about is the way that the

10 emergency plan is w ritten, and --

11 MR. HARDY: I think that 's th e way --

12 MR. 3AEOS: -- the 35 people is the ten NSC plus

13 25 licensee personnel. If we -- if the state and locals,

14 and we 've lef t it as an option to bring the state and locals

15 into the ECF, want to be in there, then that has to be

16 coordinated with the licensee, the facility is :ade large

17 enough to accommodate them.

18 MR. HARDY: That's true. But in one hand you talk

19 about state and locals being part of this, and on the other

20 hand you're talking about them not beino part of it. I

21 mean, this comment on the 35, you're saying that 's NEC and

22 licensee personnel --

23 MR. RA305: That's right. I

24 53. HARDYs -- but in other instaases you talk

25 about it as if it 's already, you're talking about the

|
,

|
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1 complete facility. I would think if you talk about a
.

2 facility, you should talk about everyone that's supposed to

3 he there.

4 Of course, it's going to depend on the

5 coordination of the licensee and stato and local plans as tc

6 how many people are going to be there.

7 MR. RAMOS: As far as the totals are concerned.

8 We 're only laying out the minisun requirements as far as NRC

9 is concerned, what we perceive to be the mininum that's

10 required for the licensee. And we are not specifying what's

11 required for the state, local, FEMA, or DOE, or any other

12 federal agency.

13 MR. HARDY: And yet if this facility is going to'

14 be developed by the licensee, it's got to b e in h e re th a t

15 th ey have to make arrangements (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE).

16 MR. MINNERS: You would suggest that a statement

r7 that said "and state and local," maybe something else, "as

18 outlined in the emergency plan."

19 MR. HARDY: Certainly. Cn page 18, where it talks
1

20 about "C" -- where it talks about comm unica tion s, and it I
--

l

21 says " appropriate state and local links."

22 MR. MINNERS: Yes.

23 MR. HARDT: And I would say the same thing. You

24 should be consistent th rougho ut the document. ;
1

25 MR. MINNERS: We'll go th ro ugh and keep state and

.

l .

!
'
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I local in mind and add thes where --

2 MR. HARDYs And it'd be a good idea to coordinate

3 that with FEMA.
4 MR. MINNERS: Okay.

5 MR. HARDY: Also, and again it's getting back to

6 the same point, that you're talking only about NRC and the

7 Licenssa, but then on page 18, under G, where it talks about

8 ('*'OR ES UNINTELLIGIRLE) communica tions link required and tha t
!

*

9 it is site-specific and shall be determined by the

10 licensee's emergency response plan, I would think tha t that

11 would want to include state and local response plans in the
12 interface of the on-site and off-site plans.

13 Also , later on , it talks about pro vision f o r

14 communication with state and local operations center shall

15 he provided in the control room and TSC, to be used for

16 initial notification, early recommendation to off-site

17 authorities, prior to staffing the EOF. Well, those same

13 types of communication links should be in the EOF.

19 YR. RAMOSs I hope you're going to give us some of

20 these comments in writing.

21 MR. HARDY: Well, I certainly hope I can. They're

22 not really that extensive. I think the thrust of my

23 comment: has to do with broadening the base of this

24 document, especially sin ce someone up there made the consent

25 this morning that this document will supersede portions of

Af.0ERSON REPCRENG COMP ANY, ;NC.
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1 0654

2 MR. RAMOS: Teah, it will. It will. -

3 MR. HARDY: Well, but I think that that should be

4 coordinated with FEMA before you do that.

5 MR. RAMOS Well, this only addresses the

6 licensee's part of the plan.
C

7 MR. HARDY: But it addresses the licensee and how

8 it interfaces with state and local government.

9 MR. RAMOS: Yeah, but that has not effect'as far

10 as this document is concerned. We might correct some of

11 that into 0654, what you're saying.

12 MR. HARDY: Okay, but I think that goes back to my

13 original comment, that if this document talks about the EOF

14 and the requirements, it should be across the board; if it's

15 for the licensee and those things it needs to provide, it's

16 got to provide for all for all of those links to interface

17 with state and local government.

18 MR. RAMOS: I agree with you.

19 MR. HARDY: Okay.

20 MR. RAMOS: And the state and local plans are part

21 and parcel of the licensee's emergency plan, and when we

22 review it is a single package.

U MR. MINNERS: Yeah, but to understand your

24 correction on page 18, half a doren lines down, under C, it

25 says, " Additional communicarica links a re necessary for

!
!
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I communications with the NRC, .other federal and sta te

2 agencies, and designated emergency response personnel."

3 MR. HARDY: Hight.

4 MR. MINNERS: Now, from listening to ycur cessent,

5 that -- is tha t adequa te? Cr do you think we need to say --

6 MR. HARDY My comment was directed to the line

7 where it says it will be determined by the licensee's

8 emergency response plan.

9 ER. MINNERS: And where is that?

10 33. HARDYa In the middle of the pa ragraph , about

11 ten lines down.

12 "R. RAMOS: You understand, from a regulatory

13 standpoint, that's the only link that we really have, and --

14 MR. HARDYs Exactly. That's why --

15 ER. RAMOS: And let me finish. And that one of

16 the requirements of the new rule is that the state and local

l'7 plans are part of that site or licensee's emergency plan.

18 53. HARDY: Exactly.

19 ER. RAMOS: So, ycu know, that's the reason that

20 term is used.
21 ER. MINNERS: What shocid that sentence say rather

ZZ than that? You seem to think it's inadequate.

Z3 3R. HARDY I think it should -- it should talk

24 about the -- the -- the overall plan for the site plan and

25 all. I mean, it's a combination of what the (WCPDS

1

|

|

l

i
ALOERSCN BE? ORT;NG COMP ANY. !NC.

400 vtRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTCN, 0.0. 20C24 (202) 554 2345



.
.

-

245
.

.

1 UNINTELLIGIRLE).

2 MR. MINNERS: (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE) Cur.

3 definition of the licensee 's emergency response plan

4 includes the state and locals.

5 33. RA505: Right.

6 HR. MINNERS: Harbe that --

7 MR. RAHOS: That, you know, I can change the word

8 " licensee's emergency response plan" to "the facility

9 emergency response plan," or "the site emergency response

10 plan," if --

11 ER. HARDYa Well, there has been a dichotony here

12 between on-site and off-site planning.

13 MR. RAEOSs Yeah, but that's only in -- in the

14 vein we tried to explain the differences between the TSC and

15 the EOF.

16 MR. HARDY: That 's righ t. And tha t 's -- this is

17 why I would like to make sure you understand our side of

18 this, that we vant to make sure that when you're- talking

19 about these facilities that are interface points, that it's

20 across the board, that everyone understands that we're

21 talking about both sides of the coin.

22 MR. RAMOS: Okay.

23 33. HARDYs I'd like to make another point on the

24 positioning of the near-site ECF. Cn the one hand, it t alk s

25 about the IDF could be, let's see, no further than five to

| .
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I ten miles, but eleven, eleven and a half possibly, 20

2 ' sinutes away. Well, outside the ten-mile EPI there-would be

3 no need for it to have the types of radiation protection

4 that you're talk about in the following pa ra g ra p h s ,
.

5 paragraph E and F.

6 ER. RAMOSa Yeah. So? .

7 MR. HARDTa That true?

8 MR. RA%0Ss That's possible.

9 5R. HARDY It's possible?

10 53. MINNTRS4 There are certainly situations in

11 which ten -- you could have wind directions or geographic

12 conditions where that wouldn't be true. I mean, you're

13 trying to get his to say all, and that's too inclusive.

14 MR. HARDY: Well, part of the problem there is

15 that on the state and local level the planning for

16 evacuation is up to ten miles.

17 MR. RAMOS: No, that 's not true.

18 ER. HARDYa (WORDS UNINTELLIGIRLE) problem of

19 credibility once you move into an area where an ECF is 12

20 miles away tha t 's protected against fallout, against

-
21 radiation. And if you're not going to evacuate people out

22 th a t far, they begin to wonder why you have to be protected

23 but they don't.

24 See my point?

25 3R. RAMOS: I see your point.

4

_
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1 MR. HARDYa The other thing is, if you're inside

2 th e ten-mile EPZ. and you are getting radiation levels there

3 that require protection, and you're going to have state and

4 local people there and other federal agency people coming in

5 and out, how are they going to get to and fro'4 it if it 's in

* 6 a radiation zone?
7 MR. MINNERS4 Well, let me explain that. Maybe

8 they're not. But I think one of the lessons that was
"

9 learned from Th ree Elle Island is tha t you should not design

10 for the design basis accident, the worst case, and if yea

11 direct all of ycur thoughts towards what I think that

12 indicates it is, is that you're going to have radiation, and

13 that's a worst case, you may misdesign for the more normal

14 situation. And one of the problems I perceive is, you're

15 going to have more incidents in which radiation is not

16 released than in which it is.
I'7 MR. HARDY: I would have to agree with you. And

18 obviously --

19 MR. MINNERS: So --

20 MR. HARDI -- in a case like that you wouldn't

21 have to protect the facility any more than you would have

22 th e surrounding population protected.

23 MR. MINN ERS : No, that's not true, because we're

24 going to evacuate the surrounding population. If I have a

25 EOF inside the ten-mile zone, and preferably close to the
i

1

.

ALDERSON REPCRTING CCMPANY. INC.

400 VIRG;N!A AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON. O.C. 200:* t202) 554-2345



- e
,

1

248 .

I plant, so that co ma tt nication is very good, and I mean all
i

2 kinds of communication, not just electronic, so the- |

3 co mm unica tion is good, so that the chance of giving an
,

4 evacuation order incorrectly is reduced, all right, I would

5 still have to take into consideration the possibility that

6 I'm going go get some radiation released and shield the

7 people in there, because they're going to be the last ones

8 to move and the population is going to be protected by
.

9 evacuation.
10 MR. HARDY (UNINTELLIGIBLE)

11 MR. MINNER5s And all I'm trying to say is, is you

12 can't look at the very worst case, in which you get these

13 huge doses of radiation and you can't move anybody anywhere.
14 MR. HARDY: Well, if the surrounding population is

15 evacuated and there 's a shift change and I'm assigned tc the

16 EO F , I'm going to have a problem going into that evacuated

1'7 area to go to the EOF, a personal problem.

18 MR. MINNERS Yes, you are.

19 MR. HARDY: That's why we'd like to see it outside

20 of the ten-mile EPZ.
21 MR. MINNIRS: Well, you know what it -- what it

22 comes down to, is that you -- people are saying you need --

23 as I said before, you need multiple ECFs, and we have tried

24 to stay with the conce; of having one EOF. And --

25 MR. HARDf I would think it would be prudent to,
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1 in case of, you know, there's always something, a fir.e or a

2 power outage and a generator is not working, whatever, you
3 would want to have a backup in any case; possibly it could

4 he the state ECC, you know, if you're talking about for

5 sonitoring inf ormation and the assessment of the

6 radiological situation.

7 ER. MINNE3S Well, we had that before.

8 33. HARDYs Yeah.

9 HR. MINNERS: And that, and tha t was the

10 criticism, that if you have 3 near-site EOF and then you
11 evacuate to the far-site, to the alternate one, you 're ;oing

12 to screw up your communications during that period and get
13 all fouled up. So people raid, "No, have it someplace where

14 you don't have to evacuate."

15 F.R. HARDYs True, but it would be simple to have

16 people that at the state EOC, they could pick up the slack,
1

17 rather than the exorbitant cests that might be involved in4

18 developing an EOF that would withstand high radiation levels.
19 33. MINNERS: Well, but then I've got the probles

20 of my communication problem for cases in which I don't have
21 radiation. What do I do about th a t ? If I have an EOF which

22 is far out and I've got a -- it's inexpensive and it's nice

1
23 and all those things -- but it's got poor communication. Sc i

24 when I have incidents that don't require evacuation, I'm

25 ,oing to evacuate.

s

-

.
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1 MR. HARDY No, poor communica tions are

2 unacceptable in any case, in every case.
3 53. MINNERS W ell , th e y may be unacceptable --

4 they can' t to unacceptable, because you're going to -- you

5 can't -- you cannot ensure that you're going to have perfect

6 coasunications. Telephones and all that stuff vill not

7 ensure it. And all you can do is try to get the best you

8 can.

9 MR. HARDY 4 That's why you always have a backup

10 system.

11 MR. MINNERS Well, I think you're you're--

12 interpreting the communication to be electronic. equipment.

13 Okay, I'm not talking about communication in that narrow

14 equipment sense. I'm talking about human communication.

15 You communicate less well --
16 53. HARDY: In f o r.9 a tio n . Sure.

17 53. MINNERS: -- less well over the telephone than

18 you do face-to-face. It's just a fact.

19 NR. HARDYa Unless yau know the people you 're

20 doing with.

21 53. MINN ERS: Do you kncv -- well, that's -- I'm

22 just trying to explain some of our philosophy -- okay? of--

23 why these things are the way they a re.

24 33. HARDYs Sure.

25 52. !!NNERS4 And there are people that have
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1 different views. You seem to think that you could have

2 adequate telephone communications. Other people think that

3 there is no way that you could ever have adequate telephone

4 co mm unica tion s that you need f ace-to-f ace contact. And'

5 that 's a dif f erence of --

6 MR. HARDY Well, I think I.t's certainly desirable
,

7 to be able to have face-to-face communication, sure.

8 MR. MINNERS: And some people think it 's mo re than
"

9 desirable, it's necessary. And that's a judgment call.

10 That's a judgment call. And that's why sose people think

11 the ?CF has to be close and other people think the EOF has

12 to be far away. It 's no t en easy problem. It 's no: --

13 there isn 't one right answcc. There's just people's
.

14 opinions and it vill have to be balanced out.

15 MR. HARDY That's true. You said that you look

16 at it from the standpoint of sta te and local governnents,

l'7 and they're a ver7 large part of the preparedness process,

18 and I wo uldn ' t sa y that all of them, but most of them think

19 it's pretty stupid to have it within the ten-mile EP . I

20 sean, tha t 's the way they characterire it. It's very

21 difficult for them to see that you would want to have the

22 facility within that area.

23 MR. M!NNERS4 Well --

24 MR. HARDY And when you start talking about, you )
i

25 know, first it was 15 minutes' valking, new it 's. 20 minutes '

s .
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I driving, it can be up to 11 miles, 11 and a half, 12, okay,

2 that's beyond the ten siJes, why not say just it can be

3 beyond the ten miles but it has to be near?

4 MR. R AMOS s How about --

5 MR. HARDYs And the judgment is made on (WORDS

6 UNINTELLIGIRLE5 --

7 MR. RANOS: How about 150 miles, is that okay?

8 MR. HARDY: Well, I think that there have been

9 some comments on that down in T7A.

10 MR. RAMOS Yeah, and that was completely shot

11 down, and they're going with --

12 MR. HARDY: I'm not suggesting that --

13 MR. RAMOS: --the regulations that we're calling

14 foi.

15 MR. HARDY: I just think that if you're going to

16 have it near site, you can do that and still keep it beyond

17 the ten siles and you can eliminate the need for the special

18 protection.

19 MR. MINNERS: Well, I think you're getting a

20 little caught up in some of the lega12sms. I mean, you say

21 you 're no t going to evacuate people beyond ten miles and hou

22 are within ten miles: I can' t believe in an accident that
Z3 the line of demarcation is going to be that clear. I think

24 you have to be a little careful that, yes, you do have to

25 have some rules by which you do your design on and you're
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I going to pick ten miles as the number, and I have no problem

2 vtih that, but then I think you have to recognize that in a

3 realistic, actual situation , that these rules no longer

4 apply and things are going to happen the way things are

5 going to happen and whatever your rules are aren't going to

6 hold any more. So --

7 MR. HARDYs Well, I don't know, I don't know if

8 you were involved at all in the planning that went on at

9 THI, that Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency together

10 with there were some of the federal agencies that assisted

11 them at that time, and their plans did not call for

12 evacuations of the magnitude tha t was being suggested, and

13 you have to rewrite your plans almost from scratch when you(

14 change the magnitude of the evacuation. If you talk ahcut

15 ten miles, evacuation up to ten miles, it's a completely
,

16 different story when you say, "'4 ell, gee , really maybe we

17 ought to do it to 15 miles"; you have to start your planning

18 all over.

19 3R. MINNERS4 I anderstand tha t . That 's no t the

20 point I'm trying to make. Recause we went through that

21 exercise on Three Mile Island, on the systes s, we had -- we

22 had a plan for how the emergenc7 core cooling system was

23 going to work -- okay? -- and despite our plan it didn't )
l

24 work that way. That's ell !'s trying to say, is that --

25 MR. HARD!s That's true.

|
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1 MR. MINNERS: that you must keep the--

2 perspective, is that a plan is only a plan and you use it as

3 a basis for your design to do --

4 MR. HARDY: Agreed.

5 HR. MINNERS4 but you can't take in the whole--

6 vorld and do everything. ~

7 MR. HARDY That's true-

8 MR. MINNE?St But you still sust realize that it's
'

9 only a plan and that whatever happens vill happen and you

10 have to recognize that. That's all I'm trying to say.

11 MR. HARDY Well, I would have to agree wi th you.

12 But I think --

13 MR. MINNERSs So I'm just saying that an argument
'

14 that says, " Hey, the amount of protection I give depends on

15 whether I*n 9.9 miles or 10.1 miles" --
16 MR HABDY I'm saying that you lose credibiltty

1'7 with state fnd locals when you say you want to be in the

18 ten-mile EPZ.
19 70 ICE: But the ; robles you have to some extent

20 is , though, not a public perception problem, but if you're

21 saying, "None of my people are going to go within ten

22 miles," why are you telling people to stay? So you have a

23 perception probles, too, if you're not willing to go in and

24 you're telling everyone else to stay there. So you micht

25 have people panicking and running because you're outside the

.
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I ten siles and they're inside the ten miles. And you've got

2 to look at it in a -- from a sobile point of view, not just

3 (WORDS UNINTELLIGISLE).

4 NR. NINNERS: I would -- what I would like, I

5 would like to have the other comments of people in a written

6 comment which presents their rationale for where they think

7 the EOF should be. That would be a very helpful piece of

8 information to have from anybody who cares to do it. But

9 just to have a comment that it ought to be inside or outside

10 some number is not too helpful. We really need the

11 rationale that goes along with it. I'd appreciate those

12 comments.

13 MR. HARDYa Okay. If I could just state what I

14 said originally, then, to finish off, and that is, I think

15 the documen t tha t 's going to talk about the near-site ECF

16 should speak to all sides of that, that is, to include

17 state, local, and other federal agencies in the document.

18 3R. MINNERS: We did some. And --

19 ER. HARDYs Right.

20 ER. MINNERSt - your comment indicates we could
'

21 do seme more.

22 MR. HARDYs Right. Thank you.

23 MR. MINNERS: Thank you.

24 All right. Yeah, that's -- you've got that

25 slile? Can we put it up and you guys can show where that
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1 NR. BELTRACCHI No, no. It's really not needed

2 for nonsafety systen signals. I think that's probably what

3 was aisleading is that tne Reg Guide 1.9780 on the righthand

4 side.

5 VOICE: So your diagram was correct?

6 ER. BELTRACCHI It was an earlier diagram.

7 0 ICE: On page 6 on the questica you answered

8 ea rlier, it says tha t it shall insure the interface between
.

9 SP DS and nonsafety systems.

10 MR. HELTRACCHIa Yes.

11 70 ICE: Ihe way that was answered was in the

12 (inaudible) between nonsaf ety and the SPDS.

13 MR. BELTRACCHIt Right. In terms of preventing

14 propogation.

15 VOICE: In other verds, you do vant that isolator.

16 3R. MINNESS4 Between the SPDS, yes.

I'7 YOICEs (Inaudible)

18 MR. BELTRACCHI Pardon?

19 VOICE: If you wan t to establish systee integrity

20 rou don't have to use the isolators.
21 MR. 9ELTRACCHI I guess that's correct. There

22 are probably other ways of doing it.

23 YOICE4 That's right.

24 MR. 2ELTRACCHI The function -- and maybe that's

25 one of the reasons why the diagram is misleading -- th e
|

i
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I function is to insure the failure of the nonsafety systems

2 vill not propogate and wipe out the SPDS. So it's the

3 integrity that we are really after.

4 Furthermore, to consider the unavailability. you

5 have to consider that in your design, anyway.

6 ER. 5 INNERS: Please don 't get hung up in th e

7 diagarams. As ! said before, the diagrams are trying to

8 illustrate th e con ten t.
9 YOICEs If you want to talk about isolators and

10 system in tegrity systems.

11 3R. ''IN N ER S : Isolators is two, you're saying?

12 VOICES Isolator -- be tween nonsafety and safety

13 systems.

14 3R. MINNERS: Let's see. Mr. Lewis? Would Mr.

15 Lewis like to make a comment?
16 MR. LEWIS: I as an intervenor at Three Mile

l'7 Island number one.

18 I have something I'd like to say about the NRC

19 (inaudible).

20 First of all, I do appreciate the fact that the

21 NRC is trying, obviously, to improve the safety of nuclear

E reactor systems. And I do appreciate the fact that this

23 panel didn 't back down too much.

24 You have to sometimes agree with a good comment,

25 but I have to admit you didn't back down all the vsy and I

.
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I appreciate that also.

2 However, my comments on this fact group are not

3 quite as complimentary. The main problem I see with --

4 vell, one of the problems I see with this criteria -- is

5 that you specify how many minutes you have to walk from here

6 and there, how many hours it takes to notify somebcdy -- a

7 lot of things of that nature.

8 But you don't say after a certain event, the ICT

9 or the TSC will bw opera tional. People are sitting there

10 with a pen in their hand, a phone at their ear -- that is

11 not gone into. You don 't say, af ter an emergency if you

12 call at 10:00 you will have the ECF vith enough people and

13 the TSC with enough people and everything turned on within a

14 half an hour or forty-five minutes.

15 In other words, this doesn't have any teeth. You

16 can have everything in the world to qualify the TSC and th e

17 EOF and if you don't say, all right,*so many minutes after

18 whatever -- wha tever the phase is, Phase I, Phase II --

19 you've got to stop and operate, it's pretty much worthless.

20 MR. 5INNI3Sa Let me respond to that.

21 I think we had some discussions and pecple maybe

22 didn ' t understand this. 596 is a document which is suppose ~d

23 to address bricks and mortar, equipment. 654 is ruoposed to

24 address what you're talking about.

25 53. LIWIS It doesn't.

_

ALOEESON AE?CRTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASMNGTON. D.C. 20024 f 2021554-2345

_.



..
3

,

260
.

1 HR. MINNERS4 654 does not?

2 NR. LEWISs It doesn't say that will be

3 operational within a certain amount of time and you 've got

4 another document here that doesn't do the same thing.

5 33. SAMOS: We ll , we do sa y that it will be

6 activated during alert site area for the TSC, during alert

7 site area emergency and general emergency levels and

8 emergency action as specified in NUREG 0654 Appendix 1,

9 NUBEG 0610.

10 5R. LEWISs Fine. But that doesn't give you an

11 hour to do it, two hours to do it or a day to do it. It

12 just says it will be done.

r 13 Well, will be is a future test. There's a lot of

14 things that vill be.

15 MR. RAMOS It says, "it shall be activated." At

16 the time that you designate that you're in the alert
.

I'7 situation, that TSC must be manned a nd opera tional.

18 M3. LEWIS s No, sir.

19 MR. RAHOS: That's what that sa ys.

TJO M2. LEWIS: Not according to what 0654 says.

21 Activating it and making it operational re two different

22 th in gs . You can't say as soon as the site emergency has

23 been declared operational, you have to have quite a period

24 to say how many people are there, how many phones are

25 working vell, not how many phones are working, but hov--
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1 many people have to be there, equipment has to be turned on

2 and operated and they have to have (inaudible) or what have

3 you for their ear.
.

4 This is not in 0654 and this is not in here. You

5 just say activated. Well, activated and operational are not

6 the same word. Activated and working are not the same word.

7 You call these people in and they are there are
4

0 not the same thing and that's one of my problems.

^ 9 The second problem -- and I hope you will' answer

10 that probles --

11 MR. RANOS4 I understand it and we will work on'

i 12 it. I don't know that we will satisfy it.

13 MR. 1EWIS4 The second comment -- nnd you go

14 through it in the document -- is interf' ace between EOF and a

15 lo t of other things, including th e =edia , and you 've;

16 sentioned tha t there have to be (inaudible).
17 The question is if you do have display for the

18 media -- I forget what it says, but it mentions somethir.7 in

19 here that display for the media is optional and what have

20 you. Ect what worries me is the EOF will be under the

21 control of the senior utility official. All righ t ?

22 What it amounts to is that that is the interface

23 or ratner, that is the interface in the THI1 plant, but--

;

24 it is the interf ace in this document between th e media , the |

25 pu blic, the utility , the NRC, and the link to the NRC is
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I optional.

2 In cther words, generally speaking -- and.perhaps

3 specifically speaking -- most of your media , PR, what have

4 you, will come out of the EOF and I just can 't see tha t a

5 senior plant official being in charge of this discharge is

6 going to do it any better than it was done at (inaudible).

7 I don't know what is the cure for that. I don't

8 know what to suggest about it, but I think that it does take

9 a little working on. I think this is where you really fall

10 down, and the utilities fell down, where the populace --

11 whether it was rationaa. that they should De frightened or

12 not, I'm not going to argue that point -- but where the
.

13 populace really got scared out of their gourd was the poor
14 vay the media was handled, and I don''t see any improvement.

15 You're sticking it righ t back on the utilities and

16 they're going to screw up jast as badly as they did bef ore.

17 Okay. Thank you very much.

18 3R. MINNERS Thank you.

19 3r. Poppel of General Electric?

20 53. POPPE1: I have just something really in the

21 nature of some questions that probably I just need some

22 clarification on.

23 I think I understand the relationship that 1.97

24 should be the minimumm set of data to be transmitted to all
25 these systems. On page 9 about the second or third
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1 paragraph down, you use the word " comprehensive data for

2 monitor reactor status and planned system abnormalities

3 should be derived through TFC."
4 Is that the same thing? Are you saying 1.97 is

5 that comprehensive data and no other is required?

6 52. RAMOS: No.

7 3R. POPPELs No. I said " required" not -- I

8 understand the utility can suppy more.

9 MR. RAMOS: As far as the NRC is concerned, the

10 minimum data base is 1.97.
11 MR. POPPEL: So in other words, if the utility

12 only provided 197, you'd be, happy, to all those f acilitier?
13 MR. RAMOS: I don't think they will, but --

14 MR. MINNERS: If we were forced into it and tha t

15 were the only dats that a utility had was TFC, you would
16 probably have to accept it. '4 ha t I think in most cases we
17 probably argued with them and say, we 'd make them

18 demonstrate that we could do with emerpency f unctions with
19 just that data.

20 ER. POPPEL: That may get back to what we

21 discussed earlier today with the question of defining some

22 of these things. I might acree with you when you said that

23 th e 1.97 isn't comprehensive data te evaluate all plant

24 ab no rm ali ties . But the you're in a position of, what ir?

3 And I am sure that some of these utilities vouldn 't want to
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I hear six months from now oh, by the var, you f orgot to

2 include -- and lay some sore data into the system.
3 HR. HINNERS Well, you know, I guess I wouldn 't

4 like te hear that either, but I think people have to realize

5 that realistically new information is discovered and new

6 operating experience is discovered and people just realize

7 they made omissions. And to say just because I put out a

8 requirement in Cetober of 1980 I can 't change it ferever and

9 ever , we can ' t say that.

10 But what people can do is point to Reg Guide 1.97

11 and say hey, you'd better put in these extra instruments

12 because ve don 't want to be stuck with them later. And I

13 think the general trend of industry is to take stuff out of
1

14 Beg Guide 1.97 which will increase the chance that la the

15 future there vill be an increase in the d ata requirements.
16 So, you know, you can't have it both ways. If we

17 give you a minimus, minimum, minimum set of data today, th e #

18 chance that aert year you add a couple is going to be

19 increased. But if we give you a little larger set, there is

20 less chance that we are going to increase it.

21 NR. POPPEL: I want to narrow in on the fact that

22 yes, we might find something in the future that sight help
23 us post accident, which is what 1.97 addresses. But what

24 you seem to be talkir g about here is the plant cystem

25 abnormalities and the monitor reactoc systems status, which
.
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1 is somewhat more than post-accident.

2 So if you said something like in three months --

3 that was page 9, the third paragraph -- if you said in three

4 months, well we fotgot this parameter which is useful to

5 monitor an accident, tha t 's clea r and tha t's fine and

6 perhaps some provision can be made to put that in. But if

7 you said her, this thing invoives storage tank levels or the
|

| 8 condensate system or something like that, t h a t 's --

9 53. MINNERS4 I don't think we understand you

10 correctly.

11 33. 3ElT3ACCHI I'd also like to point out that

12 in the course of Three Mile Island in the last year and a
13 half, the staff has been attempting to work at the control

- 14 room reviews and we've just issued some control room review

15 quidelines.

16 I take it anything in the course of what may end

I'7 up being modified or result in modifications will come out

18 in that review and that review isn 't going .to be done in the

19 next six months. It will probably take an extra year or a

20 year and a half, because we're even having trouble compiling
21 all the criteria and guidelines that 'hould be used bys

22 licensees to conduct that review.
23 So there is going to have to be some flexibility

24 in these designs. I think you are going to see that the

25 monitoring and the instrumentation will really be assessed
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1 during that review for its adequacy. And I don't thiDk that

2 there is anybody that can say at this time that the_ rules

3 that we have are completely adequste or that they can get by

4 without modification.

5 Those modifirations could wsil impact the

6- information that goes out to the TFC and the IOF.

7 MR. POPPIL: '4 ell , I understand what you just

8 said. If I were an engineer and somebody handed me a list
'

9 of 100 Reg Guide 1.97 signals and you said be prudent and lue

10 flexible, I might say, ekay, 150. But if somebody said to

11 se monitor plant abnormality status, might write down
i

12 1,000,

13 So I guess what I'm asking ir, what yeur intent?

14 Is your intent post-accident or is your intent plant

15 abnormality and reactor systen status?

16 MR. MINNERS: tou're making a differentiation

l'7 between abnormalities and accidents?

18 M2. POPP2La Yes, and abnormality to me means

19 (inaudible). I mean, if you tell ne I'm wrong, that's fine.

20 Ma. MINiras Let me say it and get corrected if I

21 as wrong. I don't think abnormalities means a normal -

22 turbine trip. I don't call that an abnormality. That's

23 something it really is an abno rm ality, in steady,--

24 streicht operation, but it's really not an abnormality in

25 th a t you design for it and you know you are going to have

..
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I turbine trip.

2 But if you have a turbine trip with failure

3 bypass, now I think you are in an abnormality. So really

4 it's kind of hard to define what you want and I don't really

5 know how to do it.'

6 I don't mean to -- if'I said " accidents," that

7 wouldn't define it either, because some people's concept of

8 what an accident is is a lot different from my concept of an
'

9 accident.

10 MR. POPPEL: That is exactly right, and for

11 example, if you say now that turbine trip without bypass is

12 an abnormality, that throws in a whole lot of pressure

13 regulators that weren't anywhere on Reg Guide 1.97

14 MB. MINNERSs We tried to write up a report which

15 gave the basis for the guidelines, okay? And tha t 's a

16 sentence which says, try and give a general statement of

17 what the purpose of the TFC is.

18 The purpose of the TFC is to have comprehensive

19 data to monitor, et cetera, et cetera. Later on, we get

20 down and we tell you that Reg Guide 1.97 is the minimum set

21 of variables that you havo to have. So I don't know what

22 else to say.

23 I can cross out that sentence and just say Rep

24 Guide 1.97, but I don't think that's what I want to say. I

25 think I want to give the general statement and the specific |
l
,

|
1

1

1
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I statement. But you're vorried that somebody is going to
.

2 ratchet in between the two. Is that what you're saying?

3 HR. POPPEls Well, yes. I mean, it's always

4 prudent to improve flexibility but I'm just trying to get an

5 order of magnitude. What you're saying, it would be very

6 prudent for a utility to think about this very hard and

7 include more than just the 1.97, probably.

8 53. MINNERS: But we don't think it's necessary to

9 have instrumentation to monito'r every aspect of an

10 a b no rm ali ty . What we're interested in is to monitor the
.

11 core, the reactor. Okay?

12 XR. POPPEL: Well, then, how does the word plant

13 system come in?

14 MR. MINNERS: Maybe that's where the problem comes

15 in , and maybe we 'll look a t that a little harder and see if

16 ve don't mean just core.
i

17 53. POPP EL s Okay. Secause like, trying to read

18 what was in your minds, there are sometimes requiar balanced
,

19 plant systems that are useful, helpful, or have been used

20 th at perhaps migh t be interested to the Technical Support
21 Center.

-

22 But I guess what I was fishing for was --

23 MR. MINNERS We think we don't mean plant but i

24 ve'll go back and look at it. We think we mean a lot closer

25 to the core than plant.

.
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1 MR. FOPPEL: Okay.

2 Kind of a related question, on page 13 when you

3 talk about power supplies and availability, the second

4 paragraph says power supply failure, et cetera, "shall not

5 cause the loss of any data vital to the TFC function."

6 Is the data that vital that these prudent extra

7 things should be added, or just the 1.977 Secause if that

8 vere the case, for example, then it migh t be easy to power

9 the Technical Support Center from an uninterruptable power

10 supply or perhr.ps a planned diesel, some of those parameters

11 that are of interest but say, not safety, are already

12 powered by nonuninterruptable and non-1E systems.
13 So that could be interpreted as requiring somebody

14 to go back and power one.

15 MR. RANCSa The 1.97 data.

16 ER. PCPPEls Okay.

17 This was asked before, but it's not clear in my

18 mind. When you talk about a dedicated display, maybe I

19 understood the question a little differently.

20 Would you guys consider a dedicated display like

21 CRT that could she'v, sa y', water level, if the guy called it

22 up? Cr does it actually have to be a meter or recorder that

23 displays water level continuously?

2* In other words, you have a CET tha t if anytine you

*
it's dedicated, you can call up that function, but it ;,_ .,

1

i

,

i
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I wouldn't be on, then, necessarily all the time as opposed to

2 a meter recorder where it would.
3 MR. BELTRACCHIt Are you directing that question

4 at the safety parameter display particularly?

5 MR. POPPELs I can't find it now that I'm looking

6 for it, but on page 13, at about th e third or fourth line

7 down, to provide this function the display shall include

8 dedicated displays of plant systems variables.

9 So, I mean, in one case one CRT could do the work

to and be dedicated to the TFC function and do the work of 50

11 meters or recorders, depending on how you define the word

12 dedicated.
13 MR. RAMOS: In the next sentence we talk about

14 call up display.

15 MR. !!NNESS: I think what you said, if it says

16 what you think it says, we should say dedicated displays of
17 each plan t systen variable. We don 't mean that. You don't

18 have to have one display for each variable. You can have

19 one display which covers several variables.

20 MR. RAMOS: Otherwise we would have another
21 control.

Z2 33. 'INNERSs But that display device, the CRT has

Z3 to be dedicated to this TSC f unction and not for operation.

24 MR. POPPEls Thos are the words I wanted to

3 hear. Thank you.

- o
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1 And finally, when you talk about validation and

2 ve're doing it, say, validation of data that's going to be

3 displayed, say with redundancy, is there going to be some
4 more detailed guideline about what you would do to handle it

5 if it were not -- say if the redundant data didn't agree?

6 I mean, good engineering data would argue that it

7 should flash or change color or something like that or are

8 you going to let the utilities decide how to handle
'e

9 nonverified data?
| '

10 3R. BELTRACCHIs In reality, this starts to get

11 into a design detail which I would feel it would probably be

12 more appropriate for a performance spec which should be the

13 complement of this document, and it's a question of, at one

14 time I know that N AF was proposing that the industry respond
15 and provide that. I also know that in this document we've

16 also stated that we would also provide additional guidance.
17 So I guess that one is up in the air.

18 '4ould you have any additonal comsnts?

19 33. MINNE3S: That's the point tha t was addressed

20 before. Leo is starting to, and would like to give out,

21 more detailed guidance. My personal opinion is I would

22 rather not.
I

23 When I asked the question before, the person who

24 responded said he wanted detailed guidance, but I get the

25 feeling that, for example, in this situation that if I tell

|
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1 you that validation means it has to flash three times per

2 second, there are going to be a lot of designers coming back
3 to se and sa.*ing why did you get so specific.

4 So we've got that continuous problem and I don't
'

5 know what to do about it. It the moment, we a re thinking

6 about giving further guidance.

7 I.m going to try to change that and not give

8 further guidance.
'

9 70 ICE: I think I would agree with the gentleman

10 th a t we wanted a lot of more details. No. I think maybe in

11 the (inaudible) case ve could have more generai criteria but

12 not any more -- if we need them ve're going to get them now
'

13 and not --'

14 MR. MINNERS: And that's a problen and maybe in

15 your comments you can be very specific on what kind of

16 additional guidance you need and not just say give us
l'7 additional perf ormance specs because that covers the whole

18 vorld. If you only need performance specs on one particular

19 a s pe c t , you ought to say that's what you want.
20 If you make it general, you get a performance spec

21 on averything.

22 33. PCPPEls Thank you.

23 3R. MINNERS4 Okay.

24 !*ve gone through the list.of people who signed

25 up. Are there any other people l've missed or people who

_
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I haven't signed up or people who would just like to say

2 something else?

3 Anybody? We have some more time.
4 Yes? Would you please identify yourself ?

5 MR. METZGER: William Metroer, Pennsylvania Power

6 and licht Company. I just have a few questions that I'd

7 like to get answers on.

8 First, in previous NU?EGs, for instance, 0660 and

9 0694, some of these f acilities, like the Technical Support

to Centers were addressed as interia facilities or nearterm
11 operation (inaudible). We had to provide interim f a cili tie s

12 and then provide description of the complete facilities.

13 The schedule attached to the August 1 letter, does

14 this schedule supersede any scheduling information in those

15 other NUREGs?

lil 3R. RAMOS: As far as your final emergency

17 response facility configuration is concerned, yes. As far

18 as meeting 0694 requirements for fuel lead and low power

19 license and full power license, no.

20 You must still neet requirement 694

21 MR. 3ETZGER: This changes end data only, then?

22 MR. RAHOSs That's right.
,

23 MR. METZGER: What is the significance of the

24 chart showing the various milestone events or the milestone
'

3 da te s , the end dates here? Is this an idea of what you saw

'
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I that --

2 MR. RAMOSa That is how we envisage the possible

3 path from now and trying to meet the April 1st date.

4 MR. MINNERS: Those middle points would not be

5 rectirements. It would only be the end points that would be

6 requirements. There's a couple of end points.

7 MR. RAMOS: Yes. The 1 January '8 2 date for the

8 S?DS and the 1 April '82 date for the TSC and EOF. Those

9 are the critical dates.

10 MR. METZGER: Okay.

11 In regarding 0696, there is nothing in 0696 that

12 ve see that addresses security of the emergency operstions
'

13 facility in that it is of f site . We have some ideas en what

14 ve think should he'done, but we think ctould be done, but we

15 would like to know what your -- do you expect to give
<

16 guidance on that? Do you have some feelings on security in |

1 relationship to what we're doing at the plant site?

18 MR. RAMOS4 That's a good question. We did act

19 address safeguard requirements for the EOF and it 's

20 so m e thing we will have to consider. I don't know if we want

21 to get into the safeguards problem with the EOF.

22 33. MET;GER: I don't know whether --

23 MR. RAMOS: Because ECF doesn't really have, you j

24 know --

25 MR. TINNERS: It's hard to see how access to the

.

1

..
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1 EOF could affect the plant.

2 3R. RANOSs Yes.
'

3 YOICEs If you have 300 reporters flowing in and

4 out of the building, you have no way of controlling the
4

5 working conditions and the working of the EOF.

)( 6 3R. RAMOS: There are supposed to be separate

| 7 facilities for -- if you design your EOF to incorporate the

8 functions of the press, then th at 's a separa te section.

9 VOICES But if you set the EOF without any

10 security, who can you stop from walking in and out of the

11 building?
;

i 12 HR. MINNERS We may have to put some general.

13 statement in here that there should be procedures for

i 14 controlling access to the control room, the TFC and the EOF.

15 MR. EAMOSs But not to the extent of 1755. '4e're.;

16 not going to tell you who it is, whether it be three'

17 terrorists or 400 reporters.

18 TR. 3ETZGER Okay.

19 I have a question on the media center.

20 Earlier today I believe it was stated that the

21 option of incorporating any facility within the ICF toq

! 22 handle media interface was at the utility's discretion.

23 Is the whole concept of a iedia center at the

24 utility 's discretion or is there some f urther guidance

25 coming on tha t?

'
,

9

o
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1 MR. RA!OS: That's up to the utility, how they

2 handle the press. I mean, our Public Affairs Office has

3 ideas on the matter which you can discuss with then, but we
4 are not making it a criteria for emergency planning to have

5 it incoporated it in Emergency Operations Facilities.

6 You have to have some place to handle the press.

7 53. METZGER s We recognize that.

8 32. MINNERS: Well, the EOF has to have space for
.

9 20 peop1'e, which is presumably press. As people have

10 pointed out, it's going to be hard to linit only 20

11 reporters and you may have to have some other facility to

12 take care of that problem. That's probably part of your

13 access procedure for limiting people to the EOF.

14 MR. 3ETZGER: My next question is, we are planning

15 on having a Technical Support Center, as I believe many

16 ether f acilities are, that would serve as a Technical

l'7 Support Center for two units within one plant.

18 Our question is, as f ar as data display is

19 involved, what is the thoucht on whether or not both units

20 have to be able to be displayed at the same tise?

21 32. HANOS: I was asked that same question th ree

22 or four days ago by Arirona Power as far as having the

23 capability of having three accidents at once.

24 3R. MINNERS: We don't ha?c any thoughts on it yet

25 and that's one of the purposes of the comment period. You
'

l

.
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1 aust have some tnoughts and I'd like to know what is your

2 cationale for not having them both displayed at the.same
3 time?

4 MR. RAMOS: Arirona Power planned to have the

5 capability. They plan to have one TFC, but th ey plan to

6 have the capability of being able to handle three accidents.

7 MR. METZGER4 At the same tim e ?

8 MR. RAMOS: At the same time.

9' That's their scenario. Now, we have not addressed

10 th a t in detail yet.

11 VOICE: 'de can't hear you up there. ~4h a t did you

12 say about Arirona Power?

13 MR. HANOS: They're planning to be able to handle

14 three accidents simultaneously from one Technical Support

15 Center.

16 MR. METZGER Okay.

I'7 Those are the end of my comments. Thank you.

18 MB. MINNERSs Anyone else?

19 Yes, sir?

20 MR. JACKSON: Charles Jackson, con Edison.

21 I want to add our voice to the recommendation th a t
' 22 you not abandon the alternate EOF concept. It appears to be

23 the answer to some of the siting questions that as long as

24 we adequa tely address the staffing and any possible time to

25 get their communications data.

.
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1 It has been part of our planning a t the Indian

2 Point site for several years and de would like to retain

3 that flexibility in your requirements.

4 HR. MINNERS: You've used shorthand as an

5 alte rnate EOF concept. Could you describe what you think

6 the concept is so I am sure I understand?

7 33. J'ACKSON: Up until ve've had to plan for ten

8 mile site scenarios, we 've used the f acility in a lov

9 prob ability and different direction , vind direction. 'J e h a d

10 cur primary EOF vithin one mile and the alternate

11 approximately three miles away.

12 The idea that ve've been following is that we

13 would have duplicate communications and other data display

14 information there and we would evacuate to that location.
15 Now that we're talking a ten mile scenario,

16 perhaps a duplicate facility that vould be with either one

17 tof the county EOC's er with the state local office beyond
18 ten miles, a 15 or 20 mile difference. The concept might be

19 that we vould plan to dispatch somebody to that alternate

20 loca tion tha t would be activated at the same time their
21 primary ECF would be activated.

22 That location would have hard wire duplicate

23 primary back-up communication -- phones, da ta and video.

24 That would b4 my idea of wha t we would de and I think that

2i it would keep that flexibility and it addresses the

I
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1 Commission's question of wha t you would have to do if you
:

2 evacuate your primary EOF during the midst of a general

3 evacua tion in the area. You could instantan eously transfer

4 that to an alternate location. -

5 The second area is that I noticed in 696 another

6 area of flexibility for the EOF. You've talked about use of

7 adjacent buildings so that the total requirements could be

8 set by more than one structure. I would encourage you to

9 retain that flexibility.

10 The idea of mobile EOF's I don't think is

11 necessarly a bad one on certain specific facilities. The

12 idea to break it up functionally, for example, perhaps to
13 put the longer term recovery operation in one facility and

14 have the immediate off-site crisis management emergency

15 control center concept in a separa te f acility and perha ps

16 different levels of hardening based upon the function of
I'7 each of those separate EOFs -- the media center being

18 somewhere nearby but again a separate facility.
9

19 .I think it's an area of flexibility that if ycu

20 would retain it, you would persit us to maximire the use of
21 existing facilities rather than having t'o construct new

22 facilities. It 's pa rticularly im portant to us since.our

23 primary ECF, ECC concept -- Emergency Control Center concept

24 -- has recently been -- basic construction has been

25 completed.
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1 We are hardened to a great extent, but we don't

2 know what the final requirements are going to be in terms of

3 dose assump tions, shielding factors. Allowing these

4 alternative concepts would allow us to be able to

5 accommodate your new requirenents.

6 Thank you.

7 MR. R AMOS : How close are these several buildings

8 th a t you're talking about. Are they within the same general
.

9 vicinity?

10 MR. JACKSON Yes, within several hundred feet of

11 one another.

12 MR. RAMOS: We've talked abcut this before at the
.

13 Safety Data Integration Group sessions and we've pretty much
1

14 bought that and I thought ! had that in here. Evidently

15 I've taken it out.

16 But the intent is to let you do that.

17 MR. JACKSON: It is briefly m e n tio n ed . When I

18 heard you say that perhaps it is a mistake, or perhaps a
19 typo to have the alternate EOF concept still men tioned -- I

20 don 't know whether your remarks were intending to the basic
21 building concept as well, which is very important to us.

22 MR. MINNERS: Anyone else?
i

|23 MR. PRICE: My name is " Strike" Price, long Island :

24 light Company. I'd like to go over several comnents on the

25 schedule that you have given us in the fo rm letter. It may
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1 he somewhat repetitious, but I think the emphasis is

2 necessary.

3 I would evaluate this schedule as being

4 impractical for most utilities. I would like to make th e

5 following set of requirements with regard to that.

6 For one thing, it requires the utility to be

7 incredibly detailed, interface equipment specifications

8 parallel to developing our own conceptual des'ign, and

9 parallel with your own review. nd this is not the var to
~

10 develop a good system. It is not the way to make a good

11 system in a time tha t can be adaptable to future

12 requirements.

13 Secondly, it allows nine months f or the

14 procurement side. Procurement, in nine months, of many

15 pieces of equipment is difficult. However, here we have the

16 complication that in excess of 70 plants across the country

I'7 are going to be competing with the same venders for

18 essentially the same components.

19 We haven't really factored in the excessive

20 competing problem we have with all these plants trying to

21 get the same kind of material, some of which may be

22 available from only one or two qualified manufacturers who

23 are (inaudible).

24 It dces not al. low for consideration of some

25 custoairation of design which sould extend procurement
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1 cycles and does not allow for consideration of the

- 2 qualifica tion of tha t equipment.

3 In comparison to the nine months that you've

4 allowed here, I would suggest a minimum of 12 to 18 months

5 somewhere in this schedule to procure that equipment and

6 again any advance effort to develop equipment specifications

7 at the same time we were doing conceptual designs could only

8 impact on procurement later on because we would be going

9 back and changing equipment specifications in the middle of

10 procurement.

11 So from those two standpoints I feel that this

12 schedule while it looks good on paper, could never be
13 realired. Therefore, the end dates that are shown could

14 also never be met.
15 Finally, the earliest item for completion you 've

16 shown here is the safety parameter displacement. It's one I

1'7 think that a great deal of conversation has revolved around

18 in terms of the CBE requirement for the computer, in terms

19 of what the real purpose is going to be.

20 I saw up on the stand what is just the subset of

21 Reg Guide 1.97 or a very limited number of perhaps a half

22 doren or a dozen parameters that are derived from 1.97. It

23 requires f urther elaboration. It is foremost to come on

24 line in this schedule and your own doctrine, 06 96, says fla t
i

25 out that there will be additional design criteria

l
|

!
- !

l

I
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I requirements provided by NRC with no date on its schedule

2 telling us when those specific, detailed design criteria

3 documents are going to be provided.

4 I could never go back and tell my management that

5 ve would have any chance of meeting the schedule with those

6 co nsid era tio ns .

7 H3. BAMOS: I'd like to remark on the SPDS

S schedule. That's been in existence since 1.05-78 came cut.

9 MB. 3ElTRACCHI: I think the schedule vas'really

10 clarified to a great extent, I think, in NUPEG C660. That

11 is, I think, the first time they identified January of '82

12 for implementation.

13 I know NUREG 0585 also had an implementation date,

14 but if my memory serves me correctly, that may have been a

15 bi t earlier than the 660.
16 Am I correct on that one?

I'7 3a. 3INNgas: f forget the dates, but it 's been
18 one of the first requirements and I would agree with the

|

19 de tails of what it was supposed to do were not there, but !

20 many people have certainly been able to adopted the concept 1

!

21 and have already designed and built systems which fulfill it.
|

22 MR. FEITRACCHI: Your comments -- you know, I just

23 had a very lengthy conversation with Cave Kane of ENSAC and

24 your comments seem to be completely out of context with

13 respect to the path that they're taking.
1
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1 They presented their approach again to ACES last

2 week and it was looked upon fairly favorably.

3 MR. PRICZs Is that ENSAC7
.

4 MR. BElTRACCHI: ENSAC. Right.

5 Py the way, as I mentioned previously, they did

6 define their priorities for hoth PWRs and BWRs in their

7 hand-outs that they presented at the ACRS presentation.

8 53. PRICE: Okay. But again, regardless J the
i

9 fact that (inaudible) for additional criteria for sPDS, how

10 do I know today whether the conceptual design that I'd like

11 to have might be totally invalidated if I neet the

12 requirements. .it what point do I begin my design

13 application, serious design application? (inaudible)

14 When can I begin to do the design that will lead

15 me to a procurement, th a t will lead ne to inscallation, that

16 will lesd me to performance specs? When will thcse
.

I'7 requirements (inaudible).

'

18 HR. MINNERS: I'll give you a harsh answer on

19 th a t . The design effort should have begun a year ago and it

20 should have been nice if it had begun a year ago and then

21 rou could have handed us the design specifications which we

22 could ha ve endorsed. That's my answer to that.

23 ER. PRICES I don't know that we were in any

24 position at all a year ago to have appropriate designs that

25 you would be happy with today. But I'm speaking
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I specifically. I wasn't involved in certain test efforts,

2 perhaps, but I'm asking a question that if today, in order

3 to comply with additional detailed criteria for an

4 integrated system, could you tell us when those criteria

5 vill be on the street? If the criteria are not going to be

6 on the street, either remove it from the (inaudible).

7 Will there be additional detailed design criteria ?

8 MR. MINNE35: At the moment, we have said we are

9 going to give additional design criteria. My question,

10 which I have asked previously, was are they necessary or
11 d e si ra ble ?

12 MR. PRICE: I take that to mean that detailed

13 design criteria may not be provided in terms of the comment

14 period.

15 MR. MINNIES: We have some draft criteria

16 specifications taich we have written up, you know, fine.

17 But some of my experience indicates that sometimes it is

18 better not to issue those details, that people vill do

19 better without them. And my question to you is, are those

20 necessary or desirable?

21 I as sure that your designer is saying give them

22 to me, because it mak es his job much easier. But I'm no t

23 sure that you wouldn't be better off if you were given more

24 flexibility and-allowed to design your own system.

25 But at the moment, the NURIO sarr ve are ;cing to

_
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1 put out more detailed specifications and tha t is, at the

2 soment, our intent.

3 MR. PRICE 4 I've stated my comments on evaluation

4 of your schedule for the record. I would like to ask also

5 if we provided the conceptual design prior to January, could

6 you sove up on your schedule in view of that time?

7 MR. RAMOS: Yes.

8 MR. PRICE: Thank you.

9 MR. RUDANS(?): My name is Michael Rudans (?) of

10 the Pennsylvania Power and Light Company. My question

11 concerns the limiting conditions f or operations in the plan t

12 technical specifications.

13 We specify action to be taken by the licensee when

14 EOF is not operational, whether it 's the EOF or systems
,

15 included in the EOF and it should be (inaudible) EOF is not
16 operational for a period exceeding eight hours.

I'7 In licht of the previous inquiry which is not
'

18 included in this because it's (inaudible) was that the plant

19 would be shut down if the EOF was not operational for a

20 period exceeding one week.

21 Is it still your feeling that if such an

22 occurrence should happen the plant would have to be shut

23 down and this kind of set us back to the security issue on
,

i

24 how well we will secure this?
25 MR. MINNERS4 I don't understand the last part of

.
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I your question but I think I can answer your first part. We

2 changed it from the original draf ts because people said that

3 was really unnecessary to shut down plants just because
,

4 these facilities were not operational. So the details of-

5 exactly what the LCO would be are not specif 4,ed but the

6 intent is that some other compensating measures, other than

7 shutting down the plant, would be acceptable.

8 But I don 't know how the security works into it
,

9 which was the last part of your question.

10 53. RUDANS4 Well, it might be -- if I migh t say

11 something -- supposing the ICF was attacked by some group

12 th a t knew all the regulations (inaudible) would shut down

13 the plant. It might just be theory , but --

15 MR. MINNEES: I would think if the plant was being

15 attacked by somebody, by an armed force, that you would shut

16 down the plant.

I'7 MR. 30DANS: I'm talking about the EOF ten miles

18 away.

19 MR. bel!3ACCHI: You would make the report, you

20 vill tell us what compensatory measures you are taking in

21 the event that you have an accident during the period of

22 time that the thing was out of commission.

23 The way the TSC is set up ri;ht now it is designed

24 to handle the ICF functions. You don 't have the ECF

25 operational until such time as you can get it operational.

.
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1 That may be your compensatory measurements. I

2 can't address that. You have to look at the situation at

3 the particular time and if somebody vandalizes the plant,

4 then you come back and say they vandali=ed it and in case of

5 an accident, we will use the .TSC to perform the EOF function

6 until we get it back up, and we will probably accept that.

7 MR. RUDANS: Thank you.

%
8 3R. MINNERS: Anyone else?

9 MR. GI1BERT (?): Ray Gilbert (?) of Pennsylvania

10 Power and Light Company. I think you answered this question

11 earlier but I wanted to clarify it on the (inaudible) of the

12 roy.

13 HR. MINNERS I hope I can give the same answer to

14 your question.

15 MR. GILBERTS It came out (inaudible) -- I'm

16 really worried about radia tion (inaudible) . You said

I'7 earlier that (inaudible)' design and I said good , t '11 ha ve

18 so m e thing to go on, and then it was stated a little later as

19 to maybe you have to design it (inaudible).

20 So I'm not sure where I stand on that.

'o say is21 MR. MINNERS: I think what I was trying t

22 that the document gives you criterion 19 and Sec Guide 6.4

23 which had within them the DBA. What I was trying to say was

24 when people were evaluating whether to have the ECF near or

3 far or wherever, they are not going to limit themselves to

,
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I the old DBA. The argument is that they have to take into

2 account things beyond the DBA.

3 MR. 3AMOS: such as if you have to evacuate that

4 EPC, the Commission 's contention is they do not want the EOF

5 to be evacua ted. So therefore you have to establish, have a

6 building requirement, so you would not have to evacuate the

7 EOF.

8 M3. GIl3EST: That's the thing. I'm vondering

9 what sorts of (inaudible) do I have to worry about?' If I's

10 within a mile, what facilities do I need and what do I need

11 for short-term. That's what I am concerned about.

12 ME. YINNERS: No. It's the DBA source terms, you

13 know, that the control room would design to and things like

14 that. That's what is in the SEs, if my memory serves on

15 that.

16 But the oth er poin t is tha t you can 't come back.

I'7 and say I can quickly EOF close to the plant because I've

18 only got this DB A action tha t I've got to consider. They

19 will listen to that, but they will also extend it and say

20 well, wha t will happen beyond the DB A accidents. And so

21 therefore, put it five to ten miles away.

Z1 MR. GIlBEST It's confusing. If I design it for

23 (inaudible) and they come back and say what is it, yes.

24 (Inaudible) We auilt this thing. It's published i-

25 concrete and later on they say well, what if you ge:

ALOERSCN REPCRT|NG COMPANY. INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE S.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20024 '2C2) 554 2345
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1 so m ething you planned on, at what point do I have to put

2 another (inaudible).

3 3R. MINNERS: That 's an uncertainty that people

4 vill have to live with. At the moment we think we have a

5 document which gives you rather specffic design criteria for

6 su re . But you can't say that later on the Commission may

7 decide that you are going take a different kind of accident

8 into account, or tha t people are no t going to use arguments
'

9 beyond the DBA to say what you have isn't adequate.

10 I don 't know how to address tha t question . That's

11 always been the case. We now design systems only for D2A

12 conditions but people have always realired that there were

13 vorse possibilities and there were arguments about them.
.

14 53. GILBERT: I would have thought you would have

15 establiched that crit eria .
16 33. MINNERS: I think we have established the

l'7 document, but I think you're trying to get se to say that

18 th ese requirement will never be changed or that people vill

19 never argue with them.

20 MS. GILBERTS No, no.

21 YOICE: We just want to know whether next year
i

22 yo u ' re going to change them.
|

23 MR. GIL3ERT: (!naudible) if I can really go by

24 this design now or whether (inaudible).

25 ER. MINNERS: We are not.

|

|
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1 I think we have time f or ma ybe one more.

2 No es else? -

3 All righ t.

4 Wall, we certainly appreciate your taking the time

5 ard troible to come here and we'll be looking forward to

6 7c.2r written comments and hope that we can speed this thing

7 al ag'and put out something so that you can get your designs

8 going and get your f acilitiss modified.
.

9 Thank you very much.

10 (Whereupo n, a t 4: 35 p.m. the meeting concluded.)

11 ---

12

13

14

15

16

17

1

18 .

19
,

20

.

21

22

23

24

25

.
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