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Wisconsin Electnc mmcoum
231 W. MICHIGAN. P.O. BOX 2046. MILWAUKEE, WI 53201

September 22, 1980

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Mr. S. L. Ramos
Emergency Preparedness Program Office

Gentlemen:

COMMENTS ON DRAFT NUREG 0696
FUNCTIONAL CRITERIA FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE FACILITIES

Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut's letter dated August 1, 1980,
forwarded a copy of Draft NUREG-0696, " Functional Criteria for
Emergency Response Facilities", and requested all operating plant
licensees to review the document and provide comments to the NRC.
A Federal Register notice on August 15 solicited public comments
on the document and extended the comment period to September 29,
1980. We have completed our initial review of this draft NUREG
and have prepared the following comments.

Throughout NUREG-0696, the NRC has been unusually
prescriptive instead of simply providing a functiona1 basis for
various requirements. We believe that the NRC should follow its
tradition of specifying a functional basis, perhaps giving a
single example of an acceptable method, but in any case accepting
alternate methods of satisfying functional requirements. This is
particularly true for the Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) for
which the NRC prescribes a number of specific requirements without
justifying or clearly stating a functional basis for the facility.

The document makes frequent reference to Regulatory Guide
1.97, " Instrumentation to Assess Plant Conditions During and Follow-
ing an Accident." Since the revisions and drafts of this guidance
have not been finalized, all references to 1.97 must be qualified.
The parameter sets for the emergency facilities data systems should
be determined on a functional basis. This information should then
be fed back into the various drafts of Reg. Guide 1.97 to alter the
bases qualifications and list of parameters required. We note that
the ACRS did not endorse Reg. Guide 1.97 in its present form and has
recommended that additional efforts be made to resolve the differences
in approach between the NRC and the industry. , jgo\
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We find nowhere in this document or your forwarding
letter any discussion or comment on previous industry and utility
commitments resulting from the emergency facilities requirements
originally imposed by NUREG-0578. These commitments should con-
tinue to be reviewed and processed. Any designs which havei

received prior approval should be allowed as exceptions to NUREG-
0696. In effect, NRC is penalizing those utilities who acted in
good faith and sought to implement the NUREG-0578 requirements in
this area by January 1, 1981.

The schedule for implementation fo the NUREG-0696
requirements, provided as Enclosure 1 to your letter, is unreal-
f ptic and must be adjusted to allow for further NRC changes in
requirements, delays in providing additional clarification, and
delays in reviewing and approving responses. Having been sensi-
tized by the changes to the requirements of NUREG-0578 as set
forth in Draft NUREG-0696, Licensees may be reluctant to proceed
on any further course of action without explicit approval of the
NRC.

It appears that no information from prior comments on
early working drafts of NUREG-0696 and related documents has been
factored into this draft. We ask that these presentations, from
the Atomic Industrial Forum and individual utilities, a few of
which we have listed, be acknowledged and included as additional
general and specific comments. Examples of these past comments
include:

a. AIF-NRC meeting on Instrumentation Integration
May 20, 1980.

b. AIF-NRC Staff meeting June 19, 1980.

c. AIF presentation to ACRS on Safety Parameter Integration
August 6, 1980.

We also assume the comments received at the NRC regional workshops |
on this NUREG will be utilized.

In addition to these general comments, we are providing
for your consideration the following list of comments which are ;

of a more specific nature:

1. Page 2, para. 1 - The duplication of the Safety Parameter
Display System (SPDS) in the EOF is'not necessary. The
complete duplication of plant parameter data as found on

, ,

the SPDS should not be required to accomplish the neces- i

sary activities at the EOF and could only increase the |
*

potential for contradictory interpretations and additional I'

confusion.
,
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2. Page 2, para. 2 - In this section and at various other
places in the document the terminology " Site Area
Emergency" should be changed to " Site Emergency" to be
consistent with NUREG-0654 and 0610.

3. Pages 2 and 3, paras. 2 and 3 - The separation of
functions between the EOF and the Technical Support
Center (TSC) should be less rigidly defined. Flexi-
bility should be allowed to permit the utility to
select the most appropriate location for the specific
functions based on plant specific facilities.

4. Page 4, para. 2 - The document states that in extreme
cases, the NRC may direct operations at the nuclear
facility. The role of the NRC needs to be better
defined legally when such prescriptive operating direc-
tions are contemplated. In this situation, complete
responsibility for the consequences of these actions
must be assumed by the NRC and this responsibility should
be so stated.

5. Pages 4 and 5, para, c - The requirement that signals
input directly into the SPDS independently of any
equipment used for normal plant operations, such as
the process computer, is excessive. The process computer
should be useable if it meets the functional requirements
necessary for the display. The Functional Block Diagram
of Information Flow (figure 1) referenced in this section
is too hardware oriented and specific. It should address
only the " functional flow" of information desired. It
seems that alarm and annunciation functions which are
required by safe operating practice and the NRC are now
to be ignored, bypassed, or subservient to the SPDS.

6. Page 5, Section D, para. 1 - The verification and validation
criteria promulgated in this paragraph have no meaning.
Independent review and verification should be provided con-
sistent with the long established quality assurance and
control programs of the utility and vendor organizations.

7. Page 7, Section C - Depending upon the design of the
particular control room involved, it may not be physically
possible to have the SPDS Visible from each of the "operat-
ing stations" specified.

8. Page 8,-Section F - The requirement for a total SPDS
unavailability of 0.001 (allowing only 8 hours of downtime
over a full year or an availability of 99.9%) is excessive,
unreasonable, and not necessary. NSAC Report TSA-80-6361
(draft June, 1980) concludes that, using current state-of-
the-art equipment, unavailabilities less than about 0.002
cannot be achieved at a reasonable cost. This is a factor
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if two greater than the requirement. An attempt to
meet even this reduced availability goal would require
redundant computer systems, redundant input and output
devices, and redundant power supplies. The requirement
fer OBE seismic qualification is also excessive. While
the SPDS may be construed as important to safety, it
only functions as an operations aid. The SPDS is not
necessary to mitigate the consequences of an accident.
Adequate, seismically qualified, Class IE instrumenta-
tion is available to the operator in the control room
to safely operate or shutdown a plant. For these reasons
the concept of a plant limiting condition fo-; operation
(LCO) based on SPDS unavailability is not logical. The
loss of the system neither limits the operating capabil-

Iity of the plant nor degenerates its safety status.

9. Page 9, para. 4 - The paragraph should be deleted.
Interactive terminal and display capabilities
between various facilities are an unrealistic require-
ment.

10. Page 9, para. 6 - We assume that the intent here was not
to prescribe a LCO for the unavailability of the TSC, but
to include a reportable occurrence condition. This sec-
tion should be rewritten to clarify this intent. The
compensatory measure mentioned, namely that of providing
additional staffing during the time the TSC is not opera-
tional, is not discussed or justified.

11. Page 10, Section 10 - The specification that the TSC
normally located within approximately two minutes walk
of the control room is arbitrary. As long as the TSC
is located within the licensee-controlled area and
preferrably within the site security boundary, the walk-

,

ing time to the control room should be relatively !

immaterial. I

12. Page 11, Section D - The NRC requires a private office for
five NRC personnel in the TSC. It is inappropriate to
add this specific requirement at this late date after
licensees have been proceeding in good faith toward the
construction of new facilities which may or may not have
the space for accommodating such a requirement.

13. Page ll, Section E - The document defines winds and floods
with a 100 year recurrence frequency being considered as
an acceptable design basis for construction of the TSC.
We disagree with the specified requirement and maintain
that wind and flood design criteria should'be the same as
those used during the initial licensing for each individual
facility.
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14. Page 12, Section F - This section states that TSC
personnel be protected from radiological hazards
to the same degree as control personnel and refer-
ences applicable criteria in General Design Crite-
rion 19 and Standard Review Plan 64. The applicability
of these references is vague and contradictory to other
items in this NUREG and other NRC documents. These i

'references are also, in all likelihood, not consistent
with the initial licensing and design bases for the
existing facilities.

l15. Section IV. Emergency Operations Facility - The NRC !
requires that one of the functions of the EOF is to !

'

serve as a center for recovery management. Recovery
management could be done at any appropriate location.
The location should remain the prerogative of the
licensee.--

-
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The document also requires that a LCO be incorporated
into Technical Specifications which would allow for
the EOF to be inoperable for a period of no more than
eight hours, requires that the EOF have habitability
characteristics equal to those of the control room,
requires that it have 2,625 sq. ft., requires that it
include an NRC office for three people, and requires
that all technical data available in the TSC be also
available in the EOF. We would comment that it is
unreasonable to specify a LCO for the EOF, that there
is no justification for requiring habitability equiva-
lent'to that of the control room, and that the specific
requirement for NRC space is excessive and unjustified.
We believe that it is inappropriate to require the same
habitability characteristics for the control room, the
TAC, and the EOF, since all three facilities could not
be logically recognized to be of the same importance
from the standpoint of safety. We further argue that
performance of radiological evaluation need not be
performed in the EOF but could be equally well performed
in the TSC if sufficient space in the TSC was available;
in such case, no instrumentation, other than basic voice
communications, would be necessary in the EOF.

16. Page 19, para. 1 - The prescribed EOF power supply
unavailability of only .001 should preclude the
requirement in the previous sentence.that provisions
be made to transfer EOF functions to an alternate
EOF facility in the event of a loss of power. Recovery
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from the power outage could probably be accomplished
more quickly then transferring the EOF function to
another facility.

17. Page 21, para. C.1 - A one-second time-logging of data
is inappropriate for the function of offsite information.

We trust that these comments will be given your serious
consideration and will result in a NUREG document which is more
functionally informative, flexible, and realistic in its specific
requirements. Should you have any specific questions regarding
these comments, please feel free to contact us.

Very truly yours,

/

r i

i j.,

~s , . . ,
C. W. Fay, Director
Nuclear Power Department
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