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1 2595312123E
2 ME. CKEE'f!4 Th e meeting vill now come to order.

3 This is a meeting cf the Advisory Committee en

4 Eeactor Saf eguards Subcommittee on Saf ety Philescphy,

| 5 Technology and Criteria.

6 : am David Okrent, the Fubcommittee Chairman.
,

7 The cther ACES members present today are Yr. "illiam Xathis
'
.

* b and 9. r . Jesse Ibersole.

9 The rurpose cf this meeting is to discuss prcrosed<

i
;

i 10 requirements f or \'TCP plants near-term construction permits.

11 This meeting is being conducted in accordance with

12 the provisions of the Federal Adviscry Conmittee Act and the

13 Gcvernment in the Sunchine Act. Dr. ?ichard Savic is the

.

( 14 denignated federal employee for the meeting.
:!

i 15 The rules for participation in today's meetinc

16 have been announced ac part of the notice for this meeting
i

,
17 previously published in th? Federal Eegister of December 22,

!

| 18 1980..

19 A transcript of'the mee ting is being kept and will
J

* 20 be made available by January 3, 1921. It is requested that

i

1 21 each speaker first identify himself and speak wi th
4

22 sufficient clarity and volume so that he can be readily

23 heard.

24 'Je have received a number of written sta tements

25 from members cf the public. Ccpies will be included ~vith

Ov
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() 1 the transcript of this meeting.

2 It is my understanding that we have some members

3 or representatives here from utilities or other industry

4 groups who wish to make oral statements. M y no tes tell me

5 tnat 3r. Walker from FZP and .'.r. ?.yers from SCAGET which to

9 do so. Are .there others who hsve prepared oral statements,

7 that we don't know of?

. 8 (;ic response.)

9 MR. CK3ENT: I ;uess not at the momen t.

10 The agenda is planned roughly as folicws: A brief

11 executive session and then a discursion with the NRC staff

12 on where they stand and what their proposed requirements for

13 NTCP plants are. Following tha t dicussions with the FTCP

14 plant owners. At that point we would take the c ral

15 stataments from Mr. Walker and Mr. Myers and others if there

16 are r ep resen ta tiv es and we would try to hold informal or

17 back and forth discussions on the subject. Then the

18 subcommittee might talk tc itrelf or whatever later in the
,

19 afternoon.

. 20 It is my understanding that the staff has just

21 made available a draft document that is entitled " licensing

22 3ecuirements for Pending Applicants for Construction Fermits

23 and Manufacturing license" and I assume that they are coing

24 to tell us what is in it.

25 I have been given a suggested agenda in which

( '

s-
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1 3r. Furple would start off for the staff, folicwed by "r.

2 Ernst who will talk about relisbility engineering, N. r .

3 Muller on sitine, Mr. Meyer on decraded core and "r.

4 Schwencer on C710 changes.

5 !f anybody wishes, there are copies cf this part

6 of the agenda cutlined on a piece of paper and Dr. Savio can
,

7 mak e these a vailable.

. 8 Do we have any connents fro" members of the

9 subconsittee at this time ?

10 "R. ESERECLE: I would just as scon get on with

11 it. I have no connent.

12 13. 'AT!!IAS: The only thing is I think we need to

13 get into the revisions to 0718, but that is on the agenda so

14 ve vill hear about that later.s

15 MR. CKRENT: ' dell, it seens like a ;oed idea then

16 to start and let the staff tell us where they have devolved

17 to.

18 Let's see, now, I did I think ask Dr. Savio to
,

19 advise the staff that we wcull very much appreciate hearing

. 20 variour aspects or pros and cons or various_ alternative

21 approaches that they considered on each of these thines and

22 not just the final position.

23 '4 a s t ha t made clear to them?

24 53. SAVIC: Yes, it was.

.25 MR. OKRENT: So I arsume that this will

O
ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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() 1 automatically occur durin7 the presentations; is that

2 correct.

3 VOICE: That is correct.

because I think that will4 23. CK3 E'!T Very ;0cd,,

5 make for a scre helpful discussion.

6 'J h y don't we begin and Mr. Purple, I guess, is the

7 first speaker for the staff.

8 MR. ?URPLE: Thank you, fr. Chairman..

9 I a- Eob Furple from the Division of Licensing.

10 The handcut you just gave cut I will ;ut up on the viewgraph.

11 (Slide.)

12 ! would like to spend about 10 ninutes on my part

13 with a reninder of where we are and how we got to where we

_) 14 are and a little bit of the backereund.

15 I will describe for you the essence of the public

16 comments we have received on SUREG 0719 and give you a brief
,

!

17 overview of hcw 0719 was revised. *4e will get into more'

|

I
i 18 detail on that a little later as an individual agenda item.
: a
|

I 19 I would like to remind you that the staff started
|

|
| . 20 this effort to determine what the necessary and sufficient
|

|
21 set of conditions or raquirements should be for issuing new

22 CP's in March of last year. It.har been reviewed in its

23 early stages with subccmmittees of the ACES ~and the ACES

24 itself in meetings in A pril, May and June and August.

| 25 In August the Commission approved the iscuance of

|

(' .
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;

I'T 1 NUREG 0718 for puolic comment. The comment period expired
\/

2 on November 24th and the staff has been busily engaged since

3 than in responding to that comm en t and giving further

4 consideration to what the requirements should be.

5 The revised NUREG 0719 is almost complete. The

6 draft you have is the most recent version. We anticipa te

7 finalizing it this week for a p re sen ta tion to the Commission'

. 8 next Tuesday, January the 13th, and, es I am rure you are
.

9 aware, we are scheduled for the full committee this Friday

10 to discuss this sa=e tcpic. Since we are meeting with the

11 Commission next Tuesday, I am rura they would appreciate any

12 advice the ACES could offer after we meet with them on

13 Friday.

_) 14 hR. OKEENT4 Let's stay with that peint a min ute.

15 What is the Commission on Janua ry 13th supposed to be? !s

16 it supposed to be a presenta tion of a final porition by th e

17 staff in this matter or wha t?

18 YR. PURPLEa With two exceptions, that is right.
,

i 19 We will be seeking their approval for positions we will have

a 20 taken , or all positions except two which I will discuss here

21 in a little bit.

22 We may not have finalized a position en two

23 issues. !f we have not we would be laying alternatives in

24 front cf the Commission for their guidance, but it would be

25 a decision meeting. We would be seeking their apcroval .
,

_-
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1 MR. CK3ENT: Now, I am not sure whether the

2 committee gets its written comments cut by two days after a

3 meeting necessarily, does it?

4 ZE. SA7ICs In this case it could be out.

5 .13. CKR?NT: It could be out you think?

6 YE. SAVIO: Yes, sir.
m

7 Y2. OK3FNT: let me assume the committee in fact

8 did prepare some comments. Vculdn't the staff nead time to.

9 look at these bef0re theY met with the Commissicn, or do you

10 already knod it doesn't matter what the ccamittee advises?

11 (laughter.)

12 35. PURPLE: I guess that ra ther depends on how

13 profound and how deep the comments are from the committee.

14 I mean obviously if they are extensive and attack creatly
,

15 the position of the staff, I wculd imacine we would have to

16 suggest to the Commission in the meantime to look at th em .

17 53. OKEENT: I see. All right, why don't we go on

,. .
- because I think tha topic will come up again since I18

-

,

19 . understand there are some people who have infor9ation that

I 20 they may want to provide at a date later than January 13e

21 that haars on the subject.

22 Go ahead.'

23 HR. PURPlI: Again by way of review just to remind

j 24 you how NUREG 0718 itrelf was ccmposed cr fabricated it is

25 derived generally from the TMI Action Flan. In its initial

-

hs
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() 1 conception the idea was to take a look at what had been

2 determined and th e necessary lessons learned from the TMI-2

3 accident and consider them in the light of the new CP and

4 from that lay out a list of req ui remen t s .

5 In the. Commission paper in August that led to the

6 approval to issuing this for comment we had discussed three
.

7 options with the pref erred option being one that ! will

. 8 characterize. It says you treat these existing CP

9 applicants, tne six CP applicants and the L applicant

10 generally the same as new OL's maybe with a little

11 tightening of requirements and with special attention in

12 four areas, the four areas being emer;ency preparedness,

13 reliability engineering, degraded core rulensking and the

14 siting.
:

15 The Commission asked in addition that we seek

16 public c1mment on the idea of requiring in addition that CP

17 applicahts compare their plants against the standard review

18 plan. ~4e did get comment en this topic for purposes of
,

; 19 tod ay 's meeting and even for purposes of the Comnission

. 20 meetinc next Tuesday. 'ie don't plan to discuss it in the

21 context of the NUP.EG 0718 because there was ancther effort
!

! 22 by the staff to pick up not just the CP's for this effort of

23 reviewing against the standard review plan but aisc for all

24 CF.'s and OL's and CP holders. So they will all be lumped

25 into tha t discussicn and I don't propose ;nd we are not

|

u
!
!
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(}
1 prepared to dircuss that today.

2 With respect to the p ublic commen ts received my

3 best count was that we got 12 latters commenting on NUS EG

4 0718, two from individuals, three from nuclear system

5 suppliers, one from an architect-engineer, five from

6 utilities and one federal agency that responded.
,

7 I will try to characterire the major comments as I

8 see them with some trepidation because I may not pick some,

9 that some commenter thought was most significant. But

10 generally speaking the comments that came in reflected a

11 feelino that the requirements in 0716 vent toc far and would

12 result in costly delays for these pending C?'s and then

13 uraing on the part of most commenters to treat the CP*c just

14 like the OL's that are getting licences today without the
,

15 added special attentien in special areas.

16 With respect to the siting issue the most ccamon

17 comment was pointing cut th a t the Concress in its FY '80

18 authorization directed the Commission to issue siting
,

19 regultions but at the same time enjoined the Commission that

20 these new siting regulations shall net apply to these
.

21 par ticular CP 's, that is, any CP that was docketed befcre a

22 certain date. Those who made that comment felt that the

23 things we were asking for with respect to siting vent

24 counter to that.

25 lith respect to degraded core rulemaking in

d

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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1,

() 1 general many of the comments were don't require anything

2 now. Let the rulem aking run its course and treat these CP's

3 as all o ther plants under construction or in operation wo uld

4 be troated at the end of that rulemaking process.

5 With respect to reliability engineering there was

j 6 generally not a strong negitive set of commente but there
,

J

7 were some who commented that the methodology is net yet well

i 8 established in the industry and we don't ha ve any clear,

9 safety goals even if ycu had the methodology and thtt in

: 10 general layinc this requirarent as we had it in C713 is

' 11 premsture.

12 3riefly to tell you how C718 is different now in

13 your hands than it was when it was issued in Fugust or

{ ) 14 September, first of all, no new items were added. No new

| 15 action item plan item or any other item was added to the

16 list.
;

! 17 We rewrote the text of many of the items. In
i

18 s t r en g th.ing the requir3 ment ! was abla to find five items
,

i 19 sad in clarifying and updating because time had passed by
4

a 20 and certain events had happened in eight or ten others.

21 As you say recall, what we did for each action
,

!

22 item in 0719 is they were assigned to a category one through

; 23 five, category one being at one extrene tha t says it is not
,

24 applicable tc CP's so that action plan item doesn't apply

25 anf has no meaning, and crogressively more stringant ;

.

O
i
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f~) 1 requirements up through category five meaning the one for
v

2 which the applicant would be required to provide a full

3 description and a full completion of the item, whatever it

4 calls for, at the time of the CP or the PSAF cubmittal.

5 Now, in those terms we changed the category

6 designation of a number of items. The numbers of items I am,

7 a little reluctant to get into because it varies if you are

8 talking about a construction permit or a manufacturinc,

9 license.

10 Lat's take, for example, the construction

11 permits. We change the category desionation of some 23

12 items out of a total of 95 or so that were in the dccument,

13 15 of them being redesignated as catecory one. That is a

14 decision made that after all this item is not applicable to

15 a CP review and need not he considered further.

16 Four were upgraded to a higher categcry; that is,

17 more detail would be required and more analysis by the staff

18 prior to issuance of the CP and three were downgraded to a
, ,

( 19 lower category, other than the 16 that were downgraded all

e 20 the way to catecory one.

21 With respect to the four special areas that were-

,

22 called out for special attantion in :1UREG 9718, the
,

23 emergency preparedness, as I think you know, the final rule

24 on emergency preparedness changed to Part 50 in Appendix E

25 is now final and in place. So there is really ne longer any

i
r

/
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1

j 1 speculation on what the requirement here is. It is clear
/

.i /

2 with respect to these CF's and would simply folicw tha*

3 ragulation in that area.

; 4 With respect to reliability engineerinc risk

5 'ssessments, we have had considerable discussion on this

6 within the staff. The bottom line is we now are preparing
, ,
;

7 this item. It would still require what we call a simplified

:
8 reliability engineering anaysis to be perfcrmed on selected,

9 systems that were identified in the requirement, but va have

j 10 noted in the statement of th+ requirement that it is very

1 11 likely that as time goes on tha t we are going to be

.

12 requiring in a broader program that full risk assessment be
,

13 performed on all these plans as well as all other plans. At
i

() 14 such time as that is laid on as 4 requirement it might

15 replace and supersede the need for doing these simplfied

16 reliability analyses.

I 17 Now, Mel Ernst, whon I haven't seen yet this

18 morninc, vill speak to this in more detail in a little while.
'

i

E

; 19 With respect to the siting issue what we had in
; -

t

i 20 NU3EG 0711 in the draft as it went out was a re: quire me n t'.

21 that licensees compare their sites against the Siting Policy

22 Task Force Report, NUEEG C525 as amended by the ACES

! 23 comments and as amended by the Office of Policy Evaluation
i

24 comments so that the staff could determine and the

25 Commission determine whether or not there were deficiencies

' r,

k '

l
I
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[ 1 with respect to those criteris that would lead to the
-

2 possibility for plant modifications to improve or to

3 ameliorate wh9.t would be an unsatisfectory co nd it ion .

4 One of the thingr that made this particular issue

5 mere ec: plicated was that as we issued the draft 0713 we

6 thought at that time that the proposed new siting rule would
,

7 be on the street by October of last year. There has been a

e 8 slip in that schedule. It is not scheduled now to be issued

9 until April of '31, the prcpoced rule.

10 Eo st this time ve don't really have a clea r set

11 of criteria. It simply referred to NUPEG 0625 as amended by

12 comments from the ACES and OPF. It does not provide a very

13 clear ret of criteria. You really can't tell when you take
,,
s A

',- 14 _those three bodies of documents in any particular area what

I
15 criteria you are suppoced to use.

16 leaving the description of the siting issue as it

17 war, ths * comparison against this 0625 as nodified, we

18 balieve would lead to very 'ifficult litication in tha
.

19 hearing process because of the lack of clea r criteria. For

* 20 that reason we are considering a range of options trying to
,

21 develop a more precise set of criteria acainst which to

22 c. pare these plants. 3r. Muller will circuss this a little

23 later in the agenda.

24 Finally, and perhaps the scst difficult of all, is

25 the degraded core conciderations. The draft 0718 lincuage
-

9
.)
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() 1 in this area is considered now to really be too vague and

2 would lead to very dif ficul t litiga tion in th e hearing

3 process. It would essentially leave to the Board to

4 determine exactly what the staff had in mind. We feel it

5 important that we try again as in the siting rrle to develop

6 a more precise and understandable set of criteria of what we,

7 are really looking for in this area.

- 4 8 Again, we have developed a range of options. Jim
.

9 Meyer from the Division of Systems Integration will discuss

10 that range.

11 I = en tioned , when you asked me about the

12 Commission meeting next Tuesday, what type of meeting it

13 was. I said it was a decision meeting where the staff has

14 taken a position on the entire package with the ?xccotion of

15 two itams. Unless we do miraculous things for the remainder

16 of this week , th e twc items would ha the si ting issue, for

i
i 17 which we expect to present to t he Commission the range of
i

18 alternatives, and the degraded core considerations, again
.

19 for which we expect to present a range of cptions.

20 Hel Ernst's timing is superb.*

21 (lauchter.)

22 That concludes the introductory overview remarks.

23 What I would suggest is either if you have some general

24 quartions that I ran try to handle, we can do that, or we

25 can move right on to the reliability engineering and. cur

! r~)i N.
|
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I'i 1 approach to that.
V

2 'Jne dis'dvantage I guess, Mel, is I don't kncv if
;

3 you heard what I sa id .

4 YR. EENST: I apolgire for being a little late but

5 I ;ct tied up.

6 MS. PURPLE: May I take that out of order and, if
,

7 you don't mind, could we talk about the siting right now and

8 glie me a chance to let Mel a t least hear what I had to say.

9 about his topic before he discusses it?

10 TR. OKRENT: It is all right with us.

11 (Slide.)

! 12 M3. YUllEE: I as Dan Mullar of the Nuclear

13 Regulatcry Commission staff.

() 14 Bob substantially pointed out the range of options

15 that we have with regard to siting. One would be to just go

16 ahead with the siting part of these CP reviews really
,

17 ignoring what is goinc on at the present time with regard to

18 siting. In other words, treat them under the old rule 10
,

19 C.F.E. Part 1CO anf Reg. Guide 4.7 if that happens to be

!

| 20 applicable..

21 The other option on the other end of the spectrun

22 would be to stop the CP reviews of these plants at this time

23 pending the availability of either a proposed rule or a

l 24 final rule on the siting whicn would amount to some fairly

25 significant delay.

J%d
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'N 1 The third o p tio n which we are ocine to progese ---
2

2 53. CK3ENT: '4111 ! find these option in this

3 draft 0718?

4 VOICE: No, they are not in there.

5 .5 3 . MULLER: The th ird option is where the CP's ;

6 and the manufacturing licenses will be issued for those
,

7 applicants that meet the requiremen ts of our current siting

8 reculation Part 100 and also if necessary as specified in.

9 Reg. Guide 4.7. However, after the propcsed siting rule is

10 on the streets then we will have the applicants review thair

11 sites again st the new rule. This will not be a condition of

12 the CP, however. CP's may be issued in the meantime.

13 Then finally the staff will evaluate the combined

/~'%
(_) 14 site and plant characteristics and decide whether any design

15 modificati )ns are recommended, but this is, as I said.,

16 subsequent to the issuance of a CP.

17 YR. OKEENT: Let's s^e, the first i; tion again was?

18 MR. YULL??: The first optien would be tc go ahead
,

19 and license and effectively grandfather -- I guess that is

e 20 the right word -- all of the current CP's that have been

21 applied for at the present time and-not do the second two

22 parts.

23 MR. CKEENT: '4h a t cri teria would the staff use for

24 part 3 cf the alternative ycu have on the screen?

25 13. FURPLE: The last part, deciding whether any

Ov

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

. , - , . , .



17

() 1 design modifications are appropriate, Bob.

2 I think as we see meving forward en this that the

3 combination of the siting issue, the degraded core

4 considerations and the reliability engineering assessments,

5 risk assessments, will lead to eventually in their

6 combination a generalired risk assessment for each of these.

7 plants.

8 'i e think based on that that one would be able to-

9 determine if there are some very bad spots with respect to

10 site characteristics what the worth of various modifications

11 might be. I think we would probably end up usin; an

12 approach similar to that which is now being used in the Zion

13 and Indian Pcint review which is generally a siting problen

(~s
\ 14 and we are doing a risk analysis there to determine wha t

15 kind of fixes are needed. I am pretty sure we don't have a

16 set tCday of clear yardsticke that we would use to measure

17 that.

| 18 1R. OKRENT4 Do you think trare are criteria thst.

!

19 exist for the Zion and Indian Foint review?

* 20 1R. FURPLI: That will probably be a milestone

21 that will establish what criteria we will use in the future.

22 -MR. ZULLER: It may help to answer your q'lestion
.

23 if I can go into another part here.

24 13. On'RES T : Is this so7; thing that satisfies the

25 lawyers?

MR. RFIS: Yes. It is a continua tion of' part
("%\

\_J
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f

i- 1 practice where we have locked at the location of ths. plantg

2 and evaluated it against what design was needed for the

3 plant. In othar words, there were places where va had

4 desegraphic features that required increased safety
.t

5 components to the plant and this is a continuation

6 essentially of that. We are coming up with new siting'

,

7 requirements. However, what we are applying here are the
,

* 8 safety features and the engineering features to the plant

9 and net ruling out any sites. We think that within that

10 context this ratisfies it.

11 3R. CKEENT: I as not sure whether the lawyers

12 have a good picture of when it is the proper time to make

13 design acdifications. Legally you can make them any tine.

~4 53. PUEFLE: I tnink if Dan goes on what he is

15 going to show you, and I think ycu have in the handcut as

16 well that we handed out ea rlier , is a compa rison of these

i 17 sites against the criteria I guess in 0625 as well as Oan

It prf; ably has some feel,for what they vo cid likely be in the.

19 proposed r'ule. I don't think this is going to be a major
,

20 problem for any of these sites. Sc it may not be a real*

21 problem.

22 3R. GKRENT: All righ t.

23 (Sliie.)

24 MR. "ULLEE: There are the cix-near-ters

25 construction permit sites compared against the NUREG 0625

)
J

f
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() 1 figures. Across the top are the ||UREG 0625 figures, zero to

2 five niles, 100 per square mile, five to ten, 150 and ten to

3 twenty, 400 per square mile, or in the case of zero to five

4 a half of the regional population density, .75 of the

5 regional population density or twice the regional population

. 6 density.

7 Then f ror tha t one can ecme up with, for instance,

8 a hundred per equare aile is equiv-ient to 3,925 people.
;

j 9 within zero to five miles.
.

10 rhen I rompare tha' upper limit population with

11 the populations for the specific plants. It is lower than

12 that except for Pilgrim.'

13 However, then, if one goes into the regional

14 population density approach you find very quickly that you

15 can accommodata 14,000 in the region and the actual

'

16 population is 5,332.

'ou mean by accommodate?j17 M2. CKRENTs '4 h a t do,

'

18 MR. MULLEPs If I take the regional population
,

19 density and consider that the state in which Filgrim is

20 located, then I have a population density f or that state. I.

21 take half of that population density and say that is the

i 22 allowable population density around the Pilgrim site. Then

23 I compare that with the actual population density and.I find
|

24 out that the ellowable population density is somewhat lower

25 than the actual population density.

|

| (~)b

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



20

() 1 MR. EBERSOLE: ;ra there any compensatory aspects

2 to excessiva population density in the context of improving

3 the mobility? I don't regard popt ation density as a

4 parameter of carticular interest unless it is associated

5 with mobility of lack of it.

6 .1R. 3ULLER: Well, it is very important obviously,

7 in the evacuation capability. The studies that I have seen

8 on evacuation capability for a number of existing sites*

9 would indicate that there really isn't a marked difference

10 in the mobility or the time for evacuatien from site to site?

11 3R. E3ERSOLE: Co ul.1 they be enhanced?

12 aB. 1CLLER: I cuppose they could be enhanced if

13 one were to go to let me say heroic measures to notify

14 people and then ensure that those people that are indeed

15 notified hace the transportation capability to get away. By

16 hecric I suppose you could de things like have, you knew, a

17 rsdio or something specifically tuned in in every

18 residence. You still run inte problems where the kids are
.

19 out playing or the f armer is out plowing er something of

)
| 20 thst sort.*

|

21 MR. OKRENT: .I would like to understand what I see

22 on the slide.

23 MR. MULLZH: _All richt.
;

I 24 53. CK2E.4Ts At Pilgrim the 363 number in brakets

25 is?

(\s)i .

!

|

|
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'N 1 MS. MULLES: There are 122 people per square mile
U

2 at the Pilgrim site, but if one considers the regional

3 population density which is the state in which Pilgrim is

4 located divided by two, because it is half of the regional

5 population density, then the sllowable population density is

6 363. Compared to 122 obviously it is higher than the 122.
,

7 Then on the basis of the way we were looking at
.

8 NUEEG 1625 we said tha t site would have been acceptable
.

9 assumina the region is the state. There are a number of

10 assumptions on it.

11 53. CKRENT: Those were your assumptions?

12 MR. MULLES: Yes.

13 MR. CKRENT: Are you assuming that that is the

() 14 recion?
.

15 ME. MULLER: I am assuming that the region is the

state just for the purposes of this table.
16

MF. CKRENT: I don't know wha t it means to sa y f cr

17
tha purposes of this table. Either ycu are trying to tell

18
,

*
i us something by these numbers or not.
! 19

| MR. MULLER: I am really answering your question
20.

in terms of you asked us to compare these six sites with the
21

illustrative examples in NUREG 0625 end that is what I have
22

done here.
23

'ihat I would like to do is go on because what we

a re finding as we have gone through a considerable amount of
25

t

.J
|
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l

1 study of what the population densities migh t be in the

2 vicinity of these plants is we are finding we can be

3 considerably less restrictive. So these illustrative

4 examples of NUREG 0625 are much more restrictive than ve

5 think now we will be recommending in terms of population

6 distribution.,

7 MR. OKRENT: 'd e l l , why don't you co on. !

l

8 MR. MATHIS4 May I ask one question first? I+

I

9 33. CKRENT: Sure.

10 MR. MATHIS: If you included Rhode !sland in your

11 number for Pil' gram rather than just Massachusetts would that

12 appreciably change that number?

13 d R. ULLER: No. Do you have a handle on it, Len?

14 MR. SOFFER: I am Leonard Soffer of the Siting

15 Analysis Branch. ! don't know precisely what the popuis. tion

16 density in the area of Rhode Island is but it is not very

17 different from Massachusetts and I would estimate that it 2

18 wouldn't change significantly.,

19 MR. MULLER: I guess Connecticut, Massachusetts

20 and Rhede Island are fairly comparable, are they not?a

21 MR. SOFFER: That is ccrrect, the y are.

22 MR. MATHIS: Cn an average basis.

*

23 MR. SOFFER: On an average basis.

24 MR. MATHISs But on a localired basis there is

25 terrific difference. That is what I was trying to get at.

bo
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1 33. HULLER: If cne takes all of New England then

|
'

2 that makes quite a difference, too, because you gat those
l
.

|
3 areas of Maine where there is very little population density.

4 We have been workinc now toward developing

5 specific siting population criteria. What I will give you

6 now are somewhat preliminary thoughts but we are beginning,

7 to focus in on what these population densities might be. We

8 have been guided in develocing these numbers very much by-

9 your recent publication on proposed risk from the presence

10 of nuclear plants.

11 It looks like this fine structure that we have

12 from rero to five, five to ten and ten to twenty probably

13 isn't necessary. It icoks like we can even likely get away

14 from a regional approach. Profoundly enough it seems that

15 the nunber is coming in a t around 500 per square mile out to

16 30 milas which isn't all that different obviously from Reg.

17 Guide u.7

18 It acpears howeve r th at we can acccatedate some

19 fairly significant improvement in the n. umber of prompt

=
20 fatalities for a large accident if we were to be acre

21 restrictive in very close to the plant, and by close I mean

22 something like within two miles 3r sc. So we are thinking

23 now of scme fairly restrictive population density within two

24 miles and than 500 per square mila fron two to thirty.

25 If one calculates the rirk to individuals from
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() 1 this large accident we find tha t we can be well within the

2 recommended risk criteria that you haec recommended in your

3 report. In fact, we are like an order of magnitude below

4 that.

5 M3. oKEENT: That is assuming something.

6 MR. MULLE3: This is assuming the tecident that.

7 you p roposad . Your risk goal was ten to the minus four
i

8 probability of a larve accident. I am fuzzy on the number.*

9 ME. SOFFE7s What we have done is we have asked

10 Sandia and Oames and Moore to do some studies for us and

11 these studies are still con tinuing. Pasically we have asked

12 them to look at the consequences of large a tmospheric

13 releases. We have asked Dames and Moore to lookinc at

[)\( 14 siting availability studies. We have been guided by the

15 saf ety goals tha t a re in NUREG 0739.

16 Using an assumption that a core melt has a

17 frequency of about one times ten to the minus four and th a t

18 a large atmospheric release has a probability of about one.

19 times ten to the minus five it appears that we could meet

20 the safety goal that the ACES has tentatively identified in*

21 NUREG 0739 for a maximally exposed individual at

22 approximately an exclusion radius of about a half a mile.

23 Furthermore, it appears that the societal goals

24 can be met with population densities on tre order of several

25 thousand people per square mile.

O)N
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1 Consequently we believe that the criteria that we

2 will be propocing will be well below the numbers that have

3 tentatively been idantified bi the ACES, except we believe

4 it might also be prudent, cs Ian has mentioned, to try to do

5 something in the immediate vicinity of th e reactor where it

6 looks like key fatalities are an important consideration.
.

7 Consequently we are lookinc at some wha t more restrictive
f

8 numbers in that immediate area.
.

J b3. MULLER: As I recall, it is like if one

10 calculates it about two-thirds of the acute fatalities occur
11 within two miles and roughly another third occurs cut to

12 five miles. So if one were to decrease the population

13 density within two ailes you can decrease the number of

14 acute fatalities in proportion. That is the type cf

(~N]%-
15 thinking we are working on right now.

16 MB. CKRENT: I guess I wculd have to see something

17 writtan down before I could absorb what you have just told

! 18 me.
.

19 In the first place, I wculd like to caut.7n you

20 against ta k~in g those numbers as firm recommendations. They

| *

f 21 were put out as a step in what was expected to be an interim
! 22- process and they were supposed to be a point of discussion
i

i 23 to see if in fact were these useful, riausible or whatever.
:

| 24 Secondly, I would like to advise that y o u '. '.n d
|

! 25 out. In fact, even if you think they are all right, you had

A
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1 better find out what does the Congress think, for example,

2 before you plan your 1.onc-term safety policy around thst or

3 any other set of numbers.

4 Thirdly, and most importantly, I would like to

5 warn you or anybody else that it is not intended tha t these

6 be used piecemeal. You don't take a part of that ret of
,

7 recormendations that happens to be useful for what you are

8 doing..

9 For example, there was also in that set of

10 recommendations some conditional requirements that given a

11 serious accident to the core there would be a low

12 probability of a release. Have you icoked to see whether

1

13 the reactors that you are taking about would meet that

14 conditional recuirement? Because if they don't neet that

15 conditional requirement they are viola ting part of the

16 criteria.

17 The whole principle there is it is not enouch to

18 meet one, you are supposed to meet all the criterin. So any
,

19 single one perhaps was not made as rigid as it sicht te if

20 it were the only one to be met since the intent was that if.

21 you met all'of these then ycu would have what tha staff

22 sometimes calls multiple ba rriers of defense and there

23 wacn 't a n intant that way and there was still an A1AS A

24 criteria.
I

25 Anyway, I am a little bit surprised to hear you

'N

i %-
|
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1 say that these lead you to a conclusion tha t ycu could get,{}
2 what was the number you said, 5,000? I think you said

3 thousands.

4 MR. MU LLER : let len go th rough it.

5 MR. SOFFER: These numbers are a little surprising

6 to us as well. What we have done is look at the
6

7 demographic implications and the societal health risk

8 limits, that is the enes that are listed in Table 3 of NUREG
.

9 0739. It appears, first of all, that the acute fatalities

10 or early deaths are the more limiting then the latent

11 cancers with respect to demographic criteria.

12 MR. OKEENT: To the individual.

13 MR. SOFFER: As far as meeting the goal. That is,

N
14 the early dea ths require lower demographic values, lower'

15 population density numbers than the latent cancer numbers.

16 MR. OKRENT: Go ahead.

17 MR. SOFFER: If you accept that the probability of

18 a core melt with a large atmospheric release is one times
.

19 ten to the minus six per year and are using the expected

20 value of 4 deaths, that is the goal value ---

.

21 MR. CKRENT4 I am sorry, what is ten to the minus

22 six per reactor year?

23 MR. SOFFER: That is the probability ef- a core

24 melt with a large atmospheric release.

25 MR. CKRENT: Are yo u accepting th a t ?
,

)
%/
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(} 1 MR. SOFFER: I am not accepting or acceptine. I

2 am just asying I sm going to give you three sets of numberc

3 and talk about them.

4 MR. CKRENT All righ t . Go ahead.

5 MR. SCFFER: If you acsur.e that that number is one

6 times ten to the minus six, and if you assume that the
,

7 expected number of early deaths to be achieved is 0.3, then

8 that can be mat according to our calculations using the.

9 formula as given in NURIG G739 with a population density of

10 38,000 per square mile uniformly.

11 MR. OKRENT: A problem that arises in the set of

12 numbers you just indica ted is that thare is another

13 memorandum that exists with the staf f which har ectimated

,) 14 that the probability of a serieus accident which would lead

15 to a larg', release for a certain number of plants may be

16 much larger than ten to the minus six.

17 MR. SOFFER: Yes, indeed.

18 MR. GKRENT: So you have to be a little careful
,

19 about planning a siting around numbers that you don't think

20 you are achieving and which you don't at the moment have.

21 desiges to achieve perhaps.

22 MR. 3GFFER: That is quite correct. Let me say

23 the staff certainly has no intention of proposing sites with

24 38,000 people per square mile seeing that the Island of

25 Manhattan only has a density of 26,000 people per square

a

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY. INC.-

400 VIRGINIA AVE S.W WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



29

1 mile.

O 2 Let me give you ancther calculation. If you

3 assume that the probability of a core melt with a large

4 atmospherir release is five tines ten to the minus five per

5 year, and if you take the upper non-acceptanca limit of two

6 early deaths, then using the formula given in NUEEG 0739
.

7 that can be achieved with a uniforn population density of

8 5,600 people per square mile.
.

9 Finally let me give you the hybrid case. Let me

to assume that the probability of a core melt with a large

11 a tmospheric release is five times ten to the minus five but

12 now you wish to achieve the lover limit on early deaths of

13 0.u that I mentioned before then that implies a population

'

"% 14 density of about 1,500 people per square mile.
(d

15 ~4 hat we have done is we have merely looked et

16 these to give us some sort of insight and give us a feel for

17 where we are.

18 MR. CKRENT: 'J e ll , I think that is intarestino.
.

19 Cf course, when the committee commanted on your Sitinc Task

20 Force report it I think made some comments with regard to
.

21 population denrity. I don't have the words handy, but they

22 were to the effect that one wouldn't use more populated

23 sites if one didn 't need to , for example, and I think it

24 reiterated some of its earlier comments of many years ago

25 about not putting plants near to large population centers

-
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1 and so forth.

2 So, again, I think one wants to not take a part of

3 the recommendations and use that. I think in fact what you

' 4 would find if you took the approach you have just said and

5 you were to take a typical reactor and site it around these

6 large populations that you have just described, when you put
.

7 the A.LARA condition on in C739 you woild fi nd that it was
,

8 cost effective to make lots and lots and lots of
,

9 improvements because you computed big effects possibly.

10 That is part of the packace. In other words, you

11 don't have an A1 ARA that you really apply, and I am not

12 saying I know how you would apply it. Then you have to

13 rethink how you approach the sane question.

14 Co ahead.

15 MR. MULLER: That is substantially it. I am

16 finished.

17 MR. OKRENT: Could you flash this figure back.on

18 the screen.
.

19 (Slide.)

20 Now, on the top it mentions " Illustrative Criteria
,

21 in NUEEG 0625."

22 !R. PULLER: Yec.

23 hB. OKRENT: Now, I have the 1:tpr ession that many

24 paople, and this is people in the U. S. and outside of-the
-

25 U. S., seem somehow to have thought that these were not just

O' sg
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f

_ 1 illurtra tive criteria but they were recommendations by the

'

2 staff.
.

3 33. %ULLES: That is right.

; 4 MR. CKRENT: Haven't you read that into what

!
5 various people have said?

6 MR. 'ULLER: I have read that into what

7 practically everyone has said and I am f rustrated because,

8 e vid e .-+ s 117 those who say that don't read the re pcr t.
.

9 "R. OKEENT4 The ACFS in fact when it commented on
,

10 your raport chose to comment only on the ceneral
i
'

11 recommendations and took your word that everything elre was

12 just there for purposes of dircussion.

13 %R. XULLIR For purposes cf illustration, not

14 even discussion.

15 XR. GKRENT: Well, it was marked dircussion and

16 not recommendation.

17 59. MULLIRs Yes.

18 MR. OKRE:IT: So in fact those are not the

I 19 recommencations of the staff?
i

20 MR. MULLER: That is right.
.

21 "R. CKRENT: They are illustrativei

22 MR. MULLER: That is right. They were put in so
j

j 23 that those who were readin7 the report might be better able .

24 to understand the reccomendations.

25 MR. OK E E *3 T If that is the case, what is it th a t'

O .
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() I these 3TCP sites were supposed to compare againct?

2 MR. MULLEBs Compare against the new requirements

3 that will be coming out for siting. They will compare

4 against the new proposed rule which is something that is

5 comino out in April..

6 MB. CKFENT: I see. It is still not available.
,

t

7 MR. AULLERs That is richt. You see, that is why

8 I am suggesting, too, that if the new prcrosed rule has=

9 figures in the range of 500 per square mile out to 30 miles

10 then *.11 of these sites will very readily meet that..

1

11 R. OKRr.NT: The Congress I thoucht had asked --

12 and I can't remember the exact wording -- b ut that the

13 Commission tend toward more remote siting. Am I wrong?

i
14 70 ICES No.

i

15 M.R. CKRESTs '4 h a t was it that you have asked by

16 the Congress?

17 MR. MULLER: I have it right here.

18 MR. CKRENT: You were asked to develop siting,

19 requirements independent of design.

20 YR. . MULLER: Yes. It says " Regulations.

i

21 promulcated pursuant to this section shall specify

22 demographir criteria for facility siting, including maximum

23 population density and population distribution for zones

24 surrounding the facility without regard to any design,

25 engineering or other differences among such facilities."

O
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1 MR. OKRENT: Is there a legislative history on

O
2 that bill?

3 33. :ULLIPs Yes.

4 M3. OK3ENT. Doer it give any more insight?

5 MR. 3ULL?R I am sure it does.

6 ER. SIIS Yes, it does. 3enerally the tenor of
.

7 tha legislative history or at least of the Conference
;

8 Committee report vac that this vac te be, as is indicated in
.

9 the language itself, independent of the design of the

10 facility. There should be desceraphic limits.
,

11 Now, the bill also said that,the reculations as

; 12 such de not apply to the plants where construction permits

13 applied for prior to Cctober 1st, 1979, which are all these.

14 However, we are essentially lookinc at what we

15 would get and seeing whether other changes should be made in'

18 the design of the plant which were recognired prior to that.

17 MR..SCHWENCER: In effect for new sites future

18 looking you are not supposed to take into account miticating

19 ca pa b ili tie s . The site is supposed to be on the basis of

20 wha tever these new rules are propoced to be. But for this
e

21 transition period we have a nunber of plants out there

22 perating under constructicn and these current CP
|

23 applications where the law apparently would say you can 't

24 apply this new criteria but it doesn't say you can't lock in

25 terms of the old past practice of mitigating features where
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|

,

1 you think this would make i significant improvement in,

2 safety.
,

i 3 YR. REISs In other wordr, the law limits settino

4 demographic requirements for the siting of the facility

5 itself. It does not prohibit looking at the demographics of

i

6 the situation where you plan to build the site and seeing
i T

l

|
7 what engineering features the plant needs and wha t design

I

8 features the plant needs so that it may be sited at that
.

9 location which has baen the past practice of the Commission.

! 10 93. E3ERS01Es Thst old nitigating concept was a

11 hi hly stylired thing, mitigating consequences of a

12 principal LOC?.. Is there anything afcot about addino

13 additional preventive features which is under

i 14 consideration? As we now well know the principal risk of

15 plants is what we call loosely transients and not 10CAs.

16 .M F . SCH'4ENCEPs Dan, do you have that option slide

17 you used?

j 18 (Slide.)
*

{

| 19 HR. SCH4ENCE3s I think basically wo would be
;

'

20 lookine both mitipative and preventive in terms of whether
.

21 or not there are modifications, either design or operations,

22 of the facility. That would be preventive and mitigative,
r

23 'J e a r a not beine restrictive in our thinking as to which of

24 these would go. I know in term s of Zion ar.4 Indian Point

25 risk studies both mitigative and preventive are under

A
: U
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1 censideration there and I don't think we would change our

2 thinking.

3 13. OKRENT: Could you put the previous one back

4 CD once more.
i

|,
5 (Slide.)

6 MR. OKRENT: Under the column " Maximum rector
.

7 Total" for Pilgris you show 5,342. '4 h a t is that angle in

8 that sector? Could yo u remind me? Is that 22 and a half?
.

9 MR. MULLER: Twenty-two and a half.

10 MR. OKR?iTa How m a r. y people are there within the

11 first five miles at Pilgrim total?.

12 32. %ULLER: It is 122 times whatever the a rea is.

13 ER. SOFFEEs About 80 square miles.

14 MR. OKRENT: 10,000?

15 MR. SOFFER: Approximately.

16 MR. MULLER: In fact, I think it is half the

17 sector so it would te twice this 5,342.

18 MR. OKRENT: Now, you said if we compare it
.

19 against half the density of the State of Massachusetts it is

20 less than that. Now, are you seriously proposing using
*

t

21 state lines as the definition?

22 53. MULLER: At the present time it appears from
,

23 what we have been doing it looks like we might ce able to

24 not have to use this regional approach at all but rather for

25 the entire country use something like 500 per square mile.

h
(

' o :

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

f 400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

|
t



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

36 37

,

'
1 The only possibility of a regional approach may be in

2 setting these very close limits when we are talking about a

'

3 limit between rero and two miles. Possibly then we may go

4 to a regional approach where we would make one region

'| 5 generally the northeastern part of the country whare there

6 are rela tively few sites that are available that have a
3

I 7 sufficiently low population density. As soon as you get
*

8 into the hidwest or southern part of the country o r th e 'Je s t
4

9 the population density is quite low and there is to real

10 problem in siting.

11 MR. OKRF';T: *4e are supposed to be talkinc about
,

12 NTCP sites and it is a little bit hard to divorce it from

! 13 the other.
J

14 let me ask you another question. Do any of these

|
15 sites sfford let's say what you would call serious questions

16 with regard to groundwater or this sort of thing in the

17 event of a serious accident or are they all good sites in

; 18 that regard?
.

19 M E. ''ULIE3 s Scaeone is supposed to jump up and
1 .

question?20 answer that
.

21 (laughter.)

22 53. BIVINS. My name is Bill Bivins. I am the

23 jumper-upper..

24 (lauchter.)

25 We have =ade an assassment as opposed to an

i

.
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1 evaluation of these sites and there are no characteristics

2 on these sites which leap out and sug;est unusual problems

3 at any o f the particular sites. I would stress we have not,

4 cone throush one of these sites and done a detailed

5 :e-evaluation of the proundwate r, but there is nothing in

6 the current evalua tion that suggests any particular probles
,

i 7 with these sites.

8 3R. OKEENT: Now, there is a draft Sandia report,
,

9 I think it is still a draft, which purportedly looked at the

10 existing sites and said about half of these are really very

11 good sites and that even if ycu had a serious accident and a

12 lot of radioactivity got into the grcund it wouldn't move to

13 drinking water in any time period in which you were

() 14 concerned. Do these all fall into that, I will call it,

15 desirable ca tegory? Can you say that?

16 53. EIVINS: I once cppeared b* fore you and found

17 nyself in the unenviable position of 6crending that

18 particular report that you just made reference to. I swore
,

19 at that time I would never do that again.

20 (lauchter.)
,

21 That report has not been finalized and has not

22 been endorsed by the resource agency and to my knowledge no

23 one at iRC has accepted the information in that report.

24 Eowever, to try to answer your question ---

25 (lauchter.)
,

GV
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'

1 these sites display, to the best cf my"-

!

2 knowledge, orcundwa ter characteristics which would :

3 essent* ally make the chances of serious consequences th rough

4 the groundwa ter pa th way approach zero. None of them are

5 significantly bad that they should fall, to my knowledge,

j 6 into the ca tegory which the researcher a t Sandia attributed
,

7 to them.,

8 YR. LEAR: That is based upon the time that is
,

.

9 available for getting in there and doinc some mitigation

10 like slurry walls and pumping out of the croundwater. There
,

11 were severs 1 in tha t very quick survey tha t was done last

12 summer which were identified as having groundwater passagei

13 time in the order of months from the site to an aquifer that
,

!

() 14 is being used for drinking purposes or a river that is

15 leading to a drinking source. You have to get in and so

16 something rather than taking a passive approach.

17 Mh, OKEE:iT You have to get in and do somethina

18 for which sites, the good sites or the not-so-good sites?
.

19 53. LEAR: The bad sites. Among those that I

20 labeled poor from the viewpoint of doing something about it
,

21 a re Perkins, 711 grim and Pebble Springs. Those three again,

! 22 as I said at the outset, are based upon the quick evaluation

i 23 last summer of the time it takes to go f rom the site itself

i

24 to a drinking water source of some type.
;

25 The 'next step ultimately would be a full-blown
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1 review of the tyce that is being done at Zion and Indian

2 Point to see what would happen if you had no r.itige.tive

3 action and the fluid was allowed te go to that drinking

4 water source.

5 .Y 3 . t ' $ 2 :: T Are you talking about a drinking

6 wat9r source for a few people, a few hundred people or a few
.

7 thousund people, ten thousand people?
3

8 YE. LEAR: That is site dependent, of course.
,

9 d?. CKRENT: But on the sites you mentioned. You
.

10 mentioned two on the board thare.

11 M3. LIAR: Well, several of them are on the

12 Columbia River. I don't know offhand how many communities

13 draw water from the Columbia 31ver. Howe ve r, in those

14 particular instanres it is a icng time between the site and
:

15 the river itself to travel in the ground.

t

j 16 53. CKRENT: You said though that there was a

17 period of only some months.

; 18 MR. lELE: Yec, for Perkins, Filgrim and Febble
:

-

19 Springs.

20 52. 2CHWINCEP: It seems to me I saw something,
,

!

21 G eo rg e , tha t at P ilg r.ui there would be no potable water.

| 22 MR. PIVINS: Let me speak again becauce ! think

|

| 23 George is talking about groundwater travel time as the key

24 here. In fact, the case which is mentioned, Pilgrim, which
:

25 has the shortest travel time, the trancport is to Cape Cod

-
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1 Bay which isn 't used for po table water. I think we may be
,

2 talkine to two different issuas here.

3 MR. OKRENT. Is there a considera tion like that

4 for the FMP though for Pilgrim then for seafood? Would that
>

5 be significantly affected.
~

6 MR. LEAR: We have not as yet done that type of an

*
7 analysis. That has been our approach on some selected

8 plants that up for CL's right now. *4e do an analysis of the

.

9 site to determine the effect en the environment under

10 certain assumed source terms and compare it to the FMP with

11 the pathway analysis to get a relative magnitude of the

12 effects but we have not done that as yet.

13 MR. OKRENT: Maybe we can come back to the first

14 vievgraph that gave yov.r preferred alternative. No w acain

15 could you tell me what you think Fo. 3 means and if I were

16 an NTCP owner how I would interpret this and try te figure

17 out whst is going tc happen or however you want to cut ft?

18 (Slide.)
> .

19 MB. MULLER: I think to repeat somewhat I guess

20 what Sob said, we are goin; through this prccess at the

21 present time for Indian Point, Zion and new Limerick of
I

| 22 relooking at the design of the plant vic-a-vis the siting

23 and will likely continue to do this for some other plants

24 and we would pick uc these in the same manner.

25 So if you ask me to give a specific criteria or a
,

O
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() 1 basis for what we are doine I guess I can't cive you a

2 straight answer at the present time. But I see this real?.y

3 as a centinuation of thia process that we are currently
i

| 4 doing for Indian Point, Zion 2nd Limerick. I think that one

5 has to keep in the back of one's mind that except possibly

8 for Pilgrim all these sites are relatively low population
,

7 density sites. They fall probably well below the average

8 sites that we currently have licensed..

9 33. CKRENT. Does the subcommittee think they knew

'

10 what this means so thay ceuld explain it to the full

11 committee?

(Laughter.)12 ,

13 MR. V3LL5 irs I hate to see you co to the full

) 14 committee with that impression

15 (Laughter.)

16 : think what Oan and ?ob were trying to say, at

17 least as ! heard it, and I thought they did, was two

| 18 things. 7e feel at this peint in time, based on what we
,

I
! 19 think we will be recommandinc is interim criteria for the
:

20 proposed rule on citing, that it doesn't look lika thase.

21 sites will be outliers in terms of population density or

22 other criteris that we will be proposing for the citing
,

I
23 rule.

I 24 Howaver, if there are certain features of these
1

25 sites which do not fall within the criteria proposed for the

! ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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1 interim rule wa would then want the licensees to co back and

2 take a look at th e devia tien s and the implica*. ions of these

3 deviations for their particular plant and give the staff

. 4 their evaluation of their plant vis-a-vis the proposed
1 .

5 rule. If we found anything that really stuck out we would

6 then handle it in the same fashion that we handlad 2 ion and
=

7 Indian Point and other plan ts.
,

8 Je feel for a couple of reasons, one, that we f eel
,

9 the plants will f all within the propored criteria and,

10 secondly, with the implication of the law as we read it to

11 perceive the CP's, we think it is prudent and rearonahle for

12 us to go forward on the CF's.

j 13 If something has to be done to the plants from an

14 engineering standpoint because of an undesirable rite

15 feature, we feel it is reasonable to postpone that until

, 16 after the CF is irsued unless the CP drags out f or an amount
t

17 of time and the siting rule becomes ineff ective or sonething

18 like that. Ultimately there may be some specific
*

,

|
- 19 prandfathering and the specter would he the site ' rule itself

20 which will perhaps deal with these plants in specifics
,

21 MR. OKRTNT. Mr. Mathis.
,

|

22 MR. ATHIE: Well, the licensees have been'

23 particularly critical of the lack of stability in the

24 overall regulatory process. Mere is another case of where

25 it seems to me we are starting off with all kinds of if 's

O .

|

{
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,

,

i

(
,

.
1 and and's and assumptiens that basically are quicksand. How

1
1

| 2 you can come up with this and derive anything that prevides :
i

i s.

| 3 any stability to the licensee who wants to enter into a

1

4 construction ;ermit just escapes me ct the moment.
i

5 ! know you would like to hear something more
f

6 positive, but I am just tryinq to give you an opinion so far
,

i 7 and I feel like it is quicksand.

8 I.

..
'

9
;

i

i 10 i

:
'

11
4

) 12
e

I i

i 13

14
t

i 15
?
i

16j

i 17
|

4
. 18

,

I 19

| 20.
,

21

22

23

i

) 24

25

.. i
4

.

i

!
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1 MR. SCHWENZER: Al Jchwenzer of the Staff again.

( ') 2 I think one of the elements of stability is that we
\J a

3 | are saying site determination essentially is based on existing |
I |

4 criteria, existing rules, and that the additional things that I
I

e 5 think we have acknowledged are still future tense; that one, two, !
s i i

j 6 three iteration policy that we would intend to present to the

E<

7 Commission would in effect say at some later time, when these
,

nj 8' criteria, NUREG 0675, or whatever it turns out to be in the i

i.

1,-

0 9-
2,

proposed rule, when those are available, then and only then |

E 10 - would the licensees or the applicants in these cases be asked
z
= i

3 11 , to address those things. So there was a conscious effort to try
2

.- ,

12 j to create scme stability in allowing them to proceed, consistentj

E i
_ 13 with the FY '80 Authorization Act, to proceed with the sites

~

i ;-
v :n

g 14 themselves.
w
N |
g 15 So that,I would think if I were an Applicant, would be
E

g' 16 a very significant thing. We are not imposing site mo /ing kinds
A

d 17 of things here. It's in the framework of preventive or mitigative
- E |

E 18 ! things for the existing site. That has a lot of ramifications |= '
*

- .

iM
19g for a plant, for example, like Black Fox that has an LWA, LW-1. '

.

a
20 ! The work, I understand, is essentially completed. I would think ,

!
l

21'| that would be fairly comforting to know that we are not looking |
|

22 l at some new rules as a second look to see whether or not the !
l .

23)i site should be literally moved. We are proceeding on the basis
'

i

24 ) -- we would be proceeding on the basis of the existing criteria |

h 25 and requirements as it indicated on that first slide. .

i

|

I
i:
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h
I i MR. OKRENT: Okay. Why don't we go on and see how it

!

2 goes.
I

l
3 MR. PURPLE: Now I'd like to move on then back toi

i

4 where the agenda would have called for reliability engineering

i

i e 5 topic.
s I

j 6[ MR. ERNST: I don't have any slices or anything
a d-

$ 7| prepared with regard to performing reliability risk assessments
s !

j 8I on NTCPs. I think the comments I might have would also nerhaps,

d
:[ 9| apply, at least in some regard, to plants under construction at
2 i

'

@ 10 the present time.
z
= ,

j 11 I I think everyone, including the industry, is desirous
a

y 12 of performing some kind of reliability risk assessments. I think
:

S 13 iO: the big question is what methodology and when.
,

x
| 5 14 | The qdestion of criteria, what we would do with the
! $ I

E 15{ assessments once we have them, is an excellent question. I guess.

z
I

j 16| it is the Staff's view that while we want to move ahead rather
A ;,

| d 17 | rapidly in the area of risk assessment and reliability assessment,.

1 N
5 18 we also want to move ahead hopefully in as disciplined a way as
:

l

{"
*

19 i we can, with some criteria in mind, and some methodology in mind.
'= i

20| In that regard, I guess we picked the option for NTCPs
i i

i

21! that is expressed in the original proposal, but modified somewhat
! I

22 ! based on the Staff considerations and public comment received.
I

23 ' I guess there are three ways one could go for NTCPs.

24fOnecouldsaywedon'thavethemethodology;wedon'tasafety
(.s-)

'

25 goal, therefore let's not do any' 'g s the present time. Ia

,

i ,
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1

1 guess that option is rejected by Staff, feeling that we have to
I ,

() 2 move forward in some kind of a reasonable manner.

i3 The second option would be to perform a full-blown !8

$ 1

4! risk assessment on all plants, all NTCPs, at some time, certainly '

5| perhaps prior to OL licensing, and that is an option.s
'

N

j 6' There is some problems with that kind of an option:
*

E Y

i 7j Number one, with reasonably standard methodology being developed
s : ,j 8' in a timely way to apply it; and secondly, Staff believes that.

d I
d 9I there is a constraint on resources, both within the Staff, as

i z,
!

@ 10 well as within the industry to perform such assessments.
z

*g i

4 11 Therefore, there's going to have to be some priorities.
3 ,

I

j- 12 ; Priorities might include population density. However,

E i

C~'J =gj13 ! after listening to this presentation, one wonders how much that

z
,

j 14 | might weigh. I don't know.
c

15 Differences in design might be one factor to consider
i

j 16 ! in stablishing priority, and the fact that a plant is in a
s i

, { 17 licensing phase might be another consideration priority, but we
: !j 18 | have not really straightened out priorities. There's up to a

|

19 | hundred or more plants identified operating and in the licensing
:

.
, n

'
a ,

a #

20| process to consider from a priority standpoint, to allocate

I
21 ! resources effectively. So I guess we are very reluctant to state |

!I !

22 f that we would require a full-blown risk assessment for NTCPs.)

|

23 Therefore, the proposal that Staff is making is that

24 as a minimum, we require some kind of a reliability analysis

(:) 4 i.
.

| 25 ] of critical systems, and we have an option open that based on
1.

.
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I

I

I ; priority judgments, availability of a reasonably agreed-upon

2 methodology, and useful allocation of resources, that we modify
;

|'

\

3| the rule slightly to allow the -- my hope is a fairly high
.

4|! probability fact that you might indeed do a full-blown risk .

| g 5i assessment on each of these plants at some time during the construc-
# i

j 6: tion and OL licensing review phase.
*

R i=
E 7

| So that is basically what the Staff position is right
s !

j 8fnow, that we at least require a simplified reliability assessment.

G
'

x 9,
~. | on critical systems to get some feel of weaknesses in the system
3
@ 10 and compare them to other studies and at other plents to see how
_3

! II | they stack up against other studies, but have the option remaining
B !
" 12E i to require a larger scale reliability, or perhaps risk assessment,
4 i

('J -l ! 13 ! depending on the circumstances in the future.
:

f 14 i MR. OKRENT: Now what is the intent of this requirement?
c |

{ 15 What do you think it will accomplish?
*

i

k I6 | MR. ERNEST: I guess the intent is that experience, I
i z 'i
| .

$ I7 | guess, has demonstrated that there are nuances in design and' -

5 18 |'

f j improvements that can be made in the design, if one locks
!c

I- n
j9 |. closely enough at it, in a reliability sense, that Enprovementsg

e
|

,

20| can be made, and why not during the essentially final design
i

21 construction phase, but before licensing for operation, uhy not

22hrequirethiskindofreliabilityassessmentbedonebylicensees ;

i

23 as a minimum.
I

24
h MR. O:KRENT: But there's nothing in the words-that

3
1 -

25 3 asks the applicants to modify their design. It asks them to do

I
i
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I,

I a reliability -- simplified reliability assessment or somethingj

2 like that.
I

3| MR. ERNEST: That's correct. We do not, as a rule,

4 try and say what will be done depending on the results, and I
:

5! would submit that I think it would be in the interest of thes
s !

i-

g 6 designer at that stage, if they found a weakness, to correct it;
'

i q
i 7 or certainly from a r egulatory standpoint if there was a weakness'

~
fj 8! and not correct it, that we know about it at the OL stage,.

d i

?,
9: MR. E3ERSOLE: Mr. Chairman, as part of the TMI-22

i

5 10 ;-
I findings, it was found and is now well knownthat there was

z i

= i

j 11j something like a factor of 1 to 100 in the reliability of the aux
8 i

j 12 | feedwater systems. I think everybody now well knows that.
5 i

Cq"j | Does what you're proposing here really sort of13 '
- i

Z l

5 I4 I extrapolate those sorts of studies into other systems in the
t !
=
.g 15 ; plants to attempt tu define what the spread of apparent
=
y 16 | reliability is in such systems as service water, component
* .

- h
17 cooling, environmental controls, DC and AC power supplies, et

5 i
f

18 ' cetera? Is it really sort of an extrapolation of the aux feedwater
'

| jc
19 !s

s study? |
.

5 Y |

20| MR. ERNST: That is sort of what it is.
:

2I ! MR. EBERSOLE: Do you have any guidelines for the

22 j applicants?
!

23 MR. EFNST: That's the next question, clearly is what

24| is the acceptable reliability of these various sytems, and the

25 answer to that is no, at the present time, we do not.
5

i
ij
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|

1| As a matter of fact, I find it a little disturbing j

i ) 2 that we don't even for aux feedwater at this time.

3 MR. EBE RSOLE: The applicants now will know what i

!

4 happened to the aux feedwater study. Perhaps they can step for- !

e 5 ward as volunteers and make proposals as what to do based on that
s
j 6 as a starting point, although I haven' t heard any such of fers. I

R'

$ 7 wonder why.
E :l

j 8| MR. ERNST: I can't answer that question.
,

u
: 9i MR. OKRENT: Well, let me ask the Staff what it is --

Iz'
|O

g 10 (' you know, is it really being done here -- is this something
z .

=
@ II | sort of cosmetic, or is it meaningful? If it's meaningful, how?
E i

N 12 MR. ERNST: I wouldn't want to term it as cosmetic.
=

emf 13 ' I think over the years we will get a better handle on what kind

M
5 14 , of goals one would want to shoot for from the standpoint of
$ i

{ 15 reliability of other systems. I think it is a long-term goal,
=

4

j 16 k at least in the Task Action Plan, to look at reliability
w

. N 17 engineering, and clearly if you're going to look at reliability
$ !i

{ 18 [ engineering, you've got to look at it from the standpoint of |
=

-

i
'

19 f what kinds of goals are you shooting for in the standards. {
b

'

g
5 I

i

20 | The fact that we don't have the answer today, I don't j

:

21 ! think should preclude doing the kinds of studies that are
'

i

22 recommended, but not superficially, but hopefully frcm the |
t,I

23 standpoint that we will be in better shape to decide what is

24 reasonable and what is not reasonable from the standpoint of
a

|h |25 | the subcommittee at a later time.
! l
-| 1

1 i
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1$ MR. OKRENT: I can't see how what you are proposing,

() 2 can have an effect on these plants, at least from what the Staff
i

3! is asking, except at some later point after it's designed and
1 I

4) built, and then you decide on some kind of a backfit.
t

E 0| In other words, I don't see any front-fit criteria or
u <

j 6 recommendations or whatever it is.
% 5

7| Now it's my impression that a ''ariety of groups
"

n i
a 8'M have said the single failure criterion as the Staff now employs.

J

}" 9| it is not necessarily universally suitable or sufficient. I think
c 4

* 10 1
j p even some members of the Staff say that.
E !

g 11 |
z

How do you feed that into what you asked to be done

d 12 I
; in the reliability area, if at all?z

: -

: 13 i
MR. ERNST: Well, I think extrapolating from the{} ;

= 14 |
single failure criterion is indeed getting into the reliability ord ;

=

g 15'! risk arena, and that may -- well, I don't think Staff has a
9

16j position regarding single failure or other kinds of deterministic

d 17
- d ways of looking at things.

=
$ 18 -

t I'm just' suggesting that maybe one way to find out f-

s '

"
19- j ; about any weaknesses in the single application of single failure

20 'I
criteria is the risk or reliability overlap, and unless one does

21 I
i this, hopefully somewhat systematically on a number of plants,
i

22 ti
considering the uncertainties and things of that <ature, it'sd

23 '
difficult to make good regulatory decisions.

24 '
I don't think, however, that should preclude one from

25
. starting the analysis or starting evaluating systems to see what.

3

!i
!t
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I does lie out there, and I think that's what this is aimed at,

(} 2 not the decision criteria and what you will do, but at least
'

3 ,| establish an analytical base for systems analysis to find out !

i |
4I what lies out there as to forward fit or front-fit versus back-

i

n 5l fie,
'

A

j 6 The requirements would be cdded. The only requirement
: E.

! E 7| on the CP stage would be the requirement to commit to do this
'

i ;~

i 8 !a program.
,

d
9i-

MR. OKRENT: To do the analysis?.

z ,

=
y 10 ! MR. ERNST: To do the analysis and commit as to how it

'

E
_

l 5 II | would be done, the timeframe it would be done, setting forth
3 i

E 12 '| some objectives of the program, and this would be looked at by the
"

4 i

g 13 ! Staff.

I
5 I4 ; MR. PURPLE: If I may add one further elenent of what'sj

E i^

15g asked for here, it says the program to ensure that the results of,

i = ,

f 16 such studies are factored into the final designs means to me
I

i

| * ;

C 17 'y that we are speaking there more of a forward fit than a backfit.'
,

,

=
| IO i |-

| $ i MR. ERNST: Yeah, I was just going to work myself into
t |t

' "

19 I that. I was just going to work myself into that.I 2*

'20 MR. PURPLE: I'm sorry,
f i

MR. ERNST: The words are there, and I think the !2I f
22 construction permit licensees would certainly be more interested;

23 in reasonable front-fits than subsequent backfits. I think
i

24 43 they have to realize that we would be serious about this program

O 25
1

i and should look at it from the standpoint of improving systems as
: u

i
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i

I' they are designed, rather than later.
I

O 2: Ma. sessSots, We11. in that context, has ineustry

3 come forth with any voluntary proposals, or are they simply
i

4I standing around waiting for you to create a basis to extrapolate?
i

g 5j For instance, the aux feedwater studies. There are many such
N

j 6! systems that could stand such studies, at least a dozen I can
5s

i 7 think of.
'

;
.j 8| MR. sRNST: Yeah, there are a number of risk studies

,

d i

:; 9! underway which clearly underlying that. has to be reliability
2

i

$ 10 { analyses of these systems.
z ,

'E
4 II i You know, one could just say, "Do a risk study for
3
y 12 j every plant." My personal feeling is that the less sanguine --
E i

; y3 :
E that may give you some warm feelings, I don't know, but I would,'

Cz- ,

; !! I4 i I think, much rather be able to compare it against some kind of
E

]; 15 reasonably established methodology, so I know when I'm comparing
=

a| 16 | one things, and I haven't got an orange versus an apple in
z i

.f
I7 comparing things.

;,

t = :

IO We just feel like we want to do something constructive

I9 'i-

| in this area. Asking for full-blown risk studies without'

s
"

!

20 | establishing the ground rules for such studies, we think, might

2I||
|

be not as constructive a use of manpower as maybe taking tha !
!

first few steps ala this program, and maybe if methodology |22

| 23 develops usefully in the next few years, and resources are

24 available, converting this slightly smaller step into a more

25 ) meaningful larger step, perhaps at some later time. At least
.

l .

| t
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I
i

1 | have the flexibility of doing that, if things develop properly.
!

2| MR. OKRENT: Let's see. It's over five years since4

3 f the final version of WASH 1400 was published, and it's getting

4| on two years since TMI occurred.

g 5 |i Apparently as of now, the Staff does not have either a
H

j 6; general philosophy or specific approaches to individual systems
- .

g
7

' .

i of the plant with regard to what it thinks either is adequate' "

; I'

j 8) or what it thinks should be modified, let's say, in future plants,i
'

d
y 9i aside from the existing single failure criterion, the standard
I !

@ 10 | review plan, whatever.
E '

h Il Correct me if I'm wrong, but at least I haven't seen
is

N 12 | written down something that goes beyond what was written down
= i

:

C :j
13 | at TMI, except there are specific changes in practice that you

14:|
$

'
have asked to be made, for example, as in the feedwater systems,5

.

j 15 you are not accepting certain things that you did not accept, '.t r
1

3; 16| perhaps unknowingly or whatever.
-

f. .

f I7 What is the procedure by which the Staff will decide
,

= !

5 I8 what it's going to think should be done and when will thati

P '

"g 19 procedure come to fruition, in your opinion? And is there a plan-

n

20 in effect which will get one to fruition?
!

*

Let me say -- let me rephrase the question!2I MR. ERNST:
|

22 and make sure I understand it. Is the question really a better

23 * quantification or clarification of the tackfit policy? When do

24 you make changes?;

25 MR. OKRENT: No. I'm asking about design requirer me
-

,
i
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1 for reactors from the reliability point of view.
!

() 2 In other words, that the various systems be reliable

3 ;i enough for the function they serve.
,

3
i

4| MR. ERNST: Okay. I think the answer to that is yes, !

I

g 5j we have a plan. Whether it's extremely formalized and things like
w

j 6 i that may be certainly debata.,le. The action plan calls for a
R.

$ 7 reliability engineering program that so far is to a large extent'

sj 8; words, from the standpoint of the fact that you really have to
,

*4

I,
91 have some reliability goals before you can establish programs and0

@ 10 ' require licensees to test and design and maintain and so forth to
E .

! 11 a given reliability.
3

y 12 i But I find it hard to separate reliability from risk,
=

! and risk from safety goals. So I think that there are -- I'm not
0 =

13
i

s /z i

5 14 ! saying we should not do any of these other things because of
$ |
j 15 i lack of a safety goal, but I tnink the three are tied pretty much
E |
j 16 i hand in hand, and I think we are working in all of these areas,
i

, N 17 | and I don't think it's dormant.
i

E 18 MR. OKRENT: No, I didn't say it was dormant, but I j

= ,

19 [' asked if there was in fact some kind of a well-defined programH
'

; ;
a !!

20 j that would develop what you would call meaningful guidance in
i i

!

21|l the design area,that presumably is the reason for your requesting!
9 1

22 " this study by the NTCP owners. |

23 In fact, it is unclear to me just how the Staff
4

24 | expects to arrive at these requirements. I have heard people

- 25 say, well, IREP is going to give us insight and NREP will give
,
.:
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i

I us more insight, and I have to agree that by studying these

() 2' plants you will find first how they differ, and how in an
I
l

3 incomplete sense, how some seem to be better than others for
i

!4, certain systems.
I

5g I say incomplete because I think IREP and NREP, as
H t

j 6 they are currently constituted, may in fact not only not review
i E !i

E 7 all aspects of the systems; they may even miss specific aspects
;

j 8 of specific plants and come up with the wrong answer.-

4 i

z.
9I MR. ERNST: That's possible. Of course, NREP has not*

I

$ 10 ! been formulated yet. We have IEEE or NRC or AIF --t

3 '
<

.=
4

II ,
! MR. OKRENT: I'm just extrapolating frem what I see in

1 3 :
I

j. 12 j IREP. But I would have thought it possible the Staff would have
= i

' M |

{ }|
I3 some program specifically aimed at trying to develop -- change

- I4|; the criteria if it thinks changes are needed, and I guess I
z, jj
x ,,

{ 15 | don't see it, and I cannot, therefore, quite see just what is
_ .

i

E I0 | the meaning of this particular requirement on the NTCP owners,i

t A ;

'
h

I7 in what way -- whether it's good or bad.-

= |

} 18 | In other words, I can take two different points of |
; '

h I9 view and not argue for either one. I could say, well, gee, there
'

"
I

20 is certainly a thinking that the --- there could be improvements
i

in design over the past. Why aren't you requiring these? Why |2I
n

22 haven't you designed these? Hasn't there been enough time?

23 ' or I could take the point of view, well, we have a

24 -3 lot of clants running, and maybe their safety record is okay.

C. ~

4

25
|

Why are you requiring any changes? You know, there are othert

i -

ii ALDERSON E!E."ORTING COMPANY. INC.
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1 . positions, too, but I don't see now --
!

(]) 2| MR. ERNST: Let me see if this is the problem that you

I3, are addressing. The Staff is presently proposing or will propose
!

4 shortly that we go back and take a look at reliability and risk

:

s 5| assessments that have been done, specifically some sort of a'

5 !
j 6: regulatory sense, and identify the weak points in design and

A i.

$ 7| come up with some -- call them requirements or guidance or*

'~

j 8| cautions or whatever, say when you are designing plants, here are
- i

a .

: 9- the 12 things we have identified during the whatever to pay
i

h 10 | attention to.
z |
: !

j 11 or one could say, based on our review of aux systems,
j

E i

f 12 ; aux feed systems, we think that Y reliability should be the
~= t

sj 13 ) minimum that you design for. You should demonstrate that you
=
z i

3 14 ! meet this.
t i

2 15 ' Is this the kind of thing that --
5 !-

!

j 16 | MR. OKRENT: Could be, but --
A

i 17 MR. ERNST: I think Staff shares the concern, I know I ,
- x ,

= ,

E 18 ! do, that at some_ point you have to convert these reliability i
i

| 1
_

=

$ 19 | studies into some kind of regulatory requirement, whether it be f-
,

=

20| prescriptive in nature or whether it be goal-oriented in nature.;

',

21 ! I guess we haven't really sorted out. I think there i

!

!
22 i are some merits to reliability numbers which clearly have to

i

23 relate to risk of that particular sequence and things of that

24 [ nature, but I think we are thinking about how do you take this

25 j experience and turn it into regulatory requirements.
1
||
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;

Ij Again I don't know if I have answered your concern

( 2 | or even addressed it.

3| MR. EBERSOLE: Dave, I thought the studies on aux
;

4 '! feedwater and their findings would have provided a clear insight

5| as to what could have been done next, and not this nebulousg
'

si
e
g 6! matter of just making generalized requirements on your reliability

> R
$ 7| studies.
2. |

f, 8' If we take all these plants and look at them now the;

c
$

9;
! way they are built, it's something like between eight to a dozen

$ e

$ 10 | systems in the plant that contribute in various ways to, for
3_ .

] II instance, the rejection of shutdown heat out of the plant, for
a
j 12 | any kind of shutdown, short of a LOCA.
=

13 These systems make partial contributions to what i

%.J;
I4 |5 should be another function, which is a dedicated heat shutdown'

$
15 removal complex, for that purpose, not to be used every day or

j 16| every month, but when systems come apart. .

1: i

I7 I certainly would have thought that the studies.on
>

~

C i

3 18 ; aux feedwater would have proceeded almost routinely to some of ;

iC
I9 ':i-

3 the studies on component cooling,'of which we have a very modest!'

"
a

20 h study already inside ACRS, which will proceed in time to service
# |

2I! water, environmental controls, et cetera, et cetera, on up to the|
3 |

22 0 eight to 12 systems, which I again emphasize each only furnishes
!

23 j some partial contribution to what should be a unified function.
3

24 Either the Staff or the industry should come forward

o'v 25 with scmething less nebulous and we appear to be wandering around,
-.
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,

1 . and until that occurs, I don't see anything but a stalemate.
i

( 2| MR. ERNST: I think this is a first step towards going

3|j down that road that you are talking about.
i

4i MR. SCHWENZER: Well, I guess the Staff considered

I

5| this to be a worthwhile step to ask for these simple fact studies.s
s
j 6! It may not be everything that you'd like to have, but it seemed --

E 7|
*
*

6 in fact, if my memory serves me correctly, I think this was an
~

.

,5 8! item that was suggested that we look harder at by the ACRS. I.

d !

$ 9i don't believe originally in the early look at NUREG -- what
2 !

@ 10 | became NUREG 0178 -- 718 that even that much was a requirement.
z .

-= i

@ II| I believe that was added after our early meetings with the
8 |

N 12 I committee -- subcommittee.
5, ,i

g sg 13 i MR. ERNST: I hope my comments haven't indicated I
(./: i

T

5 I4 |( didn't think it was a worthwhile study. That's right.
$ i

15 | MR. SCHWENZER: I was just trying to put a context. I

_

y 16 thought this was something -- a step along the way that we oughu
A ,

- N 17 to consider.
x
E !

3 18 MR. ERNST: I think we are agreeing with you. ;

C i

* "
l 19 MR. SCHWENZER: Now there may be something better as wea

5 ;

! i

20 ! go along, and I think the -- this little insert page that you |
i !,

21 find in the thing tries to reflect that there may be a better !

h !!

!22 ' approach. We are not trying to freeze it on the studies. If
I

:

23 ' something better comes along, the Staff ar.1 the industry has a
|

24 ! better approach before this work would be scheduled, we are
fs

b 25j certainly open to'looking at that.
i
;

i

| I
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1 MR. OKRENT: Well, I suggest that we take a break, and,

/~'t i

5Y 2 we may or may not try to resume this before we go on to the next,

!
3 topic.

,

i i

4| 10 minutes or so. !
I

|g 5, (Recess.)
n

$}
0T.2 MR. OKRENT: The meeting will resume.

,

s y ,

5 7| We were talking to Mr. Ernst. I wonder if I could ask
Aj 8' him whether for the NTCP plants, the Staff envisages special.

d
" 9~. approach by the utilities to what are now called unresolved
?
C 10 -y safety issues for the eight items on the Staff's list. You know,

=

5 II . what I mean, in the TAPS A-1 through 40, whatever is the number
B :

E" 12 'l these days.
: '

("s: 13 i
|E

- MR. PURPLE: I'm aware of no plans to take these
s. _

3 14
@ NTCPs on that subject in any special ways. In other words, the;

e
: 15
h j USIs are coming to fruition, and they are being applied to all
_

T 16 ,
B plants as they get resolved, but there is no plans I'm aware of
z
' '

17-

d to devote some kind of unique attention to these set of cps for
*

=
$ 18 '

those subj.ects. i=
- i i

' "

19 | Ij MR. OKRENT: Now in auxiliary feedwater systems, for 8

20 i some reason the Staff, after Thrae Mile Island, looked at the
,

21 ! |
i existing plants and decided that certain minimum changes should bei
0 |22 i
r made on a short-term basis. |

e

23 i
What is the rationale for having looked at those systems,

1

24 |
' '

q but not at other systems?r3
25 !

'

sm

| MR. EBERSOLE: I could be cynical.

I
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I

I| (Laughter.)

( 2I MR. OKRENT: Well, I don't want to be cynical. I may

3 be getting skeptical, but I'm too young to be cynical.
,

i I

I4| (Laughter.)
i

g 5| MR. PURPLE: Well, I think it was -- probably it was
S :

j 6i the recognition of the major contribution that the aux feedwater
*

E.

E 7 system in the TMDC itself had been causing the problem that led us

5 I
g 8; to look at that system hard, and I know of no other reason for-

d 1

k 9! that.
2

@ 10 | MR. EBERSOLE: It's like the death at the intersection
z

'

E II |4 | before you put in a traffic light.
3 i

N I2 MR. PURPLE: I'm sorry?
= 4

'

13 |
}j MR. EBERSOLE: It's like the death at the intersection

-
,

5 I4 i*
before you put in a traffic light.,

! _o |

15 MR. PURPLE: Yes.

g 16 | MR. OKRENT: Let me ask this question: Is the intent
1
" 17 of the reliability studies that you have requested that for PWR
@

-

= i

| { 18 i in the NTCP group, the reliability of the auxiliary feedwater
'

| = |
. r j9

g system would be as good as the best of the systems you looked at
r- |

0! to the extent one is able to assess this, or just that they compare
i

21 | it with these?
d>

22 MR. ERNST: The requirement is for a comparison. What

23 you do with the results that come in, the Staff has no standard
24 at the present time, but it would strike me that it would be a

25 y very desirable thing to develop.
;:

!

; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

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



.. . - .

arl8 $}.e ,

l

I MR. OKRENT: Why should it not be as good as the

(} 2' best of those that you looked at? Could you tell me?

3 MR. ERNST: Well, I guess it's difficult to nave '

4 everything as good as the best, but other than that, it's not
i

g 5| exactly a proper answer.
H i

j 6 MR. EBERSOLE: I don't 'hink the best came about because.

andtheothershappened|
'

E.

5 7*
it was difficult. It rather just happened,

-

O to be poorer because of random rather than organized process.,

u -

" 9
~. MR. ERNST: I think that's probably true.
E i

@ 10[ MR. EBERSOLE: And so what needs to be done is to'z
= '

! II
t organize those processes, rather than permit randomness to

8
i

"
E 12 ! continue.
E !

g-)gf13 MR. ERNST: And this gets back, I think, to the
\- x

5 I4 ! before-break conversation, is there some useful regulatory
_

h 15 requirements that one could s'/.sn from those studies? And I.

=

E I0
! submit that that should be done.

*
i

. f I7 ' All I'm saying is that it has not been done in an
=

{ 18 | organized way today so that we could set such standards for the |
C I

h* NTCP at this time.
!"

20 '| MR. OKRENT: Okay. Well, I think we will probably
Ir

' :21 1
I ; come back to this topic again. Why don't we go on to 'he next

:
22 !

j one.
,

! i

23 ' MR. PURPLE: The next topic would be degraded core

24 LL rulemaking. Jim Meyer will discuss the alternatives we have

(, 25 been <:onsidering.
d

,
!

| L ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC.

|

|
L



i

!

arl9 | r e.r . 62
!
i

I| MR. MEYER: My name is Jim Meyer of the NRC Staff,

O
\_/ 2I and what I would like to do this morning is to run through the

3 four options that are presently being considered in the area of i

| I

4| degraded core rulemaking, and the implications of that rulemaking,j
5 j|g and the requirements derived from that rulemaking on the near-term

E h
j 6 | cps and the manufacturing licenses.,

* R 7|. =
5 j On page C.4 of the Draft NUREG 0718, that's dated
~

,

$ 8IJanuary5th, you will see that the requirements under 2.B.3,-

-J .

9:e
I rulemaking proceedings on degraded core accidents, that the.

3
100 original recommendation in the draft for comment had been removed,

z ;

5
s II ' and the statement " alternatives under consideration" has been
5

f I2 I replaced.
=

(~TE 13 'a
! What I.would like to do then is to discuss briefly

x /=
x
. 14 those four alternatives under consideration, and I would like to
e i

{ 15 do it by starting with the option that has least impact on the
=.

16 !
;
i

g construction permit and manufacturing license at this stage, and!
*

i
"
@ 17 | then move through them in order at increasing impact on the cps'

!

i = !

{ 18 and MLs.
c

* e I9
! The first option is basically to wait for the conclu-
e i

20 | sion of the rulemaking before any action is taken in this area.
,

l21 j
'

I
; Another way of stating it is to back of f completely from the

|
22 language used in the original draft for comment, NUREG 718, wait

23 | for rulemaking to be completed.

24 In this alternative, the applicant runs the
- (- l

25 !
| J considerable risk of major backfit as may be required by tha

i

; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
1

-- .- - . - - . - _ . - , - - - - . , - . . - . - . . . - - . - ,



|

ar20 | g '),, ,

|

1 i findings of the degraded core rulemaking.
I

2i This would be the same risk of backfit that the

3 present operating reactors are going to be faced with, depending

i

4' on the findings of the degraded core cooling rulemaking.

i

g 5| In summary, this option says that there will be no
# i

j 6 f consideration of degraded core or ceremelt in design or design,

*

E
5 7| modifications at this time, and as I mentioned, the licensees

.

sj 8! thereby run the risk of having to face the major backfit problems,

:.5

i 9! that perhaps could have been alleviated to some extent by taking
?

$ 10 i on some of these questions at this time.
-3 .

! II ! If there are no questions on that option, I will move
3 !

( 12 | to the second option.
E il

,q f 13 ' The second option is a slight deviation from the first
U= i

5 I4 | option, and for the most part it also is waiting for the rulemaking.
z

| 5 .j 15 i However, there are some actions that can take place!

|*
[

f 16 | at the CP and ML timeframe that I will go over very briefly.|

\ A

I7 Specifically we would state that this option would'

{ 18|' clarify the language in NUREG 718, that is the draft that was
! :
l i= I9 '*

s | issued for comment, to say the Commission did not intend to
a !

20 { require new features that would involve significant redesign |
I

2I | and re-review by'the NRC.
# '

22 | This implies minimal impact on the risk reduction
i

23 ' mitigation feature considerations on the CP-ML licensing process

24 in the schedule.
I\

25) Minimal impact means the following:
)
i
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!

)
, ,

| That based on our knowledge of tne appropriateness |

2 of mitigating features at this time, that certain requirements

I
3 would be made of the facilities that we feel would be straight- |

| !

4! forward and would have minimal impact on the proceeding with a !

5 construction permit.

5 0! Several examples of these types of requirements would
*

E
7|!

.

5 be to harden vital equipment so as to withstand a hydrogen burn
~

2 a;
* s event, similar to the hardening considerations presently part of,

3 9' i
,

-

z.
the Sequoyah hydrogen study.

O
,

~

i

g 10 |.' Another example would be to provide adequate emergency
-

= i i
II power for igniters, should the igniters option be chosen at a

" 12
i I later date for hydrogen control.
4 |

(~'ig 13 Another example is to provide at this rime large
,J -

'

i

z

! 14 ; dedicated containment penetrations, and by large 1 mean a range ofi
e i

,

0 15 '
! two to three foot diameter penetrations that would greatly aidb

:
i

d 0f in the orderly implementation of a filtered vented containment
A

| * 17
i y system, for example, if that was deemed appropriate at a later-

i 5 i
j -

g 18 i date. !
| c ! ,

19|I
I"'

These are examples of the type of requirements thatj
20 1] would be imposed at this time. The emphasis, though, on this

N21 I# option is that these would not be major requirements in terms of i

1

22 } impact on schedule costs or normal proceedings with the construc-

23 ' tion permit hearings.

24 Again, the licensee still runs the considerable risk
I
| 25'

., of backfit, depending on the~ outcome of the degraded core rule-'

g

i
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I making.

2 If there are no questions on option two, I will move

3 to option three,
,

i

4| Opticn three is the original recommendation that was

5g in the draft for comment, NUREG 718. It's a rather lengthy
4 i

3 6| par.1 graph that I think you have seen before. Basically it
'

. -

2 7|e

S requires two things:
) ~

g ;i One was that actions should be taken so as to not
s
5*

d
s e 9

}. ; preclude or foreclose the modification of facilities which might
c i

j 10|' be required by the rulemaking.
"

r !

! II| In addition, there was a requirement for the licensees
B
" 12 '
E ! to perform the study of mitigation features. This is different
9 .

(])| 13 than option two in a number of respects:

3 14 !
@ j First of all, it would probably require more significant

15||
$

[ near-term modifications to the design than option two.

16 { Secondly, the emphasis in this option is on doing3
z

s" 17 '
; certain things that would not preclude or foreclose further'

( = |
l 5 18 '-

_ modification, and I can give some examples of that in a second. I

w I

" i' 19 '
j As Mr. Purple mentioned earlier this morning, one of Ii

20 the problems with this option is that it is open-ended, and it
i

,

21
does not give specifi a guidance to Hearing Boards from which

22
! they can proceed in an orderly fashion with the hearings.
I

! 23 '
The more significant actions that would result in not

24 ,

r- ; precluding or foreclosing modifications would be such things as
t 4
\

25 '| providing space under the vessel and the reactor cavity that
}
.:

k
!! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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I
n i

I f could possibly accommodate a core retention system. Space |!

() 2I requirements, at least for certain of the systems under considera-
:

3 tion, we feel can be estimated based on our Zion and Indian Point i
i

i

4 assessment of core retention systems.
.

I>

s 5: ,

Another option in this category would be a strengthening
9 : i

j 6' of the containment structure, depending on the status of the
3 1*

6 7| construction for these various plants. A very serious look
*

a !j 8! would be taken at what now can be done to strengthen the contain-,

d
9 9 ment structure so that the failure pressure could be considerably

-

? i

@ 10| increased.
3 i

h II | Another item would be the requirement for dedicated
B i

j 12 ! land areas near a facility to accommodate a large filtered,
3 '

"
135 vented containment system.

t= r

\~/ Z
5 I4 These land areas were -- we feel again could be
C

I

-E 15
; reasonably estimated from the work that we have performed for the

*

. ( 16 | Zion and Indian Point studies.
z

N I7 And another design consideration of this stage wouldi
,

e i

} 18 be to make sure that the design could accommodate possible inertiny-

; i
"

19g ; either on a normal operational basis or inerting under emergency*

n i

I20
! conditions.
i i

21 i The fourth option, and the one that has most impact

22 on construction permit and manufacturing license stage, is one

23 ' that closely parallels the present Zion and Indian Point study

24j and mitigation features that is drawing to a conclusion this
/~% !

'

k-) 25 winter.
1

i
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I

I It would mean that there would be considerable
;

2() immediate activity to address the questions of the appropriate-

3| ness of mitigation features for these several plants, and to in
i

4'
i fact take specific actions to see to it that the designs were .

i

g 5j moving on a schedule consistent with construction of the plant.
H '

j 6! It would be anticipated that proceeding with this
R

h 7| option four, that the plants would then be grandfathered in the
s
i 8'

, ,

j sense of not having to meet the requirements of the degraded5
u

9| core rulemaking.,

= <

* 10 i
j i

The program would be in two parts. The first part I
= i

2 11
g have titled " Mitigation Strategies," and that first part would

'i 12
z

. in turn be in two subparts. First would be immediate actions
'

=.
: 13 1

that would take place on a two to six-month timeframe.2 '

i-

'$ 14 |
| E i This would include some detailed analyses of contain-
I e i

9 15 '
g j ment failure pressures, modes, and related analyses.
-

i
16 i

. j The second would be some specific design modifications

F 17 ~
d that we feel hold out for considerable benefit and if in factt .

=
5 18

mitigation features are required in tae future, such things that I' - =
$ ! !

19j nientioned before -- for example, of requiring penetrations,'

!

20| inerting capabilities, or the capability for installing hydrogen !'
i i

21 i
a

fj igniters, hardening of vital equipment, and such things as long-

22 ); term containment cooling capabilities. |

23 'l On a 12-month or a nine to 12-month timeframe, the
.

( 24 ; utility would also be required to do a conceptual design study of
;

! () 25 3
| l mitigation features, and if y'ou would like me to review the
! <

| !

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.,
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i

1 eight mitigation features that are part of the package you have
:

() 2f received, I would be glad to do so at this time, but it would be

3 ;1a utility study along the lines of what we have requested of the

4 Zion and Indian Point utilities. That study being submitted

1 g 5: to us, we hope, about the middle of February.
'

5
] 6; MR. SCHWENZER: Excuse me, Jim. I don't believe that

3*
#

5 7j was in the package, so if you want to get it in the package, why*

l
~

j 8{ don' t you throw the slide up.
,

,

I d
d 9i MR. MEYER: If you would like to discuss the various-

i
E 10 I features --
E !

=
j 11| MR. SCHWENZER: Why don't you go ahead.
E i

j 12 I (Slide.)
5 i

Csj
13 i MR. MEYER: I'll read these. Do we have a pointer?

,= \
z
5 14 ,r Let me step back.

i9
| = ,

'

E 15 | What we have done here is to put together what we
. E I

l
_

g 16 i feel are pretty much a complete set of potential mitigation
*

i i

! d 17 features that would be worthy of study and consideration for

N
i E 18 i cps and MLs. e.
' : | |

-
t :

$ 19 , You can approach this list in different ways, and it'

-

= :

20 ' cculd be reduced to several of the categories, but I think for

I i

21 ; talking purposes, it is an appropriate way to present the j
,

|
,

'

,

|22 mitigation features.
>

23 The first one is energy removal for centainment

| 24 heat removal. Here we are talking about both active and passive |

25 containment heat removal, over and above what is presently I

, ,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. I

~



__

i
1

ar26 |

|
- gg*

1 . available.
!

() 2i Passive heat removal in particular looks very attractive
! !
i I3: in the long term. That is for long-term accident situations. I

! !
4 We find this out from the Zion and Indian Point study. I

g 5| The second mitigation feature is energy removal through
H

j 6| containment atmosphere mass removal. The capability of removing
R i*

*

$ 7 the energy that you generated and preventing containment failure
s
! 8 by venting that energy through a filtering system, as opposed to,

d
'k 9 these other options, to have controlled small radiological releases.

3 I |
5 10 ! The other options that have no release to the atmospherb
E ! i

h 11 | over and abcue that which would take place from the normal leakage
3

y 12 | that would come from the containment.
E I

j 13 The third option is energy dilution through increased
,= ;

5 I4 | containment volume. This is a subset of a filtered vent where
2

|
9 -

E i

.g 15 instead of venting to the atmosphere, you would vent to a large1

E !

.
j 16 ; volume leaktight structure along the lines of what some of the
A |

N I7 CANDO reactors have, I think, at the Bruce Station in Canada,.

5 ! ,

f 18|i where they vent to a vacuum building.
m

!'
-

i
'

I %

I9 |. The fourth option is energy release suppression to'

s
a i

20 | suppression of burning combustibles.
!I
'

i 21 And the fifth is closely related, which is the

22 energy release management through a controlled burning of

| 23 ' hydrogen and other combustibles, both these being approaches

| 24 ' for hydrogen control.
,

O)k- 25l The first would be such examples as inerting, water
]

I
i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC. |,
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,

I mist and halons, and the second hydrogen strategy would be the

) 2 type of ignition systems, for example, bcing considered on the

3: Sequoyah plant.
I

l4- The sixth is energy release control and core mass I

i
5g management through core rete . ion devices, such as core catchers,

H

j 6' ladies, cavity flooding, both options of active and passive

7| cooling.
E*

.

} ,

8 Here you not only have the no radiation release to the.

4
0 9~

2.
atmosphere, but you have considerably reduced impact to the

@ 10 i liquid pathway.
z
= i

! II I The seventh is here more for completeness, but it is
M

f I2 | the kinetic energy dissipation of steam explosition generated
^

,

(_]f
13 ;g- missiles through missile shields.

- I4|;
.,j Again, if you have missile shields that prevent
'

i=
0 15
h fcontainmentfailure,youdonothaveanyradiologicalreleaseto
=

f 16 | the atmosphere. !-

~^ i
a 37,

3 And the eighth item, which may be appropriate at the'
I -

IO |2

] j CP stage and perhaps not for operating reactors, would be energy ;
~

- ;-
,

8 - ,

s I9 | absorption enhancement through the strengthening of the contain-
~'

n :

20 ' ment structures.

| T.3 21 | The study that would be required of the utilities
h

| 22 | would be to perform conceptual designs using this list as a

23 guideline, and hopefully in the nine to 12-month timeframe to

i 3

24hdevelopthetypeofconceptualdesignsthatweanticipatewill|

) !

25 | be forthcoming from the Zion and Indian Point study, which is duej-

j

|l ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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|

1 '1 next month. !
i !r^S

!_,) 2, These design features would, of course, have to be
|

0
l

3 | consistent with the plant designs and the plant modifications thati
4 would be done on a more immediate basis,

i

e 5 The second part to the option -- the first part was
s i

ia
g 6 the mitigation strategies. The second part is a more formal risk

"

E i-

5 7 analysis.
;

j 8 This we would anticipate taking approximately 18 months.
g

a
'

@ 9 and the purpose for this risk analysis would be to determine
z
:
y 10 | which of these features is best in terms of risk reduction.
z . .

=
j 11 j An important ingredient inthisriskanalysiswouldbej
B

$ 12 ' the consideration of competing risks that are taking place, the
= i

(^) s 13 ' most important of which are the competing risks that are introduced
( ' /g

x
5 14 by the actual installatio of mitigating features.
b
-

15 | Like I said earlier, this option would be closelyj
E

j 16 ! paralleling the Zion and Indian Point activity, with hopefully.

I*

y 17 the same results coming out of it. That is specific requirements !.

$ |
-

18
- ,

-

3 at this stage is felt necessary for a specific mitigation feature.i

E i !.

19a i Those are the four options. I

a i

20 | I will be glad to answer any questions regarding them.
i i

a

2I ! MR. MATHIS: Jim, on option three, have you taken a |
! :

22 ) look at any of these particular designs or the plants or sites,

23 to see what impact these might have on the --- could they be

24 !i accommodated at this stage of the game, such as your space under
,7.,

\ \,

\ i'' 25 the unit, the land area for filtered, vented containment, and so

f

?
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i
I

forth? !
'

I, .x 2(,) MR. MEYER: That would be a suggestion tor considera-

3 '
tion, and that comes out of our experience with the Zion-Indian

;

4 -

Point study, whereas you are probably aware, there is very, very ;
,

5I !e
4 little space available in the reactor cavity to accommodate the !

-

'
:'

.

~

6
; type of core retention system, for example, that is now part of

. n -

E 7i-

j ; the Offshore Power Floating Nuclear Plant design, and the idea
n
E 8A here would be to have a significant amount of space available. !..
u s

d 9-

That space could always be filled in later, as it was to a
'

j
-

E 10
5 certain extent on the FFTF reactor. But it would be available
= |
7 11
j ! to provide considerably more flexibility, in proceeding with

d 12 '
I the core retention design, if tkst is deemed necessary at'a
^

: 13
later date.{~]s

~ E 14 '
d MR. OKRENT: Let's see if I understand what your
u >

F 15 '
2 ; alternative four is. After issuance of a construction oermit, or ,a
; .

.

I~

16 .
y least not before the issuance, the utility would have to do |-

N 17
g conceptual design studies on features or systems related to the j-

t i

z 18
eight items you have on the viewgraph, and it would also have i

*
= i

- i

E 19 !
.

j to assist the risk reduction potential.

20 ,
MR. MEYER: The 12-month timeframe that I indicated !

i

21 ti
j for the actual conceptual design study is intended to be
u

22 i !

j completed before issuing of the construction permit. I

23 1 i

MR. OKRENT: Before issuing? Now what would have to be:
1

24 4 |

] done before the construction pemmit then specifically?
,i,_s

I ;

('~ 25 "i
- !

MR. MEYER: The first two items that I talked about -
'

,

d i

J ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC. i
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I
j the fir.=t one was immediate actions. Again these are plant-

() 2 { specific, and there would have to be a determination on a plant-
,

3| by-plant basis which were appropriate actions to take, but there

4 i would be such things as making sure that there were adequate
5g containment penetrations, adequate emergency power for hydrogen

n
5 0

igniters, hardening and placing of vital equipment to withstandi

a n i. -

7} hydrogen burn environment, items like this.
n ,

i 8|
* 5 This we feel could be accomplished in a two to six-;

4 '

9. -
~

- month timeframe. Paralleling that, that is in parallel with that
-

E 10
y immediate action part of the program, would be the utilities' study

,

=
E 11
g of these seven mitigation features directed at very practical,

i

" 12 'I specific questions regarding the capability of these featuresi

!
^

= 13 i

(}$
g to work as they are conceived to work, and the making sure that,

14 !
E : whatever features are studied, are consistent with the plant

15 |
u
9 .

design as it is presently progressing. And these two componentsjg
_ ,

T 16 i
M -- at least our first thinking -- these two components would-
*

\

d"
17 '

j take place prior to the issuing of a construction permit.*

L F
G 18 | ..
- 1 MR. OKRENT: Suppose the utility had done this, and !

I
$ 19 |-

j managed to do this in a 12-month period, you have just indicated,i

20 j
j would you have to review this in some way and come up with some -

'
i

' 21 t
!. kind of an evaluation of this prior to the construction permit?

I

22 | MR. MEYER: Yes, that would be part of it. I would
;

23
envision that review to be similar to the review that we were

1

I
24 [ anticipating to do for the Zion and Indian Point study. '

gs
! t
i s- 25
| MR. OKRENT: That's not part of the same 12-month

y

i

E

|i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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I| period?

2 MR. MEYER: That would be included in it. Again I am
1
!

3! using as a guide what the Zion and Indian Point utilities have i

i I

4 been able to do over the timeframe of starting in December and

5g now being able to -- we pretty much have that study complete in
H |

3
s;,

i about a year's timeframe.
- ..
E !-

| MR. OKRENT: Well, but I'm just trying to see what"

n !
E

8 '! this alternative comprises at the moment, at least so I have a* 5
'

d
. e

~. 9! picture in my mind of what it is you are saying. In the 12-month
c i

H 10 i
j | period they would be asked to do these studies, and I think you
= .

! II said -- but not the estimate of the risk reduction potential.
3 I

That was a longer thing?
4

hhCJ~ ! MR. MEYER: Well, as long as that we are assured that
!

5 14 !
@ then proceeding with the granting of a construction permit and
u
O 15
h the construction that would ensue in six month to possibly a

;

1

k Ib ! year interim, as long as we would be assured that that would not-

z .

17 'd

d .

get in the way of actually installing these mitigation features,*

E 1

$ then the risk study which will be the final yardstick for
*

9
"* 19 '
E j determining which of these seven, if any at all, are going to be
.,

20 | required, that study can take a somewhat longer time; in the

21 !
j range, as I said, of 18 months.

22 '
| MR. OKRENT: Now let's say that they had done these

23 :] studies. How would the judgment be made as to whether or not
!

24 il
- any or many of these features should or should not be implemented?

] MR. MEYER: Well, let's assume that the risk

l
AL.DERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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>
i

'

I i analysis draws the conclusion for one of these reactors that
1-s() 2 |i| hydrogen burn is the major threat to the containment integrity,
4 ,

3 , and that steam overpressurization is a relatively minor aspect !

,

i
! !

4 of the total pressurization of the containment. I
,

!

g 5f Then we would be in a position to -- within the j
H -

!

5 0 limitations of a risk analysis -- to determine the benefit from !

2 i.
. =

y 7| installing hydrogen protective measures, and would probably see
a u

g 8' a considerably greater risk reduction in that then, for example, !.

u
. !

k 9I'

the installation of a filtered, vented containment system where ;z
j

-

C 10L- the primary concern there would be for accommodating a slow |
_E . ,

<

II| overpressurization from the steam generators.

N I2 MR. OKRENT: Now you used the term "within the !
= i

("] { 13 limitations of a risk study." That's a good term to use, but what-
.-, !

'

''E-

j4
{ are those limitations, do you think, and how will they impact>

,

= !

0 15 i

b on your ability to make assessments and judgments?
i: ;
;

k I0 { MR. MEYER: That is a key question that we are !.

z !

|y'
~

17-

presently taking on for the Zion and Indian Point study, and one.

= 1

$ IO that we are going to be forced to answer as part of the Staff-
;

C i"
# 19

.,8 report on the Zion-Indian Point study.
|

-

'
,

20j My present opinion would be that it is a -- it is an !

1
t

2I
; effective tool-methodology for translating engineering judgment |

'22 a
1 that would come out of something that said hydrogen is a big
l

23 i
,

'

; problem, and the focus should be on hydrogen control, trans1ating i
i !

24 I |that into, for example, consequence reduction that the technical
j!,,

!(
'

>

'
i25 j community is very familiar with.
,

I

l

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC. !

:



f
9

i

ar33 i 76.e -

l !

{ In that sense, we woul.1 be able to have a handle on, |
l

() 2| for example, reduction in latent cancers or early fatalities

3I that would result from t he proper operation of the specific

54 mitigation feature or a combination of mitigation features. ,

I
5g But I certainly would note at this time, simply quote the one |

,

H d
j 6 consequence number, assuming containment failure, and the other
R.
o 7'.

| consequence number, assuming, for example, the filtered, ventedS
~

*
# 8 release of a small amount of radioactivity.

,

O i

e .

. 9,- But it is a very difficult question. !
'

z 1
O .

10 i-

MR. OKRENT: I mean, for example, you've got one itemS
3
_

,k II | there. It's No. 3. It says energy dilution through increased
'

!-

i" 12
E containment volume venting to large volume leaktight structure.
5

13 '-

(~x No radiological release to atmosphere. That's what it says.
\ .,, y

I4 '
% Of course, there are some assumptions that have gone
_C

{ 15 | into that statement of no radiological release to atmosphere,
b#

.

16 :
. p obviously. You have ruled out those accidents where in fact

> tZ
* 17g your first containment has lost its integrity for one reason or.

F : ,

{ 18 | another, and so there will be a certain set of scenarios where
'

,

c !
.ii8

I9 | this may not be effective or partly effective. I' g
|n :

20 | !MR. MEYER: That's true.
! I

21 l

MR. OKRENT: It depends on the design and so forth,
i

I22 and one person might do a risk study that says yes, this is i

23 essentially the case, and somebody else might do one -- or a
i

i24 -]personmightdoittwoyearslater, coming up with a different j,_

( I I
25'

I conclusion.
|'

''

4

i;
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|

1 Now I'm trying to again get the decision-making

2 process and to see whether it is practical and how you envisage
i

3! doing it, and so forth. I'm not quite sure at the moment. !
I i

4 MR. MEYER: Well, like I said, it's a very difficult
;
i

e 5| problem. We have a certain state of technology and rulemaking
n. ;

j 6' now is proceeding with certain research programs, and other
*

R.

-$ 7 programs in place specifically to address what we feel are the
;

j 8! weaknesses in the state of technology, and one of those is how.

d ..
9! to answer that final question of the net risk reduction from

E. |

@ 10 any one of these or a combination of these mitigation features;
z
E 1

y II | in particular, taking into account the competing risk, whether
B i

j 12 | that competing risk be an event that would be present, anyway;
E

( })f
13 , containment isolation; failure; or those competing risks that

z
5 I4 | would be present because you installed the mitigation feature.
C ;

g And we are trying, because of the state of technology, toemphasib= 15 '
*

i

d 16 | that particular aspect, what can go wrong if the system is*

= |

N I7 installed aspect, and the Zion-Indian Point evaluation that we'

$ i

} 18 | are doing, and it would have to be an important element of this j
*

- i i

e s I

g I9 | study.
n i

20 ! But the option is assuming that something is to be done
i

21| now as opposed to the other options, which to a certain degree
ki'

22 i say we are going to wait for the findings of the degraded core

23 | rulemaking.
,

24
rN MR. MEYER: Are there legal opinions among the Staff

N_] 1

25- ) on this one that this is a tenable approach with regard to the
d

| |

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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I| legal process?

!

("T(_j 2 |- MR. MEYER: The question of grandfathering?
t
i

3| MR. OKRENT: In other words, if the Commission adopted
i '

4| something like what you would call alternative 4, that the
I '

g 5| Hearing Boards could deal with it and so forth and so on.
S

5 0
; MR. REIS: Well, it probably is possible, but we

# |.
. =

E 7:
| haven't looked at it in depth. It is essentially a policy

A ij 8! question, whether you want to do it that way, and have the.

4 1

. 9 I-

. j Board spend that much time in order to come to a proper conclu-
z
O

g 10 ;I
-* '

sion.

= !

II MR. OKRENT: Would the Board have to go through all

5 I2 | of this in detail to see whether the studies had --
= :

3 I
13 !

(s~s'@
MR. REIS: Well, it depends upon the wording of theN

2 i

$
I4 rule that the Board would be bound by, and how much freedom or

e
15 '

g | how much control you put in the rule on the Boards and how far
-

,
' 16 ii i they should go.,

A >

* 17 !y j MR. OKRENT: Somebody would have to look at this. I*

5

[ IO|! assume the Commission would want this all done without it being*

# I9 |
8 ! evaluated, so it would .be the Staff and the Board, or the Staff'

n |

!20 ' or the Board, I assume.
.

21| MR. REIS: That's right, and it's a policy decision i
!

22 i for the Commission to make as to where to put it. ,

!

23| MR. OKRENT: I guess at the beginning I said I was

24 i
_ t interested in hearing the pros and cons of various alternatives.

~ 25 This seems like a good simple area in which to talk about pros

k
;i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.



!

ar36 7g,,,;

.

I and cons. Why don't we hear the pros and cons of 1, 2, 3, and 4?

2 Maybe you can say what they are again, briefly, and tell us what
!

3| they are.
i

4i
| MR. MEYER: I think you can divide the pros and cons
i

g 5| into tenable pros and cons which the Staff can appropriately
N

.

j 6 address at this time. I guess there are policy pros and cons
*

E

$ 7|j
-

and legal pros and cons. I won't dwell on those, but the first
n i

2

8|' option was to essentially remove the 2.B.8 requirement from theM-

d 9[- e

i ~. NUREG 718, have no requirement at this time regarding the
?
E 10
g accommodation of degraded coremelt accidents.
= 1

The pluses, the orderly proceeding, at least from that

standpoint, of the construction permit and manufacturing licensei

1

(s 13 | proceedings. The negatives -- the technical negatives would be
\,_ - i

3
@ 14|I that we are not recognizing that we have learned something over

'N

g 15 | the past year and a half regarding mitigation features.
r

- 1

16 '! And that that knowledge should be put to good use at an early
~

3-

* |
C 17 '
d stage in the construction of these plants.

'

: i

5 18 |-

The other negative that I mentioned regarding this=
9

' "
19

option is that the full burden of meeting the requirements of iE !
.

" ! l(
I!

20 | the rulemaking in terms of backfit would be imposed on these !'l

i !
21 I-

a facilities, as well as the operating reactors. That, of course,
|

il
'

22 i
will have to be backfit.,

!

23 '
The second option was a slight variation on the

24
i first option, but to require certain -- well, minimum considera--

'''

25; tions of degraded core coremelt and the design or design

I

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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I modifications at this time.

() 2! These would be the type of modifications and studies

3| that again, based on our experience with Zion-Indian Point, we
|

4' feel are in pretty good shape technically, and would have minimal

g 5| impact on the construction permit itself, and I gave several
H i
a '

g 6! examples.
R. ,

7'- =
The disadvantages would be that again technically weC

;

j 8! feel that more requirements can be imposed at this time that,

d |

U 9'

?.
would give us greater flexibility later on, but those additional

-

@ 10 rapirements would be more disruptive in terms of construction permit
_E

'! II ' hearings and construction itself.
|$

12 '"
i The advantage, of course, is that the construction
E

05 13'| pretty much could proceed on a normal schedule, and the other
"

- ,

w

| I4 | disadvantage is that again there is the risk of major backfit
= !

} 15 ! coming out of the rulemaking requirement.
=

k I6 | The third option, I think the biggest disadvantage of,

a
" 17 the third option -- and the third option.was exactly the wording
d-

.

.
,

5 IO ! of the draft for comment of NUREG 718 -- was that it was tootague-

P l

"s 19 | and it would not give enough guidance to the Hearing Board.'

n

20 Such things as guaranteeing that the construction permit
' |

21 | t

! stage would not preclude or foreclose the modification of
'

|
22 ' facilities which might be required at a later date, Technically

;

23 ' f we are going to talk now about major modifications, that

24 | would not preclude eventual installation, but it's very difficult

25 ) to be able to make those decisions without a thorough analysis of
.

a

P
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I| the risks from the individual plants, and the status of construc-

() 2| tion of the plants, and the capability or the benefits of one

i
3I feature versus another.

4|i The possible advantage is, that if it is done right,

5y then all of the major obstacles have been taken care of for
S
j 6' meeting the rulemaking requirements that come up at a later date.
~ >.
g.

S 7
j The fourth option has the disadvantage of a potential

- ,

U i
g 8 ; delay in construction of these power plants. However -- and it's.

3
9 !' depending on a lot of policy and legal questions --- there is the

.

.

B '

10 potential for the grandfathering which would e:cclude them, these
'=

II plants, from meeting therequirements of the findings of the
.

#

E 12 '; rulemaking.
E

'

("T j 13 MR. OKRENT: Now let's see if I can understand what
\_)=z

5 I4 | you mean. What is it that they would be grandfathered from?
-C |

[ 15 | They would presumably have done conceptual design studies on your
= !

f 16 ' eight features here, and they would have examined the risk reduc--

a
d 17

j y j tion potential of these, and in some way then presumably the'

' = |

{ 18 : Regulatory Staff would arrive at a decision then that 1, 2 and 5 |
-

| iC
I" 19 '*

or some other combinati'on thereof should be pursued.E i

|
*

20 | Now, presumably, then, if that recipe were followed,

2I
j the Commission could say that having been done, they would be !

I
i

22 grandfathered from the future rule, whatever it may be. Is
,

23 that what you are saying?

24 +
t MR. MEYER: No, that's what I understand the grand-

- 25 fathering to mean. I don't know if there is any further comment

i

1

3 ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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!

I, on that from representatives here from Legal, but as I under-
!

(} 2' stand it, and I am certainly not the one to ultimately ask the

3 question of, that would be basically --- what you said was
;

i

4| basically what the grandfathering means.
!

5g MR. OKRENT: Is that --
H |

5 0| MR. EIS: It depends upon how the Commission writes
E i.

h7 the regulation. Essentially what the approach talked about, I
*

i e
8. *

a think, was an ad hoc approach. In other words, those plants,
,

J-

9^

~. before the rule takes place would be considered individually on'

2

g 10 | an ad hoc basis, and they would be excluded from the future
= i

II rule that would take place, and that depends again on how the

f I2 Commission writes the regulation.
-

S f
13 MR. OKRENT: I'm lost now. You said they'd be

/z
5 I4 ; considered on an ad hoc basis. Is it this ad hoc basis or some
t ;

: i

5 IS | other?
=. Ib 'i

r

i MR. REIS: This ad hoc basis that he just described, it
- z j

C
| y 17 ; is his basis, whatever basis we put in the regulation, in the.

: '
,

E
. _ 18 | rule, is the basis upon which they would be considered.

iC 1"

| j 19 { MR. OKRENT: And they could be legally grandfathered*

1
-- i

l0 then this way, so then the rule later would not apply?

I If the Commission so wrote the regulation,MR. REIS:

22|'i

.

yes. |
!

23 MR. OKRENT: Well, I know that Congress can write a

24 | 14w one year, and the next year can arite a law the: repeals the<

-) 25
law. I didn't know if the-Commission could also do that. I

I
0'
;l ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. !

|
i



|

ar40 ) \
.. .a u . 93I

,

'
1 suppose.,

,

() 2 MR. REIS: There could be some problems from the

3 f point of view -- I don' t think there are.
i

4| MR. OKRENT: In other words, can this Commission
1

3
5; grandfather scaething from a future Commission?

9
3 6e ! MR. REIS: I can't answer that question off the top of
R 3.

s 7!*

; ! my head.
n I
i 8!M MR. OKRENT: Can I ask a technical question? On.

d 4

d 9|-

No. 8, it says energy absorption enhancement through thej
-

E 10 |
@ strengthening of the containment structures. Suppose I consider'

! 11 |
g i one of the low pressure types which I guess is either an ice
-

?

J 12 -z i condenser or a Mark III. What does that mean to you, that No. 8?
4 |
: 13 i

(~TE i What is it you think they are going to do in the study, and what
( /; 14 ;-

@ | would they do in revisions and design of construction under 8?
'

:

9 15 '
E MR. MEYER: Well, I really can't speak to that in terms
=

7 16
y | or any specifics. I know that the Staff is looking at that.

i

n 17 '
d question. The structural engineering branch is addressing the|

*
.,

i 5
' w 18I

n structure. i

19 | question of what modifications to the containment|
*

=
s,

0 :-
; | would provide for more margin to the failure, and I could guess
--

>.

20 |'

| as to some of the approaches, but I don't have a real good handle
,
i

21 !
j on the specifics at this time. ;

!22 '1
| MR. OKRENT: But presumably this is a decision that i

1

23 ) would be made prior to construction?
.!

24 3
4 MR. MEYER: It would be a decision that would have to

(~T 9

s/ 25 I be made consistent with the construction; that is, if it was t'o
i
4

3 - ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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;

I add further thickness and rebar and whatever to the containmentj

(') walls, the construction would not have proceeded to that point,2

;

3I so that that could be accommodated.

4' MR. SCEWENZER: There is a couple of possiailities,

5g One being a relative increase in strength by a larger volume.
N ;

j 6| For example, going out vertically, would be one possible way.
3 i.

6 7 Another way is thickening or strengthening the materials*
i
;~

iE 85 j of construction. For example, a thicker steel wall.
,

-J )

$ 9! Those are things that probably go towards less'

3 !

10 ' perturbation to the design work that's already been acccmplishedC

fy
E |

II4 i on these plants, or anything else in terms of trying to get the
a
" 12
E larger or major structural things, probably would be major redesign
-

!
.

(-)/zf
13 sorts of efforts.

I4 ;s-

$ | I guess a lot would be dependent on what would be
u !
- 15 '
g | proposed.
-

i

k Ib f MR. MEYER: Yes. Again it's down here as an addition
, z |

" 17
.

to the more standard list for the operating reactors, because'

j.

?

} 18
| there is the potential at this stage for considering the-

i: i

I9 '&

I appropriateness of that approach. It may very well be that that' 2
" i

20 approach is considered totally impractical.
21 !

T.4 i MR. OKRENT: Now I agree that there is a potential, {
i
!22 ) but before you start construction, it's not clear to me how much

23 ' of it remains after you have --- ,

.

24 ! MR. EBERSOLE: Is item 3 oriented specifically and
O
\m / 25 : only to hydrogen explosion problems?

.

I
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I' MR. MEYER: It would be certainly a contribution to
I

() 2| be reducing risk to help hydrogen from burns or possible
i

3! explosions, but it would also be a big help in terms of steam
i

4! generated containment loadings, too, for some of the small

s 5 volume containments.'

4 ,

6 MR. EBERSOLE: Steam explosions.
. -

$ 7 MR. MEYER: No, this would be just a slow steam*

s i,

j 8| pressurization. It probably wouldn't be much -- well, it wonld
,

d
$ 95 contribute somewhat to the question of the steam explosion.*

z
:
y 10 ;

f MR. EBERSOLE: In item 1, where you talk about. passive
3

h 11 | heat removal, are you talking about passive elements interior to
a ! |

j 12 ! the containment, with active elements exterior to get theheatoutk
5 :

Oj13| like a flooded exterior wall?
=
* 1

% I4 | MR. 7"EP- By rassive I mean no -"- you can walk
2

~

.! 15 f away with no AC, an. crn f. , a that type oi passive to one where
i

j 16 ; '
| you could, by various .1:ans, remove heat from outside the,

w

N I7 containment by interdiction..

t I
-

t i

5 18 1 MR. EBERSOLE: Without active elements inside? i.

|
.

|=
-
g ,,|. MR. MEYER: Without active elements inside. The

.

'

n

20f active component would have to be frem the outside. |
66

2Ih MR. EBERSOLE: Like flooding or spray? !
I

O
!22 MR. MEYER: Right. Uh-huh.

'

23 MR. OKRENT: Is the Staff leaning towards one of these

.

24 ; four, or away from all of them?

O 25
-

(Laughter.)
i

a

!
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86. . . . ..

If MR. MEYER: Well, assuming that this represents a

2() relatively complete set of options, the Staff will be making a,

3
i recommendation for one of them. I really think it would be

4|
|
inappropriate at this time to state where the Staff is heading

5|g | on this issue.
H |

5 0! MR. PURPLE: Inappropriate may not be the right word,
E i.

h7 just because I don't think we know yet where we lean. We are*

n
2 8|,

; n ! going to develop that through the rest of this week, and in fact
,

d |
'

{"- we may not have a specific recommendation to the Commission.9|*

C 10 |
@ ; It may be a presentation like this with,however, a more precise
: I

!I | answer to the question you just asked. When they ask it, as
s
" 12
5 to where do we lean, and which one do we think is the best overall.
:
: 13 But we really haven't reached that point as of yet, today.'Og5 i

E 14 { So it's not a matter of appropriateness, it's a matter that
$ -

| g 15|!
1 r

we don't have the answer.
"

I i
-

16 |j 1 MR. OKRENT: Does the Commission provide any policy
,

" 17 I
d guidance to help you in this beforehand, or do they wait until.

| b
18 | you come in with the alternatives? |t - =

eH I

19 I |
"

'

MR. PURPLE: They haven't in this area yet. I
'

..j* .

I 20 '
| anticipate and hope we will get some when we see them next

1
| i

21 i :

i i Tuesday. i

0 |

22 i I

MR. OKRENT: Getting back to the area Mr. Ernst was
j ;

!

j 23
discussing, are there pros and cons that we should hear about

.

24 3 |
there? That was presented as a single alternative. ,

() 25
MR. ERNST: Well, I think, if I understand your

,( i
I

-

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. .,

L



___ ___ _ _.

I
ar44 | 37. . . . .

. I
I question, I think that the start of my impromptu discussion

!
| () 2| did pose several alternatives and some rationale of why we

i

3 selected the one proposed. One alternative essentially to do
,

I

4 nothing until you get a safety goal. I did not give pros and

5
|- cons of that, if that's what you're looking for, but I did
n ;

j 6
: mention three possible alternatives.

# j*

e =
5 7,

i MR. OKRENT: Want to tell us what the pros and cons
l

~

j 8| are?.

d
. a

. 9! MR. ERNST: I guess the pros and cons of doing nothing,
z.

0 '

| 10 | I think the record and people's observations of what should be
= i

! II | done really doesn't support doing nothing. I think there is enouga
S

.
i

# 12 '
E i that has been done in r eliability and risk assessment, enough
=
M

(']h
13 understanding of the basic methodology, and to some extent the,

~

i'

.g 14 i application that doing nothing in the Staff's view is just not
'

E ij 15 appropriate. While one is striving for a safety goal, I think
.

j 16 | the real question of when and maybe even whether and to what.
s ,

h.
I7 ' extent a safety goal will address this problem, I think isi-

E \ >

3 18 still somewhat problematical. So I think that do nothing is i-

:
n i

19 i"
.

g not appropriate at all.
=

20 There have been some benefits from doing risk and
! I

'2I reliability studies and there may well be some benefits -- the
!

22 I Staff thinks there are some benefits of continuing.

23 ' The other option that was discussed, I guess, was

24 i requiring a risk study prior to issuance of an OL, and I thinki

25 l there is a fair market for supporting that kind of a position, i
4 |

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.'
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I

I The con of supporting that kind of position is sitting
'

O 2 here toeay, we rea11y haven.t formu1, tee a goo, priority system

3 f for which plant should be done first and we still have not !

!

!
4 developed a good reasonably standard methodology for performing

I

5g j the assessments.
H '.

@ 6! So to make the decision today that you shall do a
# i, .

$ 7 full-blown risk assessment before an OL issuance is probably*

;

j 8 premature. So I think the proposal is to allow that kind of
.

d
*[ 9I flexibility, but not to mandate it at this time.:

$ I

y 10 | If two or three years from now, it looks like it's
5 |

5 Il | rational from a priority standpoint and the resource from
3 1

j 12 I availability standpoint and methodological standpoint and
-

.

4

f 13 decision-making criteria setting standpoint to so mandate, then

5 I4 | that could still be mandated and replace the requirement for
Y.

|

$ |

.} 15 i more simplified reliability studies and specific systems.
|*

E I0 ! MR. OKRENT: Okay. Jesse?
,

;r5 |

h I7 ,
f

MR. EBERSOLE: In looking at these eight items here,-

= I

f IO | in looking at them in the context of having eliminated the i-

19 |
s

"g requirement to provide accommodation for core ladles, it seems*

20 ! to me all eight of these are interdependent. None of these ,

/:
,

21| lead to enhancing the chance that you will not have a severely !
t

22 degraded core. They all pertain to containment heat removal.
,

23 MR. MEYER: They are all mitigating features under

24 I the assumption --
!

.

O 25 I
MR. EBERSOLE: So I look at them really -- I can't

i

: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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1

1
| help but say, look, this means core retention devices are likely

O I2
to be imposed, as well as these other things. None of these

3i are a substitute for core ladles at all.i

I

41
: MR. MEYER: Maybe I'm confused by what you're
1

-

$ saying. One of the options is a core ladle.
n
3 6I* MR. EBERSOLE: Well, it's not a -- look at the other,

,

. n |

$ | seven, they have nothing to do with improving the prospect of

3 !8* n i not having a molten core. They only pertain to the protection of
,

*2 -|

[- | the containment from physical effects other than meltdown --
c

10|i
H

5 meltthrough, yo u know, like explosion and heat removal.
E i

z 11
fj MR. MEYER: Well, the same is true for the core;

J 12 i'

E ! ladle. All the core ladle does --
^

!
: 13 '

. O5 MR. EBERSOLE: It has a special function.

$ 14 |
d | MR. MEYER: The special function assumes that you

,

| N I
15r

@ ! have vessel meltthrough where you have core on the floor.
-

i

16 i*

| j MR. EBERSOLE: Right. None of these other things in*

H 17.

y here appear to be in the character of reducing the potential for

E 18 !| *
I

. = i that.
i- i '

E 19 i*

( |
MR. OKRENT: They would fall in Mr. Ernst' bailiwick.

20 |
| Jesse, if you want to pursue this, I would suggest you try te

i
I21 |

| see whether you have something more specific. In other words, !

22 ! i

; is there a fourth alternative that you would put on Mr. Ernst'

23 *
list. He gave three. They wouldn't be on Mr. Meyer's list.

,

24 '
I He's been asked to address the mitigative part. Mr. Ernst is

}
25ji

]1 addressing the preventive part, if I can categorize it that way.i

i

!
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i

I MR. EBERSOLE: Well, what I'm saying, these are not !;
-

i

2l alternatives. They still have the core --.

3 MR. OKRENT: Yeah, but they're all in the mitigative !
I i

4|
'

area, and he's not trying to deal with the preventive area on this
I

g 5| list, not at all,
w :

j 6! MR. MEYER: That does no', diminish the importance of
6 :

.

6 7 i prevention at all, it's just a new defensa-in-depth consideration*

3 8|I. f that came out of the TMI accident plan and other studies.
,

f \
e 9 MR. OKRENT: Well, let's see. According to the agenda

_

. 10 which is by no means a Commission rule --
= !

! II (Laughter.)
s ,

12 ' iI#

i -- we are supposed to get to the NTCP plant owners.
9 I

g 13 ! Let me ask, are there any legal insights that the NRC Staff

CLj I4|, would care to share with us at this time beyond those we have
5: <

j 15 heard?
*

t

j 16 MR. REIS: There would have to be specific platforms
, , .s

| h
I7 to give them. In the absence of whether this plan and what is

,

E I0 | i

3 i going forward has been looked at by Legal. Yes, it has been 1.

!: !

19 | looked at by Legal. We have had a man on the committee working f
"
g*

" ; j

20j with us continual.?y developing this. We think that what is |
' 1

| 21 f proposed here are matters that with the proper regulation of
s .

formulating and putting into effect -- I don't know what else !22

23 ' you are asking for, from the point of view of legal insight.

24 i'

i MR. OKRENT: At the moment, it was a general question.'

25 I may become more specific later in the day. I just was --! t

1
|

| i

: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.j
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91. . . .

I MR. REIS: I'll be here.; ;,

2 MR. OKRENT: Well, should we begin hearing from

3 representatives of NTCP, or shall we break for lunch?
|

4! MR. MATHIS: Let's break for lunch.
i

g 5| MR. OKRENT: Jesse?,

i .y !

.t

g 6q
MR. EBERSOLE: It doesn't matter to me.

_

. et i

d 7|* MR. OKRENT: Is there a problem with anybody if we
;

i
s 3:a j breax fo; .e :h at this time? -

*
g i

.
9| rignt, let'r reconvene in one houd.* uz

: I

y' 10 (Whereupone s' 12; 3 p.m., the meeting was
= . ,

? II| recessed, to rr ._ c + , ne at 1:15 p.m., this same day.),

12 !.:
. i

h :,

E 13 ! _____

O 14 :i=
:3nd AR N i
-

r-

JWB fis E
c 15 ,
5
-

g 16
= ^

!.

| d 17 <
x> .

I
)

!E 18 ! :
'

!. _

1 5
'

E 19 | |
i

4 X |

5 ;

20 | |
! i

21) !

i3,

22 I'

I

| ! l
23 '

24 -
t i

25

:
il

4
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1

1! AFTERNOON SESSIOM I
i

-

() 2 (1:15 p.m.)

3 MR. OKRENT: The meeting will reconvene. !

4 I am sorry I missed Mr. Schwencer this morning in
i

e 5 looking down the outline of the Staff's presentation, so we j

9 ! !
@ 6{ will take that and then proceed to the NTCP representatives. i

R ie

8 7 Mr. Schwencer?*

%
3 8 MR. SCHWEUCER: My name is Al Schwencer, DivisionI

,

. n,
, ,

I d i I

9| c' c cer-ing.
'

* ='

I |
E 10 j (Slide.)4

E i
; I s

E 11 As a result of the public comments received, we
i<

3
d 12 did make a revision of the NUREG-0718, a draft of which we
z
=

3 13 , made available this norning. A number of staff members in |

($)A
5

14 each of the NRR Divisions, including now the Office of
I C

%

2 15 Inspection and Enforcement, participated in evaluating the
$
j 16 comments, and also.looking internally and making a number of |,

, *

w;

| g 17 | revisions.
.

|j N i

y 18 ' The more important ones have already been discussed !
| .

!

E i

} 19 with you this morning -- or at least, in our view, the ones |-

5 |

| 20 that seem to merit the most attention. |
|

'
'

21 ! Just for the purposes of indicating that comments
. !

| 22 f were received from two private individuals. I

f I

| 23 ' (Slide.)
|

24 The applicants are represented within this group. !

'(^} i

\/ 25 As a result of going through the comments, and also taking, j

4

I |.
t ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. I

;

!
L



.

i93jwb 2 '-
,

i
!
!

l: in effect, another look-see audit at the classifications: If
i

2 you'll remember, the Staff earlier had categorized the require-

3I ments, or the "nonrequirements," into five categories, one
1

,

4| through five.

5|i !
We teak another look at that. There were some 'g

s !
i-

g 6 editorial errors in the package, and some judgments that some!
' '

6.

i 7 of the items should be elevated; and in other cases, they
s ij 8 should be relegated to a lower category. !.

'J. ,

:; 9 For example, " quality assurance." We felt that is
z ,

O
y 10 something that should normally be looked at at a CP stage, so
z
= I

-
,

'3
II we elevated that to a Category V. j

s ;

N 12 I (Slide . ) f
E ! l

Og 13 | Just briefly, I uould like to show these next |
= ;

|
z i i

5 14 | two slides. They are on the handouts that are being ' passed i

5 ;'

} 15 around. Uhat we have shown on the lef t column is the |
*

|
j 16 | categorisation that was made in a preliminary instance. cps.

* i

N 17 , and then. a "/" ML categorization, because the manufacturing-

$ i
t '

} 18 license doesn't have some of the responsibilities in the
-

-

; -
;

.

a 19 | regulatory review that a CP owner-applicant would have -- a
n I

c .

20 ! number of the things , such as siting, did not apply to the
i I

21 manufacturing license applicant. !

22 ; The second column are the reassigned categories. f
I |
l 23 ' I have -- There are essentially two shades. Bob Purple touched |

24 | on these earlier. What I would like to do is just show them |

I25] briefly right now.
i 4 !

i
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i .. .
| !

1| (Slide.)

,

2i Those that were reassigned to Category I in()
3 essence said that for the CP, the prerequisite to CP, these

4, need not be addressed at this time. Those reassigned to
1 i

'

5| Category II -- the " liquid pathway," for example, at the :s
N .

I

h 6| bottom on the MLs; that we changed it from one that would not i
!

'R,

; $ 7 be a requirement of the ML license, but certainly would be one*

\ -

8| as soon as a site had been located, and would need to be f
2'

| g j
' *

d ; !

; 9| addressed. |i =

3
'

$ 10 In addition to making the recategorizations, we
z i

= i
-

11 also found a need to revise the language -- expand, and in
Q
n

i
j 12 | some cases add items. For example, II .F. 3, some of the

E 3

13 | comments received from the public was that Rea Guide 1.97, it-

( f 14 | looks like it was going to be a long time before that got |

!

g |

$ ! l !

2 15 ! issued. In fact, Reg Guide 1.97 was issued December 24th. !

5 ! !

f 16 | So we revised the language to bring that up to date. |
z .

;

|

y. 17 ' In some cases, it was a simple case of adding a ;
,

. , ,

5 l

3 18 ! few words, adding a reference to 0625 in one area. In the |
| .

E
'

{ 19 ' siting rule which we have already discussed today, reflecting ;.

5 |

20 ; the fact that indeed that has slipped; it was called " October" !

21 earlier; it's now projected for April of this year.
I
.J.

22 ! Generally, what I would propose is that I have a

23 ' number of the group that worked on the revision here today,

24j and if you have specific questions on any of these changes

25 we would endeavor to answer your questions. O the rwise , the

I

'
; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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1 !

3ws 4 j 95., .

i

;

1 ' revised draft we will let speak for itself. !

|

() 2 MR. OKRENT: Are there any specific questions from

3 the sdocommittee?

4 (No response.)<

i

g 5i MR. SCHUENCER: We would intend to make these same

E !
j 6{ slides available to the Commission in the Commission briefing '

' *

7|j
E

i
.

paper.g
;

'
,

j 8 MR. OKRENT: Okay, I guess then at least for now4 , ,

e
; d 9| we have comnleted the Staf f's presentation?

z' !
+

i ,

h 10 i MR. PURPLE: That's correct. !
t

E !
= i

-

j 11 MR. OKRENT: So why don't we go on to the next
3
4 12 , step. I believe Mr. Walker has a presentation to make. Why

>z
3 1 '

O s 13 : don't we give him the floor. ,

5 c

.

A 14 I MR. WALKER: I am D. Walker of Offshore Power
+

' c | ;

! 15 | Systems.
; 5 !

- ,

T 16 ' Today I would like to talk a little bit about where :-

* 3
M i

- p 17 our license application stands, and just briefly review that,

E l

E 18 ' and then summarize our reactions to the proposed rule that-

=
+; 19 was issued for public comment. We of course had no opportunity'

|

n .

20 to see the Staff Revision before coming to this meeting, so it
;

! 21$ is difficult to be prepared to comment on that.
'

22 g (Slide.)
E

|
23 ' MR. OKRENT: We are in the same position you are.

24 ; ( Laughter. )
~

25 MR. WALKER: The floating nuclear plant review, the
,

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
;
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'' ''
<

1 status is summarized'in this viewgraph. The NRC has issued! ,

2
an SER and three supplements, and they've been reviewed by >

( [
3 | the ACRS. The ACRS has issued interim letters on our applica-

;4 tion, including a letter on the core ladle. He have a need I,

i
e 5

for at least one more SER supplement following staff review ofj
E |

6 the OPS responses to the TMI Action Plan.
n

d 7
'

OPS responses to the TMI Action Plan, NUREG-0660=
-

e n
~

g 8
were prepared last summer and submitted to the Staff lastd

d 9 i July.

! We also provided copies of those responses to the ACRS
,

s

$ 10 ! at that time. The only item that was not addressed in thosez !

= <

g 11 { responsec was the degraded core rulemaking, and I will try toB 1

y 12 | discuss more where we think we stand on the degraded core
E I
g 13 i rulecaking later in this presentation.=

(}14 With regard to our hearings, our hearings are'

= 4

2 15 | completed except for TMI matters. All the existing contentionsx
|=

g 16 | have been heard, and partial findings of fact have been filedA '

j 17 with the Board by both OPS and the Staff..

Except for the TMI=
. ?

- E 18
matters, the FMP licensing process is essentially complete. i:

-

$ 19 f
-

With respect to the notice of proposed rulemaking5 l

20 f issued by the NRC for public comment,
'

we reviewed that pror;osedi

21| rule and submitted comments on the rule. If the Subcommittee!
22 |i would like copies of those comments, we could provide those
23 today.

1

24 ' MR. OKRENT: I believe we have copies of all the
!,i

'

25 } comments that were formally submitted during the time for such,
.

-

i
,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 comments.

O-
,

2 MR. WALKER: Okay.

3 The proposed rule set forth three approaches, theyi

4 being: using pre-TMI requirements augmented by the require-
i

I

e 5| ments of .UUREG-0660 as modified for the NTCP/MLs by NUREG-0718 ;
E ;

$ 6! the second option was: take no further action pending the
,

R: .

$ 7 rulemaking action, their completion; and the third was :'

;

j 8 Resume licensing using the pre-TMI requirements augmented by.

a d
d 9 NUREG-0718 and certain additional measures or commitments in
i I .

= i
G 10 selected areas that have been discussed extensively this

3_

@ Il morning.
E t

d 12 We at Offshore Power Systems prefer Option 1. We'

=

{ } 13 | do believe, however, that either Option 1 or option 3 could
1

z
5' 14 ! be used for resumption of plant licensing in the near term
C'
_

15 with no sacrifice in ultimate plant safety. We believe thatE
E

g 16 , resumption of licensing reviews for the NTCP/ML applicants.
,

A \
.

-

$. 17 | and their applications is long overdue, and we urge that a !

6 I

c I

3 18 decision to proceed be reached in the near future.-

c
$ 19 | As far as we were cor;erned, the recommendations in
M 1

20 NUREG-0718 could be divided in.o five general categories.

21 I have a viewgraph that summarizes them in the way that we
,

22 looked at then.

23 ( S lide . )

24 We feel that these categorized are: the plant-~

(_;x
25j related design requirements; those associated with degraded

||

'I

3 ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

. . . .
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gge e. .

.

I

cc .. saditions; administrative controls; operator trainingI

2 anc actions; siting, evacuation, and emergency planning.
I

3 >' The last two of these categories, as I have !
!

4| indicated here, are not applicable to the manuf acturing license
!

g 5| since they are the responsibilities of the plant owner and
R ,

3 6| operator.
,

E l-

S 7| As I mentioned, we submitted to NRC responses to

8|Nj ', the recommendations of MUREG-0718 in mid-July, which were.

J !
.

~. 9| related to the plant design and related to administrative"

2
-

@ 10 | controls.
z :

,
i= i

! II These relatively detailed responses were contained
3

i

N I2 | in a 120-page document. He believe our proposed implementation
5 i

( )/ j 13 ! of the recommendations of NUREG-0718 were both responsive
s- = ;

5 I4 | and adequate -- although we have not received any comments
M

!
'

Ej 15 '
.

from the Staf f and, so far as we know, they have not reviewed
=

j 16 ! our material..

W i

$. 17 'i Item II.B.8 of NUREG-0718 of course concerns the !~

'
z ,

,

= i
-

E 18 rulemaking on degraded core accidents. Our response to [~

_
i

w i8 I9 NUREG-0718 postponed response on this subject till an interim j
-

a
M I

20 rule was in place. However, as the subcommittee is aware, |

i

2I we have already taken significant action with respect to j
j .

I

f 22 | degraded core conditions. ;

!

23 ' We have complied with the NRC Staff requirement to

24 j add a refractory ladle device beneath the reactor vessel. I !
,

' :
!

25 would like to emphasize that the purpose of this device was to !

I
;

t
,

; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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| |

1

;9 v:' - tc t:,e basin in which the FMP
1 delay the release of (

O 2I floats, not to prevent it. . < purpsse of the delay was to
!

3 provide sufficient time for interdict.' e actions to be taken.

4 In addition, there was a subst antial evaluation

i
t

! g 5| performed regarding degraded core conditions as a result of
! H ;

|

j @ 6i questions posed by the ACRS in a letter of July 25th, 1979.
,

| I !*

Included were questions and responses on the subject of6 7 i'

1-
U l dealing with the buildup of hydrogen in a containment buildingg 8|'

;
*J l 1

i d 9i following an accident, and also with the flexibility in the
2 !

,

design to accommodate design changes for mitigating the ef fects@ 10
> z

!~

II of degraded core accidents. These OPS responses to the Staff
$
3.

Y II and ACRS were submitted in mid-September of 1979, over a year
= i
- 4

( ) | 13 ago, with the staff evaluation following some two months later.
m

E I4 (Slide.) 1
,

w '

=

.

FW next viewgraph deals with the requirements of] 15
,

=. and summarizes in a little different format the
'

I0 ,! NUREG-0718,*
; i !

*'

.

area of special attention where we think we stand with regard
h

I7'

;
>

x
. u

18 to them.y
-

G
19 , As I mentioned before, two of the areas are not*

m
' M

applicable to the manufacturing license -- the emergency20
,

21 planning area, and the siting area.
,

! 22 | I addressed our earlier actions with respect to
!

23 ' degraded core conditions. More recently, of course, the NRC

24 |
issued for conment a proposed rule on degraded core conditionsi

which we feel is intimately tied to resolution of the overall'

25
,

.

i :ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.i
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I question of degraced core conditions for the near-term construc- |
O

'

!
2 tion permit manufacturing license -- although the Staff has ;

!
!

| 3 not discussed that interim rule situation today, as yet. I

|
i

4! Generally we believe the proposed rule was too
i

5 |i proscriptive, focusing on possible mitigating devices rathocs
N i

j 6! than setting forth criterion and guidelines which would be a
,

e R ;

$ 7 basis for design.
sj 8; However, we do support the approach of early,

e d !

c; 9j adoption of an interim rule as a basis for proceeding with
z ;

O

$ 10 |' near-term licensing. We believe that such a rule should be
$ I

$ 11 supported by a Commission policy statement which indicates
3 ,

p 12 | that the rule does provide the basis for proceeding with
E I

( } { 13 licensing until the final rule is issued.
-

i
x
5 14 | We also noted in our comments that a near-term
c i,

| 15 ' construction permit manufacturing license policy statement
=

j 16 requires that applicants submit proposals for mitigating.

s
d 17 | features prior to the issuance of a construction permit or

-

w ,

= !

$ 18 manufacturing license. !
*

i-

f 19 ;
'

In contrast, tte proposed interim rule requires
"

I20 : that the studies of possible mitigating features be submitted
i
.

21 | within six months from the ef fective date of the interim rule,
i

22 or the date of docketing of the application for the operating

23 ' license, whichever is later.

24! We particularly support the latter requiremont. |

25 We support and strongly urge that the latter requirement be
;

i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. I
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,

i

'I

(
. adopted, rather than the near-term one. We feel that to do

2 i otherwise would result in a substantial additional delay with
,

3 no comnansurate in;rease in safety, Altet a:ively, applicants
,

1

4' would be encouraged to engage in a hur .ad design effort
i

2 5 grmriding little more than hardware for the sake of hardware. |j
2 ; ,

3 6 We recognize that hydrogen is the degraded core j.
,

* R
$ 7 issue with the most potential for design impact as a result of
sj 8; THI-2, and also recognize the ACRS interest in this subject*

* e i

y 9 particularly for tsmaller containments. |
'?

$ 10 We are participants with the other ice condenser
E I
: i

a II plant owners in analytical studies to evaluate the need for and j
8 !

N I2 | the effectiveness of hydrogen control measures. We do not
= i

Og 13:! propose to specify particular features for hydrogen control at
'

= i
'A

5 I4|i the present time , b ut "a would expect to add such features in
E ! .

|
15 the final desic- i" :. 2 requ.rament results from the

~. i

16 :| degraded core rule =3 king.
* '

i
-A

, I7 | At present, ignitors for controlled hydrogen burn

. .: !
_

3 18 | appear to be a feasible approach which offers substantial ,

P | |- .

-
39 ! protection. We have also evaluated the pressure capabilityg

n ,

20 | of various regions of the containment, and that evaluation was j
,

i : i

f
(

2I| submitted in the September 1979 responses. We believe that
,

1 \
22 i design alternations to raise the pressure capability of our

'

i
'

23 ; containment could be accomplished should such become a

24
i reg, ireme nt .

25 ,i With respect to proceeding with licensing, we believe
d,

J
'

#

i J ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.' |
,

|
'
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)' I some hydrogen control criteria or requirements should be iden- !.

ip
d Ij tified in the near term that are comparable to those under

3 which current operating licenses are beine issued. Certainly
,

|
4 the Sequoyah decision provides a suitable basis for proceeding

!

5 ]|
.

with licensing of ice condenser containments. ;2
E ,

j 6 Regarding the reliability analysis, which was I

!! g* '

, = i-

! S 7 Special Concern Mo: 3 in the propo. sed NTCP rule, OPS believes |
M
j 8, reliability evaluations can and should be f actored into the |.

d i i.
0 9j

, design process. As part of the final design, we have j
?

|10 committed to perform reliability evaluations for systems 3i:
3 ,

h II important to safety.
S

i
.: 32 <

= \,

The objectives of these analyses will be to estab-1E

| 13 lish overall systems reliability estimates, and to identify
=

14g the principal contributors to the potential system failures.
,

E

{ 15 |
| Particular attention will be paid to identification of

= !

E I0 operator errors, common modes, single failures, and ten: and.

us

*
! g 17 | maintenance outages which contribute significantly to systems~

I!= J

{ 18 | failure probability. [
-

i

= | ;'

I9'

The results of these analyses will form the basis
n i

20 | for appropriate systems design modifications, if required.
'

i

2I | The systems reliability analyses are to be submitted to the |
I !

22 | NRC within two years after the issuance of the manufacturing
'

,

|
23 ilicense.

| |
24 We recognize, however, that the application of Io 25

!

|
these techniques to the decision-making process requires that a

-

) ii

) ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |
'
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,

1 ! safety goal be established and that a body of failure-rate
r~' I

2 I data be accepted. We encourage the NRC to take the positive

i
3 steps necessary to make reliability engineering a meaningful |

4 tool in plant design.

e 5 The last item here is the SRP Acceptance Criteria
s
j 6 which was discussed in the NTCP/ML rule --

,

R :.

$ 7 MR. OKRENT: Excuse me. Before you go on to that
;

j 8 point, the last full sentence back you stated was somethinge
,

0=

% 9| like: You urge that the NRC take steps to make reliability
z !c i

y 10 i engineering a practical step and an actual step in plant
z !

E '

a 11 j design. Something like that.
3 i

N I2 | MR. WALKER: Yes.
E i

13 | MR. OKRENT: Why do you think it is for the NRC

z
5 14 to do that, and in your case not for your own company?
b

i =
15 MR. WALKER: Well, Dr. Okrent, I think that's| g

=

y 16 , the responsibility of both parties. I think from our reliability.

d
i |

( 17 ' analysis certainly we can identify the outliers that
' *

E '

, . w i
18 contribute significantly to risk, and take some action to3

;

=
* s

a 19 ; correct those or make design modifications.
5 i

20 | However, there comes a place where our decision and

21 those of the URC might be quite different. I guess I feel

22 that we rapidly reach -- we would rapidly reach that kind of

23 ' condition were we to estensively apply reliability' analysis

24 , in the design process. I feel that some kind of unified

25 approach or goal to making decisions in those areas where there
t

i

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
!
!
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.

1 is question is needed by the NRC. |

/~T ! i

(/ 2 | MR. OKRENT: If I may, I would like to explore this |
t

I
3 area some.i ,

4 You are the designers, not the MRC. In principle,

g J you know your plant better. Also, you have a feel for where
N f,

$ 6| there are constraints, and what it is that imposes the I

'. R i

8 7 constraints , and so forth.

s
j 8 So my feeling is that in fact you are in a much.

U-

d 9 better position than the NRC to do design which is influenced
Y

@ 10 by reliability than for them to specify something that you

$
g 11 should do.
m

j 12 Have you, up to this point, done what you would
5

(} 13 consider to be a reasonably thorough and systematic reliability

w t

g 14 # analysis of your own design to judge to your own satisfaction
s
=
h 15 that (a) there are no areas where in fact, without great
$

'

g 16 ; changes in cost, you can improve the reliability of important.
1

s j

y 17 ; systems, whether they be safety or not; or (b) with some~

=
5 18 increase in cost, you can achieve some potentially significant*

| E

( 19 ; improvement in overall safety?
'

'

5

| 20 In odner words, has that kind of analysis already
|

21 been done by you, and you think you are optimum in this regard?

22 or is that something that remains to be done, in your opinion?
! } !

23 ' MR. WALKER: I have a mixed answer. We did kind !

i

l 24 ,~ of an overview mini-study on this plant, and we have identi-s

_]
25 fied some areas and made correction without great cost.

|

| |

| i

| ! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
!
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!
l ) However, we have not done the systematic kind of .

i . \

J 2 evaluation which you just described. .

3 MR. EBERSOLE: Did you find your aux feedwater

4 system were adequately --
!

g 5 MR. WALKER: We did the aux feedwater system ,'N

@ 6| evaluation and found that we were at the higher end of the i
,

R \
$ 7 reliability scale with that system, compared with other

'

,

Nj 8 plants, at least with that system. j*
;

' d I .
'

n; 9| MR. EBERSOLE : Did you do anything on the scram

! :

$ 10 system? |
3 i

i-

j Il MR. WALKER: We haven't done the scram system. i

3 I

$ 12 ' MR. OKRENT: Now would you view it as both

5 !()g 13 | reasonable and appropriate for the FNP not only to do what |
_ ,

5 14 ! I'll call some kind of " systematic study" to assess your --
z

E
15 there may be weak points; but to do it in a time frame such

. . 16 j that in fact weak points, significant weak points can be*
i |

*
. - -

Q
17 immediately corrected? That's two different things, and I

$|

$ 18 want to make sure that we distinguish between the two -- ;

*

_

i=
i.

n
19 ; between assessing the system as designed; or doing an ;a

ia ;

20 | assessment in a fashion where you can in fact make what you
1,

1
,

21 | think are significant improvements. |
'

0
22 MR. WALKER: Well, the answer to both questions is

.

.

23 ' really "yes." We think an adequate. reliability assessment of |
?
e

24 this system needs to be done. And we think that if we are-

25j going to do it, we ought to do it in time to impact the j!

i
J

l

I
i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |.
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1 design, if the assessments show that that is necessary.

( 2 We feel, however, that that can be part of our

3 final design process and need not be done before the manufac-

4< turing license,
,

a 5| MR. OKRENT: Now do you have some words that you

E |
'

3 6{ would propose to the NRC that they use that in fact would
'

# !.

$ 7 end up in your doing what you'. ust aaid? !

"
! 8. MR. WALKER: Well --. "

!,

. d !'

' d 9| MR. OKRENT: Because I don't think that's what is
i i

o i [

y 10 , in what I heard Mr. Ernst write, because that was a little j
I$ l

'

E 11 '. bit more fu :y to me. I didn't quite get the sense from his i< i
a i

'
j 12 words that I think we just used.
= ,

sE 13 |I MR. WALKER: Yes. I thoucht the words that we
"

E
~

z
g 14 wrote in our response to the NUREG-0718 had that kind of a

+ u

W 15 |
'

!

I flavor to them on the reliability engineering question. I ;

I
=

y 16 don't have that big document with me.
|

.

w 1

d 17 i MR. OKRENT: We have a copy -- No, we don't have*

5 .i

5 3

| 18 | the big one. We have only the comments that were sent*
,

_

c
i

;
, '

$ 19 ; specifically to this proposed NTCP thing.
M !|

20 ! MR. WALKER: It seems to me that those words that

21 we used are possibly the right words tnat would carry that j

22 implication or requirement with them --

23 ' MR. OKRENT: And you think -- !

24 , MR. WALKER: -- inntead of limiting the time to,

(
25j have a facility, the outliers in a reliability sense, and

| |
!

i i
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,

1' those things that contribute significantly to improved plant
I

() !

2 safety can be incorporated into the design.

3 MR. OKRENT: Now do you have criteria that you
|
i

,

4j|
would propose for use in judgment on where it pays to make

1

| g 5| improvements? How would you go at that?
'

O I i

j i| MR. WALKER: We don't have criteria today, no. But
1. -

|. n 7; I think that once the safety goal is in place, then thoseM
;

; |4 j 8 roe,1: t r uta could be derived relatively rapidly from the !
,

,

e | !.

9I o'. . a 1 7 2 " . ty qual in the context of that goal such that they

Y '|
h 10 did maxe :ense. i

i
!'= '

j 11 MR. OF9F.!!T : Mcw the Canadians , for example, have |
B I

j 12 i expressed a kinc cJ quantitative reliability requirements on |
|5 1

I

O $
IJ systems, as I understand what they have, where they try to |

= ;
,

g 14 |
T

use, I guess, one redundant system that they think they need |

$ |
E 15 | a factor of 10-3 reliability, and 2, if they need something |i,
w .

>= i
,

y 16 | less than this, so in effect there is a kind of implicit
i,

^ \ l

d 17 ! safety goal, and then also some rule saying you can't put all |-

x 1
i

* 18 your eggs in one redundant. basket. . f
|: ;

? 19 | Would something like this work for your kind of
''

M ij

20 | LWR? I am trying to see if there is some kind of an under- ,

I i

21|' standable yardstick that can be applied now which the Staff |
t

!

22 ! might use to say: If you do reliability studies and find !
!

;

!

23 ' that you at least meet -- I'll invent a number like the j
t

-3 3

24 Canadian number -- 10 where you would need one system, but {

\ - I
25j you don't look for 10-6 out of one single system in that case; '

n

i

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |

. - - - - - - . - - _- - . . . _. . -- -- -. . . _ -- -



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

4
I i

$wb 17 | 108.,

.

1 you would have two, or something else, where you would cut !

I,i

() 2| down the frequency, or whatever.

I

3 Would something like that be needed, or useful? Or ;
,

'
,

4 would it just get in the way of trying to pursue the process

5' that you've indicated you used and you could do on the plant? !j g
O f

N i
'

@ 6! MR. WALKER: Well, personally I believe that a I
,

'
s R |
*

$ 7 quantifiable goal is essential. And once you've talked about4

;

j 8 an addition, it seems to me it is a goal that takes into
,

d
*

3,
9| account what a system must perform in a functional system,

|j
0

|I

@ 10 i + . tecortance of that function and whether or not there is |
I3 i

*

,5 11 acat-f onal redundancy associated with that function. And to
k

j 12 me, those kinds of goals permit one that kind of flexibility

4 '

g 13 in the design which are useful and I would much like to see
- z

] g 14 | goals phrased in that fashion.

$ j l

{ 15 MR. OKRENT: Do you think the industry could j

= |

g 16 | propose goals like this to be used in reliability evaluations*

,
,

I2 1

I 17 and in design that would be sort of generally acceptable to |.
i

| 5 | |

} 18 ! the industry and to the NRC and third parties wh) come in with |'.

| I;

3 191 an open mind?-

5
20 , MR. WALKER: I would hate to commit for the

|

| 21 ! industry, but as you know there is an AIF group working on an
!

22 overall safety goal, and I don' t believe they have addressed !
'

i
I

23 ] system reliability goals, as such.
!

24 ' MR. OKRENT: I am trying at the moment, as you can |
,

| 25 tell, to stay in the area of system reliability goals, which :

9

: +
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!

1, is what I think you need for these reliability evaluations.
I .

(} 2 MR. WALKER: I agree.

i

3, MR. OKRENT: When you get into this overall safety j
'

i

4 goal, that is related to containment and other things which '

I
l

!5; are not unimportant, but if you could divorce the two, at leaste
E I

n ,

j 6| to the extent that's practical in doing the reliability

5.

* M 7 evaluations -- I mean, you would keep in mind what the nature

s
j 8| of the containment was and so forth, but nevertheless you

d i
*

* o 9! wouldn' t want to hinge your reliability evaluation every time
i i

h 10 on what might be the features of your containment in the

$
j 11 next go-around.
E

g 12 MR. WALKER: Right.

3
E 13 MR. OKREUT: Well, I'm not sure you -- You weren't

[ 14 ' saying AIF is trying to compose --
b

{{ 15 ; MR. WALKER: Really what I was trying to say is

i=

j 16 | that AIF has together a group that is considering overall
* A ;

d 17 i safety goals, and this is possibly a vehicle by which the
,

5 l

h 18 I industry could take on the more detailed question of system
,

9
*

} 19 | reliability goals.,

a
20 I don' t believe that goal has considered such goals ;

i

21 as part of their charter, as yet, but that is one possible i
i
i

22 ! vehicle by which industry could take on such a task.
|

'

23 ' MR. EBERSOLE: As a case in point, between the |
|

24 three PWR vendors, I find some interesting differences between f

() 25 ;, - their activity control system in the context of the scram
'I, 1

!i
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|

1 . system, shutting the plant down. I believe B&W has introduced
|

2' some interesting diversity in some of their newer designs.

3 Westinghouse sticks to simple redundancy using DB-50 breakers ,

i |

4| for the magnetic circuit openings; where it might be really |i
1

I

e 5i quite inexpensive to employ diversity, but we don't have a
N |

@ 6| goal that demands it. But we've gotten a long way, or we've

# I
*

$ 7| gotten some way without those goals just on a deterministic.

5̂

8| basis.g

d 1
*

9| Whau keeps -- just in that particular area --:-

i |
0 i

y 10 | Westinghouse from employing diversity to enhance this function
z i

= | ,

j 11 without having to have some numerical goal to force it? It j

3

p 12 doesn't cost a lot of money.
=
, .

E 13 | MR. WALKER: I'm just not able to answer that

([)3! 14 : question, because I don't know the Westinghouse design practice4

E
E 15 ' or rationale associated with design of those systems.
a
=

g 16 , MR. EBERSOLE: Well, you use a couple of DB-50s
e W j

d 17 in parallel for breaking the magnetic -- They're absolutely
* w .

= |

h 18 redundant; simple redundancy; no diversity -- a lot of ,

: |
,

$ 19 ,' diverse inputs, but they funnel down to simpler things..

M i

I20 MR. WALKER: Yes.

21 ! MR. EBERSOLE : Really, dere must be a counterpart ;

I !

22 I of the aux feedwater study system looking at the reactivity |
|

23 control systems in PWRs of which of these look to be on the i

|

24| worst end of the scale, or the better. |

( 25 MR. WALKER: Yes. I understand your comment; I j us t

|'

f
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I don't knew the details of the design or the rationale
|

O i :

V associated with 1t Wastinghouse systems.

3 MR. OKRENt. Okay, Why don't you go on, and we may

4| |
: come back to this point.

e 5 MR. WALKER: Okay. I was mentioning the Standard
N i

j 6! Review Plan review to identify all deviations fron m

'. 6 I

6 7 acceptance criteria. We don' t believe that such a pmoosed
~,

j 8| SRP audit is necessary, or that it will contribute measurably.

4.
* 9 to plant safety. The SRP, at least to us, was a guide or a
2. i

,

$ 10 | statement by the NRC Staff to itself and to the public of how
z |
= ,

@ II it conducts technical reviews of applications.
3

y 12 Uhen it was issued, the SRP merely described the
=

f existing system, rather than creating a new or revised systemJ
13

;

:n

.g 14 of technical review by the !!RC,,
'

;-

=j. 15 |
For the most part, the SRPs were published in 1975

= ,

- I0 following many months of preparation. Since our applicationd.

-A ;

h
I7 | was reviewed in that period and the Safety Evaluation Report*

!=~

3 18 was issued in September of 1975, and since the Staff review j.

P !

"g 19 ' process was not changed by the SRP, we feel there is substan- !
'

|n

20 tial reason to believe that the FNP technical review was f

2I performed in the same manner as stated in the SRPs.
| I

22 Before any of the NTCP/tiL plants begin operations, |
'

I
23 ; the entire technical review process will be repeated for the j

i

24| final plant designs. At that time , any question of confor- !

O !
25 mance with the SRP can certainly be decisively answered. |

t
I

ji i

!
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:
!

l; Additionally, the SRP audit program would require !
\ :

() 2| commitment of substantial Staff and Applicant resources. We
t

3, believe that the furtherance of reactor safety would be better
'

4|j served by utilizing these resources in a more productive
| i

e 5 3ffort, !
N !.

j 6| With respect to design changes for mitigating the
'

. R

. e
5 7 effects of degraded core conditions, possible hydrogen control
5 i

g 8 features were discussed earlier, as well as the core ladle. I
,

'

|d.. ,

~. If as a result of the degraded core rulemaking further design
2

@ 10 features are required to control the quantity of fission
z
5 '

4 Il products that might be released, a containment vent has been
3

I
Y 12 evaluated in a prelininary way for the FNP.
,=

O g 13 This device could be multiple vent openings leading
i=
,

2 i

i 14 ' to the basin in which the FNP floats. It would contain a
w
e
5 device like a rupture disk and would vent beneath the surface !15

\=
<

y 16 of the basin in case the containment pressure exceeded the |, ^
\

h
17 ' rupture disk pressure. The basin water would serve to scrub*

5 i,

| 18 | and retain a large fraction of the vented fission products -- ;| =

+ |
*

'!"g 19 | except for nob'le gases.'

" i !
20 ! This concept was discussed both in our Liquid j

i

Pathways Generic Study and in our September 1979 responses to |
21

I.

22 ! the ACRS questions. And sufficient evaluations have been |
'

t
'

23 performed to determine that this design approach could be
i

24 installed in the FNP if it were required by rulemaking. !
I

C4 25 , With respect to safety goals, we endorse and support |
|| i

i
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I

'
1

1 | the use of quantitative safety goals in determining the need
'

/3 !
'

U 2| for design changes to reduce the vulnerability of plants to |
!

3 accidents. We believe such goals are essential to provide a

4 quantitative and uniform basis for reaching decisions on the >

l

g 5j need for devices such as additional containment features.
H i

j 6! It is just as important that the NRC Staff and
,

. g
5 7 the ACRS accept both these goals and a rational cons]. stent
r.
j 8f approach to their application for design changes if such goals*

-J. 4

d 9! are to be useful. !
i

15. i

h 10 This completes my statement. I do appreciate the
z
E 1

II opportunity to comment on the proposed NRC rule for IQ
3

I 12 | proceeding with licensing of near-term construction permit
E i

j 13 ! and ML application, and hope our comments have been useful
=

! 14 to you. !

$

{ 15 MR. OKRENT: You mentioned earlier that you do
.

_

| y 16 have a capability to increase the containment's pressure rate,*

! *

!!5 17 | or whatever words you used --
*

;u ,

i

_% l ;.

| 3 18 | MR. WALKER: Yes.
,

P ;'
I

,
c.

I9 | MR. OKRENT: Could you tell us a little bit more |2
5 :

20 | about that, and how you react to that part of the Staff's

I
i

2I ! list? That was an item, I think, on Mr. Myer's list. |
|

'
,

( 22 | MR. WALKER: Yes. Well, in the submittal of last

|

23 year, we presented to you a diagram of our containment and 4

|
24 indicated upon it the pressure retaining capabilities of the !(q .

| >
|

_25 , various regions of the containment. There are two areas that ;

I

i
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t

I

l stand out as capable of being beefed up to give additional
I

'

() 2| oressure cacabilitv. One was the large equipment hatch; and
|

3 the second was the upper ring on the containment, which would I
l

,

1

4: require some additional material be added to that ring.

g 5 You might recall that our calculations indicated
R I,

a 1

g 6, that the pressure capability of that containment was about !i

E, s

6 7 45 pounds, and we could probably go to about 65 without too
*

A
j 8; much trouble. |,

4 ! !
9! With respect to our containment, the problem we

*

Z. ;

.

$ 10 i have -- if I can take that coffee cup and show you -- was
z i

= | |
@ 11| we have a containment sitting on a steel platform (indicating) , !

E i
I

j 12 | and the juncture between the platform and the containment is
~

!
13 t a design problem and an analytical problem. Our currentOg= i

f 14 f calculated pressure capability there is about in the neighbor-
t ;

= i

IS
5 hood of 65 pounds, and I think that is what would limit easy
=

f-

16 I fixes to our containment.g
* w j

N I7 i MR. OKRENT: That's not at normal stresses, but at.
a
=

3" 18 | failure point, the 65? ;
l

.

; i<

s I

I9 , MR. WALKER: Yes, it is. I've forgotten whether' s
5 !

20| we used element, or 120 percent of element.
.' i

21 i MR. OKRENT: Now in its action on Sequoyah, if I
I

f
22 recall correctly, the Commission said something like, after a

i
23 year there should be a hydrogen control system that allcws 4

24f significant margins, or something like this, with regard to

Os
:

-

25 the strength of the containment. And that is what they suggested
I,
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,

I' for a plant already constructed. I don't remember if my words
I

() 2| are exactly correct, but I think that was the sense of the
,

3 decision; and the other opinions were for more stringent

i

4| requirements like to have normal code margins, given the
'

i .
~

5i hydrogen combustion.e

E !

@ 6! Where and how does FUP then fall in this somewhat '

i i. -

k7 grey range cf possible requirements? |
*

M !

! 8 MR. WALKER: Well, so far we have looked at the |.

4 ! i.
n 9I potential. We're putting ignitors in our containment. He

'

z, ! !
= I

$ 10 think that is feasible and doable. |z
: '

j 11 We have looked at the potential for strengthening |
8 !

j 12 our containments. We think if that becomes a requirement that
=

(s-)g )13 ; is also feasible and doable.
=

| |
g 14 ' We have looked at inerting systems for our contain- !
D

i

$ ! |
E 15 ; ment. We think that is a horrible way to go because of need i

5 I'

t

y 16 f to enter the ice condenser containments frequently. j,

* I i

EI 17 And that's really about the extent of the evalua- |*
j !*

=
, .

18 |E tions we've done. We are keeping abreast of the stuff that| .

5 ^$>

{ 19 | is being done for Sequoyah and for McGuire and actively I'

in

20 participating in that effort, so that whatever those require-

21 ments eventually develop to be, we feel like we will have to
i ,

'22 ' add design features to meet them.
r

.
MR. EBERSOLE: Have you looked at the reasons why23 '

' I

i

24| you have to enter the containment so frequently, with a view !
,

I
'25 , toward reducing that need somewhat?
I

.,. i
i

! L 1

i
i
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:

1! MR. WALKER: Yes. We know that the problem in
'

!

( 2 those containments is maintenance of the refrigeration equip-

3 ment.
i

|

4i MR. EBERSOLE : Is any of that removeable to the
!

!
e 5 outside?
E !

,

@ 6| MR. WALKER: Difficult to do.
R*

* 5 7 MR. EBERSOLE: You've got a lot of instrumentation

5 f

$ 0 in there, too, haven't you? I'
.

!

4 i.
O 9
z,

(Pause.)
4

O
y 10 MR. EBERSOLE : Reactor instrumentation. .

3 . i
i i-

4 II MR. WALKER: Inside containment?
3

y 12 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.
=
-

% g 13 MR. WALKER: Again, I can't really answer that
y,) m ,

m
5 I4 question ef fectively because I don' t know.
t *=
. MR. EBERSOLE : Are you looking already at the |15g
* l

j 16 | vulnerability of those items to flash burns from the ignitor |.

2 ! i
:

i

$. I7 ' functions? That's one of the things that TVA has to face. I*
'

x l=
iw

. w 18 The fast burn. ;

c
i

19 | MR. WALKER: Yes. Well, my recollection is that
-

20 the bulk of the refrigeration equipment is back behind the j

!

21 ice condenser walls, so in a sense it is shielded from the -- ;
I

I22 ! MR.'EBERSOLE: Yes. I'm speaking about mitigating
I

23 ' equipment, though, that needs to be kept -- you know, like j
!

24 ! air return fans. I

'- 25 MR. WALKER: Yes. Right. Not specifically our
i

'
e

'
i
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1 ! plant, no, we haven't started that ef fort yet.
|

() 2 MR. EBERSOLE : That's inevitable , I guess?
1

3 MR. WALKER: Yes. ;

4. MR. OKRENT: Let me ask you a dif ferent kind of a
,

i
I

e 5i question. Sonetimes when we talk to the Staf f, and in fact I :

$ ! '

@ 6| think Mr. Myer alluded to this this morning, about mitigative
* R

$ 7 features, there's a question raised: Well, this particular*

I
-

8 feature may help in this event, but we have to look at how it |
,

4 |.

9i might also be harmful, i

'

5 |

5 10 Now you mentioned a momen' ago hydrogen ignitors. i
|z I

h 11 I suspect one can postulate scenarios where they're helpful, fI

a

y 12 and scenarios where they ' re harmful --
=

O s
13 MR. WALKER: Right.

=
z
g 14 | MR OKRENT: -- depending on what you care to

$ !

E 15 | costulate, g
'

B :
t-

j j 16 | How will you f actor this kind of thinking into
,

A ,

>

U. 17 ^ hydrogen ignitors, for example, if you're forced to look at=

5 i

n ;
. z 18 this?

' _ , :
1 A i ,

| e
! g 19 j MR. WALKER: Well, if I were to take that task on

,

~ ,

I M i

20 today -- Let me just back up one step. As perhaps you're ;

!-

; |

| 21 | aware, we have participated some in the Indian Point / Zion
i

\

22 ! study. As part of that study, we have developed a fairly ,

23 detailed containmer.t event tree. We have recognized the f

i

i '

24 i need to develop those event trees also for the ice condenser
/~N !

("') 1
25 containment. We think that would be quite a powerful tool in- |

i
|
i

i

I
!
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l
1

1! permitting us to identify events where particular mitigating ;

I

() 2 systems help you and where they harm you, and eventually |

3 quantifying the benefit, both plus and minus , you might get
i

1

4| from such devices.
: i

5! MR. OKRENT: Is that kind of help and harm done !e
N ! I
j 6' for other kinds of safety features? We have certain features

. -

u.

-i 7 on the plants that are intended to prevent serious accidents

s
j 8 from occurring. They might also be the cause of a serious

I.

4 I !.
*O 9

z,
accident. I suppose maybe the accumulators which are there

O !

y 10 ! to handle a large LOCA represent some kind of connection that
E l

h Il can rupture, and it's a high-pressure vessel that can rupture,
*

y 12 ! and so forth. I mean, there are positive and negative features
E

{J =gj
13 to almost everything on the plant. Even the control systems

m

5 14 have positive and negative features, and so forth.
$ i i

E 15| Do you go through the plant and look at each feature
w

=.
-

i'

y and try to see what its positive and negative aspects are the j16 I
,

4A
I

b- 17 | way daey're now starting to do on things like vented filter !-

5 !
" .

!
l5 18 containment, for example?.

| !-

{" 19 | MR. WALKER: As far as I know, that exercise has~

5 ,

20 act been done in any of the risk evaluations that I'm aware of.
i

21 | MR. EBERSOLE : Overhead injection has been done, in i

!

I22 part.
I

23 ' MR. WALKER: Yes, that's true. We looked at |

24 ' upperhead injection with that in mind.

l
15 MR. OKRENT : But I suspect they're only in an !

|
|

I !
; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 1
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:
I j incomplete way. I don't think there was a real balance sheet

Ok/ 2 made with all the possible failure modes that might go with

3 the accumulators, and so forth, for the upperhead injection t
!

4| There is a partial list of scenarios. i; system.
I:

$ 5| MR. WALKER: Well, at least in our case, it was more
n !

j 6! of an attempt to identify what some of the negatives might be
* '

R.

5 7 in a qualitative rather than a quantitative way.

3 I
g 8| MR. OKRENT: In other words, I guess one can look.

d*

$ 9 at what people are doing on some of these citigative features
2

@ 10 in two ways.
z
5 '

4 11 First, that maybe they are blazing a trail that
S

N 12 I we should be doing for all systems. Or maybe they're asking
,=

( } { 13 pe rfection there where we don' t ask perfection anywhere else,
w i

5 14 ' Namely, that it be only good and not bad; that the policeman's
Iw

E I

g 15 j gun can only help prevent crime, and never kill an innocent
I'=

.

.

g" 16 | Person..

A \

d 17 | MR. WALKER: Yes.
*

z
=

i. w
w 18 MR. EBERSOLE : Let me ask a question on core
_

=
8-

19 ! cooling. On core cooling, you eventually come to a cross-g
5 :

20 | roads. Are you going to guarantee, without fail, the presence
!

21| of a secondary system for heat removal? Or are you goiny to
I

d i
22 " ultimately decide you may invoke bleed feeding?

i

23 MR. WALKER: Gee, we really haven't -- I'll pass

on that one. I

24 |lg-]
\_J

25 ' MR. EBERSOLE : Okay.

!

; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. i
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Ii MR. WALKER: As you recognized, we have a Westinghouse:
;

,,

x/ 2i NSSS and we will t ndoubtedly go with the Westinghouse position

| I

3! on -- ,

4 MR. EBERSOLE : Well, had you ventured and said:
'

I

s 5| Well, we're going to count on bleed / feed as a mitigating
: .!0
.

g 6| function to the secondary failure, I would have then asked you: i,
*

- ,

e n .

E 7| What are you going to do with the PORVs? And why don't you
- .

i

A 8 |; find some good valves , or ways to keep the primary loop open -- |

"
*

;d j*
'

: 9 '4R. WALKER: Yes.
i io i

g 10 ! MR. EBERSOLE : -- rathe r than these compromise ways i
z i ;

= i
'

@ 11 which we now have, so you can pump water through it. You have
3

f 12 , a very poor way of trying to pump water through the primary |
= | |

( } { 13 I loops in a PWR. It's impeded at all points. You've got to have !
- i .

<m i

5 I4 I a LOCA, really, to do it. j

b | 6

= i
15.g i ( Laughte r . )

x !

j 16 | MR. OKRENT: Any comments from the S taff on what.

g'A
\

* 17 ' Mr. Walker said?

*
.= < '

} 18 ! MR. PURP LE : None from me , except pe rhaps to -- we
p I.

$ 19 | may have sounded fuzzy on reliability analysis; but what I
5 -

20| heard Mr. Walker describe they were doing sounds very mucht
,

I
I

i
21I like what we had in mind,

f
22 j MR. OKRENT: Maybe it was me. Let me go back and ;

23 | read what this was you have in your -- |
:

I24 j (Pause.) '

(_ , .

25 " hat you say is: "The Applicant should perform f,
.;,

t

!
: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. i
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1

; simplified system reliability analyses of a certain system."'

n'' |

2| Then you say, "The Applicant should provide sufficient informa-

ti n describing the nature of the studies, how they are to be3

4| conducted, the completion dates , and the programs to assure
i

5| that the results of such studies are factored into the finale

N
N 6: designs."

,!
. e
. -

j i We ll, I think those words are just enough in the
7|=

3 i middle that they don ' t s ay that the designs have to do. g
"

, .

d
9| any thing . On the other hand, they say; But we haven't ignoredg

i !

$ 10 the question. This term "f actored into the design" is -- I
E

! ji don't know how to interpret it, frankly.'

<
k
g 12 MR. PURPLE: I see.
3

I)$ 13 MR. OKRENT: Maybe it's all clear to you.
\/ =

=

A 14 MR. PURPLE : So that it may be, and obviously is,
d r
-

,

| ! 15 | a fault of the words. I was merely pointing out that wha * I
.-

!,x
i=

had heard described is what we had in mind. You're looking for
~

T 16.

3 i

A I
~ '

outliers, and you're looking for them in time to influence your. |g j7

5 ;
*

*

@ 18 | final design, not after.
! = i
|

- - ;-

t 19 | Certainly we can take a relook at those words and
a
n

! try to make clear what they are.
. 20
t

[

2) : MR. OKRENT: I mean, have you thought about when

|

22 | you have to look at see whether you have a potentially

23 1 undesirable interaction among systems? If you want to correct

I
g- 24 it, it seems -- there's a certain point, it seems to me,_when

(_S/ |l

25 many changes are impractical because you just have too much

!.q
:! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. !
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1

i

i concrete and steel already in place, and no space-- even if

() 2 you wanted to add another system -- and an inability to change

3 dependence on a single header, or whatever it is.

4 So that's why I said that I find this wording

5 sufficiently in the middle to be interpretable by everybodye

5
$ 6! either the way he likes it, or the way he doesn ' t like it.
*

1*
R t

.

M 7 MR. PURPLE: We 'll try to make it clearer. ;
W

I

%
8 8 ! MR. OKRENT: And it doesn't give very much guidance

. n

d.
: = 9 to the utility as to at least how the NRC will judge what

'
Y
E 10 | constitutes sufficiency or adequacy. I'm not trying to excuse |

!E i

! 11 the utility. I assume you can tell. But I don't think this '

< i

* I

d 12 ' provides very much guidance. '

E |
=

!("% 5 13 ! If you have a way of making it clearer -- if that's
(_) E I

,

j 14 | the right word -- I would encourage you to do so before Friday? j
:

w i
e *

! 15 | When do we meet?'

x !
= ! ;

16 ! MR. PURPLE: Friday.."
3- ,

A |

.

1

p 17 MR. OKRENT: It would be helpful to see if you !I-

x i= '

$ 18 | have any further words in this area, because it could be*

!F
19 | useful.

e
-~

i5
l n i

20 MR. PURPLE: Okay.
.

21 MR. WALKER: Okay?
i

i I

[ 22 ! MR. OKRENT: Thank you.
'

i

23 By the way, if I could ask a question that arises

24 from this discussion -- and I will welcome comments from .

A
(''l '

25 representatives or other utilities, as well as Mr. Walker, and -

,

4

I ,l ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. !
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1I the Staff: I have heard it suggested -- and I don't really
1

(^)h
!

\_ 2 know whether it's so or not -- that if a utility were looking

3 at the plant it had proposed in the construction permit and

4 decided that in fact it could be meaningful to make a change

s 5 in design -- let me invent a change which I am pulling out of

N
j 6 the air -- they had three steam-driven auxiliary feedwater

,
. a

2 7 systems, and pumps, and now they're going to go to two steam !

%
,5 8 and two electri c or something, and that may be a poor example,.

' d
d 9 but something a.t least that not only is different from what

'

$ ;

@ 10 they had, it may be different and in their mind an improve- |

3_
j 11 ment over what anybody has, that if they bring something of |

i3

g 12 | this sort in, the Staff has to go- through a fairly extensive |

5 !
!

(x~_), s13 !, review and it sort of opens up the -- maybe not only this I

i=

| 14 part of the plant, but the rest of the plant for reevaluation,
* i
-

E 15 can impose f airly long licensing delays at one step or another,
'

E

j 16 and that this acts then as an inhibition on proposing changes..

i* i

y 17 Now I have heard this suggestion; I don't know if*

E '

I5 18 it is a real situation. And my example which I have just*

:
-

.

0 19 ,!
invented now is probably a very bad one, if it is a real

=
*

20 |
"
i

i situation.
,

!
21 : Can anybody comment on this?

22 j MR. SCHNEMCER: Well, of course the ignitors on the

|

23 ' ice condensers sort of fits that, Dave. It was a proposal to

i

24 deal with the issue, but one that we couldn' t readily grapple
g-)g +\_

25 . wi th . So I think the answer is , at least from my vantage point,
i.

+

t

I :

I

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. !
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1 everything you said is true. You're likely to run into, if it

() 2' is proposed, it has to be looked at to see the negatives and

3 the positives . You don't just want to dump it in without
i

4 having some proposal -- assurance that the proposal has had

5| some independent technical look-see by the Staff.e
~

\
n i

h 6; Hopefully, the argument is made so well that the
* '

r R,

g 7 person can just go through and check it off and say: Yes, yes, |
'

-
N

3 8! I agree. But it does have to be looked at. I think I would
. a ij

d '- ,

= 9i have to hold that position. ;

5 ! |
E 10 MR. EBERSOLE: In this context, isn't it true that r

5 I
i

E 11 ' the Staff is probably the main obstacle to the Applicants i
< t

3 ;

d 12 . coming in with a dedicated shutdown heat removal system, :
E ! I
o I i

13 which is probably the most significant improvement you could{}
E 14 i make? i

'd | Iu

! 15 MR. PURPLE: Why would we be the reason for them !
'

E t

|- ;

J 16 ! not coming in? ;. .
< l !

17 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.*

!s
1

2 |
|

$ 18 ' MR. PURPLE: I say, why would that be?*

E i

I 19 i MR. EBERSOLE : Because it would open up new areas~

x i ,

- { !5
20 ! of investigation. ;

'
!
t

21 i MR. HAASS : Rocking the boat.
I
L

22 j MR. EBERSOLE: Rocking the boat, inviting possible

| I

23 cancellation of requirements elsewhere which the Staff wouldi
,

!,

( 24 i be unwilling to cancel. |
!

25 In other words , the prevailing structure inhibits !

!

i !
il ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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;

1

1' improvement, for the very reason that Dave brings out.

() MR. PURP LE: You might also say that the structure
2

f r that same reason prevents a downturn when you thought it
3

i

4 was up.

5| MR. EBERSOLE: Yes, but it perpetuates mediocrity,
e
E !

6 ;;
and some way has to be found to break that.

t. -

MR. HAASS: It's one of the products of standardi:a-j'

7

lj 8 ,
tion.

= n

N 9f MR. EBERSOLE : Well, it could be, unless we had a*

z i

g d standard. Standardization can be perpetuation of poor
$ 10 ||
E >

j jj| practice. On the other hand, it can be innovation and
< !

B ;

i establishment of good practice. So you can't say itg j2
z i

= i

} 13 j generically . It has been used~ in the former, not the latter
g

- 5
$ 14 f

sense.

N
_

5 15 { MR. OKRENT: Yes?
E :
= i

.- 16 | MR. WALKER: A comment also with respect to the
3 i-

* i

g- 37
1 hearing process. I believe that tends to inhibit one's desire

.

x ,

b 18
to make any proposed changes for fear of reopening the hearing

a

I
W

I C record on a particular issue that they would like you tot 19 '
-

A
have closed.20

1
'

21j (Laughter.)
,

| MR. OKRENT: -Okay. Well, if anybody can add further22j

23 light to that point, we would be happy to hear it. I diink

24 Mr. Robert Myers is here to make a presentation.
("T !

MR. MYERS : I am Robert V. Myers. I am the
25'"'

h ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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i

l

I | Vice President of Generation Resources, representing the
!

( 2 I Puget Sound Power & Light Company.

3 I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before

i

4| this sdocommittee to present Puget's views on the status of
- a

5g the NTCP licensing situation. I would like to caution you
S |

'

j 6| that I am here to discuss general policy, and don't have with
R*

$ 7 me a technical staff, and so we're not prepared to go into
- .

2 .

g 8 the details of what we do or do not intend to do on specific
. ,

O i i
.

z,
9! systems, or reliability criteria, or anything else. !2

i
O +

y 10 I do understand that in the letter that you received !
z ;
: !

@ II | from Houston, they indicated that they would be prepared in i

I3 i
|,

E. 12 | February to talk further to some of the issues that I think !

5 I {

("') g 13 i you might like to hear from the utilities on some work they |
\/: . !

W i

5 I4 | have done in that area. !

b i
'

15 |
5 |
=
. j As you are aware, the six NTCP member utilities have
= :

d 10 six construction permit applications for a total of eleven !,

| 2 | |

N I7 ! nuclear units still pending.before the Nuclear Regulatory |
*

x
= i !

,

{ 18 | Commission. The projects in question represent an imbedded.
,

c
8

19 , investment in excess of S1 billion, and a total potential :
.

m

( A

20 |
| j investment upon completion of over S45 bill |.

I
2I| Furthe r , they will provide more than 13,000 megawatt

| 1

22 ! electrical of vitally needed capacity initially expected to

23 ' be available during this decade. In fact, our plant was' i

24 | initially expected to go into operation in 1981.

(~J '

N !
,

i
\- 25l Although the projects may differ in design, they are

'l i

i
i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. i,
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1; all affected by the uncertain licensing climate. Little of

() any significance has occurred on any of the dockets since2

March 28 th , 1979, the date of the accident at Three Mile
3

4| Island.

5| As a consequence, each utility is now being forced
e
M i
n -

8 6! to decide whether or not to continue with its nuclear project
e :.

'
or to look to an alternative form of electric generation with

7

amore stable regulatory path. The life of the NTCP projects8,a
, n
I . e i

d 9| requires the receipt of clear, definitive, regulatory criteria'

i
$ 10 today.
E

! 11
On September 25th, 1980, the NRC issued its

<
3

proposed rulemaking for " Proposed Licensing Requirements ford 12z
= ,

( ) h 13 | Pending Construction Permit and Manufacturing License
s ,

E 14 | Applications." The proposed rulemaking suggested the following ,

d I
u

three possible options for licensing action relative to thej 15

=
: 16 , pending NTCP plants:.

3
^ |

g 17 |
Option one was to resume licensing using the pre-*

x

! 18 | TMI CP requirements augmented by the applicable requirements*

I
E~

t 19 identified in NUREG-0660, and as delineated in NUREG-0718.

A

20 Option two was to take no further action on the
!

pending applications until the rulemaking actions described21

in the Action Plan had been completed.22

| 23 ; And option three was to resume licensing using the
1

pre-TMI CP requirements augmented by the. applicable requirements24 +(~h ,
'(/

25
identified in NUREG-0660, and to require certain additional

i

| | ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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I

!
I measures or commitments in selected areas -- for example, those

|

[\_/) 2i that will be the subject of rulemaking.

3 The near-term construction permit applicants

i i

4' submitted extensive comments on the rulemaking, including
i i

;

e 5 addressing the particular requirements of siting, degraded i

A !,

$ 6i core rulemaking, reliability engineering, emergency prepared-
'

R :

$ 7 ness, the remaining issues embodied in NUREG-0718, and deviations
s
| 8. from the Standard Review Plan..

* 4 !

z,
9j In those comments, we urge an adoption of option 1=

i
O I

$ 10 i as stated in the rulemaking -- Namely: " Resume licensing using
z I
=
j 11 the pre-TMI CP requireme its augmented by the applicable require-
3

y 12 | ments identified in NUREG-0660."
E 1

(]) 13 Option 1 has in effect been applied to existing

z

5 14 :i construction permit holders because facility construction under
s r

I i
r 15 those licenses has not been suspended and the requirements of
a
=

y 16 NUREG-0660 are being implemented during the course of post-.

* !

d 17 | construction permit and operating license licensing review for
~

a
= !

{ 18 !*
these projects, g

P i
~

$ 19 Option 1 for the near-term construction permits
'

5
l

20 provides a proper basis at this point for construction permit
i

21 licensing because it carrie with it a commitment to comply with

22 ! NUREG-0660. With the implementation of the many NUREG-0660
I

i 1

23 requirements, substantial and sufficient improvements will be-

- 24 achieved for the near-term construction permit plants.

I
-

25 The NRC Staff's, prior to today, preferred course|

1

1

1

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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i
i

1 for the proposed rulemaking was Option 3 -- "Resune licensing |,

2|(~'/s using the pre-TMI CP requirements augmented by the applicable [s- >

!

3 requirements identified in NUREG-0660 and require certain

4 additional measures or commitments in selected areas -- those
! :

'
I

s 5i that will be the subject of rulemaking." !

s f
I

j 6| The difficulty with Option 3 is that it does not !

,

. R
$ 7 clearly and adequately reflect a definitive licensing path
, ,

8|9
which bounds requirements appropriate to a construction permitg.

d t |
'

[ 9| proceeding. In addition, there is no technical basis for i

2 |c i

y 10 ! distinguishing between projects with construction permits and
z 1

h 11 those near-term construction permit utilities without. |
3 !

( 12 i I am going to deviate from my remarks here for a
E

( } { 13 minute to stress that point. I think many of us are in this
- ,

g 14 | situation with a sort of a " luck of the draw" or the inade- |
= i

5 i
~

j 15 | quacy of any one of a number of things, including perhaps |
= i

y 16 support during the hearing process, the lack of control under -|.

-d | |

d 17 - the intervention process, administrative -- or the adversary I
'

w .
1= 1
'*

G 18 ' hearing process, any one of a number of things. To decide that
~

7

~

f 19 | you've got us set aside here and held captive, and now dump I

A f i

20 | the problems of the industry in general upon us and have them |
i,

l

21 cured on these six construction permit applications, it seems .

!
;

22 to me is not only unrealistic and unfair, but unwarranted. |

23 I also must take exception to the inclusion in i

i,

fy 24 ; the rulemaking notice of the statement that "it would be I

\-) !
'

25] relatively easy to provide design lexibility to implement
'

|

ii

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |l
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1; potential significant safety improvements." S ubs tantial
r~s |
\ 2' design changes and backfitting during construction have an

3 adverse impact on overall project cost and schedule, and
,

4 seriously undermine utility financial resources and diminish

e 5 public confidence.
E !

j 6| Thus, the proposed rule as embodied by Option 3
,

'
R i<

'

$ 7 requirements does not provide the definable and realistically
~

| 8 bounded guidelines necessary to create a stable licensing-

d*

0; 9f process.
,

iz .

iO
y 10 ' It has been 21 months since the TMI-2 incident. i
z |.

= | ,

j 11 ' Action taken by licensees and the industry in common, as well ;

3
I

; j- 12 ,| as the technical findings which were the outcome of various j

5 I i
'

(]) { 13 ' TMI-2 studies and investigations, have in essence already }

5 14 accomplished objectives of the proposed rulemaking -- namely, I
z

$ ! !

2 15 | significantly and cost-effectively reducing risk. |
E i
-

j 16 The signals from the NRC are confusing and contra- |,

A ,
.

1
i 17 | dic to ry . In the face of such signals, the UTCP companies

-

.

z . !
.: s

. -

18 cannot make prudent decisions either in managing the capitalp
-

'
- p I

; 19 | with which they have been entrusted or in providing service
a ! i

20 for which they are franchised. This poses a nuclear dilemma |
t

21 that is fast approaching nuclear paralysis. Utility

| 22 executives have no sound basis on which to decide whether to
i

4

|

23 continue with further commitments to our nuclear projects.
,

,

24 ' I would like now to make a few brief remarks about '

(-)$'m 1

25] the need for power in the Northwest and our service area in _

i ;

i ;

; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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i

1 particular, as well as the importance of and our reliance upon '

Ir" i

(_]/ 2 the nuclear option for vitally needed electrical generation. !

3 (S lide . )

4 One of the reasons for me doing this is that there

'

s 5 was a mischaracterization of the situation that many of us

O .
|

@ 6| are in before the Full Committee of the ACRS which said that
"

Oo

E 7 it really didn't make any difference whether you licensed any
; '

j 8 plants in the next 10 years or not because they didn' t really |.
,

d !*

y 9 need the power anyway.
.

2 I

h 10 Puget Sound Power & Light Company is the largest
z
= i ,

j 11 investor-owned utility in the State of Washington. The company j
k i

f 12 serves approximately 1.2 million people within a 4500-square |j
"

,I ,i
_

I13 mile service area which includes 8 of the fastest growing{}
g 14 j counties bordering Puget Sound in Western Washington, and

.w
|

u .
'

E
r 15 Kittitas County in Central Washington.

|w
=

j 16 Puget Power's generating capability is currently |,

* ! i

@ 17 ! about 79 percent hydroelectric, although all future major i'

5
E 18 supplies of electrical energy will be produced by thermal*

P
~

$ 19 generating projects. I might note that on this particular
n

20 slide, we still show the Skagit site located in Skagit County. ;

! 21 That option has also been foreclosed as a result of time
'

| 22 passing, as it inevitably does, and the rezone contract which

23 ' we had which authorized the use of that site for a nuclear
1

3

24 ! power plant expired on December 1979, which at the time we
(_) '

25 , entered into that agreement seemed like a fairly safe distance !
!

I
l |

,

!
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 1'
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1
in the future, which was five years earlier.

(S lide . )2

3 The energy situation faced by the Western States,

i

4| and in particular the Pacific Northwest, as we head into the
I

I 1980s is critical. The extent of the energy problem in thee 5
E !n ;

8 6| Northwest is indicated on this next figure, Figure 2, which is
> . .

|. -

{ 7 based on a summary of estimated loads and resources as of

;
5 8 May 1s t, 19 80 developed by the West Group Forecast, a compila-*

"
|e

d |

d 9 tion from utilities in the Northwest Power Pool.

Y
E 10 The most important conclusion from this figure is
E
_

E 11 that there are firm energy deficits in all years through 1991
<
m
d 12 under adverse water conditions. The dark line (indicating)
z
= i

( ) =[ 13 | is the load, and the bar are the resources. Now it stops in

=

| E 14 1991 becaus'e that's the span of time covered by the Northwest
Nc
! 15 planning system. It doesn ' t mean that in 1991 the problem

5
,

. .- 16 solves itself. In fact, in 1991, the resources which we are
3t

| * '

E 17 now counting on'to meet these loads are again the nuclear
'

,

0 i

h 18 riants which 10 years earlier were to meet the loads in 1981,*

n,

, - -

E 19 the Skagit project and the Pebble Springs project.'

A i

20 | Since 19 75, the number of customers we serve has
|

i

21 | increased by nearly 30 percent, including nearly 30,000 new cus-
i

22 tomers added in each of the years 1973 and 1979.

l |

23 (S li de - )i

g- 24 The outlook for the '80s is for continued growth.

(/
| The Washington State Office of Financial Management has predicted25 |j

3

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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i

1 i a population increase of 33 percent for the Puget Sound Region
I

i :
s_/ 2, during the next 10 years. Responding to such growth presents

3 a challenge of considerable magnitude, particularly in light

4, of the energy uncertainties of the '80s.
!
!

s 5| The plain fact is that our ability to meet the
$ !

$ 6 I growing demand for power in our service area is being stretched

7|
". R !

thinner with each passing year, primarily due to excessive |$
*

3
j 8 delays in bringing new generation resources on the line..

* d ;

d 9 (S lide . )
Y

@ 10 i The very subste..tial delays in nearly all major |
E ! i

4 ,_

11 power plants planned in the Northwest for the ' 70s and the '80s ;j
3 !

j 12 i are graphically illustrated in Figure 4. Before I go to
5 !

13 Figure 4, I just should show you the resources and the load |('S d,)5 '
,

! rz
g 14 picture as it is covered, looking at the resource mix that we |
t A

,

= i

c 15 j have. ;

ix .

= . !

/ 16 f ( S lide . ) ;.

z i ,

d 17 You can see that the principal part of our supply f,
*

i

\ x .

| 2 l !

| - { 18 is provided by hydro. We have a substantial amount of coal.-'

,

P i
~

{ 19 | We are planning now for nuclear that will come on line. The |
5 I

20 nuclear (indicating) , which is this section of the bar over |
:
1

21 ! here, which stops at this point (. indicating) , is the N Reactor i

!

22 at Hanford, whose operation is currently scheduled to terminate

'
23 ' at this point (indicating) . Hopefully it can be extended, but

24 - currently it stops then. And we pick up again with a small !
i S

%-) - I
'

; 25J portion of nuclear energy, which is Puget's share of the !

! !4

I .

i :
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,

|
'

1! Washington Public Power Supply System Plant No. 3 located at

(~N |
(-) 2| Satsop, Washington.

|

3| MR. EBERSOLE: Is that estimated load based on
i
I

4| rising cost of energy, or present cost of energy, or what sort

5| of base?e
3 \
" i

MR. MYERS : It is based on our best estimate of whatj 6j,

R i| e
'

$ 7| the future will hold. It includes adjustments for the price
I-

n I

j 8{ elasticity. It includes estimates for contributions of.

* d
o 9 conservation. And it also reflects the changes that we have
i -

,'!
O i

g 10 I seen in the near past where substantial changes in consumption
z |
= !

j 11 ' patterns have occurred. ;

3

y 12 j We are projecting on this line (indicating) about
,

= i

(]) f 13 | 4 percent per year growth. Historically we have seen something

. 14 on the order of 8 percent, a substantial change from what we [
b !

! 15 have seen in the past.I '

5
16 The very substantial delays in all major power plants--. g

.
t w

!*

i 17 j (S lide . )
w ,

5 18 | -- somebody once observed there are eight ways to
*

*

_

C.

{ 19 | put one of these on there, and sometimes you can go through
5

20 seven before you get it.

21| (Laughter.)

22 | MR. OKRENT: Or you can go through nine, because

|
23 ' you repeat some of the previous error.|

1

i24 i ( Laughter. )0%/
25 MR. MYERS: I did that in three. I thought' that

!

; ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. ;
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I was pretty good.j

2 ( Laughte r. )

3 i MR. MYERS: The very substantial delays in nearly

4, all major power plants planned in the Northwest for the '70s

e 5, and ' 80s period are graphically illustrated on Figure 4. All
0 |

g 6I the plants shown are nuclear, with the exception of Colstrip
*

i

*
E !.

E 7 Units 1, 2, 3, and 4, which are coal-fired plants located in
s
j 8 Colstrip, Montana..

. d
y 9! I should add that we now are considering the
?
E 10 addition of 2000 megawatts of additional coal-fired capacity
3

h Il called the "Creston Units" located 60 miles west of Spokane
3

d 12 | because of the problems which are obvious in this graph.
'

= |
,

( ) | 13 Clearly the Northwest is heavily dependent on the

z 1

5 I4 nuclear option for future generation. If further delays beset
'

$ '

15 these planned nuclear porjects or if continued licensing
'

. !>

16 -g uncertainty forces lengthy deferral or cancellation of thesei .

| M i
.

N I7 projects , the economic, environmental, social, and institutional
*

N i
!

\
*

18 | impacts on the Pacific Northwest and Puget Power's service
~
'*
f
? I. &

19 ! area will be disastrous.g
5

20 In case it isn't clear from the chart, the lef t end

21 of each of the bars is the originally scheduled operational
t

22 |4 date for the project. The right-hand end of the bar either

23 f represents the realization of operation -- which in the case of

24| Trojan, Colstrip 1 and 2 has occurred -- or, our best estimate-g-
'u

25 of when commercial operation of these units will occur under
i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC. '
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1! current conditions. " Current conditions" do not include some
1

( 2j of the assumptions that one might make af ter spending the

3 morning in this room, I might add. They are more optimistic

4|i than they will be tomorrow.
|
<

5| In summary, I strongly urge that a clearly definedg
N !

$ 6i licensing direction be established for the projects of the
"

E i.

$ 7' near-term construction permit group. That dire crion must not

3
| 8, take the form of continued requests to commit to the results.

'

e.

9 of open-ended proceedings that are not likely to be resolved
'

i I

$ 10 for some time.
3

| 11 To make the construction permits contingent upon

f
y 12 | the resolution of these issues dilutes the value of the

'

13 construction permits while leading to ever increasing and I(}
| 14 unbounded costs for the completion of the projects. i|

| =b
'

|

I 15 Ra the r , I propose that we be allowed to go forward :

$ ! i

j 16 | on the realistic course specified by Option 1 of the rulemaking. i,

'A I <

p 17 i Only through a commitment by the NRC to clearly define the !
~

5 |
5 18 ' licensing path and safety requirements can the near-term*

5,

| h 19 | construction permit companies expect to gain needed support
~

! 5

20 |
t

from our directors, shareholders , and ratepayers to continue !
i ,

i
21 ; with the nuclear option. '

.

22 , This concludes my comments. There are representa-

23 ! tives of other NTCP companies in attendance, and they could

24 j respond to questions on issues that might be particular to their
O

25 own situation. !
I

i
!

: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. :
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1| MR. OKRENT: If I could explore a few general

/~T |

k/ 2{ questions, how technical is it fair for me to get? You tell !
l

3, me. ,

!

4| (Laughter.) .

! . .

5| MR. MYERS : All right. You ask the question, and ie
n
N .

i

3 6| I'll tell you whether it is beyond my expertise. ;
e.

R*

R 7 ( Laughter. )

s .
i

MR. MYERS: That seems like a safe place for me to Ij 8|-

e i ;-

9| be. jo
i |

'

h 10 MR. OKRENT: Fine. Okay, now when we met in May
Ej 11 when the ACRS quite consciously held a subcommittee meeting to
B !

j 12 find out what was happening on the NTCP plants, and representa-

,=

E 13 ! tives of the utilities were in, the utilities then indicated
\. g

A 14 that they would try to come in with proposals for how to
6

I
|=

2 15 develop some kind of policy approach to the items then in need |
x i

: |

j
16 |

of resolution. There were six on that list, you may recall. i
.

!
G

p 17 1 It appears that the number of issues of concern have- decreased, f*

x : ;
= ; .

5 18 for one reason or another. !*

!=
iH.

E 19 In what I read of the response of the utilities to '

5
n

20 , what the Staff published for comment back whenever they did

!

21| it, in September, or the summer sometime, I didn't see -- I !
I

#

i

22 , may have missed it -- much in the way of a proposal from the ,

.

'
i23 utilities for what to do, other than I guess what you call ;

!
6

24 ' Alternative 1, which was really to proceed on the current i
-)

s/ !

25 basis and let's see, I suppose, what the rulemaking procedure '

| 1 !
i a ;

i

|j ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. i|
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I will hold in the future with regard to backfitting.

2 I had thought, from the meeting we had in May, that

3 there might be some kind of alternate other than that that

4 the utilities would propose that they thought, I suppose you

e 5 might say, met the spirit of whatever was relevant in the safety

0
j 6| and would provide some kind of a suitable basis whichj area,

'*

R '
,

R 7 might in fact give both the utility and the NRC a basis for
,

3 >
.

j 8| saying, "this looks like a reasonable proposal; in fact, maybe |,

= d ,

o 9 we can, barring anything unexpected, even grandfather these ;

i i

$ 10 from the rulemakings," you know. That would be more stable |
O

3 1 ,

h 11 than your sitting with a construction permit, but not knowing {
8 !

f 12 when the shoe is going to drop -- one, or two, or three -- from j

5 I i

Od 13 rulemakings. I

VE |
m -

g 14 ! Now -- |

$ |

E 15 MR. MYERS : I was not involved in those earlier j

N !

.}
16 discussions, except that they did occur early enough, and jj,

* |

6 17 subsequent to that there were meetings that were held among i*

N -

II$ 18 the NTCP owners and the Staff, and I don't think much progress*

Ii:
i

.-

$ 19 | was really made. ;
*

20|
|5

: The proposed rule came out. It contains what it j

21 contains. We view that as asking us to go ahead and build f
'.

22 j something that has no finite limits to it physically, so that
r

23 ' you don't foreclose your ability to put anything inside or i
!

24 | outside or across any boundary, barrier, system that might be |
!J

25 , later decided you should have. |
'l

|
| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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I In addition, it seems to say that you are uniquely
1

|

(("'%_/ 2 dif ferent than the ones who we just issued construction permits
,

3 to, even though you might have a design that's further along.

4 Our design is 70 percent complete, in terms of engineering. Ne

5, certainly have had plenty of time to do it, and I'm surprisede
E Ia ,

8 6i it isn' t 100 percent complete, except for changes in the
*

i ,'-
. n ,

3 7 requirements . |

l
~

.

3 So we find ourselves in a position that it makes it
,

n ;

* d
d 9 very difficult for us to propose something when we have no clear i

Y
E 10 - set of objectives that anyone has said: This is what we're |

E I

! 11 trying to do. We are in the position of the -- a friend of !
< .

3 !

d 12 mine, which talks about the fellow who is asked to " bring me a i,z
E i

/~} Es
13 rock." And with the large number of rocks available for him !

(-- |,

$ 14 | to select f ro m, and you being the only individual who knows |
w '

E !

2 15 which rock you want, he can make a lot of trips before he ends ;

M !

= i

.' 16 i up with the right rock delivered. !
E i i,

s |
-

!y 17 ' So that is really the situation we are .in. We*

$ i

E 18 don' t know what we ' re trying to do, in terms of safety criteria. ,'*

-
-

'

E 19 ! What standard are we trying to meet? What are we trying to*

x
5 ;

t

20 achieve through this? What difference is there between us and {
I

21 the other plants that are going ahead now with a different set

22 | of criteria? I think we ' re just bewildered at this point. We
t

23 ' have no basis to optimistically view the future and move for-
,

24 ; ward, spend more money. We have $270 million, and some of it
i

25 was very good dollars back in 1973, invested in this plant. '

' !
i.

i

: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. I
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l It's really gone.:

2 MR. EBERSOLE : Well, TMI-2 happened. TMI-2 happened.

3 Suppose there was no regulatory pressure on you to do anything.
!

g TMI-2 happened. What would you have done? Would you have gone

s 5 back and examined your aux feedwater reliability? Have you,

9
N 6| yet? Have you looked at anything else like that in these

. . .
t

i . -

| 7 eight dozen critical systems?|

-

E g MR. MYERS : We are a BWR-6 Mark III..
n

*
d
g 9 MR. EBERSOLE: Well, okay, the counterpart of those

i

$ 10 problems.

E_

E 11 MR. MYERS : The industry is looking at the problems
<
3
g 32 resulting from TMI. We 've got the Institute for Nuclear Power
3

() 13 ,
Operations. We've got the other organizations trying to look

|
-

'

E 14 at the sorts of things that led up to that -- the operator
d

! 15 error sorts of things, the limits on systems , the transients

E
! that can get you into trouble. We' ve now learned that you' re:

16 |
.

*
A

g 17 | better off looking at transients and perhaps smaller events |
*

,

s ;'

l =
$ 18 ,j than just concentrating on LOCAs, which fascinated us for years*

I-

C
t 19 | and turned out to be the wrong thing to be fascinated with.

: .

i

! 5 !

20| I don' t think the industry is saying to shirk its

|

21 | responsibility, but we do have to know where it is we are
i

22 | headed. We are in a race where the finish line has not been
.

i

23 ' told to us yet. We're just told to. keep running. We do have

3 24 |
limits to our ability to do that. We have financial limitations.,

i \-)
25 These plants cannot be cons cructed regardless of the cost. We'

.

!
:

! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
e



.

I

Id}jwb 50 ' ' ' - -

I need to knew -- frankly, our utility needs to know if we
(~ !

2 should throw the S270 million we have invested in this plant,

3, j ust throw it into the system and forget it, and pursue some
1

4 other option. Because we cannot define what our ultimate

e 5i exposure is with the system we have.
E !

a i

3 6! MR. EBERSOLE: Well, to some extent you were always
. e !

R*

A 7 in that position; only now, you think you're worse. I mean,

%
I 8, you never knew what was ahead of you with the evolving*
a |* J i

d 9| requirements.
i !

$ 10 MR. MYERS: To a degree, I suppose that's so;
'

|5
*

i

5 11 although there is some comfort in having at least more than
< ,

3 i

:
'i 12 |

two or three other people in the pool with you. We are being
z |

,=
|

( ) h 13 ! really set aside here as such a small group, without a lot of |
= , ,

! 14 | people who are going to rush to our rescue, because not a lot j
u
2 !

2 15 of people get impacted with us. That is a reality of the world. 4

x ,

=
I 16,! MR. OKREMT: Well, there are two aspects of the !

.

% | |
*

i 6.

6 17 ' discussion that are maybe worth looking at a little bit. ;

!s i

5 18 ! I guess with regard to your example of " bring me a'

:
. -

| 19 rock," I had hoped that perhaps the utilities were going to ,

h5 i

. 20 | say: This is the kind of rock that if we get it, it should j

21 provide an acceptable basis for these plants, and here is why.

22 . And I guess that's what I thought we might see forthcoming
i

23 af ter the May meeting.

24 It is not clear to me at all dhat that's not a

O i

25 fair action to expect of a utility, or a group of utilities --
'

i

'
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j , in other words, that they leave it for the NRC. And I

() understand in fact there may be some utilities, or maybe the2

3 group are trying to do that, but at least we haven ' t seen that

4 yet.

e 5
So in any event, I think, while you've heard us

N .

3 6! give the Staff a hard time here, and before this, in not
*.

*

7 providing a somewhat better delineated guidance, I think that
_j 8| could equally well have come from the utilities saying: Look,

,
N

= a
we think there are improvements that are relevant, or here arei E 9

Y .

E 10 bases for making improvements that we think we both agree we ,

'

_i
can proceed, and so forth, and should provide an acceptable5 ij

$
,

d 12 basis for these plants.
z, '

:5 I don' t think it's fair to assume that these plants ,
^%.{d 13 i '= 4s

_b 34| you know, aren't even on the drawing board, and no effort ever .

#

! 15 existed. On the other hand, I think you do have to accept

E
16 reality. An accident did occur. People have taken a look.

, 3,

| ^
g 17 , In fact, they are using information that was there before, but*

'

;

s .

I5 18 now they are giving more credence to it, more weight, and-

:

E 19 maybe they are judging that in fact there are things that are*

X

n
20 more probable, or that need remedies, or warrant remedies,

2j whatever the situation is.

So I think, myself, the NTCP plants are somewhere22

23 in the middle. They're not like the plants already in opera-
i

24 ' tion or under construction, and they're not like plants that
,

C) i

25 might begin design in a few years. There is precedent, I

h i;

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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1 think if you look elsewhere in society. If a dam fails,
l

2 a dam just ready to begin construction is relocked at, and,

3 in fact sometimes even stopped. It depends on the circumstances

4 of the dam. Some go ahead. And similarly in other situations.

e 5 I don't think INFO, to my knowledge, is addressing

8 , ,

j 6| the design-related questions. If they are -- and I didn't

R i
*
.

5 7 know that NSAC was. Maybe they will in the future. But there
!,;

j 8 has been a period of time, which is getting on two years,.

d i'

d 9j when in fact some of these things might, I think, have been '

i i !

$ 10 initiated by the utilities themselves whe ther the Staff was !C
i

z-
!

' .

g 11 j doing something or not. Maybe I am a dreamer, but correct me
a
y 12 if I am wrong.

5 i
.

I13 i MR. MYERS : I don't know how to respond to that.
O'=|

i

| 14 i I think the utilities are trying to be responsible and to be

Y .

2 15 responsive, but you've got to remember that we grew up in a .

E . ,

j 16 ! system that was created for us. We didn't create it. We tend |,

^ l
d 17 ' to be reactive.*

E i.

E 18 We also tend to be smaller organizations with limited*

5
19 | resources. I probably don't even understand today all of the f

* s
;

i5 !

20 f
things that are going on in the industry, and I am sure daat f

!

21 General Electric, the vendor _ of our reactor, has done many

22 studies that relate to the aftermath of TMI and systems that
3

:

23 | are contained therein. .

!

24| I didn' t come here today prepared to talk about !'

CE)
'

25 those, but indeed if your charge is that we didn' t come in with |
I

i u

! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |

.



}ddC''
jwb 53

!

I
1 a proposal to change the licensing process of the Puget Sound

2 Power & Light Compan'y, then we' re guilty. we did not. !

I
3 MR. EBERSOLE: Ilow many BWRs are you talking about? '

4 MR. MYERS: For Puget? ,

i

e 5 MR. ESERSOLE : Yes. !

b .',

j 6! MR. MYERS: Two. !
,

9=

I 7 MR. EBERSOLE: Just two?
'

Aj 8 MR. MYERS : Our first two reactors, if they are !e

- a
d 9 built. ;

$
@ 10 MR. OKRENT: Mr. Lowenstein, did you want to make a

,

3 i
- i

| j 11 ; comment?
3 1

y 12 | MR. LOWENSTEIN: Yes, just a small one, just to
= \

! 13 | supplement what Mr. Myers has said.
n

,

$ 14 I'm not sure he's familiar with the transcript of'

2 15 , the meeting to which you have referred, Dr. Okrent. I think

5
j 16 | part of the answer to your question is that time has passed |,

j 8
w,

|*
| !;[ 17 that discussion by. Much of that discussion, as I remember it --

:s ,

* i
5 18 ! and I haven' t reread it since the time of the meeting -- was in* ,

= I

$ 19 |;
*| .

terms of what might be proposed by utilities to deal with !l

5 !

20| subjects such as prevention, or mitigation of degraded cores.
4

:

| 21 ! Since that time, the Commission has issued an |
,

!

!
22 ! advance notice of rulemaking; it has issued a proposed interim |

i

| 23 ' rule; there is a great deal of activity going on both within ,

24| the Commission and among industry groups in the context of the i

25| rulemaking. And I think the discussion that we heard this ;

|
,

,
- i

l i
,

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. I
|
'

, . . - , - . . , -. ,-.



145jwb 54 6*- -

I morning makes perfectly obvious that the Staff really wouldn' t

O 2| be in a position to act meaningfully, even if we could develop

3 an industry position at this point on any particular proposal,

4 outside the context of the rulemaking.

I
5iy Part of our ef fort in trying to obtain meaningful

e
3 6 licensing criteria for the NTCP groups has been to get criteria ,

, ,
' ' !. g '*

S 7 which would rule out a specific case of degraded core j

5 i

g 8 considerations, put them into the rulemaking for the time being ;
e

" "

d t

I:; 9 on the basis of the interim rule or as it may be modified and
z
O i

g 10 ! finally adopted by the Commission. ,

! | i

5 II So I think that some of the specific things the 4

,'a
ij. 12 I industry might have come forth with before will be done, but !

i

('E)j 13 they are going to be done, I expect, on a schedule and in a |
_

iz
y I4 framework of the degraded core rulemaking. |i

h !j 15 ; MR. OKRENT: Well, since we have the benefit of your |
= i

1.

16g comment here, could we explore with both of you: Suppose in
|

.

A i

I*

h
I7 fact the Commission adopted Alternative 1, but you knew that ;

= i !
' *

} 18 there was going to be a rulemaking on degraded cores and |
E.

h l9 molten cores, and it might end up saying that BWR-6 Mark IIIs
n i

i

20 have to somehow cope with large amounts of hydrogen generation, j
1

1

'

2I and molten cores, and so forth and so on; but the decision !
!

22 | came three years from now, or five years from now, or X years
!
i

i

| 23 ' from now, whenever it was that the Commission arrived at a i

i

24| rule.

25 Now would that leave you in any happier position fi

( !

i;

| i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |
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1! than the Staff's Alternative 2, 3, or 4? You remember today

() that they had 2, 3, or 4.2

3 MR. MYERS : Oh, yes.

4 Well, it does, I think. There are two things diat

'

5 are important there.e
Rn
3 6i First of all, if that were to be the case, we would
* !t . ,

l
,

j. n
2 7 find ourselves in the same position as Grand Gulf, Perry, some ;

'

~ ,

s
8 8 other BWR-6s, who would be faced with the same thing. We.
N g

* d
= 9 would be proceeding ahead, but we know that what we have here

I I

@ 10 is a problem that is going to be imposed on the industry because |
3 i

i

s 11 of some technical basis for its requirement, as opposed to the |<
|"

d 12 fact that we happen to be handy and caught in this malaise. i

E I
= i('' d 13 Secondly, we don' t presume, or don't assume |

. 3 i i

! 14 automatically that we would proceed ahead; but we at least |
1

$ |
2 15 would then have the information that is necessary for us to !

Y I
'

.- 16 say: Well, let's take a look and see what sort of a risk we !
,

B i
e i

g 17 perceive this to be, what sort of bag are we holding? And |
*

N i'
'

N - 18 then if our evaluation is that that bag is too big for one t'

E - ;

t 19 |
utility of our size to hold, then perhaps we cut ourselves loose ''

x
5 1

20 from the enterprise and go on to other things that productively !
1

|

21 produce generating capability. ,

22 But we are in a position right now, we don' t even |

!

23 have a very good feel for what it is we are looking at. So |
1
i

24 | yes, we would be happier with that. 4

! !

25 MR. OKRENT: You mentioned Grand Gulf. It happens t

t
!

? |
t I

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC. I
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1 that in a letter dated December 9, 1980, they wrote Mr. Tedesco ;

O 2i of the Staff, outlining what they were doing in response to
,

I
I

3 his letter dated October 30, 1980. They talk about a program

4, for looking at hydrogen control, and it includes a range of
|

;

5 ;| things including many different concepts. ie
E | ;

j 6i Now I would assume that if design measures evolve
,

* R
$ 7 out of such a study that look beneficial, if anything they

A
j 8 would be easier to include in a plant on which construction is*

,

d |
d 9 about to begin, or going to begin in a year, or whatever, than ;

I |

@ 10 on Grand Gulf, which memory tells me got a construction permit |
5 |

| 11 some years ago and presumably is f airly well along. Ididvisitj
3

f 12 the site a large number of years ago.
=

('~ I S 13 MR. MYERS : I would assume that is a fair statement;
s ;

A 14 yes.
C i
= ;

2 15 MR. OKRENT: So in other words, I guess I am trying
$
j 16 | to see: Do you think it is unreasonable that Puget Sound look' =

^
|<

@ 17 ; at its proposed reactors as hard or harder than Grand Gulf? ,

5 I !.

5 18 ' I am trying to understand what it is you are saying.
i=

19 i MR. MYERS: W? seem to be rather argumentative in |
n

'

;
20 this whole process. The question that was asked earlier I ;

i
;

I

21 think bears repeating. That is: What is the impact of all 1

,

:
'22 these things? If what we are doing is attempting to uniquely,

23 ' on our docket, make an independent examination of our reactor

i
24 and its facilities, we then are subject to the second-guessing

25 , of the intervenors and the Staff, and anybody else who cares to |-
! !
i !
! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,'INC. t
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!

participate in saying, "Look, your look really wasn't the kind jj i
'

|() 2' of look we had in mind. Grand Gulf came up with these results. !

l
'

3 Why are they dif ferent? Why are they not comparable?"
1

4| And we are going to go through the kind of |
l
'

o 5 protracted kind of time-consuning adversary hearing process

%
3 6 ! that has not really been all that constructive. It has to be
e

R*

R 7 done on a generic sort of basis. If you are going to take a*
;
'

;
E 8| look at these things , it should be done in such a way like

a n

S.

d 9 reliability where we all agree that these are the rules, this

Y
E 10 j is the way we're going to do the analysis, this is the criteria
E ;*

! Il ! we ' re going to use to judge the result, and then we can move
<
S,

'J 12 forward with it.
z
3 1

% d 13 ! Then, we have something to found our belief on 6aat
E

E 14 we should proceed or not proceed. But to say: Each of you do
d

! 15 your own thing; come up with your own criteria; set your own

s I
!: 16 standards; make your own proposals, invites a chaos which has

. 3
M

6 17 brought us to where we are today, which is the same place wea

w
=
5 18 were seven years ago. ,

.
!-

1

I 19 j MR. EBERSOLE : It sounds like you're endorsing a
!
*

-

5
n

20 good standard plan.
|

r
|

| 21{ MR. MYERS : Well, we bought a GS AR. We really |

||
I'

-

!

| 22 } thought we had one. |
1

| ! i

23 ' (Laughter.) !
|
' !'t

24 , MR. OKRENT: Are there any other questions? |
!(2) *

25 ! (No response.) {

!
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1 MR. OKRENT: I guess that's it. Thank you.

2 Are there other comments that representatives of

3 MTCP utilities would care to, or are willing to make, as the

4, case may be?
I

I
g 5i (No response.)

9 !
@ 6| MR. OKRENT: Well, I am going to suggest that we

". R
5 7 take a break. We will come back in 10 minutes or so and talk

[ 8|; further with the Staff, and so forth.
.

< 0 ;

d 9| ( Re ces s . ) ,

ii i
O
y 10 | MR. OKRENT: We will reconvene the meeting.

3 !
'

_ .

j 11| I guess I would be interested, if I can, in
3 1

' exploring a little bit the differences between option 1 andy 12
,

-

( } j 13 i Option 3. For purposes of the discussion, we can assume we
-

i

$ 14 | are talking about the August version, recognizing that the !
'

s ,

= .

E 15 | Staf f has some modifications in Option 3 now.
\,x

=

j 16 | In what the Staff said in NUREG-0718 that was,

A ,

y 17 ! issued in August, they discussed Option 1 and stated that it*

5 I

5 18 ! would minimize review of construction impact, the reby*

: !

| [ 19 | minimizing delays in reaching regulatory decisions on these
-

'

|
5 |<

20 | appli.ations, and then they went on to state: "The principal
.

21 disadvantage of Option 1 is that it fails to take advantage

22 of the fact that since construction has not started, it would
i

! i
23 , be relatively easy to provide design flexibility to implement,

24 . potential significant safety improvements."

(1) :|

I 25 Now we have heard a range of comments about Option 3
!

'

,

i
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|

1! as proposed then, and there are comments in the written
|

) 2 material. They relate somewhat to difficulty in the hearing

3 process, and somewhat to a lack of knowledge of what will be

4 the NRC requirements aside from the hearing process.

e 5 First I would like to understand better in my own

9
j 6, mind: Is there really a major difference in the long-term

R I
*

.

2 7' stability? By that, I mean not only in getting a construction

A
j 8 pe rmit , but really in getting an operating license, and even,

* J i

d 9j to years beyond, between option 1 and option 3? If one doesn' t
i ;

o *

y 10 know what will be the outcome of, say, the IREP program, of the
z
= 1
g 11 hearing on degraded core cooling, and so forth, why is it felt
S

y 12 j by t'.te utilities that option 1 provides substantially more
:

(~T | 13 stability than Option 3?
i

! 14 | Can the utilities help me in this regard? '

$
'

2 15 I will welcome as many participants as are willing. t

E

j 16 Mr. Myers?,

A
'

d 17 MR. MYERS : First of all, I would like to say that

18|-E my interpretation of option 1 versus option 3, Option 1*

U
*

$ 19 | recognizes that as a result of the rulemaking there may be
5

20 additional requirements in: posed upon those people who have

21 reactors of different types, across the board.

22 ; Option 3 says that I am required to do something
!
i

23 ' that nobody can tell me how to do. That is, to not foreclose

24 ! my ability to incorporate anything anybody might later decide

25 , should be incorporated on those few plants which were charged
.

|
'

! ALDE:.RSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. '

_



I 151*t- -
jwb 60 '

1| with the responsibility for not foreclosing the ability to do

f' ' !

2| that. And that's not many of us. That 's j ust a couple. I

3, don't know how to do that. I don' t even know how to understand
i

4 what's involved in attempting to do it.

e 5 MR. OKRENT: Let's hear the Staf f comme.it to that
: i

H |

3 6! specific point before we go on. Are they asking this difficult
- e
> -

E 7| flexibility? Or may they be asking unknowingly that this be
! 1

| 8| there? Or just what is it that they' re asking, do they think?-

-
t,e
'

MR. PURPLE: Well, I think Option 3, as it was in
.

E 9
i

$ 10 the draf t that went out in September with respect to degraded

5 |
5 11 I core, one of its faults and one of the big disadvantages is
5 |
-

i

d 12 | just what Mr. Myers said, that it was not well bounded and
z
= i

( ) h 13 | would be difficult in litigation, and would be dif ficult -- we
:

i

E 14 ' didn't have a clearcut understanding of what we wanted. It
W
E
2 15 was written with a good deal of flexibility in the language. .

x
= .

j 16 , I think as we' re reacted to the comments and thought'

2 i
.

p 17 about it more ourselves, we have been trying to seek a method

18 that still has what we think are the advantages of Option 3,

- -

E 19 but that are more precisely defined.
5 '
n

20 For instance, Alternative 4 that Jim Myer talked

!

21| about, is a rather precise list of things to do. It's well

i

22 f understood. What may not be understood is what the final
!

23 answers are going to be out of that, but at least it is

bounded. And if the concept works, the thing could be24 ;

25 grandfathered from the ultimate rule, and that's a well-defined -

4

i
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i

ij thing.

!

(o) 2j So I guess I am saying that I probably agree with
I
i

! the frustrations expressed in the sense of how it was draf ted
3

|

in September, and we are trying to fix that by seeking a way4

5| that is a better defined method.e
~

l
n ;

MR. OKRENT: And you think the Op. ion 4 that we3 6e.

k 7 f, heard presented here is or can be made a defined method?
" "

,c<..

3 gi MR. PURPLE: Yes.
,

A
i

.

N 9' MR. OKRENT: That doesn't leave t a question p ded a

i !

$ 10 | pe n? In ther words , that one has to be able v> tati n to

! !
maintain flexibility for any eventuality?5

11 |'5
-

,-

d 12 | MR. PURPLE: I think it's a whole lot better defined
3 !,
-

(''; 3 13 ; than simply leav:1.3g it open to whatever the rule may develop.
VE

.

E 14 : MR. OKEENT: Do we have written down what you
N i
C ;

5 15 | consider to be Option 4? It's not in the draft. Do you have
2 i

::: 1

.- 16 ! something written down?
,

3
M j

MR. PURPLE: Not really.'

g 17
x ,

( 18 MR. JIM MYER: Not exactly as it was presented, no.o

5 |
t g| It is presently in draft form.*

5 i

n

20| MR. PURPLE: That's why it was blank in the draf t

i

23 you got today, because the words have not yet been finali::ed.

22]l
'

MR. OKRENT: Do you think that by Friday Option 4
a

23 might look differently? Is that what you're suggesting?

MR. PURPLE: I guess that's certainly possible.24 ,O .

I would expect we would have it
,

MR. SCHMENCER:25j
'I
I

|
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1
written down Friday.

() 2 MR. PURPLE: But it's going to be written by then,
,

3 because our Commission paper is due to go to them by, say,

4 Thursday night, so we will have to have it finalized. So by

e 5 Friday, we will have f.'c written down. It is certainly possible
En ,

8 6! that it could be something different. |
e .. .

* MR. OKRENT: Do we have it written down?7
_

E MR. SAVIO: I have what I have written down. '
g

* 5 ,

e d I

g 9i ( Laughter . ) |
|i |

$ 10 | MR. SAVIO: I have what I heard written down. !

|E i

'

-[ jj MR. OKRENT: You do? '

'<
3 i,

'

g 32 MR. SAVIO: Yes.
3
-r-) j 13 i MR. SCHWENCER: Hopefully, it is within the

(m/ E ;

$ 14 | transcript.
x

6s

! 15 | MR. OKRENT: But I can't remember when I said the ,

x ,

1
,- 16 transcript will be available. ;

. 3 i

A i

MR. SAVIO: It will be available in one day. |,g j7i
-

I
*

E i,

E 18 MR. OKRENT: In one day?
'

; ,

= <

u
MR. SAVIO: Yes.t 19

-

I
A

IMR. OKRENT: T find transcripts are not always20
!

t i
'

gj ! completely intelligible -- No offense to the reporter -- it
,

!
'

22 | is just the way it works out.
'

!

23 (Laughter.) |!

MR. OKRENT: Yes?

I'd 24|- ,

25 MR. PURPLE: There is another point I want to make ,~

.
i ,

| 1 I'
i;

4 !
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1 1 that has come up quite of ten from Mr. Myers about the f act tha t
I() I

2 these NTCPs are a unique group and are being treated in a'

3 fashion different than others who had luckily just gotten their

4 CP just before TMI.

I

5' one of the things that we will be doing next Tuesdaye

"6.

N 6 is presenting to the Commission, and seeking their approval to
* ; -

!. -

E 7 our plam; to take all of 0718 and apply it to all other cps that i*

!-

8 fit u certain definition. That is, CP-holders that have had
,

. . c
d 9 cps for some amount of time and for which very little i

i .
'

$ 10 construction has begun, to see if it doesn't make sense that j
i-

|b *

E 11 some of these same requirements should be imposed on them. |

< .

5 i

= 12 i I can' t tell you what percent construction; we !

3

OE$
13 haven't figured that out yet; or how long the CP would have been ,

'

E 14 ! held. So I don' t know how big the population will grow. But
d i .

* I

E 15 i we will be presenting this as a proposal to the Commission next
x i
= '

16 != 5 -

Tuesday, j

'
A ;

d 17 i MR. OKRENT: You would propose an increase and |'

$ I

5 18 share the misery?,

E

||I 19 MR. PURPLE: I didn't want to use that word, but*

A
i

20 | that's --
< |

t
t

| 21 (Laughter. ) j

l I

22 MR. PURPLE: -- but we recognized the same thing. i

it

23 It was hard to rationalize why a plant that, for example, had ;

t

24 | already gotten a CP on March the 25th of 1979 should somehow i
.

|

| 25 be totally excluded from at least the same consideration of j

| || |

f
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1 doing the same kind of option lookia.T that we ' re requiring of
,

f} |
s 2 ! the pending cps.

3 MR. OKRENT : Mr. Myers, did you hear enough about

4 their option 4 to comment on whether you think it would be

5| bounded and specific, at least not open-ended in the sense youe

$ !

@ 6| earlier defined?
,

ie R
8 7 MR. MYERS: Well, I'm like you. Not having had the
sj 8; benefit of seeing anything written down, and commenting on a.

* d
9 draft that I just listened to tentatively, the thing that

5 '

$ 10 appears to me is that the rather optimistic appraisals of the !
z
= |

j 11 time required to do the things that were being discussed in
,

a

p 12 ; that option probably don' t lead to something within a year.
E i ;

(]) j 13 i Probably you're talking about a time frame that's on the same |
-, ,

! 14 | order of magnitude as the rulemaking, prior to anybody getting i

E I
i

E 15 | to the point where ycu say you're now ready to issue a
5x

= !

j 16 construction permit. And so we're talking about much longer |.

^
\'

d 17 ! delays, again, associated with those people who don't have
'

E_

$ 18 their construction permits.'

E
'

$ 19 | If I recall what was said there, you're talking
: n

20 ; about going through a process that he said would take a year, |
'

.i

21 ! which I remember when licensing took 14 months, and that was

22 , in 1973. .

23 ' MR. OKRENT: I remember when it took less. ,

-

:

24| (Laughter.) i

|

25 MR. MYERS : And that was a forecast for us. !

i,

'
.

t
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'"'

i !
'

I ' (Laughter.)

() 2| MR.'OKRENT: No, I said I remember when it took

!

3 less. j

l
4 MR. MYERS: We don' t really know enough about it. !

I

g 5| I don't know enough about i: to say much more than that, {
N !
j 6 although I do believe that it does n:t provide us with ai

R j*
* 5 7j mechanism whereby we could, in an orderly way , get a construc-

,

M i

j 8| tion permit to proceed ahead, and then look back and assume
,

e d I
d 9| that we would be impacted with the same thing that others with

I !

E 10 construction permits have. I don't think anybody is so naive
z
:- I

y 11 that he assumes, as was said here earlier for instance, that
8

!

j 12 | anybody could grandfather you against further decisions by

E |

O s
13 ! anybody.

E i

j 14 | We all know we're exposed to that as a justification

l'
s ,

i=
E 15 ! . Tor a modification or an additional system is made, and we're
E i
- ,

y 16 | going to be hit with it if you have one of these plants. We
g,

A 8

d 17 | know that. But at least you get to start and get going and*
,
. x :

| = \

E 18 | proceed ahead, and you know that when it's looked at and its ;.

. !: i-,

{ 19 cost effectiveness is measured across the industry. Is this |! -

5 i .|

a change that's worth making? And we don' t find ourselves !i20
l !

! l
'41 1 two years from now with this much longer delay, that much more -

i

| 22 ' money invested in j ust the cost of the money we've got invested !
|

l i
, , ,

23 ' in the plant, and then the same excuse-being used to say: Well, !

!
24 they haven' t started construction yet, so . why don' t you go ahead i

/~ j

(_3
i
! / !

25 and lay this one them?!

i

I
t ;
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1; MR. OKRENT: Well, now, I have been pushing on the

2 Staff; now let me push on the utilities. The S taff in their

3 document said that the principal disadvantage of Option 1 is

4 that it fails to take advantage of the fact that since construc-1

|

5| tion has not started, it would be relatively easy to provideg '

9
j 6, design flexibility to implement potential significant safety

'

Ge .

M 7 improvements.

s
j 8 Certainly that's true for certain kinds of design,

* d ,

y 9 flexibilities. In other words, at this stage there are certain '

'?
5 10 steps you could take that would be much harder than when you '

z '
= I

j 11 had 80 percent construction, or 40 percent -- it depends on :
'3

g 12 what you' re doing.
,

!E '

() 13 f MR. MYERS : Yes. To the extent they can define ,

!n
g 14 those today and say this is what's required, I agree with that. :

$ .!
E 15 | MR. OKRENT: But you were laying it on the Staff
$ -

g' 16 to define this , in ef fect..

|
lA

*

d 17 ' MR. EBERSOLE : As a case in point, you're a GSAR i

3
E 18 man. Browns Ferry has been generous in providing the industry'
_

? .

{ 19 | with lots of flags as to what ought not to be done. First was
'

5 |

20| I

the fire. More recently, we had the scram system fail. That ;
-

.

!

21 , was a handy signal to do something about the scram system. -

22 Are you all doing anything about that with your

23 ' GS ARs , independently? Or are you waiting for the Staff to 3

i24 | establish something to do?
-

i

25 MR. MYERS : Well, I'm not prepared to discuss the
i

I
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1 details of that. I think if you look at the Browns Ferry scram ,

() 2| problem, it was related to a piping situation --

3 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

4i MR. MYERS : -- but maybe --
i

g 5 MR. EBERSOLE : It was more than that, though.

E ! !

j 6| MR. MYERS : -- Joe Quirk is here from GE and maybe

: -

E 7 he can address that specifically.

Ej 8 MR. EBERSOLE : Are there forthcoming some improve- |,

. e
'

i

d 9 ments beyond those which are presently on your GSARs?
=

i i
2 .

g 10 MR. QUIRK: On the GSAR scram discharge volume -- i

! I

j 11 MR. EBERSOLE: I'm aware of that. !

3 !

j 12 MR. QUIRK: -- the particular configuration on the ;

5 f

{ } g 13 ||one at Browns Ferry --
-

i i

[ 14 ' MR. EBERSOLE : It was more than that, newever.
}

$ !

2 15 MR. QUIRK : -- does not have the same -- i

5 |
1

j 16 MR. EBERSOLE : It does not have the same detailed
'

,

|*

d 17 ' specific malfunction potential. It has a related set, however,*

x
7 |

E 18 I in that it looks at a dump volume which is closeable, which '
'

,
_

E
;

$ 19 has a potential for filling -- |
*

'
5

20 MR. QUIRK: -- and which has instruments -- |
!

21 MR. EBERSOLE: Better instruments than Browns Ferry |
i

|22 had; true.
. .

!

23 ' MR. QUIRK: A different type. !

24 | MR. EBERSOLE: Ric.h t . But c.enerically, though, it
. ,

(-) '
'

u'
25 , represents a problem area.

i
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1 MR. QUIRK: It has been evaluated,' yes . And we ,

|

() 2| think that the BWR-6 scram system --

'

3 MR. EBERSOLE : You do not now intend to do anything

4 on your own volition to GSAR BWR-6 in this area?

e 5. MR. QUIRK: I didn' t say that.

N !

h 6 ! MR. EBERSOLE: What?
- ,

= n
8 7 MR. QUIRK: I did not say that.*

'~
nj 8 MR. EBERSOII: You didn't say that?

,

d I ,

.
o 9 MR. QUIRK: No, I did not.

( I

$ 10 In response to the evaluation performed by the f

3
_

11| Staff, recommendations have been made by the Staf f and by ;j
[3 |

:j 12 I General Electric, as well; and that these recommendations will
-

4
E 13 be carried out on our BWR plants. |3, ;=

| 14 MR. EBERSOLE: So you are doing something beyond the -

1
2 15 Browns Ferry catchup?
E

i

j 16 , MR. QUIRK: Yes.
* s i

'

6 17 : MR. 3BERSOLE : Thank you.! -

E |
$ 18 ' MIt . OKRENT: Mr. Lowenstein, before when I raised

,

F

19 | my question, Mr. Myers volunteered to comment, You indicated*

20 ; an interest in responding to my question.

! 21 MR. LOWENSTEIN: I'm not sure I remember anymore,

22 Dr. Okrent, what that specific question was, but in response
i

23 to your last question I would say that we have sent a letter

24 to you, addressed to you, on behalf of Houston Lighting & Power

C) 25 indicating a desire to appear before the Commir. tee in February.

!

t
t
:
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1

to discuss work which Houston has underway with its suppliers

1|
2 and its architect-engineers to look into the difficulties of

3 implementing Option 3. They are considerable. The work has

4 not been completed. We would expect diat they will be brought

e 5 more or less to at least an intermediate conclusion this
3
n
3 6; month, and we would be in a position with representatives of
a

i| 7 the groups that are working with Houston to appear before you3

7.
E 8 at dhat time and discuss in some detail the work that has been
N

* .=

5 9 done and the conclusions that we have reached.*

$
E 10 MR. OKRENT: But let me ask the S taf f how the ;

'

i
_

5 11 | potential availability of the information just mentioned by
<
3 I

J 12 ' Mr. Lowenstein impacts on your thinking and what you propose to
3
-

5 13 , do? Do you think you saould wait to see what Houston Lighting
(

E 14 |' & Power has developed before you arrive at a final recommenda-
d I

,

f 15 tion to the Commission, or what?'

E
. 16 MR. PURP LE : Well, I shared your earlier expressed-

3 ;

. * !

p 17 | maybe " concern" isn't the right word, but the comments that
.

u :

I
E 18 came from industry in response to the draf t, didn't contain

' =

E 19 as much' as we might have anticipated from earlier meetings with
* X 4

a
,

i 20 the subcommittee and our earlier understanding of what they had

!

21 i underway.

|

22 | The Commission is pressing to move on with reaching
;

: 1

| 23 a decision on this, and have asked us to bring down our best
,

24 shot, which is what wd re doing. It is hard to -- and we will

/ 25 do that. We will do that next Tuesday.
|
' t

!! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. '
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1 I don' t know enough about what the industry is

() 2 doing to really be able to ascertain how significant that

3 should be, and should we hold off and wait until we see it, or

4 proceed on with our own best judgment on the best information

i|
,

5| we have now. I really hadn't thought about this until you
~

s
9 j 4

f 6j asked the question, but I think we would be likely to proceed
'

# |
*
* 2 7 on with what we have in this draf t now and let that be our j

'

nj 8 recommendation to the Commission next week.
,

e J
o 9 MR. MATHIS: Hell, Bob, let me toss something else
5 !

'

@ 10 out here.
E

f| 11 MR. PURPLE: Sur .
3 ;

j 12 MR. MATHIS: Option 1 basically says you go with
,

'r
I

'

Gg g 13 ; things as they are now, plus the pr.ovisions that are going to i

=

| 14 be required from 0660. Righ t?. |

E I

E 15 MR. PURP LE: Righ t . i

s .

g 16 | MR. MATHIS: So there is a bounding element there
,

* ! ;

b' 17 that is pretty well defined. I-

E !
.-

E 18 MR. PURPLE: Right. '
.

'

E

$ 19 , MR. MATHIS: And if you want to take advantage of*

n : :

20{i a plant not being built and consider those major kinds of things ,

21 that might effect, if you will, the fundamental design, if you .

il
!

22 ! go back to Jim's Option 3 which says: Okay, set aside some

!

23 ' land over here. You can do daat at this stage of the game, I i

|

24 ' am assuming. Provide some space under the unit, and beef up '

,

i25 your structure. Those three things are pretty definitive.
i

|
>

1,
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1 And if you had that in addition to Option 1, would

O. 2 that make you happy? And could the utilities live with it?

3 It seems to me you're covering your bets pretty well on anything ,

4 that might come out of rulemaking on degraded core. I'm just
i

e 5 tossing it out. |
N

j 6| MR. MYERS: I think the problem with that,
|,

#.

5 7 Mr. Mathis, is the Mark III's containment design indicates
; I

j 8, that the Skagit project -- I might say that it's a rather tight i.

\- a
i

% 9| fit for everything that's in there now, and to decide you're
2 i

= \

g 10 going to jack sonething up a few feet, or whatever it takes |
z .

= i

j 11| to require space in there for it, is a reconsideration of the |
3 I

!

y 12 { basic containment design. !
-=
|(}mg 13 We've learned a lot about the design of the Mark III

-
i

g 14 containment, including loads and things that result from full f,
M I

!

b | ,1=
t 15 , swell, a lot of things that came into the process as we went ;

E ! !
y 16 through the proceeding. I suppose that we're really saying |,

: A |

l $ 17 i that once you do that, you decide you're going to change the 1
'

5 !

$ 18 design and allow a little space, which is easily said, we' '

E

$ 19 j probably are going to reevaluate the basic design of the Mark |
*

5 i :
20 III containment. |

21 MR. MATHIS: All right, then let 's -- I

22 MR. MYERS: I don' t know how you can get away from ,

23 that. That just means you're that much further away from being

24 | able to use it. f

i

| 25 , MR. MATHIS: Well, turn that coin over, tho ugh , and 1

e
i

i
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i

) ! say: All right, if degraded core rulemaking comes down the

2 road -- and you' re pretty well convinced, I think , that
'

3 something is going to come down the road -- and you've been j
i
i

4 given your construction permit, and you' re constru cting, and (
j; .

5! then you get hit with that, aren't you in worse shape? i

e
M i -|"
3 6i MR. MYERS: There are a lot of us in that shape, at ii

. e !

* R
R 7 that point, and if the judgment is that diat's what needs to
1

! 5 8 be done, I expect you may see the nuclear industry substantiallyM
.

" i
.

reduced in the magnitude of the generation resulting from that |d
d 9
i
0
g 10 { resource.
$ !

E 11 MR. EBERSOLE : We ll , isn't this --

$ I
d 12 ' MR. MATHIS: What I'm trying to get at is: Is |

?-

() 13 |
there any way that you could get a more definitive bounding

,

j 14 |
situation diat would be compatible with what you have to live f

- ,

i$ j
with, and satisfy the Staff? Because right now, we aren't

2 15
|

.

w ,

2 i '

y 16 together , I don' t think.,

A
|

@ 17 ; MR. MYERS: I don't know of any way to provide for.

5 |
M 18 ! any eventuality in the design --*

3
[ 19 ! MR. MATHIS: Oh, I don't, ei the r. I'm j ust trying.

$
20 to define one that we could live with.

21 MR. EBERSOLE: Well, I noticed the FNPs, though,

22 didn't seem to be much concerned about this . We have just

]

23 ' been told that the containment could be strengthened.

f 24 |
Apparently you can put a crucible under it, or you can do

25 several -- I was impressed.
~

!

s

f
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; MR. MATHIS: He's already done it.

1

2 MR. EBERSOLE : Impressed by the dif ference between

3, the problem as described against the FNPs versus these other
!

4| six stations. I suppose it has largely to do with the
i

I

g 5 structural characteristics. It just happens that the FMPs are '

s
8 6, more adaptable, I presume. Your containment is harder to j*.

* R
g 7 handle, I gather?
:
N

! 8 MR. MYERS : Well, you' re drawing some conclusions
'

. .

|
I"

.
d '

d 9 that I guess I don't want to get into a discussion with you !.
.

E
E 10 about, not knowing enough about all the dif ferent ramifica-
E

! 11 tions; but I think it is fair to say that one of the advantages |
$ 1

Id 12 of the CPS system is there aren't any they have to backfit.
!z .

!

(]) ! 13 |i
:

'
MR. EBERSOLE : Yes, that's right.

= i

$ 14 | MR. MYERS: That's fairly clear. I don't know how
d

{w

! 15 many they've got under construction --

5
J 16 ; MR. EBERSOLE : None. |,

'
$ j

g 17 i MR. MYERS : -- but I think it is a fairly limited*

s i So I don' t know that we could really mix those two into !I
E 18 number. j*

5
t 19 the bowl -- |

*

A I
20 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes , you're further down the road,

i

I think. |21 |
l

'

22 | MR. LOWENSTEIN: I think this is one of the f
i

23 , questions -- Excuse met Robert Lowenstein -- which is being |

24 , looked at in the Houston study. My expectation is that we can

O
25 talk further about it at that point. |

|
1
:
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|
1j Could I add something, a comment really going back

(
2 |' to Dr. okrent's question to me earlier. One of the things we

I

3) are looking for here is -- and this has been an underlying
!

4! subject of discussion -- is some fairly clearcut criteria
| >

e 5 which will let these utilities go ahead into a hearing with ,
~

i

N I

$ 6| the kinds of questions we're discussing now being put off into
,

a i !-

& 7 rulemaking proceedings, the effort being that these kinds of j

~ '

.$.
8I, basic redesign issues not be taken up case-by-case. I think it*

,

d I

d 9| 1s perfectly evident from the discussion this morning that the
i i i

@ 10 | Staff doesn't have positions on the particular items; that i

z i

= ! ,

E 11 - what there are are a series of spectrum, if you will, of :
< l :

3
'

d 12 uncertainties which would then be resolved not between now andz ;

=

f( ) | 13 the Commission meeting next week, but case by case, from one
s , ,

| 14 PWR or one BUR to the next. Well, we know from the history of :
'

$
2 15 these particular applications, when there were fewer licensing i

$ '
)

j 16 uncertainties than there are today, that you can't get there
| *

A.

i 17 from here and get a permit, or a license issuance, given this
,5 '

E 18 magnitude of uncertainty.
*

e j.

I think what will come out of the discussion in$ 19 |
n !

20 ! February is that some of the costs of making provision for
I

I these various possible mitigating or preventive systems,21
I

$
22 ! without knowing exactly which ones you will need to in fact

!

23 install later -- because we can' t know before the rulemaking

24 , proceeding is over -- involve a great deal of cost, involve a

| 25 great deal of re-engineering, and throw into doubt much of the
i

l

i
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|

1! sunk cost which the utilities have already made, and which

( I
,

2i they are trying to rescue now.

3 You had asked earlier whether there were any legal

4: insights , Dr. Okrent. I haven' t heard anyone yet say that the
!

c 5 existing criteria which have been approved for reactors
s
$ 6 generally are not adequate for these plants. I have heard'

,

#.

R 7 identification of many issues and questions that it might be j
i ;

'

j 8! desirable to ceasider, and that it might save money for the.
,

*
J-
d 9 utilities te consider now, but I haven' t heard anyone say the-

Y '

,

E 10 they' re inadequate for the issuance of a construction pt e 6 ., or ;'

i
-

5 11 less adequate for this grov of plants than for the great bulk ,

i<
Ia

'd 12 of plants that are under cons truction or in operation. |

z ,

= |

13 I think it is perfectly evident that there is no()
| 14 way that this Commission, or this Congress can commit future |

:\ u
'

' '=,

2 15 Commissions or future Congresses to some kind of grandfathering ;
x

,=

f j 16 provision. These utilities will be subject, in one way or,

s
'

i 17 , another, to the outcome of the degraded core rulemaking pro- !

x i
E I

5 18 I ceeding. What they are basically asking for is the opportunity
'*

:

f 19 j to go ahead with their permits, not to reopen all the myriad of*

N

20 questions that could be asked, but to be subject to new j
.

21 requirements as they come along and as they are adopted by

22 , the Commission for other reactors in the same class.
,

! 1

! ?

l 23 ' MR. OKRENT: One of the questions that I had i

|
*

24 ; Dr. Savio send out in an effort to focus, or stimulate j
|
|

| 25 discussion was what safety goals the utilities would suggest or |
i

l

i

i

(
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1 i endorse. You a moment ago used the word " adequate." So I
|

2 guess in a sense dnat's what's on the table. Were the previous

3 | criteria adequate? I guess in general one has to assume that !
i

4 ; the NRC has found not, because they have found a lot of things !

'

!

ie 5 ! to require, since TMI, and there are suggestions -- otherwise ~

r I

w
j 6 they wouldn' t at least be considering these rulemaking
n !

*
2 7| hearings -- that there may be other things.

'
,

-

3 ij Si I would appreciate it if you would tell me what is |
'

0-
,

n 9| either your or your client's definition of " adequate," and
-

| I |

@ 10 j why.
_z 1

i

I 11 i MR. LOWtNSTEIN: I can't be precise for any
i

< l
B |

d 12 ! particular client, now, but I think I can give a generalizedz i

E i

E' 13 < answer. That is, the Option 1 would provide an adequate basis,
OEE 14 I

5 in the sense that the Commission and the ACRS, with the post-
,

'

E I

E 15 ! TMI lessons learned, and the other post-TMI requirements, had
5 |

t

y 16 ' found daat it is safe for these plants to operate on that
e ^ i,

i H 17 basis.
| 2*

,
' r |'

E 18 i Now that does not mean to say that there are noie -

e '

C 19 , further inprovements which can be made. Of course, there cane =
5 i

20 | always be.
,

,

Ne have heard a discussion today of many different;

l

21 ! kinds of improvements, and different people have differing
i

22 ) attitudes as to what should be looked at first and considered |
23 initially. But I think it goes without saying, becausa the

1

24j plants are operating, that this committee and the Conmission 1
i

( ) 25 have licensed additional plants for operation since TMI, and
!

$ ,

1 !
:)
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I

will be licensing further plants, and that that is adequate to
y

'O erotece the e=e1io he 1th end eafety withoee foreciosine the
2

p ssibility that additional improvements can be made.
3

I think what we are urging here is that that same
4

basis is adequate for the NTCPs, and that the NTCPs would |
e 5

n
i N 6| recognize that further requirements which may be adopted by

1 | \
; '

,

"

j 7
|

the Committee and the Commission and the Staff from time to time t
..

E 8| w uld be imposed on them as well; but that they not be held up
t .

N

until these other decisions are made. -

9-

i

b 10
!!R. OKRENT: We 11 --'

i .

MR. LOWENSTEIN: Scv t . A s is n ' -r9y .ive answer, |j jj
< >

8 |but it is a general statement and 1 Aink a pragmatic approach,J
12 I

;

25 |

0, j 13
to gettin- nn ui^h this --

{
E
- i i

MR ., OKRE'iT : I have a little bit of a problem iE 14 |
N |-

f15 i philosophically and really also from a practical point of view

I
with your use of the term " adequate." I will use an example 2

16. 3 i,

M
l i

| from Los Angeles where I live.
|

*

g 37
1 a

'

| 18 i; For some years now there has been a discussion in.

t :: 1

{ j9 | the City Council and in the newspapers about a large number of
'

*

A |
buildings, masonry buildings, not designed for seismic effects j| 20

'
!

pre-19 33 designs, multiple dwellings or large commercial |21

22 | buildings, and so forth. If I took the way you just'used ;

!
i

! " adequate," since they were allowed to be occupied last year, j23
!

'

and in fact are allowed to be occupied today, they must be |g 24
1 |

" adequate," because otherwise how could the City Council permit ;25
i

!
I

)
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j| this to go on?

2 Nevertheless, the City Council has been struggling

3 for some years now -- and believe me, it is a struggle -- with

4| possible ordinances which might require backfitting. The cost
I

5 of the backfitting has ranged, but it goes up to a billione
M
N j .

8 6 +| dollars, an order of magnitude, and some people say we will
e.

# i
',

-

g 7' have to tear the building do in and make people move from low- ;

; '

5 8, rent to high-rent areas. You have lots of complicating-
n ,

'

d
9 problems.-

5 '

5 10 Nevertheless, I would have a problem assuming it i

5 .

@ 11 was adequate just because people had been allowed to live |
< 4

3 !

d 12 there. And certainly the City Council wouldn't allow a new
z ;

,

1() 13 |
building built tomorrow next door to the existing building to

E 14 be built the same way. In fact, they haven't allowed it for }
U != 4

1 15 some years. ;

x >

= i

g 16 |
MR. LOWENSTEIN: I don't think he analogy fits, j.

w i ;

g 17 | though, with all due respect. I
*

$ i |
5 18 MR. OKRENT: I'm just saying that one has to be a |

*

= '
H 6*
E 19 little cautious. I deliberately chose an example where !

A- ||

20 ! neither you nor I would not be able to say the existing j

!

21 buildings were adequate, but neveytheless they have been

i

22 I allowed to persist. |

| i

23 ' MR. LOWENSTElf. E itse I know that this
- I

24 f Committee has reviewed the situation .for reactors since TMI. |fs

k- |
25 We 're both familiar with the changes that have been made, and !

I i
I

!
'
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1 ; the progress that has been made.

2 I think where we' re having trouble now is that
|

3 Option 3, for example, says we don' t know what further require-

4 ments might be necessary, and we're not even telling you which
i

: .

I

e 5i alternatives potentially to make provision for. There is no
E ! .

j 6| decision-making being made; it's just a sort of generalized
,

R !
'

,-

$ 7 ~ wringing of the hands , if you will, that some day there may be
A '

j 8 some future requirements that we may want you to put into. ,

*
d

9! effect. We 're not prepared to tell you which are likely ord '

i 1

e
a 10 ' unlikely, and in fact we' re not prepared to define all of them
E .
- .

j 11 for you, j
k |

'

| 12 And under these circumstances , it really isn't
E i

(]) 13 very practical for you to come back even to this Committee for

g 14 f a report on its PS AR, or to amend its PSAR to get through a |
z

w I

h '

|

2 15 . litigated hearing. And every one of these applications has jx != !

g 16 [ in te rvenors , and in some cases many of them, which is why they f.

*
i i.

b. 17 have been open and pending for so long -- one of the reasons. ;

w .

||

'*- E 18 MR. OKRENT: We ll, I am quite conscious of the kind

5 i
*

$ 19 j of problems you have just been discussing. That is why I am
M i

20 trying to carry the discussion out -- ;

i

21 MR. LOWEUSTEIN: But I do want to be clear. We don't'

|
22 want to be in the position of the houses that people are living i

i |

| 23 ' in, because you have no place else to put them. We are all i
l I
' i

24 ; conscious of the extensive post-TMI retrofitting and the |g
s/ I

| 25 further work that is going on on these plants. When I say !
'

i,

a -

: 1
' t
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1' " adequate," I mean " safe."

() 2 MR. OKRENT: Oh, please. I have a thing about --

3 What does it mean when you say something is " safe"? That is

4 a word I am unable to define. It is used in so many different
I
i i

I '

e 5, contexts and ways. I will give you an example.

9
j 6| I read in the Los Angeles Times -- my fountainhead i

R |
*

2 7 of information -- that Secretary of the Interior Andrus had'
,

'

;

-( 8; said that the proposed Auburn Dam was safe. Those were the !

.
'

d ,.
d 9| words that the LA Times used. I assume that he used them.

II
5 10 Now if you don' t know the history of this Dam, it is |3

z I
= .

g 11 above Sacramento, or would be above Sacramento. It has been j

-

12 | estimated that, were it to be built, and filled, and were it to
z
a i i

r" d 13 i fail, it could lead to three-quarters of a million fatalities . |
\,_)S E

,

<

| 14 All right, now what does the term " safe" mean in i

t
E 15 ! the context of something that poses that hazard? Because I am
x !

16 | sure there is not a zero probability of failure. Nevertheless , !
= .

J i

1. e
im i

d 17 ! the term " safe" is used. !*
,x ,

= i
!

w You can see why I prefer that we don't use it here.] 18 '.
-

iP
19 ; Well, there appears to be a little problem. !-

| 20 (Laughter.)
:

21 I MR. LCWENSTEIN: I would hope the Staff would ,

I j

22 h communicate to the Commission our plan to come back and report !

k
23 ' to you further on some of the engineering difficulties at the |

t
i

.

24 , February meeting. I

h''') !
I 25 MR. OKRENT: I notice that each time you have '

; . l
. i !

!! ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. i
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|

1! mentioned what it was you planned to report in February, if
I() 2' there were such a meeting, it would be on the engineering

,

;

3 difficulties. Were there going to be some proposals for

4 possible changes beyond the previous design? Or was it just

5 :n the engineering dif ficulties? !e

5 !
$ 6 i MR. LONENSTEIN: My colleague, Dave Powell,
e

* -

k7 David Powell, has been involved really very extensively with
'

; . !

8 8! this work. i
. n

,

d i !
*

= 9i MR. POWELL: Dr. Okrent, what Houston has done is
i ! i

e i ,

g 10 | to take the NTCP rule as proposed, the degraded core rulemaking |
z i ,

= i

g 11 section, and has -- Vasco, Saul Levi, Incorporated (phonetic) , ;

3 .'
j 12 and General Electric -- looking at that proposed rule and !

5
(~T s 13 ! undertaking engineering studies. ;

\J5 |
'

A 14 | The rule as proposed says: Look at mitigative |C I
=- ,

2 15 features from the standpoint of whether they' re practical j

U |
16 | given the state of the art of the technology at this time,T :

i* 3 1i
A i !

p 17 and determine mitigative features which you could commit, not 1
* i

Iz ;
,= ,

5 18 ' to foreclose during construction.*

2 ,

I 19 I Also, look at preventive measures -- implicit in*

3 '
n

20 that being: We hope that there is some relationship between |
1

21 preventive measures and mitigative measures as far as risk
'

22 ! reduction is concerned. And come back to the Commission with
i

!

23 ' a report on what you will commit not to foreclose, and give us ,

24 : a plan on how you will implement that.

25 Now these organisations are looking at various kinds '

'
!s
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i i of mitigative measures, those that are specifically listed in

|() 2| the proposed rule, and others, from the standpoint of deter-

3 mining whether, for the basic design those can be reasonably
:

4| accommodated insofar as they have committed not to foreclose.
!

5| Or, if they cannot be reasonably accommodated, what are thee
R \
n

8 6| reasons that they cannot be reasonably accommodated.
* :

e -

E 7 They are also looking at various kinds of preventive |-

-

8: measures from the standpoint of how one dould actually incor-
n. ,

d i-

d 9i porate those in a design in the sense that the rule speaks of.

I I

E 10 What is the potential risk reduction of each various preventive |

E i=
5 11 measure.
< -

3
6 12 And then looking at all of this together, what is

.!z i

E .
'

the best combination one could put together that would give you jO j 13
v =

E 14 ! the potential for an overall reduction of risk from that plant? i
'

E 1
u i

I So it is a rather extensive effort, done on a very I!
15 |$ i

J 16 | rushed basis, because the Islands Creek plant is looking |
2 | ;

-

g 17 ' towards health and safety hearings later this year in the |.

z ,

= .

$ 18 spring. But I believe it is a good-faith effort, and it is noti
.

F
4r

[ 19 an effort designed only to give the litany of reasons why you '
-

5 |
20 | cannot do things; it's really an effort to see what combination |

!
!.

21 ! of things might reasonably be provided for. And it is an ,

! i

22 | attemp t to put some meat on whatever one views as the vagueness

i
23 of the proposed rule. ,

i

24 ; And in that sense, it seems to me to be a rather |
.

t, ,) i

25 useful effort. |''

!
!

!!
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j| MR. OKRENT: Thank you.
4

MR. PCHELL: And we would hope that before the
- 2

Commission acts, they would take the benefit of that.
3

i MR. OKRENT: Yes. It was =y impression of what was4

being done was rather like whdt you had described, and I didn't
5e

r
n
N 6| really want it left as more negative, or however you wanted to
e *e .

j 7 phrase it. So thank you for the elaboration.*

-

8i I wonder, is there a similar study being done for a!,
. |.

.
~

$ 9 PWR, other than Zion and Indian Point?

i

! 10 (No response.)

z_

E 11 MR. OKRENT: I don' t hear any volunteers .
<
3
d 12 , Well, are tr.-trn other points the scbco==ittee would
E 4 ,

-

5 want to raise now?
O =_

13

A 14 Let's see. With regard to the meeting with the
-

b
! 15 Committee, I guess that we are scheduled for 8:30 to 11:30, and
a
=

16 I doubt that vill be allowed to run late since Sequoyah is on-

5
,

, ,

x
p 17 next after this.*

x
5 I
E 18 I would suggest you assume that we may begin thea

=

1 $ 19 , discussion with the NRC Staff and the industry before 9 :30. I-

> = i

a j
20 I see that the schedule shows an hour-long subcommittee report,

e

21 j but I doubt very much that that will be the case. I suggest you
, .

}

22) be ready by 8:45.
4

1

23 s ( Laughte r. )
1
4

MR. OKRENT:- And I think, by all means , bring in24j
*

2

25 ;i something in writing for the areas of reliability engineerin'g,
i

b

I
4

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.



175 !e*-
jwb 34

(

1 ! and degraded core, that the committee can look at.
I

() MR. PURPLE: Yes.2
,

1

MR. OKRENT: And I think we should hear the .

3
!

4| discussion on siting, and maybe it would be just as well to
'

i

start with it as we did -- let me think a minute. ;e 5
R !
N

s 6! MR. MULLER: Do you want to go through this
.

e

f7 comparison? It's sort of a red herring.

_

E 8| (Pause.) ,

;n i :.

|
MR. OKRENT: All right, let's make it third instead {

a.

E 9j
li !

$ 10 | f first of the trilogy. Okay? So in other words,

E i

f! gj | reliability engineering; degraded core; and then siting. But
< . i

*

5 l

d 12 | I think we should have them here, for what you have to say and [
z i {

I also what your thinking is, the directions in which you are

{s %) S13 |
!
i

E i

| E 14 going. That's the most interesting part. Okay? jI

! d i 4

! 15 , MR. MULLER: Yes. But do you still want the |
! u -

I

z | i=
.- 16 comparison with the NUREG-0625? |

3 {
,
'

= ,z j
e

-

17 ! MR, OKRENT: Yes, I think pretty much the same jg
|

I d ! material you covered, but let's, in other words, have it third
'

L @ 18,

=

$ 19 j in the group. I suspect the changes in 0718 you can mention-
,= i

n |
.

and see if the committee wants to pick up a specific question. {20
'

We 'll just have to see. But I would prefer not opening up a
2; i,

! 22 long list of 40 things, at least not at the beginning of the !

!

23 three hours, or we 'll never get to part two.i

i

And let's see. Who will we have, if anyone, from
924

i3

25 the NTCP owners' group on Friday? Do we know?'
t
,

i

i I
i
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I
'

'

1 i MR. LOWENSTEIN: Mr. 54yers has just -- he and

|

() 2' Mr. Mecca have just left for Seattle and will not be able .to

3 be back. |

4 MR. OKRENT: Will someone be here from Houston Power i

i

e 5 & Ligh t? i

'3 ;

3 6| MR. LOWENSTEIN: (Nodding in the negative.)
e 4

.e g
g 7 MR. OKRENT: No? Okay -- D. Walker? Will you be-

; .

he re? |I

j- 8
. ; 4

d i i-

d 9! MR. WALKER: I plan to be here, or Mr. Hagan, one
i I

$ 10 | or the two of us will be here.

N '

5 11 MR. OKRENT: One of the two of you will be here
<
3

12 | from FNP. But at least there is no one requesting time to6
z -

E !

r- j 13 make a statement, and we may not have a representative from

(_/ : ;

E 14 | the NTCP group? I am somewhat surprised --
W !

5 !

E 15 MR. LOWENSTEIN: Let us consult and we'll get back
|

5 1'

y 16 to you. |
|' *

R 17 , t1R. OKRENT: Yes. It needs -- }*

$ |

E 18 MR. LOWENSTEIN: We weren't aware of the Friday
..
i- '

: ,

I 19 mee tin g , really, until just the last minute.-

Z !

5
|

20 I MR. OKRENT: Oh, I see. i

!
,

21| MR. LOWENSTEIN: Just the day before yesterday. {

'
22 i That's part of the problem.

!
!

t

23 ' MR. OKRENT: I think, myself, it makes sense for j

24 , there to be someone from the NTCP group. |f
'r~s '

(' ') * MR. LOWENSTEIN: We'll do our best to have someone i
.

25
t
;

I
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1| here. We appreciate the opportunity to do that.

() 2 MR. OKRENT: At least to of fer informal, off-the-

'

3 cuff comments. It need not be a formal presentation.

4| Okay, I would like to recommend that you set up your
i

I

5!' presentations so that if they were uninterrupted, you know, ie
g I

:

a |
,

3 6 i they would -- oh , I suspect Mr. Myer needs ample time, because i
e

* R
E 7 he has a fairly long thing to show -- but I will encourage the*

~.-

Staff to put forward its best effort, trying to again indicate! 8
a ,.

a t-

q 9| the pros and cons of the alternatives as they see them and, to i

2 '

E 10 the extent you can, indicate the problems that the NTCP owners
~
z

! 11 see, and that you see, or wh.atever, in what you do, and so much
<
"

I

d 12 ' the better. Okay?
z ! 4

I5 i

$ d 13 ! IIR. PURPLE: Okay.

k'_'/ E i

. E 14 MR. OKRENT: In other words, there is littleI

I

| d 1
. e

2 15 advantage in your giving a very short presentation that is
'

w
=
3 16 incomplete, and so forth, and then having a disorganized
$o ,

|
i5

j p 17 question and answer period that doesn 't make the point except |*

> x ,
' =

5 18 with difficulty.. ,

-

%
E 19 I think since the subcommittee report is going to .-

\

R
you should have ample time to make a good presentation.!|20 be short,

| 21 MR. PURPLE : There 's about two hours and 45 minutes, i

22 , perhaps , without interruption. Should we plan on an hour-and-
|

23 half?

24 3 MR. OKRENT: You should figure half of that. Yes,
i

| /~T h '

| %.)
25 ])'

or a little less , I would say. Okay? But that should give you
j
i :'

'
.
'

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
'

l
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1 ! time to do a good presentation. Cut out the history, and this
!

2' sort of stuff. Get to the hard part early.

3 MR. PURPLE: Okay.

4i MR. OKRENT: Anything else?

5! (No response.)
,

e
'

N .

3 6 MR. OKRENT: All right, then I will adjourn the
e :

i . # i'
'

8 7 meeting.-

M
5 8 (Uhereupon, at 4:00 p.m., the meeting was ;-

.
d' '

= 9 adjourned. )

$
|end @ 10 * * *

JWB 3 ,
_ . ,

E 11<,

%
d 12
3
=

V ;; i
i = 14
i ?
! E

E 15
i s

-
i i

j 16 .

* ^ l |
g 17 | !.

: s i i
i ?

5 18 |
-

'
'

,

=.- ',
s

*

19. g
,

3 I
20 i

i i

21 I i

i|
'

| ;

22 ! '

i
i

23 ; !

!.,

24 | 3

O !

U 25 !
.,

|'

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. t'
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The NRC requested coments on proposed licensing requirements f r perding

construction permits and manufacturing license by a notice in the Federal*
.

Regist !r on October 2,1980. In response, comments were received from:

.

C. W. Rowley, Sand Springs, Oklahorna (Rowley)*

; Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary (USDIOS)

Marvin I. Lewis, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Lewis)

Bechtel Power Corporation, San Franci';co, California (Bechtel)

Lowenstein, Newman, Reis, Axelrad & Toll (Lowenstein, et. al.)

Offshore Power Systems (OPS)
,

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (PS0)

Boston Edison Company (BEC)

General Electric Company (GE)

* Westinghouse Electric Corporation (W)
,

Portland General Electric Company (PGE)
*

Duke Power Company (Duke)
.

9

i

|

O
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EfCLOSURE 3

CHANGES IN ( ATEGORY ASSIGNMENTS

NUREG-0660 PRELIMINARY

ACTION ITEM ASSIGNMENT REASSIGNMENT

FOR CP/FOR ML CP/ML

I.B.l.1 Organization and 5/5 2/1

|
Management Long Term
Improvements

I.C.1 Short Term Accident 4/4 2/1
Analysis and Procedures*

Revision*

I.C.5 Procedures for Feedback of 4/4 5/5
Operating. Experience

I.D.4 Control Room Design Standard 4/4 1/1
4

f I.F.1 Expand QA List 4/4 5/5

I.F.2 Develop More Detailed QA 4/4 5/5
Criteria

,

II.A.2 Site Evaluation of Existing . 5/1 4/1
Facilities

;

II.D.2 Research on Relief and Safety 3/3 1/1
Valve Test Requirements

II.E.2.1 Reliance on ECCS 2/2 2/1[
II.E.2.3 Uncertainties in Performance 3/3 1/1

Predictions.

II.K.l.20 Prompt Manual Reactor Trip 4/1 2/1
.

Procedures and Training
i

II.K.l.21 Safety Grade Anticipatory 4/1 1/1
Automatic Reactor Trips

II.K.2.2 Procedures and Training to Indicate 4/1 1/1
and Centrol AFW independent of ICS

II.K.2.13 Effect of HPI on Vessel Integrity 3/1 1/1'

for Small-Break LOCA w/o AFW

. . . . . . . - _. . . . .
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ENCLOSURE 3
,

CHANGES IN CATEGORY ASSIGNMENTS

(CONTINUED)

NUREG-0660 PRELIMINARY
ACTION ITEM ASSIGNMENT REASSIGNMENT

FOR CP/FOR ML CP/ML

II.K.2.15 Effects of Slug Flow cn B&W Steam 3/1 1/1*
* Generators After Primary System

Voiding

II.K.3.3 Report Safety and Relief Valve 2/2 2/1*

features and challanges*

II.K.3.5 Continue to Study Need for 4/4 1/1
Automatic RCP Trips and Need for
C.I.4.c. etc.

II.K.3.30 Revise Small-Break LOCA 3/1 1/1
Methods

II.K.3.31 Do Plant Specific Calculations 3/1 1/1
re: 10 CFR 50.46

,

II.K.3.46 Respond to ACRS Consultant Concerns 4/1 1/1

I III.A.I.1 Upgrade Emergency Preparedness 5/1 1/1

III.A.2.1 Amend 10 CFR 50 and Appendix E 5/1 4/4,

III.A.2.2 Development of Guidance and Criteria 5/5 1/1

III.D.l.2 Radioactive Gas Management 4/4 1/1
.

III.D.1.3 Ventilation System and Radiciodine 4/4 1/1
Adsorber Criteria,

III.D.2.3 Liquid Pathway Radiological Control 2/2 2/1
|

.

O
|
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REVISED TEXT OF REQUIREMENT

(SEE APPENDIX C TO PROPOSED FINAL DRAFT OF NUREG-0718)

I.C.5 - EXPANDED FOR BETTER GUIDANCE
~

I.D.1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

I I.D.2 - ADDED REFERENCE TO NUREG-0625

I.F.1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT
'

II.A.2 - REVISED - PROPOSED RULE HAS SLIPPED.

II.D 1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

II.E.4.2 - REVISED AND EXPANDED FOR BETTER GUIDANCE

II.F.2 - ADDED REFERENCE TO NUREG-0737

II.F.3 - REVISED TO REFLECT SLIP IN ISSUANCE OF R.G 1.97

( II.J 3.1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

II.K.3.13 - MINOR CLARIFICAT' ION

II.K.3.28 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

III.A.2.1 - UPDATED TO REFLECT ISSUANCE OF FINAL RULE
.

.
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DUKE POWER COMPANY
GENERAL OFFICES TELE " 0"E' ^"8^ 78'

422 SQUTM CHURCM STREET

CILuu.orrE. N. C. 2S242

January 5, 1981

Mr. David Okrent, Chairman
ACRS Subcommittee on Safety Philosophy,

Technology and Criteria
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

.

! Gentlemen:
*

On October 2, 1980 the NRC published a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking concerning the " Proposed Licensing Requirements*

*
for Pending Construction Permits and Manufacturing License
Applications". This proposed rulemaking is being developed
to considar the requirements which must be met in the design
of nuclear power plants which are pending construction per-
mit approval. Duke Power Company currently has three con-
struction permit applications (Perkins Nuclear Station) pend-
ing before the Commission and, as such, is deeply concerned
with the proposed rule.

Duke is well aware that the Commission has, based upon its

() extensive review of the Three Mile accident, approved an
action plan which presents a sequence of actions intended to
result in the increasing improvement of safety in the design
and construction of nuclear power plants. The Commission is
now developing its position with regard to near term con-
struction permits. As stated in the proposed rule, there ,

are three options which have been considered. These options
have different impacts upon the various utilities which must*

now make the vital decision as to whether the construction.

| permits applications which are now pending will be carried
to fruition.

.

We have a very difficult time in separating the Cherokee Nu-
* clear Station units, which were approved for construction in

December, 1977, and the Perkins Nuclear Station units, which
are still without a CP. Because of their standardized design,
construction permit applications for these six units were
filed simultaneously in March of 1974; in fact all six of
these units shared one common PSAR. All six units were in-
tended to be identical, and it is our objective to continue
the standardized concept in these units. By appl}u.7 dif-
ferent requirements to the three units at Cherokee computed
to the three units at Perkins the standardized concept will

O
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not be achieved. We believe that the Perkins units should be
exempted from this rulemaking on this basis and that construc-
tion permits should be quickly issued f:r those three units.

In its action plan the Commission has identified four areas.

that it believes merit special attention. The first area-

to be considered is siting. We regard the siting and the
questions concerning the siting of the Perkins Nuclear Station
to be answered. The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board has.

issued its partial initial decfsion in the matter. The selec-*

ted site and the alternative sites were considered. The
Perkins and Cherokee units were sited at the same time, in the
same method, and with the same degree of certainty. We, at
Duke, cannot understand why additional siting requirements
should be imposed at this time. Any commitment on our part
to meet whatever requirements ultimately come out of the Ad-

,

| vance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on power plant siting
will be a commitment to start the siting process anew when
that rule is adopted. It is significant to note that the NRC
Fiscal Year 1980 authorization bill funds the establishment

k'~T/ of demographic requirements, yet specifically excludes any
I facility for which a construction permit application was

filed on or before October 1, 1979. As mentioned before the|

Perkins application was filed in March, 1974--5 1/2 years
before the bill's cutoff date.

The degraded core rulemaking will require applicants to in-.

I dicate their degree of conformance to the interim rule. We
,

| think Perkins should be exempted from the rulemaking since
the Cherokee and Perkins stations consist of identical
standardized units. Whatever changes are finally made at.

Cherokee will then be made of Perkins. Otherwise, the stan-
dardization will be lost.,

The area of reliability engineering and the area of emergency
preparedness can both be adequately handled after the issuance

,

| of construction permits on the Perkins units. Standardization
| will affect the reliability of the Perkins units just much

as it does the Cherokee units. As stated before, Duke intends
to make the Cherokee and Perkins identical and would build
them to the same degree of reliability. The emergency pre-
paredness questions will have to be handled on a site by site
basis. Based upon our review of the emergency preparedness
rule, (Appendix E to 10CFR 50) we have already provided

f'
(

|

|
i

-. _. - _ _ __ . - __ - - _ . , , _
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|

enough information to indicate with reasonable assurance that'

emergency preparedness requirements can be implemented at
the Perkins site.

We find it very difficult to believe that any applicant would
continue its quest for a construction permit in the face of*

.

the proposed rule which has been issued in the Federal Regis-
ter. Those utilities with pending applications must now make'

the decision as to whether construction can and will start at
* * their proposed site in the face of the commitments which must,

be made in order to obtain that construction permit. ,

We do believe that construction permits can be issued for the
11 plants which are now pending before -he Commission without
the adoption of the proposed rule. To do this the Commission
would have to take the strong step of convincing itself that
the current rulemakings underway can be handled by the appli-
cants concerned and that it is in the best interest of the
nation's energy future to begin the construction of those
plants.

Duke urges you, the ACPS, to support option 1 of the proposed
,

| rule as the best and most logical approach to continuance
of the nuclear power generating optica.

Very truly yours,

C. Dail, Vice President.

Design Engineering
,

,

(

|
|

|
!
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LIST OF POTENTif t PFCPAPFD

CORE VITIGATION FEATURES

O
1. Energy Removal thru Containment Heat Removal (Passive or Active) --

no Radiological Release to Atmosphere.

2. Energy Removal thru Containment-Atmosphere Pass Removal (Filtered,

Vented, Containment Systems) -- Controlled, Small Radiological Release.
.
*

3. Energency Dilution thru Increased Containment Volume (Venting to Large-

Volume, Leak-tight Struriure) -- No Radiological Release to Atmosphere.
'.

4. Energy-Release Suppression thru Suppression of the Burning of Combustibles

(Hydrogen and Other Combustibles) Control thru Suppression of Buring, e.g.,
.

Inerting, Halons, Water Mists) -- No Radiological Release to Atmosphere.

5. Energy-Release Management thru Controlled Burning of Hydrogen and Other

O com8"stibies ("r rose" 1 "itio" siste=s) -- "e a8dioio9 cei aeie se toe 9 4

Atmosphere.

6. Energy-Release Control and Core Mass Management thru Core Retention Devices

(Core Catchers, Core Ladle, Cavity Flooding) (Active and Passive Cooling)*

r .

-- No Radiological Release to Atmesphere

-- No Impact or Considerably-Reduced Impact to Liquid Pathway.'

,

nergency Dissipation of Steam-Explosion-Generated Missiles thru7. Kinetic e

Missile Shields -- No Radiological Release to Atmosphere.

8. Energy Absorption Enhancement thru the Strengthing of Containment

Structures
.

/O,
(_/
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January 2, 1981
.

' Pebble Springs Nuclear Plant
i Docket 50-514, 50-515
i ' License NPF-1
..
i.

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman
Safety Philosophy, Technology

* and Criteria Subcoccittee.

Advisory Committee on Reactor "*

i Safeguards
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 2C 55 -

,

! Dear Dr. Okrent:

Portland Cencral Electric Company received a telecopy of your request
for the ne'cr-tern Construction Permit (CP) applicants to address the NRC
Staf f reco=mendations for resumption .of CP licensing on December 18,p)( 1980. Concietent with the current level of inactivity on our Pebble
Springs CP application brought about by incessant licensing delays, we"~

- arc unable to attend the subcommittee meeting scheduled for January 6,~

1981. However, we would like to offer the following costsents for the
,
' subconnittee's consideration.

Ve have submitted comments on the NRC's Fotice of Proposed' RulemakingI

I* regarding proposed licensing requirenents for pending CP applications
( |- (45 FR 63247). We believe that the NRC Staff's approach for licensing
| pending CP applications as proposed therein is unwarranted and unworkable.

;
' As an alternstive, ne strongly recoczmend that the Cc sission adopt a

policy that would precondition CP licensing on ueeting pre-THI require-''

ments, as augmented by applicable and currently defined requirementt*

flowing f rom the 'mi-2 accident (ie , Option ' ' . This appears to us to be
|

' '

|
the only feasibic vay to proceed with liceaneg of pending CP applications.

|

| We regard the use of quantitative safety goals in determining the need
for design changes as a noble pursuit. Indeed, va agree with the ACRS
recommendation, as crated in NUREC-0739, that it wr.uld be desirable to *

a safety profile of a particular plant and| perform an analysis to form
f, site that could be uned to make risk-based decisf oas on design and/or ,

l procedural changes. 11ovever , the framework envisioned and espoused in 1

1NUREC-0739 for probhbiliatic rink assec.nento would threaten the viability
of pending CP applientiono since risk ousntification and certification
will take years to develop into a discipi tned and predictable proccas.
From a corporate risk standpoint, pending CP applications can ill aff0fd

C to be treated as prototypen for improviaing a licensing process based on
riok-acceptance criteria. .

.. .
ee.cw e w c-... % ..s ,,......._-.. . . . _ . . -- . .

<
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O-
Dr. David Okrent
January 2, 1981
Page two ,

,

!
The Pebble Springs location is one of the best in the contiguous United
States for siting a nucicar power plant because of favorable demographic,
seismic and evacuative characteristics. We also believe that the Pebble
Springs nuclear and balance of plant design, as augmented by applicable
lessons learned from THI-2, is fundamentally cound and an improvecient -

over currently operaciu3 reactors and those ander construction. No table
plant design features which decreane vulnerability to serious accidents*

*
include a large dry Containment , a four-train Auxiliary Teedwater System
independent of all AC power, and a steam generator layout conducive to
natural circulation. Moreover, overall plant design care generally
conforms with Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria, " ranch Technical*

,

Positions and Division 1 Regulatory Guides. We therefore believe that
additional design changes of the type intimated in your questionnaire are
not warranted to decrease the vulnerability os our plant to serious
accidents. What we consider to be a highly acceptable plant safety
decign is further accentuated by the demonstrably low population densities
surrounding the Pebble Springs site'and favorable site evacuatien character-
istics.

.

Sincerely,

N
Bart D. Withers
Vice President ,

Nuclear

k

's e

V

c: Mr. Lynn Frank, Director
State of Oregon

-' - Department of Energy

.

!

.

O
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* Figure 2

Northwest Power Pool
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Figi' e 3
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! COWARISON OF NTCP SITES WITil

IlluSTRATIE CRITERIA IN NUEG-0625
;

a

f%X SECTOR MAX SECTOR MAX SECTOR

SITES 0-5 MI TOTAL 5-10 MI TOTAL 10-20 MI TOTAL.
~

2 2
NUEG-0625 J00/mi 3,925 150/M12 37,670 400/M1 188,500

(0.5 WD*) (0.75IPD) (2RPD)* ,

ALLENS CREEK 23 1,028 26 2,685 28 7,707

BLACKF0x 45 1,312 28 1,193 127 67,732

PEBBLE SPRINGS 5 375 2 312 0.3 310

PERKINS 57 2,252 125 4,637 187 39,805

PILGRIM-m-POP =727 122 n,342 PA 7,365 179 30,753
,

| (363) GA3207)

SKAGIT 48 1,415 52 7,743 34 12,198

'RPD-REGIONAL POPULATION DENSITY
REGION IN DilS ANALYSIS IS STATE
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SITING

POLICY ON PROCEEDING WITH PENDING

l
CP AND ML APPLICATIONS

4

1. CP'S AND ML'S MAY BE ISSUED FOR Til0SE APPLICATIONS THAT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS

OF OUR CURRENT SITING REGULATION, 10 CFR PART 100, AND HAVE BEEN EVALUATED AS

SPECIFIED IN REGULATORY GUIDE 14.7.

2. AFTER PROPOSED SITING RULE IS ISSUED FOR COMMENT, BUT NOT AS A CONDITION FOR A
|

CP OR ML, APPLICANTS WILL REVIEW THEIR SITES AGAINST THE NEW RULE.
,

3. STAFF WILL EVALUATE SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANT DESIGN AND DECIDE WHETHER

DESIGN MODIFICATIONS ARE RECOMMENDED.
,

.
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HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY
.P. O. Box 1700

Houston, Texas 77001(}
January 2, 1981

*

.

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman ,

ACRS Subcommittee on Safety Philosophy,
Technology and Criteria

|
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

7 Dear Dr. Okrent:

This will confirm the conversation which Robert Lowenstein
had with you regarding the planned meeting on January 6,1981,
of the ACRS Subcommittee on Safety Philosophy, Technology, and

and our suggestion that the meeting either be re-Criteria,
scheduled for the first week of February or another session
be held at that time to receive our views.

Since our Allens Creek project would be subject to the
proposed Near Term Construction Permit rule, we are concerned
that the final rule provide adequate guidance for NRC Staff() and Atomic Safety and Licensing Board consideration of con-
struction permit applications and the necessary licensingWe view the sub-basis for issuance of construction permits.
committee meeting as an opportunity to discuss these concerns.

We are unable to attend the January 6 meeting, however,
for two reasons. First, I and others in our senior management
are already scheduled for other important meetings that day.

i which cannot be changed. Second, the studies which we have,

underway based on the proposed NTCP rule are not yet at a
stage which is suitable for meaningful discussion with you.a

By the first week in February we will be able to convey
. to you our concerns with the NTCP rule as proposed and to

*

furnish the ACKS with a presentation as to the studies which
'

This presentatica will identify the scopewe have underway.
of the studies concerning preventive and mitigative measures,
the potential for risk reduction, and, depending on the
status of the results at that time, where the studies might!

lead us.
| .

!
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, - - - , , - , , . - - ..



- _ _ _ _ . - - .___.__ ____. - --.._ _ __. . _ _ - --. _- - - - ._
.

P

:

.

.

:
HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY'

,

.i

O i

i
| Dr. David Okrent f

January 2, 1981 '

.
Page Two !

'

.

.

I suggest February 3, 5 or 6 as suitable dates, and
ilook forward to discussing this important matter with your

subcommittee.r

i
*

e -Sincerely,< .
<

|

) ,

! t,,'
-.

>. ,

George Oprea
Executive Vi President

O
!
|
|
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EOSTON EOfSON COMPANY
500 SOYLSTON STmCET

EOSTON. MASSACMuSETTE D2199

J.COWAND MOWARD
. ......,

~' January 2,1981

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman
Subcomittee on Safety, Philosophy,

Technology, & Criteria
Advisory Comittee on Reactor Safeguards*

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission*

Washington, D.C. 20555

.

Subject: Proposed Licensing Requirements for Pending Construction
*

Permit Applications

References: (1) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, same subject
(45 Fed. Reg. 65247, October 2, 1980)

(2) Letter: J. E. Howard (BECo) to the Secretary (NRC);
same subject, dated: November 17, 1980

(3) Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Consideration
of Degraded or Melted Cores in Safety Regulation
(45 Fed. Reg. 65474, October 2, 1980)

Q_ (4) Letter: D. C. Gibbs (AIF) to Secretary (NRC),
Consideration of Degraded Cores in Safety Regulation,
dated: December 31, 1980

Dear Dr. Okrent:

By reference (1), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on October 2 published.

and sought coment on a " notice of proposed rulemaking"; this noticei

|
delineated the Comission's plan to take into account lessons learned in,

' connection with the Three Mile Island Unit 2 (TMI) accident for nuclear
power plants which are the subject of pending construction permit applica-a

tions. By reference (2) Boston Edison, on November 17, provided coments
as sought by reference (1). A copy of reference (2) is enclosed herewith.| .

| We have not yet been advised of the NRC Staff's resolution of the reference
l (2) coments. It is our understanding that the NRC Staff plans to issue

shortly a revision of the proposed policy for resumption of construction
pernit licensing.

i

| e.

O

i
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- - 7 - ~ ' | ~ ~ ~ ~^ ~ 7"~
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.COOTON EDCON CQM7ANY

Dr. David Okrent
Page -2-

O
Boston Edison believes that the next appropriate step is for the NRC
Staff to issue the revision of the proposed policy with due con-
sideration of industry coments provided on November 17. We would
intend to review this policy including discussions with the Staff as
necessary. A follow-on neeting with your Subcomittee would s'eem
appropriate at that time. We consider a neeting with the Subcomittee
on January 6 prior to conpletion of the above steps to be premature.

Boston Edison Conpany believes that the " additional measures" that would
be required by the Comission's proposed plan under Option 3 with re--

spect to siting, degraded core, and standard review plan conformance are*

inordinately costly, and thus inconsistent with the stated goal of the plan.
$- We believe that these " additional measures" would result in only a marginal

increase in the level of safety for Pilgrim Unit 2. We estimate that the'
.

delay engendered by the preparation, review, and adjudication of the docu-*

mentation required to substantiate these " additional measures" is likely
to be on the order of 1 to 1 years with a resulting increase in the cost
of Pilgrim Unit 2 in excess of $360 million. We believe that it is
essential that these " additional measures" be deleted from the Comission's
plan for the resumption of construction pemit licensing, and that the
Comission proceed on the basis of the Option 1 that was discussed in
reference (1). Option 1 would impose all the pre-TMI construction permit
requirements augmented by the " applicable requirements" of NUREG-0660.
These " applicable requirements" are delineated in NUREG-0718. In order to

(V make NUREG-0718 consistent with the goal of " establishing a clear state-3
ment of requirenents," Boston Edison believes that it is essential that
the modifications, delineated in reference (2) be made to NUREG-0718.

In reference (2) Boston Edison pointed out that degraded core is the sub-
ject of a separate, reference (3), rulemaking. We have reviewed recently
funded NP,C projects related to " degraded core mitigation features." The
results of this review indicate that " informed decisions" cannot be made,

until sone key research results are produced, at the earliest, two years
, fron now. The present base of information is aot sufficient to complete

an individual ASLB hearing. Any " degraded core mitigation" comitment
prior to the conclusion of rulemaking could be inconsistent with the results.

of rulemaking. The Atomic Industrial Forum Comittee on Reactor Licensing
and Safety has submitted, via reference (4), coments on the degraded core

.

rulemaking as sought by reference (3). Boston Edison believes that the
appropriate approach to the degraded core issue is delineated in reference
(4). Delay of issuance of the Pilgrim 2 Construction Permit due to the .

degraded core mitigation issue is unnecessary. After the construction
permit is issued and the Degraded Core Rulemaking has been completed, Boston
Edison could be required to assess potential backfits of Pilgrin 2 in

..

O
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.CO3 TON EDICON COMPANY

Dr. David Okrent
Page -3-

accordance with 10CFR50.109. Boston Edison recomends that the require-
nents with respect to the degraded core rulemaking should be deleted from
the Proposed Licensing Requirements for pending Construction Permit
Applications and that the results of the degraded core rulenaking be
applied to Pilgrim 2 in the same manner as to other licensed . facilities.
We believe this is responsive to the substance of your agenda for the
January 6 meeting.

Since the ACRS has repeatedly recomended that the commission apply appro-
priate resources to timely resolution of the NTCP policy, we continue
to anticipate expeditious issuance of the revised policy by NRC Staff=

and subsequent review with your Subcomittee, as appropriate.*

f Very truly yours,

gy)

O

.

.

|

.

/cac
| cc: H. R. Denton.

R. A. Purple
D. A. Scaletti

,

|
|

O
|

.,
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BOSTON EDIBON COMPANY
soo sov6sto stacct

mostose. MassacMustits D2199

.s. Ec=ano Howamp
we.s sospo.

November 17, 1980~

.

Mr. Sanuel H. Chill, Secretary
Attention: Docketing & Service Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission.

*

Washington, D.C. 20555

p.
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Concerning " Proposed Licensing Require-I RE:
men,ts for Pending Construction Pemit and Manufacturing License
Applications" (45 Fed. Rea. 65247, October 2,1980)

.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

By the captioned notice, the Nuclear Regulatory Comission published and
sought coment on a " notice of proposed rulemaking." This notice delineated
the Comission's plan to take into account lessons learned in connection
with the Three Mile Island Unit 2 (TMI) accident in the design of nuclear
power plants which are the subject of pending construction pemit applica-y
tions.

The proposed rulemaking represents the first action by NRC to establish
post-TMI licensing requirements for construction pemit applications frozen
since TMI and, if approved by the Comission, would authorize the restrptionThe original Pilgrim Unit 2of NRC action on the Pilgrim Unit 2 application.
PSAR was docketed in December 1973 and had undergone approxNtely six (6)

Pilgrim Unit .as been the
-

years of HRC Staff review when TMI occurred.
subject of five (5) years of hearings; the hearing record L . been closed

-

on all issues other than TMI; and, se are awaiting a partie initial decision
from the presiding Atomic Safety & Licensing Board. The design of pilgrin
Unit 2 is approximately 63% complete. Over $250,000,000 has been expended.

*

of which is represented by equipment presently completedover $100,000,000
In the 20 months since TMI, the delay associated with the

*

and in storage.
regulatory hiatus coupled with the inflationary economic environment has
resulted in an estimated increase in the cost to co@lete Pilgrim 2 in excess
of $325 million. The current rate of cost increase due to delay is in excess -
of $30 million per month.

|
*

.

: O
:

-

. .
. .
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Go'st oN EOCON CO 6 NY

Secretary Chilk -2- November 17, 1980

OThe Comission has undertaken to develop a position with respect to the
set of necessary and sufficient THI-related requirenents that should be
applied in the review of applications for construction permits and manu-
facturing licenses for nuclear power plants. In development of its current
position, three options were considered:

1. Resume licensing using the pre-TM1 CP requirements augmented
by the applicable requirements identified in NUREG-0660.

2. Take no further action on the pending applications until the

| rulemaking actions described in the Action Plan have been com-
pleted.

k 3. Resone licensing using the pre-TM1 CP requirements augmented
by the applicable requirements identified in NUREG-0660 and=-

require certain additional measures or comitments in selected,

areas (e.g., those that will be the subject of rulemaking).,

I

The Comission observes that Option I wmG minimize the review and con-
struction impact, thereby minimizing de lays in reaching regulatory decisions
for the planned facilities; and that Option 2 would maximize the safety
improvenents but would result in extensive delays and that it believes the
cost of such delays are not justified provided that design flexibility can
be denonstrated. The Comission elected Option 3 as "a suitable compromise
between the extremes of Options 1 and 2."

Boston Edison Company believes that the " additional measures" that would
be required by the Comission's proposed plan under Option 3 with respect
to siting, degraded core, and standard review plan conformance are inordinately

We believecostly, and thus inconsistent with the stated goal of the plan.
that these " additional measures" would result in only a marginal increase in

We estimate that the delay engenderedthe level of safety for Pilgrim Unit 2.
by the preparation, review, and adjudication of the docurnentation required
to substantiate these " additional measures" is likely to be on the order,

of 1 to lh years with a resulting increase in the cost of Pilgrim Unit 2,

in excess of $360 million. We believe that it is essential that these,

" additional measures" be delete:. from the Comission's plan for the resump-
tion of construction pemit licensing, and that the Comission proceed on

.

the basis of the Option 1 that was discussed in the captioned notice.,

. .

Option I would impose all the pre-THI construction permit requirements aus-These " applicable
mented by the " applicable requirements" of NUREG-06EO.In order to make NUREG-0718
requirenents" are delineated in NUREG-0718.
consistent with the goal of " establishing a clear statement of requirements,"
Boston Edison believes that it is essential that the following modifications
be made to NUREG-0718:'

*-
i ,

O
. . . . - . . - . - . - . . _ _ _ .

_ , . _ . . . . _ _ _

_ . . . . . . .. . . - . . . . . . . . .
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Cc3 TON ,cDISQN COMPANY
.

Secretary Chilk -3- November 17. 1980

THE APPLICARLE ACTION PLAN ITEMS - NUREG-0718

1.D.4 Control Roon Desien Standard

Since it does not appear that IEEE-566 will be amended in
the near future, please change the category for the portion
of this item that deals with IEEE-566 to Category 3. Delay

of a pending CP while waiting for this IEEE standard to be
amended is inordinately costly.

.

.

II.A.2 Siting

5 Pendino Construction Pemit applicants should not be required
to m9e any comitment in the area covered by the Siting Rule-,

*

.
,makina. Policy expressed by Congress appears to be . inconsistent
with the policy contained in NUREG-0718. Congress obviously
deemed it counterproductive for the Comission to apply new siting
regulations to Construction Pemit Applications docleted before
October 1. 1979. The instructions of Congress and the NRC's
implementation of those instructions by the captioned notice
appear to be inconsistent. It is clear that Congress did not
intend that the Commission apply these new siting mgulations
to Construction Pemit Applications docketed before October 1
1979; Congress intended that the Comission only apply the

O new siting regulations prospectively. It is requested that
the category for Paragraph II.A.2 in NUREG-0718 be changed to
Category IE. not applicable to plants of the type now in review.

II.B.8 "Dearaded Core Rulemakinc"

Pending Construction Pemit applicants should not be required to|

| make any comitment in the area covered by the Degraded Core' '

Rulemaking. The Comission has published advanced notice of*

proposed rulemaking on this subject and it would be inappropriate
to attempt to resolve this complex matter in an individual
licensing proceeding. We believe that gross modifications in*

the station design that could be associated with the " molten core
retention device" should be excluded from consideration. During*

the corrnent period. Boston Edison reviewed recently funded NRC
The results of this reviewprojects related to these features.

indicate that "better infomed decisions" cannot be made until
.

some key msearch results are pmduced, at the earliest, two
Delaying issuance of near term constructionyears from now.

pemits until these " key research results" are available would
After the construction( . be inordinately costly and is unnecessary.'

pemit is issued, when the Degraded Core Rulemaking has been
completed. Boston Edison could be required to assess potential

i
|

O
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O
backfits of Pilgrim Unit 2 in accordance with 10CFR50.109
in the same mener as other licensed facilities. Since
the content of tre proposed rule concerning "Interin Require-
ments Related to Hydrogen Control and Certain Degraded Core
Considerations" (45 Fed. Reg. 65466, October 2, 1980) is
already covered by other paragraphs of HUREG-0718 (I.C.1,
II.B.I. II.B.2, II.B.3, II.E.4, II.F.2, III.0.1.1 & III.D.3.3),

There-the first sentence of paragraph II.B.8 is unnecessary.
fore, it is requested that the category for Paragraph II.B.8
in NUREG-0718 be changed to Category IE, not applicable to+

plants of the type now under review.*

k II.D.2 Research on Relief and Safety Valve Test Requirements

The two entries in Appendix D for this item should either be
combined or one entry deleted.

Instrumentation for Monitorinn Accident Conditions (RG 1.97, Rev. 2) _II.F.3
Please change the category for this iten to Category 3. Revision
2 of RG 1.97 was not issued in August 1980; and, furthemore,
it does not appear that Revision 2 of RG 1.97 will be issued
in the near future. Delay of a pending CP while waiting for
this Regulatory Guide to t,e revised is inordinately costly.

III.A.1.1 Eneroency Preparedness & Emergency Support Facilities
& III.A.I.2 Two entries are in Appendix D for each of these items. They

should either be conbined or one entry deleted so only one
| set of requirements appear for each item.'

We believe that Option 1, as represented by HUREG-0710 modified by the above
coments, would assure that the safety lessons learned from THI are adequately[ ,

j considered in the design and construction of the reactor facilities for which,
'

construction pemit apolications were pending prior to TMI.
|

The requirement that the applicant document and justify deviations from the
l .

[ standard review plan should be deleted from the licensing requirements for
j Delay associated with this exercise would be,

the pending CP appliclnts.
inordinately costly, and comp *.iance with the Standard Review Plan is not
necessary, nor it is sufficient, to establish corpliance with the regulations.
It is settled law that an applicant need only satisfy the Comission's ,

regulations to obtain a pemit: Maine Yankee Atomic Power Co._ (Maine Yankee
AtomicStation),ALAB-161,6AECT003(1973), affimed subnom., Citizens
for Safe Power V. NRC, 524 F. 2d 1291 (D.C. cir.1975). Furthemore a staff
position paper, such as a Regulatory Guide or SRP, is not a regulation and

O
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cannot be treated as such; Gulf State's Utilities Co. (River Bend Station,
In a memorandun(1) dated

Units 1 & 2), ALAB-444, 6 NRC 760, 772 (1977).the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation specificallyJanuary 31, 1977,
exempted the pending CP and ML applications from the Plan because resource
expenditure could not be justified since there was no concern as to safety _

It should also be notedlevel established by the existing staff review.
that, despite the fact that previous applications did not docment and
justify deviations from the standard review plan, the Staff has beenin
generally successful in establishing compliance with regulation;2) of
adjudicatory proceedings. The NRC General Comsel's memorandum (

.

" citation of a particular NRC regulation*

14, 1930 clearly states:
in the SRP as a support for the review requirement does not in itself show
August

)- that the review requirement establishes compliance with the regulations.""the citation and cross-referencing do not,

This memorandtri further states: If a regulation is applicable*

show that the regulation is fully implemented.
to two different systems dealt with in two different sections of the SRP the
fact that the regulation is cited in one section does not show that the
regulation fomed the basis for the review requirement in the SRP on theThe NRC General Counsel concluded that the current review
second system."
procedures for detemining compliance of applications with NRC regulations
are legally adequate for issuance of licenses.

In conclusion Boston Edison recomends that the requiments with respect|

} site evaluation, degraded core rulemaking, and Standard Review Plan 2nfomance be deleted and that the resulting plan, Option 1, be utilized'

To
to expedite the licensing process of the remaining few NTCP plants.
facilitate expediting the licensing process it is further recomended that
Licensing boards be instructed that the requirements in NUREG-0718 may be

Specifically, boards may entertainlitigated only to a limited extent.
a contention that the requirements are unnecessary, in full or in part,
and they may entertain a contention that one or more of the requirementsThey may not entertain a contention asserting that

.

I are not complied with. The boards' authority to raise
*

requirements beyond these are necessary. Contentionsa

Tssues sua sponte should be subject to the same limitations.
relating to NUREG-0718 shall be limited to those items assigned to Category 4| ~

Finally, we urge
and Category 5, as set forth in Section III of NUREG-0718.,

you to issue this policy expeditiously, comit appropriate Staff resourcesand expedite Staff review of pending construction pemit and manufacturing*

license applications.
Very truly yours, ,

4
.

-

B. C. Rusche, Director, NRR, to NRR Division Directors:31, 1977.(1) beno: Dated: January
" Deviations from the Standard Review Plan." " Compliance

L. Bickwit, General Counsel, to the Comissioners:2) liemo:with Comission Regulation." Dated: August 14, 1980.

MFJH/cac
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O* P O BOX 201/ TULSA. OKLAHOMA 74102 / (9181583-3611
December 30, 1980

-

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman
ACRS Subcommittee on Safety Philosophy,

Technology and Criteria
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

,

.

Dear Dr. Okrent:
F

L Thank you for your invitation to the Subcommittee'

meeting on January 6, 1981. I plan to attend the meeting on
behalf of Public Service Company of Oklahoma ("PSO"). This

letter will serve as a useful means of communicating with
the Subcommittee in advance of the meeting concerning NRC's
proposed NTCP requirements, and we request that it be made a
part of the Subcommittee's meeting record on January 6.

PSO has reviewed the questions addressed to the
NTCP applicants by the Subcommittee, and we are unable to
provide meaningful answers at this time. Those questions
concerning the adequacy of the NRC Staff's proposals forj NTCP licensing requirements cannot be answerc.d until the
Staff makes its revised proposals available to the public.
As you know, the industry comments to the proposal published
in the Federal Register on October 2, 1980, opposed the

Since weimplementation of Option 3 in favor of Option 1.
are not privy to the Staff's deliberations regarding possible
revision of the proposed NTCP requirements, we will not, as

'

Weof January 6, know exactly what the Staff proposals are.*

are hopeful, however, that the Staff will heed our comments
and incorporate them in their final recommendations to the

* Commissioners.
The Subcommittee's questions concerning hypothetical

|
*

changes in present reactor designs are also incapable ofPSO has not initiatedbeing answered at the present time.
any plant-specific engineering or research ef f ort concerning
such problems as quantifying a safety goal or revising
reactor design parameters to respond to various hypothetical
degraded core conditions. PSO is, however, participating in
the broad industry effort to be spearheaded by the Industry
Degraded * Core Rulemaking ("IDCOR") group. IDCOR is dedicated
to participating in the rulemaking and assisting the NRC in
developing a safety goal and in re-examining reactor design

OG
CENTRAL AND SOUTH WEST SYSTEM

* NN*$$TogepjrcPower gtjegsytiesn* ' *"
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l

! bases with respect to degraded core conditions. These
matters are complex and reasoned engineering judgments and
conclusions will only be realized after significant technical
analyses are performed by the NRC and the industry. In this,

'

connection, we understand that IDCOR is contemplating a
substantial research effort to help find answers to questions
such as those asked by the Subcommittee.,i ,,

i It might be helpful to the Subcommittee if I
| summarize PSO's position with respect to the NRC Staff's

NTCP proposal of October 2, 1980. Our detailed commentu are;

! attached for your information. However at the risk of over-
, simplification I would characterize our basic objecticn toe

Option 3 as one of timing, i.e., an option that requires the
,

completion of a myriad of time-consuming engineering activities
;g and analyses before issuance of construction permits. On <

the other hand, Option 1, which we believe imposes essentially^ , ,
*

the same technical requirements as Option 3, would require
only that an applicant make necessary commitments, including.'

reasonable implementation schedules, before issuance of
construction permits. Consistent with the regulatory treatment
being accorded existing CP holders by the NRC, the engineering
details of implementation would be completed during the
post-construction permit period but prior to the issuance of

|

|
any operating license rather than prior to construction

j permit issuance as contemplated under Option 3. The Option

1 approach makes emminent good sense when one recognizes4

that meaningful answers to the degraded core and safety goal
questions involve fundamental design questions that cannot
be answered adequately without thoughtful consideration over
the next 2 to 4 years. None of the NTCP projects will
remain viable if construction permits are held up until ,

then. Any notion that these questions can be answered in
the near future -- and it is possible some members of the
NRC Staff think so -- will only result in contradictory*

answers and interminable delays before NRC licensing boards.| *

For these reasons, we urge the Subcommittee to*

recommend the adoption of Option 1 with the clear understand-,

ing that the technical issues which concern the Subcommittee
will be adequately addressed during the post-construction*

*

permit period but prior to the issuance of any operating
license.

,

Sincerely,

.

Vaughn Conrad"
.

Manager, Licensing & Compliance

Enclosure

;
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A CENTRAL AND LOUTH WEST COMPANY ,

qL.NPUBUC SERVlG COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA 9
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-

P O. BOX 201/ TULSA. OKLAHOM A 74102 / (9181583-3611

*

November 17, 1980

'

, .

Samuel J. Chilk
'

Secretary to the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

, *
[ Washington, D.C. 20555.

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch,p
L ;

Public Service Company of Oklahoma ("PSO") submits
the following comments in response to the NRC Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking* published in the Federal Register on October 2,
1980, (hereinafter referred to as the " Notice"). This Notice,
which is entitled " Proposed Licensing Requirements for Pending
Construction Permit and Manufacturing License Applications",
would directly affect PSO's application (on behalf of Associated
Electric Cooperative, Inc. , Western Farmers Electric Cooperative -
and itself) for permits to construct and operate the Black Fox

~

O Station (U.S. NRC Docket No. STN-556 and 557) which consists of
two 1150 Mwe boiling water reactors to be located near Tulsa,

| Oklahoma.

Regulatory action on.PSO's application which has been
pending before the NRC since the winter of 1975, has been
suspended since March 28, 1979 -- the date of the Three Mile
Island Unit 2 (TMI-2) accident. Since that date, no progress-

has been made by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board toward| =

issuing its decision on the pre-TMI hearing record (which was
closed February 28, 1979) or by the NRC staff toward reviewing
PSO's commitment to implement the lessons learned from TMI-2*

into the construction and operation of the Black Fox Station.
The proposed rulemaking represents the first action by NRC to*

establish post-TMI licensing requirements for construction
| permit and manufacturing license applications frozen since TMI,

and, if approved by the Commi.<ricn, would authorize the resump-
tion of NRC action on the Blac Fox application.

- grpQr;:nnDr?P
,

' ; NOV 19 SWI
l *45 Fed. Reg. 65247
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The Commission has considered three options with
respect to the proposed rulemaking initiative, two of which it
rej ected . Option 1, one of the rejected options, would have
permitted the resumption of licensing using pre-TM1 CP require-O ments as supplemented by a commitment to 'mplement, during the .
post-CP period, the applicable task actica plan items described
in the NUREG-0660, "NRC Action Plans developed as a result of
the TMI-2 accident." As noted in NUREG-0718, " Proposed Licensing
Requirements for Pending Applications for Construction Permits
and Manufacturing License," Option 1 would have " treat [ed]
pending CP and ML applications as if they were the last of the
present generation of nuclear plants". Option 1 has, in effect,
been applied to existing CP holders since facility construction
under these licenses has not been suspended and the requirements
of NUREG-0660 are being implemented during course of the post-CP*

.

and OL licensing review for these projects.* Although this
option clearly presented the most promise for minimizing undueg' delays in reaching regulatory decisions for applications like'

,

A Black Fox without compromising implementation of the task
action plan items, the Commission rejected Option 1 because of

,

what it considered to be the disadvantage of possibly not
maintaining available design flexibility for such applications.

NRC also rejected Option 2, a formal moratorium on
renewed licensing, until long-term rulemakings are completed
because this option involved unwarranted delays in the consid-
eration of pending CP and ML applications. NUREG-0718 notes
that the selection of Option 2 would have " treat [ed] the -

O .pending CP and ML applications as the first of a new generation
of nuclear plants".

|

Instead, the Commission endorsed Option 3 because, in
its view, this Option would present "a suitable compromise
between the extremes of Option 1 and Option 2". Option 3 would
permit the resumption of licensing but only after satisfying..
in addition to the pre-TMI CP requirements, the implementation,=

in whole or in part, of many of the task action plan measures-

prior to the issuance of construction permits.

PSO concurs in the Commission's rejection of Option*

2. Since the degraded core rulemaking is likely to take two to
four years to complete, the impact of the continued moratorium*

implicit in Option 2 is unacceptable both to the~ national goal
| of energy independence, and to the economic viability of projects
| like Black Fox Station. Since PSO, as the holder of a Limited

| Work Authorization, has expended in excess of $250,000,000
1

*This li' censing plan is set forth in NUREG-0660 as augmented
by NUREG-0694 "TMI-Related Requirements For New Operating
Licenses," and the NRC's Policy Statement published in the
Federal Register on June 20, 1980.

O
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in engineering and equipment, site preparation, execvotion cnd
other sunk costs, the carrying charges for this investment
along with the rising cost of inflation represents a high and
continuous cost burden on the Black Fox project. The unknown

. n
| U length of the delay and escalation of design requirements ,

inherent in Option 2 would create serious questions as to the
viability of the Black Fox project, thereby requiring PSO to
consider alternatives, such as conversion of the project to a
coal-fired facility in order to meet the system load requirements
in the late 1980's.

.

Unfortunately option 3 would not relieve the increasing
cost pressures on the Black Fox Project. Option 3 like option
2 would extend and protract the licensing process for applications

| like Black Fox. Site re-analyses, degraded core analyses and
redesign work and the additional engineering effort needed to
satisfy the remaining task action plan items prior to theN

:I issuance of construction permits, all promise to extend the
L review, evaluation.and hearing time needed for the consideration'

of applications like Black Fox beyond any measure of reason-
ableness. Opnion 3 does not clearly and adequately reflect a

t definitive licensing path which bounds requirements appropriate'

to a construction permit proceeding. Nor is it, as the notice
states, "relatively easy to provide design flexibility to
implement potential significant safety improvements" when one
is working in the real world of facility design and construction
so the proposed rule fails in its quest to introduce stability
into the CP review process. PSO believes that option 3 in its -

present form contains corporate risks identical to option 2O regarding the uncertainty of station design requirements.
.

|
Therefore, the result on station construction schedule

is equivalent to option 2, since in order to properly limitI

| those risks the delay would be self-imposed by the Company
! rather than mandated by the NRC.

Hence, PSO must respectfully take issue with the
Commission's assessment since we firmly believe that, with the
present composition of the various options set forth by NRC,
Option 1 represents the proper approach to proceeding with the

.

-

licensing of Black Fox Station if that project is to remain
within acceptable corporate risk boundaries. This option is-

completely consistent with the Agency's treatment of the projects
presently holding construction permits. Those projects have
been allowed to continue construction in the wake of the events
of Three Mile Island. The Black Fox design, by the very nature
of being more current than the designs of plants under construc-
tion, has incorporated certain improvements not included in
earlier, units now under construction. Furthermore, PSO has,

just as if it were a permit-holder, voluntarily committed * on

() *PSO submitted project specific analyses and commitments by
correspondence dated June 15, July 27, and August 24, 1979 ad-
dressing the TMI-2 events as they related to Black Fox Station.

. ...-..- - -.. =..---
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the docket to implessnt tho "loscens learnad" from TMI-2.
Indeed, in August 1979 PSO called for a re-opening of the Black
Fox licensing hearings to publicly demonstrata this commitment.

The only reason stated for NRC's rejection of Option ,
O 1 was a perceived need to assure design flexibility to accommo-

date the content of the rule that might result from the long-term
degraded core rulemaking. However, the NRC didn't deem this
requirement -- to preserve design flexibility -- necessary for
plants under construction. If foreclosure of possible options
resulting from the degraded core rulemaking were a~ real safety
concern, NRC would have issued orders suspending construction
under existing CP's and directed that such permit holders.

'

perform the design exercise for degraded core matters described
under Option 3. This not being the case, it can only be concluded
that the imposition of these NURIG-0660 measures as a pre-licen-*

,

sing requirement for pending CP and ML applications is arbitrary
$ and discriminatory.

1 Like those units under construction, Black Fox should
.

| properly be treated as the last of the present generation of
nuclear power plants. The proposed Black Fox Station consists

', of two BWR-6, Mark III machines. The design for this facility

has been reviewed and evaluated under NRC's Standard Review'

Plan concept and the nuclear steam supply system has been
reviewed as a part of NRC's standardization program. A pre-
liminary design approval for the BWR-6 NSSS har been granted
the General Electric Company on the GESSAR-238 docket. Thus it -

is apparent that Black Fox is of a vintage identical to the
Grand Gulf and the Hartsville nuclear projects.and other facil-O ities presently under construction. The Black Fox application

-

would receive,. under Option 1, regulatory treatment consistent
with that being implemented by NRC for these facilities. The
approach proposed under Option 3 would, without justification,j deprive PSO of treatment equal to holders of construction
permits.similarly situated except for a quirk of timing and it
should therefore be rejected..

.

The discrimination inherent in such treatment becomes
more evident when one considers the paucity of Staff resources
being devoted to CP licensing. By focusing virtually all the-

Agency's resources away from pending construction permit applica-
tions, the NRC has saddled the Near-Term Construction Permit*

companies with an additional delay which could not have been
reasonably foreseen by even the most omniscent corporate executive.
This delay has had the discriminatory effect of propelling the
Black Fox Station into the "new wave" of regulatory requirements,
which will be applied to the next generation of facilities,,

'

while holding our application in limbo. The denial of PSO's
equal right to the processing of its application has thereby
introduced serious new questions concerning project viability.

O
:
|
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It 10 clocrly in the public intoroot to resuma CP
licensing, and we applaud the NRC for its action, albeit long
overdue. We recognize that licensing resumption must be on a
basis that assures that the lessons learned and to be learnedi

O from the accident at TMI are considered in the design and
'

construction of reactor facilities. In the case of Black Fox:

Station, we are convinced that Option 1 can clearly satisfy
this objective. Therefore, we urge the NRC to reopen its
decision as to the proper course of action for the Black Fox

| Station licensing docket.

Although it is PSO's position that Option 1 provides
the only proper plan for licensing Black Fox 3tation, we feel
it is incumbent on us to comment in detail on Option 3 since
the Agency has publicly adopted this plan; further to demon-,

strate the risks added to a project by Option 3 and the Agency's.

total lack of sensitivity to the unique position of the NTCP
.IO group, especially Black Fox Station, due to its completeness of~

|| design and licensing status..
*

!

1. Siting

This special provision states that CP applicants must
(i) compare their sites with the recommendations of NUREG-0625,
as amended by NRC's Office of Policy Evaluation and the ACRS,
and (ii) assess their applications against the criteria of the .'

proposed rule on siting (scheduled for issuance in October 1980).'

This statement of siting policy, which is intended by the terms -

of the Notice to apply to CP applications filed before October 1,

(]) 1979, is inconsistent with law -- Section 108 of the NRC Authori-

| zation Act for fiscal year 1980 -- and NRC's " Advance Notice of *

| Rulemaking: Revision of Reactor Siting Criteria", (45 Fed. Reg.
50350, dated July 29, 1980). Both the Authorization Act and
the Advanced Notice on Siting clearly declare that the new

: siting policy and criteria now under development are not to be
made applicable to CP applications filed prior to October 1, 1979.
Moreover, contrary to the statement in the Notice that the*

proposed new rule is scheduled for issuance in October 1980,*

PSO now understands that the Office of Standards Development
does not intend to issue such a rule until some indefinite but

*
extended time in the future.

Although the application of new siting rules and
~

|
criteria to applications like Black Fox is impermissible, under

' the law, the NRC may nonetheless, as a matter of discretion,
review the sites for such applications in the manner contem -
plated by the Advance Notice on Siting (45 Fed. Reg. 50350-51).
Therefore, PSO suggests that the section in the Notice on
Reactor Siting be rewritten along the following lines:

O

, . . -- = ... - . =
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Siting

i The NRC Staff will review existing sites for pending
construction permit applications in order to examine

() whether additional modifications in operating proce-
dures, design or equipment might be necessary. Such

'

|
a discussion will be included in the Staff's Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) or in a supplement to the

,

SER.'

| .

' 2. Degraded Core Rulemaking

It appears from this special provision that NRC is
incorporating, as a part of its pre-CP review, requirements for
obtaining appropriate compliance with the interim rule on.

degraded core considerations (45 Fed. Reg. 65466 et. reg.*

October 2, 1980) and for appropriate accommodation of the
k' results of the rulemaking on the final rule. With respect.to

the latter requirement, pending CP applications could be re-;
viewed to assure that to the extent practicable and feasible,
existing reactor designs take full advantage of available ,

design flexibility to avoid foreclosure of specified degraded
core prevention or mitigation measures that could result from
or provide a risk reduction consistent.with the final rule.

|
NRC cannot intend by this special provision to mean that feasi-
bility encompasses requiring applicants to discard completed,

,

engineering and design work (more than 50% of the design on the
Black Fox Station has been completed). Rather it must intend -

that steps be taken within the parameters of existing design
O ' concepts to avoid foreclosure of specific degraded core measures

by construction of the reactor facility. For example, if space
I for a particular measure does not exist, and if it could only
| . be accommodated by a radical redesign of the plant, then such a

measure would not be deemed to be " practicable" for design
modification purposes and could be oiscarded as a potential
design feature of the plant. Likewise, if a particular measure
is technically beycnd the commercial state of the art, it would'

| not be considered practicable or'fcasible. On the other hand,.

*

it may be feasible to avoid foreclosure by expending reasonable
time, effort and monies to make changes within the-context of.

presently existing designs. This special provision on " degraded
core rulemaking" should only provide NRC with the mechanism to

. scrutinize and regulate design decisions that are effectively'

being made today on these matters.
'

The special provision as it appears in the notice is
at best ambiguous and does not clearly reflect the foregoing.
That text should be changed to read as follows:

..
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Dngredcd Core Rulemsking

CP and ML applications would comply with the applicable
requirements of the interim rule.

(:) .

CP and ML applicants would also be required to perform
an analysis which would review and evaluate their
reactor designs for the purpose of identifying the
optimal additional practical measures, both preventive
and mitigative, that have the potential' for significant
risk reduction. Applicants would commit not to
foreclose these measures by construction of the
plant. The NRC Staff would review these analyses to
determine, with reasonable assurance, that taking
into account appropriate facility design considera-e tions and the relevant state of the technology facility*

construction would not foreclose the installation of
' k. those potential modifications to the facility.

These potential requirements may include such features
as filtered vented containment, molten core retention,
and hydrogen control systems. Installation of such
features would be done only if the resulting risk
reduction were required as a. result of the final-

rulemaking.

3. Reliability Engineering
.

The utilization of reliability analyses for nuclear

O. power plant evaluation is an especially active analytical area
at the present time, with many projects under way. In such a
dynamic era the methodology is likely to change significantly.
This is especially true in the treatment of operator error and
common cause contributions to system and plant reliability. It

is likely that any planned reliability programs proposed by
construction permit applicants would undergo marked changes
before implementation due to the evolutionary state-of-theart,

and the present lack of a safety goal definition. Thus, the,

requirement to define a reliability program in other than the
general terms would be unproductive at the constructionmost.

permit application stage.
1 e The quantitative results of reliability analyses are-

N
i -

highly dep'endent on plant specific designs and individual
vendor supplied equfpment. Although BFS design is over 50% -
complete at the CP stage vendor specific equipment information

( and/or operating procedures are generally not available. Thus,

reliability analyses performed early will contribute little
,

more th,an those analyses which will be available from current
plants either operating or in the final stages of construction.i

i Design decisions based on preliminary design data may in fact
suggest design changes that are unnecessary or undesirable when
evaluated against final design information.

j

- . ---
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Successful utilization of rolicbility studios dsp:ndo
upon both the integrity of the analyses and upon the existence
and validity of reliability goals and derived criteria for
specific systems and equipment. The NRC has only recently

' -

published a plan for developing a safety goal from which equip ,
and systems reliability criteria may be determined. A

mentcommitment to factor reliability studies into designs can only
be justified when the methodology is reasonably mature and
consistent, when safety and reliability goals are established
and when the cost-benefit results can be used to identify

4

reasonable solutions to problem areas. No prudent manager
j to design changes or plant "back-fits" until clearcould cocait

goals and consistent criteria are defined. i
i

? PSO believes that reliability analyses can be important
tools to help assure not only the safe design of BFS, but also
the safe and reliable operation of the facility. PSO is convinced

p that it is premature to require detailed definitions of ar including. methodology and schedule, because safety3 program,
goals are as yet undefined in conjunction with tFs developmental
statue of reliability engineering. There is a si.nificant time

; remaining between CP issuance and conclusion of design wouldj

would permit development and implementation of a reliability
program in a prudent engineering manner.

4. Emergenev Preparedness

The Notice stated that construction permit applicants .

would submit, prior to the issuance of construction permits, aO discussion of their preliminary plans for coping with emergencies.
The purpose of the report would be to address the revised rules
and regulations published in the Federal Register August 19,|

1980, revising Sections 50.33, 50.54, and Appendix E, along
j with addressing a new Section, 50.45 to Title 10 of the Code of-

These rules became effective on November 3,
|

Federal Regulations.
1980. In particular, Section 11 of Appendix E has been revised=

requesting specific information on the new emergency responsea

planning bases for the preliminary safety analysis report
i

stage. PSO. notes that the information requested on this*

section of the proposed policy specifically addresses the PSAR
portion of the new rules and is not intended to represent*

information to be supplied in an operating license emergency
response plan.

5. Action Plan

The Notice stated that action plan items determined
by the.NRC to be applicable to CP and ML applications are set
forth in NUREG-0718. It appears that this letter may be PSO's.

only opportunity to comment on NUREG-0718. With the exception

of the matters discussed below, PSo believes the requirements
of that document are clearly stated.

.

%
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PSO believes that NRC should allow maximum cdvantogs
to be taken of the long term activity of the nuclear industry
in various groups within the industry. This appears to be
relatively easy for the Category 2 items which only require aO commitment to implementation prior to OL issuance; however, for
Categories 3, 4 and 5 items, it appears it will be more difficult
to meet the requirements of NUREG-0718 and at the same time <

take advantage of work being done by the various industry
groups such as AIF, INPO and NSAC, as well as the various
owners' groups. PSO is participating in several of these in
order to develop the best answers to the lessons learned from
TMI. Some specific examples of these conflicts are discussed
in Appendix A. Additionally, NRC must provide the necessary
evaluation criteria for the area of management for design and

*
construction..

) 6. Standard Review Plan Compliance
t

3 In addition to the foregoing special provisions, the'

Notice mandates that CP and ML applicants identify and justify
the bases for all deviations from the acceptance criteria set
forth in the May 1980 revision of the NRC Standard Review Plan
("SRP") and NUREG-0718 prior to issuance of any construction
permit or manufacturing license. This. requirement would apply
to all CP and ML applications for which NRC Staff SERs or SER
TMI supplements are issued before January 1, 1982. Applications
for which SERs etc. were issued after January 1, 1982 would be
compared to the next revision of the SRP (currently expected to -

(]) be issued in April 1981).

PSO strenuously objects to the application of this
new requirement prior to the decision on whether or not to

issue construction permits for the Black Fox Station because no
enhancement of reactor safety is achieved. Instead, this

pre-CP requirement delays even further an NRC determination on
the Black Fox application. Such undue delays further submit-

PSO and its ratepayers to the ravaging effects of inflation and*

interest on funds expended.

The delay results from two causes. First, the exercise*

of comparing the SRP with the Black Fox PSAR will add at least
eight months to the review process in terms of the time needed*

by PSO and the NRC Staff to complete their reviews. Since NRC,

by its own plan has only limited resources to deal with CP
applications (NRC does not even have a project manager assigned
to Black Fox at this time), it is impossible to assess the real
delays which would be encountered in this extensive review.
Second, the process of identifying " deviations" from the SRP
provides a ready invitation to intervenors and NRC Boards to
reopen safety issues that have been and remain closed in the

Such delays includingBlack Fox proceeding and in others like it.
the revisiting of closed issues might be warranted if a commen-
surate safety benefit were realized; but as explained below,

O
I

|
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the SRP review exercise will provide very little, if any,
0mprovement in. reactor safety for the Black Fox Station.

,

i

'S "**=''** ** "* **** * =*"'="= *' ''' "'''
i O of engineering time to simply identify deviations from the SRP.,
.

Thereafter it will take an additional three to five months of .i

engineering effort to review the Black Fox design -- now more
! than 50% complete -- to document the significance of and justifi-

cation for such deviations and to prepare a PSAR mmendment for
submission to the Staff. PSO cannot estimate how long the NRC
Staff will require to review the PSAR amendment given the
present attitude of resource allocation. If adequate resources
were made available in a timely manner, the NRC would need a
minimum of three months review and SER supplement preparation

,

tLae..

once the PSAR amendment is submitted to the NRC, the
:t
;b Staff will be forced to revisit areas of its technical evaluation

3 that have been completed for the Black Fox application simply''

to ascertain formal conformity or nonconformity with the SRP.
The NRC Staff would necessarily re-examine licensing decisions
made in 1975 through 1979 concerning the efficacy of the Black
Fox design. Undoubtedly the NRC would reaffirm that those
decisions remain sound today simply because not much has changed
other than the additional TMI-related requirements.

i

The NRC Staff's safety review on the Black Fox docket-
has been exhaustive. This review has spanned four years, and

(]) during the process the Staff has asked several hundred questions,
' answers to which have been documented in the PSAR. The guidance ,

forth in regulatory guides in both draft and final form andset
branch technical positions has been faccoted into the Black Fox
docket. The Staff safety evaluation in the context of its TMI
review is still ongoing and indeed the Black Fox application,

remains subject to the incorporation of any significant new
safety requirement. This ongoing effort -- commenced in 1975 --*

provides ample evidence that the NRC Staff has conducted and is*

conducting its safety evaluation in a responsible and effective
The redundant SRP review would add nothing to thismanner.

impressive record.
*

As a pre-licensing requirement, the SRP review under"

NRC's Rules of Practice affords an open invitation to intervenors
to inquire into each and every matter, and in any event imposes
an obligation on NRC Boards to determine the adequacy of the
Staff's safety judgments regardless of the depth and sufficiency
of their review. This resulting delay is both inequitable and
unwarranted with respect to the Black Fox docket, for this is
not a virgin proceeding. Six weeks of safety hearings have
been held and completed. The hearing record is closed. Although

PSO expects to reopen the hearing record to consider TMI-related

d~

,
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notters, Lao SRP rcvicw as a pra-CP requiremsnt parmito a total
re-opening of the entire safety review -- a result that has the
effect of essentially starting over on the BFS licensing process.
This should not be authorized by the Commission without the

({} strongest justification. ,

The previous Staff review of the Black Fox Station
was conducted against the 1976 version of the SRP. This prior
review was similar to that proposed in the Notice except that
the Staff did not kept a neat scorecard of its review so that
it could easily certify compliance with the SRP. If the Commis-
sien desires to change the NRC's current techniques for the
safety evaluation of nuclear power facilities, as suggested in
the general SRP rulemaking notice on October 9*, this new

approach should be introduced for pending CF applic&tions as a
post-licensing consideration in the same manner proposed by the.

-

Commission for pending operating license applications and it
k should be done against the updated revised SRP. Another review

for Black Fox against the same SRP utilized in 1976 seems
pointless. As the general SRP notice indicates, pending operating

~
.
*

license applications where it is expected that SERs or TMI SER
supplements will issue before January 1,1982 would be required
to conduct the SRP review after the issuance of the operating
license. Surely if valid doubt exists.concerning the adequac-
of the Staff's safet' reviews, the Commission would have propcsed
the SRP review as a pre-license condition for pending operating
license applications as well as for similarly situated CF
applications. We believe the course of action proposed for
pending OL applications is consistent with the public health
and safety and interest. No sound reason exists to maintain a(]) contrary policy for pending CP applications and to do so is
arbitrary and capricious.

It should be emphasized that the Commission's actions
concerning the SRP review of pending CP applications involve
solely matters of policy. No statute or regulation requires

this SRP review exercise. Indeed, Section 110 of the NRC FY80'

Authorization Act -- the genesis of the SRP requirement --*

applies only to operating reactors, and since that fiscal year
has expired and if it is true that NRC is no longer using FY80
monies, PSO doubts that Section 110 imposes any continuing,

legal obligation on NRC to continue the exercise of SRP/FSAR
comparisons. Nevertheless, PSO recognizes that the Commission*

may establish, as a matter of policy, different methods to
facilitate its Staff's safety reviews. However, in effecting

this change the Commission must exercise its discretion in a
reasoned manner. The proposal to require the SRP review as a
pre-license. requirement for CP and ML applications does not

.

.

*See Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Plan to Require Licensees

and applicants to Document Deviations From the Standard Review
Plan, 45 Fed. Reg. 67099, dated October 9, 1980.

O
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coat thin toot. The proposci cheuld be changed to e post-lican- )

i sing consideration.
!

| Finally, views are requested with respect to the
i() extent to which judgments reached by the Commission on re-!

quirements for CP applicants should form the basis for instruc- ,

tions to NRC licensing and appeal boards in CP and ML proceedings. |
;

j As the Commission recognized for pending operating license
: applications *, NRC Boards will also require Commission direction i

! with respect to the resumption of CP and ML licens.ing proceedings.
) PSO believes that the Commission should issue a rule'

in confor9ity with the terms of Option 1. NRC Boards should be
'

directed to resume licensing proceedings in accordance with
this rule. We note, however, that such a rule would depart-

substantially from the thrust of the Notice as now cont.tituted.*

As a result, further notice and opportunity for comments appears
.

,f to be necessary to satisfy the rulemaking requirements of
I Section 553 of the Administrative Procedures Act by giving

; '

i
reasonable notice to members of the affected public of the
actual contents of the plan to rasume CP and ML licensing'

) activities. If, on the other hand, the Commission decides to
implement Option 3 either as it stands or as modified by the
foregoing specific comments, PSO believes that the notice to

|, the public already given is legally sufficient to support the
immediate issuance of a rule. Consequently, the plan should be
embodied in a rule effective within 30 days of publication inr

'

the Federal Register.
!

() In summary, PSO's position, giving due weight.to both
the critical need for the Black Fox Station project on Applicants''
electrical systems and the financial commitment to date as
balanced by the evolving spectre of undue corporate risk is
that Option 1 represents the only proper approach to proceeding
with the project as it is presently constituted. We should, by

eight, be treated consistently with existing construction
permit holders. Adoption of sny Lther Option by the Commission, ,

i

clearly signals that we are being treated as the first of a new,

igeneration of nuclear fueled electric generating facilities.
This inequity creates a corporate risk beyond any envisioned-

when the Black Fox application was tendered.
. In the event that the Commission rejects our request

for Option 1 and instead elects Option 3, we will carefully
|

evaluate our course of action based upon the " final" Option 3.

'

i adopted and published by the Agency.
|

.

*See FUrther Commission Guidance for Power Reactor Operating
I Licenses: Statement of Policy, 45 Fed. Reg. 41738, dated

June 20, 1980.
,

i
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PSO cpprcciatoo thic opportunity to prcvido thoco
1

written comments. We would request the opportunity to orally'

|
address the Commission during its further consideration of the ,

!

Notice.
'

O ,
.

Sincerel f ..
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Appendix A ,

i

1.B.l.l. - Organization and Management
Long-Term Improvements

O This item is an activity currently underway by INPO
with the expected completion to be by 5/81. On this
schedule it will be impossible to take advantage of
the work being done by INFO and at the same time
submit a timely response to this item. Any response
by the NTCP utilities may not be compatible with the
industry position and thereby prejudice the Staff~

prior to review of the industry response or require
an additional submittal from the applicants to obtain
compatibility with the industry position. In any
case, the requirements of item I.B.l.1 should be

,

.

focused more toward the early construction management
= k'; activities with a required commitment to review the'

industry position and develop a program implementing
those activities which are required to control the,

+

construction project in the latter stages and achieve
a smooth transition into the operation phase.

I.C.9 - Long-Term Program Plan for Upgrading
of Procedures

NUREG-0718 calls for the scope of the program to
include emergency procedures, reliability analysis,
hu' an factors engineering, crisis management andm

(]) operator training. The requirement goes on to state
the applicants shall also describe how their program
will be coordinated with INPO activities. This item
is an activity currently underway by INPO with a pro-
jected completion of 1/82. This schedule will make
it difficult for applicants to determine in any
significant detail to what extent their program will
interface with the program being developed by the-

industry.-

I.E.4 - Coordination of Licensee, Industry
and Regulatory Programs*

The NUREG-0718 requirements indicate that the*

applicants shall, in conjunction with Action Plan
Item I.C.5, provide a description of their program to
evaluate experience both at their own plant and
similar plants and factor this experience as appropriate
into the design and construction of their plant. In

.,
addition, the program shall describe how these activities
will be factored into the operation of the plant.
This item is curently an activity underway by NSAC
and no projected schedule is available at this time. ,

This particular item is a perfect example of an
activity in which the construction permit applicants

O are being required to submit the details of the

.
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program which is a gsnaric industry item. This
requirement not only imposes additional and unneces-
sary work on the utilities , it also holds the potential
of an individual utility submitting a response which
may undermine the program being developed by the .O industry.

II.F.3 - Instrumentation for Monitoring Accident
Conditions (Regulatory Guide 1.97)

This item requires the applicant to provide in their
facility design instrumentation to monitor plant
variables and systems during and following an accident
in accordance with design bases that are defined and
criteria requirements that are specified in Regulatory
Guide 1.97. NUREG-0718 also indicates that Regulatory"

.

Guide 1.97 should be issued in final form by August
Y ?vd m 1980. However, this Reg. Guide has not been .
d

issued and is currently being reviewed in Draft 3 to- e
i Revision 2 of this Regulatory Guide. Because of this

delay in issuing Regulatory Guide 1.97, it will bet

l difficult for the utilities to meet the requirements
- as specified in NUREG-0718 Item II.F.3 in a timely

manner. .

II.J.3 - Management for Design and Construction

! This item is closely allied with item I.B.1.1. The
objective of this item is to improve the qualification

O of licensees for operating nuclear power plants by
requiring greater oversight of design construction
and modification activities. NRR is to develop
criteria requiring license applicants and licensees
to improve their oversight of design and construction.
The Staff indicates by the schedule in NUREG-0660
that they will issue a Regulatory Guide for comments
by March 1981 with the final guide by October 1981.-

PSO believes this area is being ignored for construction-

permit applications, as evidenced by the recently
released NUREG-0731 entitled, " Guidelines for Utility
Management Structure and Technical Resources", which-

made no mention of management for design and construction,
as opposed to earlier drafts of the document which*

had included some very general criteria.

We feel that it would be in the best interest of both
the industry and the NRC to take maximum advantage of the other'

industry groups' efforts and delete the duplication of efforts
as outlined above for items I.B.l.1, I.C.9 II.I 1 and II.J.3.
By so doing we can conserve everyone's strained resources and
also allow the industry to provide an unbiased work product on
a schedule developed with appropriate durations and priorities.

O
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ABSTRACT

The TMI-2 Action Plan, NUREG-0660, does not specifically address requirements
i for construction permit and manufacturing license applications. There are
| currently pending six construction permit applications for eleven plants and
8 ene manufacturing license application for eight floating nuclear plants. Staff

review of these applications has been suspended since the TMI-2 accident pending
ne formulation of a policy to appropriately reflect -he lessons learned from

:ne accicent. This report summarizes the TMI-relatec requirements that are to! *
* te a:clied to these seven applications.,
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I. INTRCOUCT: N

After the accident at Three Mile Island, Uni- 2, on Marcn 28, 1979, the Commission
directed its technical review resources to assuring the safety of cperating
power reactors rather than to the issuance of new licenses. Furthermore, the

Ccmmission decided that power reactor licensing should not continue until the
assess;nent of that accident had been sucstantially completed and comprehensive
impr0vements in both the operation and regulation of nuclear power plants nad

I been set in motion.

?cilewing the accicent at Three Mile Island, Unit 2, tne ? resident esta:lisnec
- 1 Commission to make recommenda f ons regarding changes necessary to imcreve

nuclear safety. In May 1979, One Nuclear Reguia cry ccmissien esta:lisned a*

Lessons Learned Task Force to cetermine wna, actions were required for new
coerating licenses anc charterec a Special Incui y Grou: to examine all facets
of .he accicent anc its causes. These groups have cuolisned their re cr s.

,

The Lessons Learnec Task Force lec to NUREG-C573, "TMI-Z Lessons Learned Task
?crce Status Report and Short-Term Recommencaticos" inc NUREG-C585, "TMI-2 Lessens
Learnec Task Force Final Re crt." Fellowing release of ne reper: cf the Presi-
cential Ccamission, the Commission proviced a :reliminary set of rescenses to<

,

t e reco.menca.icns in taa: re crt. This res:ense :revided broad Oclicy
cirections for ceveic: ment of an NRC Ac.icn slan, -crs en wnica .as begun in
Nevercer 1979. During the cevelopment of the Action Plan, the Scecial Inquiry
Group Report was received, wnich had the benefit of review by panels of
outside consultants representing a cross section of technical and puolic
views. This report provided additional recommendations.

NUREG-Oiie0, "NRC Action Plan Developed as a Result r f the TMI-2 Accident," was
ceveicpec to previce a ccmcre.ensive and integrated plan for the actions judgec
accrocriate Sy the Nuclear Regula. cry Commission to correct or imoreve he
regulation and ope-ation of nuclear facilities basec on tne experience from
:ne accicent at Three Mile Island, Unit 2, anc the official studies and investi-
gat cns of the accicent. In developing the Acticn Plan, the various recommend-#

ations anc possible actions of all the principal investigations were assessed=

anc eitner rejected, adcpted or modified.-

Actions to improve the safety of nuclear power piants new cperating were judged
to be necessary immedia ely after the accident and cculd not be delayed until, -

the Action Plan was ceveloped, although they were subsequently included in the
Action Dian. Such actions came from the Bulletins and Orders issued immeciately.

i after the tne accicent, the 'f rst re crt of the Lessens Learned Task Force issued
t '- Ju!y 1979, he recommencations of the Emergency ?recaredness Task Force.
| anc ne NRC staff anc Ccamission. Before these immediate actions were a:Olied

:: ::erating clants, tney were s:Oroved Oy tne Commission. Many of tne recuired
; H=ecia e ac:# ens nave alreacy been taken by licensees and most are schecuied

to be ccmclete by the and of 1980.

-n Fe:ruary 7,1980, :asec en its review of initial crafts of :ne Action 31an,
*ne camissicn an:-eved a listing of near-term coerating license (NTCL) repuire-.

! man.s, as being necessary Ou. not necessarily sufficien: 7MI-relatec recuirements,
'c grant'ng new c:erating licenses. Since :nen, tne fuel icac recuirementsr

er tne NT t. lis. nave cern usec cy ne Ccomissien in gr3n.ing c eraticq iic nses,
C -i .n ''mi ec au .ncri 1:iccs 'or fuel icacing anc 1cw power esting, for :hr se

:lants.

-1-
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v y 15, 1930, after review of the last version of :ne Action 3lan, neCn a
Commission a::crevec a list of " Requirements for New C erating Licenses,' now
c:ntainec in NUREG-0594, unich the staff recommendec for imposition on current
c erating license acclications. That list was recast frcm tne previous NTOL
iis anc sets fortn tne TMI-relate: requirements and ac-ions for new cperating
licenses. In a Statement of ?clicy issued en June 15, 1980, the Commission'

c:ncluced that the list of TMI-related requirements for new ccerating licenses
fcune in NUREG-0694 is necessary and sufficient for respending to the TMI-2
accident. The Commissicn has deciced that current coerating license acclica-
ti:ns shouic te measurec against ne regulations, as at.;mentec by these require-
tents. Su:sequently, tne staff incorporated all cf ne T'il-related items fcr

| :: erat'ng eac ce licensees anc :::erating license a:::~.icants in ene accument,
t.?E2-0727, wnicn as reviewec anc accrevec by :ne I:m-issicn on Cc c::er 29,
~33;. Tais re;:cr: .as 'ssuec Oy letter en Oc: cer 3'., 1950.

e TMI-2 Action Plan, NUREG-C660 cces not s;:ecifical'y address requirementsg

':* :ns.ruction permits (CP) or manufacturing license (ML) acclications. Inere
a e cur ently pending six CP a;:plications for eleven ::an.s and one ML acclication
f:r signt ficating nuclear plants. The NRC staff review of nese applications
tas been suspencec since ne TMI-2 accident ::encing ne formulation cf a licensing
:ciicy to accrc::riately reflect the lessons learcec ' cm the acci::ent. Therefore,
.re NR" staff initiatec a ;-cgram to pre;;csa for C:=iss'en a:::roval a course
:' a::icn tha woulc leac . .ne estaclishment of 7I-I rel a*.ec requirements-

f0r nese a;plications. This report is tne result of taa program anc tne sections
:na: folicw describe the TMI-relatec requirenents for tne pending construction
permit and manufacturing license a::plications.

II. ASSESSMENT CF TMI-2 ACTICN PLAN FOR PENDING CP AND ML APOLICATIONSs

I Orcer to assess the extent to which tne TMI-2 Action ?ian should be imclementec
- :ne seven 'pencing CP anc ML acclications, the s aff developed five recuirement

ca ageries. Each of the TMI-2 Action Plan requiremen s .ere carefully evaluatac
arc :nen assigned : cne of these five categories. A ciscussion of each of
:ne requiremen*, categories folicws.

.

Catecery 1*

A requirement of a type not acplicable to the pencing C? or ML a;:plications
for any of the following reasons:-

It can only ::e addressed in c::erating license a::::lications or by licensees;* a.

:. It is not cirectec c C? or ML applicants;

:. It aces not accly :: plants of the type new :encing;

:. It nas ::een (cr will :e) su;:erseded by a mere restrictive recuirement in
a .icn Plan;cne

i. It has airea::y :een cc.?cieted.

.

-2-
,

-- r., , ,-- --- - - - - , , . - , , , - , , .-m ,~ w -. - , , , -,-- -- - - - - - ,



_

-

.*- ,

D O FO 1mW
.b Bgg 6

Categorv 2

A requirement of the type customarily left for the operating license stage.
The applicant should indicate its recognition of the need for development of
coerating license or final design requirements and should provide a commitment
to implement sucn requirements in connection with its acclica'cion for appreval
of the final design.

,

Catecory 3

5: cies (and etner resesr:n and cavelopment activities :: provide design
.' cevelo: cent information) of the .yce customarily lef 'cr review at tne final

stage. Mcwever, to sa .isfy 50.35(a)(3) tne staff :elieves that items in :nis
cate; ry shoulc be ccm:letec as early as is prac.icaole sc :nat tne results
can e most effectively taken into ac:0unt in developing final cesign cetails.

s The atelicant should provice suf'icient information to describe the nature Of
tne s .udies, hcw they 'are to be ' conducted, the c:meletion dates, and a program

assure that the results of suen studies are factorea into the final design.

Category a

*ecuirement to de:cnstra .e that any acditional esign. tevelocment and
im:ismentation necessary to satisfy :ne requirement (Or :: satisfy the ::cals
Of One task wncsa requirements are to be developed in ne future) will e

satisfactorily completec by tne operating license stage. This is the type of
information cust:marily required at tne construction permit stage to satisfy
50.35(a)(2), or to satisfy ALAE-442 with respect to generic issues.

Categer/ 5

A receirement for information of the type customarily reviewed at the
preliminary design stage for the following types of items:

1. Mems for which the required inft.rmation should be sufficient to demonstrate
' that tha requirement has been satisfied by the apolication. This is the

kind of information and degree of detati customarily provided at the prelim-'

inary design stage with respect to site and major systems and structurcs
to satisfy 50.34(a)(1). This will also be applicaole to items relating
to technical cualifications of the applicant and its management for design~

and construction.
.

. . tems 'cr whicn the requitec information sneuld te sufficient to assure
na- the requi eme : will e met at the final cesign s age. This is the

kind of info-maticn and degree of detail cus:cmarily proviced at the pre-
liminary design stage with rescect to the preliminary cesign of the facilityr

| :: satisfy 50.3a(s)(3)(a), etc.

:: Inculc te noted that in assigning individual TMI-2 Action Plan requirements
:: one of tne aforementienec categories, the NRC staff ci not limit itsel" to
a narrew interpreta.icn of the Action Plan requirements. Rather, we took into
ac:Oun: One fact tna mucn work could be done :y the acclicants to address -he
s:ecific concerns O' he 'ncivicua'. Actica Plans. L sucn cases ne defined
- e 5:eci'': concerns ina; sncule ce a: dressed by the C? Inc ML at:Ticants and1

s~) ne level O' information . te 3.;;iiec in Orcer 'er ne sta'' ta verify that
.ne requirement nas ceen (Or ail' :e) satisfiec.

-3-
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(3 Inalepenaient Raillological lb/lb r

Heasurements-

111.1).3 Worker Railiation Protection
improvements

1. Railiation Protection Plans 4/4 Refer to Appenalix C
+

| 2. Ilealt h Physics Improvements lb/lb
,

3. Inplant Radiation Monitoring 4/4 Refer to Appenalix C'

w
I L 4. Control Rona liahitability 4/4 Ref er to Appentlix C

On

5. Raillation Worker Exposure llata la/lc
liase

IV. Pract ires .nul Procedures

; IV.A Strenti hen inIorcement Processl

I. Seek leisislative Authority th/lb

2. Revise 1:nforcement Policy th/lb -

5
I V. Il issuance of instructions anal

,
Informat.lon to I.icensees

,

'

I V. ll .1 Revise Practices for issuance of th/lb
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IV.C I xiesul i essons iearned to I icenseil
Activities Other than Power lleactors,

IV.C.1 Ixtensi 1essons Iearned Irom 1HI to th/lb

other HitC Programs

IV. ll HitC Staff Ir.iining

I V.1).1 Hitt Stall Iraining lb/lb

I V. I. Sately llecision-Haking

$ 1. Expanil itesearch on ()nanti f ica- lb/lb
tion of Saf ety llecision-MakingN

2. I'lan for f arly Resolution of th/lb

Safety Issues

3. Plait f or llesolving Issises at Ih/lb

Con.trur1 ion Perialt Static

4. Itesolve Generic issues by th/lb
lintemaking

.

S. Assess Cairrently Operating th/lb
lleactors

IV.f Iinancial llisincentive to Safety

1. Increascal IE Scrutiny of Power lb/lb
Ascension lest l'rogram
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CP/Hl.*
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| 2. Ivaluate the impact of Financial th/lb
liit. incentives to the Safety of

i Nuclear Power Plants *

; IV.G Improve Safety Rulemaking Proccitures
\

1. Ih velop a Public Agesula for its/lb
Rulemaking

'

2. Perinilic anal Systematic lb/th
Heevaluat. ion of Existing Hules

'
2
1. 3. Improve Rulemaking Procestures Ib/lb

i o>

4. Sluity Alternative for Improveil lb/lb i

Hulemaking Process

i IV.ll NRC Participalion in the Railiation
Policy Council;

4 V. NRC Policy, Organizatiori anti
j Hanagement
:

1. llevelop HNC Policy Statement th/th -

; on Safety

'

2. ' Stuity L limination on Non-saf ety th/lb'

] Responsibilities

3. Strengthen Hole of ACRS lb/lb

4. SIuily Nee 1 ior Ashlitional Ib/lbi

Ailvisory Coimuittees
;

i
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I Alll t I (Continueil)
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lilQlllRIHINI CAllGURY
ACll0N tilH ASSIGllMLNI CtH4LNIS

CP/Hi4

I
.

~

b. Improve l'uhlic anil Intervenor th/lb
l'articipat.ioni in llearing Piocess;

(n . Stihly ConsI ruction-lluring- 118/ Its

: Atijnilicalion Rules

7. Sluity Neeil for lHI-Helateil lb/lb'

'

legislation

11. Stanly tlue Neeil to Estal:11sh an ih/lh

laulepesulent Nuclear Sately finas al
1 2

_ ' , 9. Sliuly the Ref orm of the 1.icensing th/lb
j 'o Process

| 10. St anly HRC lop Management th/lh |

St ructaire alul Process'

'
!

11. Reexamine Orgatiliation anal lis/lb'

I unctions of HRC (1f fices -

,;

j_ 17. Revise llelegations of th/th !

j Anthurity to Staff
,

i .13. Clarily anal Strengthen the Ih/lb
] Respective Rnles of Chairmasi, .

Conmiission, asul LDO

14. Authority to Delegate [mergency th/lb
i Response functions to a. Single

Conuu i ss ionier
!

i
,
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Herinirement
Source for Category

itequirement Operating Heactors Applicability Assignment Comments

I. Iteview IHi-2 Pils and detailed clirosiology 19-50&-5A (item 1) llWR aiul PWR I 1/ td Refer to Actioni Plan
oI |HI-2 accident. 79-06&O6A (ILem 1) ILens 1.A.2.2 and

19-06&O611 (Item 1) 1.A.3.1

2. Iteview transients similar to IMI-2 tiiat 19-05&OSA (Item 2) ll&W Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
liave occurreal at utlier f acilit.ies and items 1.A.2.2 and
flRC evalisatioin of Davis-Desse tralisient. l.A.3.1

3. lieview operating procedures for recog- 19-05&OSA (Item 3) PWR Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
niting, preventing, and usiltigating voi:1 19-06&O6A (Item 2) Item I.C.1
formation in transients and accidents 79-06&O611 (Item 2)y

N. --

4. Iteview operating procedures and training 19-05&05A (Iteini 4.a) PWR asul llWR let/lc Refer to Action Plan
instructions to ensure that: 19-05tl (Item 2) Items I.C.1, l.C.7,

79-06A (Item 7.a) I . C.8, arid I .G.1
a. Operators to not override ESF 79-0611 (Item 6.a)

actions unless continned operation 19-08 (item S.a)
is unsale;

_ _ _ _ _ _ .__ .

h. IlP1 system operation Nilit[G-0645 (App. G) W,CE Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
Hllitt G-0565 Il&W ILem I.C.1

*

(Rec. 104)
69-I10 6002-00 ANO-t
(l1/1//9)

69-110 6003-00 Davis-Desse 1
(11/20/19)

69-110 6001-00 Oconee 1, 2 & 3

(11/1/19) Crystal River 3
Rancho Seco I
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I Alli L C.1 (ConLinucil)

CPhiL
llequirement >

Source for Category
Requirement Operating Reactors Applicability Assignment Comments

.

8. limneiliately implement proceilures that /9-05A (ltem 8) ILAW lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
a.sure Iwo inilepenilenL 100% AlW t low Item iL.L.1.I

paths, in specify explicitly 100 with
a celstreal Al W capaci t y.

9. Review proccitures to assure that raillo- 19-USA (llem 9) l'WR and llWR lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
active liqisials anal gases are siot trans- 79-06A (itesin 9) Item II.l. 4.2

serreal out of containment inadvertently 79-0611 (Item 8)
*

(especially npon i 51 reset). Iist all /9-08 (Item 7)
applicalite z.yst ems anil interlocks. .

~ ~ ~

T 10. PeviTand mailify (as required) 7'J 0$A (Item 10) PWR and lMR lii/lc Refer to Action Plan t

U procedures f or removing saf ety- 79-06A (Item 10) Items I.C.2 and 1.C.6
relateil systems from service (and 79-06tl (Item 9)
restori i to service) to assure 19-08 (Item 8)
operability stat us is known.

it. llate all ope iting inial maint enance 79-ilSA (llent 11) l' Wit asid ilWR Id/ Refer to Action Plan
personnel awai c of t he seriou:. ness /9-ObA( Item 1.a) I tems 1. A. 3. a avid
. uni conseqisences of the erroneous /9-0611 (llem 1.a) 1.A.2.2
actions taken le.iiling up to, asid iri

early phases of, the lill-2 accident. ,

12. One honr not il ic.it inn requirement, asial /9-0511 (Item 6) 1*WR iiiiil llWR lil/ lc Refer to Action Plast
continuous conuunnicat.iotis cliasinel. 79-06A (Item II) l lenis I . I. 6 acid

/9-0611 (Item 10) 111.A.3.3
19-011 (ltem 9)

.- _ - . - .---..- - ..- ..- - . - - - - - .- |
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I Allt f C. I (Continucil)

CPhji'
licipii rement

source for Category

Heipii rement Operating iteactors Applicability Assignaient Commients

13. Propose Technical Specific'Illon changes 79-05!! (Item 7) PWH anil'lfWR ~ld/lc
iellecting implementalion of alI utilletin 79-06A & Rev. 1
iicms, as respiire.l. (ltem 13)

19-06|| (ltem 12)
79-08 (ltem 11)

14. Heview operating mosles anil proccalures 79-06A (Item 12) W CL GE lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
to cleal willi signif icant aniounts of 79-0611 (item 11) I t ems 11.11. 4, I I . B. 7,
liydrogen. /9-011 (Item 10) II. E.4.1 anil ll. F.1

15. l'or fi2ilit"les sith non-antumatic AfW 79-06A (l' tem d W & Cf Isl71c Refer to Action Plan
T initiation, proviale eleilicateil operator /9-0611 (Item 4) llem II.E.1.2

M in continnous communia.ation with Cit to
oporale AlW.

16. Implement (inunestiately) procedures that 19-06A (Iten 6) W & CL Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
islentity PH/ PURV "Open" instications asul /9-0611 (itens 5) I tems I .C.1 asul 11.D. 3
that ilirect operat or to close mantially
at " HIST!" setpoint.

1/. Irip P/It level llistable so that P/It t o /9-06A & Hev. 1 W Ic/lc

Press. (rather than PIR lo Press. asul P/R (Item 3) -

ito level coincialence) will initiate safety
injection, f or t est, reset.10 level histable. i

1 11. Develop proceshires anil train operators on /9-0511 (Item 1) ll&W d/lc iteter to Action Plan
mellinals of establishing anal maintaining items I.C.1 anal 1.G.1
natural circulation

_ _ _ _ _ _ __ _

|

|
|
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I Allt f. C.1 (Cont inued) D *.* D
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d o Ju o Ju S. Inl_,_

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

Reiguilement,

5.ource for Category
.

Resplii ement Operating Reactors Applicahility Assignment Comments

19. Describe design an procedure 79-0511 (Item 3) ll&W Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
mo lit ications (hr.seil on analysis) Item II.E.S

t to reshace litelihood of automatic
P/R PunV ariu.it. inn in I ranslents.

; _ _ ._._. .. . __ . _ . _ . _ ..___ __ . _ . -

20. Provide proccitures anti trainisig to /9-0511 ( i t em 4 ) ll&W 2/lc
operalors f or prompt malaisal reactor trip
f or IUlW, 11, MSIV closure, LOOP,10SG
level, & lo P/R level.

2 21. Proviile automatic safety grade 79-051) (Item 5) ll&W id/lc Refer to Action
an' icipatory t eactor t rip f or Plan Item II.K.2.10'

.,
"' lulu,11 ~ or signif icant,

decrease in SG level.
_ . - _ . _ _ - . . _ . - _ . . .

22. liescribe aut omat ic and manisal actioits 19-011 (Items 3) IlWR 4/lc Refer to Appendix C
for proper functioning of atixiliary

,

in at removal t.ystems when IW system
not operable.

i

23. Describe uses and types of RV level 19-011 (I tem 4) DWR 4/lc Refer to Appendix C
*inilicalion f or automatic asid

l manual initiationi safety systems.

.

Also, describe altero.itive-
instrumentation.*

24. Perform 10CA analyses for a range of 19-OSC (short- PWR Id/lc Ref er to Action Plan-

small-break sites and a range of term item 2) Item 1.C.I
,

time lapses between reactor trip /9-06C (short- ,

asul RCP trip, term item 2)
. _ . . _ . _ . . _ _ _ __._ _

,
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CP/HL
ltespa i rement

Source for Category
Respii rcment Operating Reactors Applicaleility , Assigiuuent Comunents

1. Upgrade timeliness and reliability Conunission Order ll&W lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
of AlW system. Item II.E.1

< -_

2. Proccitures and training to initiate Connaission Order ll&W Id/lc Refer to Appendix C
and control AlW independent of
integrated control system.

3. liar:1-wired control grade anticipatory Connaission Order ll&W lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
reactor t rips. Itcan ll.K.2.10

T _ . . . _ . _ ..

$ 4. Small-break 10CA analysis, procedures Couunission Order it&W lil/ lc Refer to Action Plan
4

anil operator training. I teins I. A.3.1 and
I.C.)

5. Complete IHi-2 simulator training for Conuuission Order 11&W lsl/ lc Refer to Action Plan
all operators. Item I.A.2.6

,

6. Iteevaluate analysis f or dual-level Conuuission Order llavis-llesse 1 Ic/lc

i setpoint control.

;
_ . . . _ _

*

! 7. Reevaluate transient of September 24, Comunission Order Davis-llesse 1 Ic/lc

l') / / .

11. Continued upgrading of AlW system. Conunission Order il&W lil/ lc Refer to Action Plan
item II.E.1

_ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . . _ _. . _ _. . . .__
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,

Regiairement

j Source for Category ;

j Requirement Operating Reactors Applicability Assignment Comments

j _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ - . . . _ _ . _
. ._ i

i. 9. Analysis anil upgrailing of integrateil Conunission Oriler ll&W 4/lc Refer to Appendix C
j- contial system.

-

10. liard-wired saf ety grade atiticipatory Commission Order il&W 4/lc Refer to Appendix C
{ reactor trips.

!

II. Operator t raining and drilling. Comunission Order il&W id/lc Refer to Action Plan'

items 1.A.3.1 I.A.2.2
1.A.2.5, and 1.G.a ,

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

. . . . . _ . _ . . ._

! 4 12. ' t rans ient analy:. it, asul procedures for Comunission Oriler ll&W lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
management of small breaks. Item 1.C.1m

I

T3. lhermal mechanical report - effect letter, D. Ross to ll&W lb71c liefer to Appendix c
! of llPI on vessel integrity for small- Il&W operating plaints,
. breat 10CA with no AlW. 11/121//9

~

14. 0$m$ inst rate that predicleil lif t letter, II. Ross to ll&W .l/lc Refer to Appendix C'

Irequency of PORVs anil SVs is ll&W operating plants.

|
acceptable. 8/21//9

i -
-

_-

15. Analysis of ellects of sing flow on letter, D. Ross to ll&W lb/lc Refer to Appendix C
; once-throngh steain generator tubes ll&W operating-

alter primary system voiding. plants, 11/21/79''

_ _ . . . . . _ . . - _
.

i

,

, _ _ _ _ ._ _ _.
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,

_ - . _ _ -_

Reigu i rement
Category

Reiguirement Source Applicability Assignment Comuuents

1. Install automatic PORV isolation Nllitl G-0565 (2.1. 2.1) PWR * lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
syst ein anil perf orm operational titlRLG-0611 (3.2.4.e) Item II.K.3.2

iesL. 3.2.4.f)
tillRLG-0635 (3. 2.4.a)

( 3. 2. 4.13 )

2. Report. on overall saf ety ef f ect Nt! RIG-OS65 (2.1.2.ti) PWRs 3/3 Refer to Appen<lix C
of PORV isolation system. NtlRI G-0611 ( 3. 2. 4. g)

(3.2.4.i)
NURtG-0635 (3.2.4.c)

2 3. Report safety ami reliet valve HilRtG-0565 (2.1.2.c, All 2/2
A f ailures promptly anil cliallenges 2.1.2.e) ~

"' annually. NURIG-Obil (3.2.4.h)
NtlRIG-0626 (11.14)
NURI G-0635 (3.2.4.<!)

4. Review anil upgr.nle reliability HtlRlG-056S (2.3.2.h) All Ih/lb Ref er to A'ction Plan
.unt reilunilancy of nonsalety NtlRIG-0611 (3.2.2.b) Items i1.C.1, i1.C.2,

ciguipment f or small-break IOCA NURI G-0626 (11.12) anil ll .C. 3
miLigatinn fluRLG-063b (3.2.2.h)

5. hnt inne to stinly necil f or NilRIG-OS6S (2.1.7.a) PWR lb/lb
'

C. I.4.c anal necil f or auto- NURI.G-0611 (3.2.2.a)
matic trip of RCPs, then NURIG-0635 (3.2.2.a)

p moility proreilures or ilesigns HilRlG-0623
' as appropriate.
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Requirement
C.itegory

Respa i rement Source Applicability Assignment Coimuents

6. Instrumentalion to verity NURIG-0565 (2.6.2.h) l'WR ' id/ lil Peter to Action l*lan
natural cira.ulation. NilRI G-06 t l ( 3. 2. 3. b) llem I.C.1, ll.f.2,

HillllC-0635 (3.2.3.h) 11.l.3

/. Ivaluation al PORV opening NURIG-0565 (2.1.2.b) ll&W hl/ lc Refer to Action Plan
prohahility during overpressure ILem Il.K.2.14
iransient.

11. i urt her st all consisteration of NilRIG-0565 (2.5.2.a) pWR Id/ld Refer to Action Plan
necil for diverse decay heal NURtri-0635 (4.2.5), Item II.C.1 and

,

removal metinul innlepeinient App. VIII) II.L.3.3

* of SGs NURIG-0611 (4.2.5,

h App. Vill)

9. Proportional integral derivative NilRtG-Ohli (3.2.4.h) W Ic/2
controller modiIicalion.

O. An[icipatory trip inintilication NURtG-0611 (3.2.4.c) W Ic/2
proposed by some licensees to
contine range of use to high
power levels.

II. Control use of PORV supplied NtlRIG-0611 (3.2.4.d) All 4/4 Refer to Appendix C
by Control Components Inc., until
further~ review complete.

12. Confirm existence of anticipatory HilRIG-0611 (3.2.4.a) W Ic/2
trip upon tin hine t. rip.

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

.

.



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

= , a .

O O O

udD #A"A3 dk'I
Dl Alli t C. 3 (Cont inueil)

.
- - - - _ . . . . _ _

,

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

RespiiremenL
Category

llequ i rement Source Appl icalii l i t y Assignment Cosmaents
.

13. 'neparation of ilPCI and RCIC HURIG-0626 (A.1) 61. 3/lc Refer to Appendix C
system initiation levels.
Analysis aiul implementation.

14. Isolation of isolat. ion HilRlG-0626 (A.2) GL plants Ic/lc

tondensers on higli r<uliation. willi isolation
conal. nser

15. Hoility tireak detection logic NilRLG-0626 (A.3) GL 7/lc

to prevent spurious isolation
>g of lil'Cl aint itCIC syst ems,
y:..--. . - - - - - . - . . . . . . - - -

-.-

16. Reduction of clialienges and NUR[G-0626 (A.4) GL 3/lc Refer to Appendix C
lailures of relief valves -
leasibility study and system
maili f icat ion.

1/. Iteport. on outage of ICC NURIG-0626 (A.6) GL Id/lc

syst ems - licensee report and
proposed technical specification
4.hanges.

,

Ill. Modificatinn of ADS logic - Nllitl G-0626 ( A. /) GL 3/lc Refer to Appendix A
teas ibilit y stinly and modi f ica-
tion f or increaseil diversity

f or some event serpiences.

_
.. __
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Requirement
Category

itequirement Source ApplicabiIity Assigiunent Coassents

19. Interlock on recirculation NilHLG-0626 (A.li) f Non .let Ic/lc

pump loops. Pump ors

20. loss of service water for Nilitt G-0626 ( A.9) liig Hock Ic/lc

liig llock Point.. l'o i nt.
.

! _ . . . . _ . . ... . . . _ . _ . . . . . . _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ . . . . . .-

: 21. Restart of core spray anil IPCI NtlitLG-0620 ( A.10) GE 3/lc Refer to Appetulix C
systems on low level slesign!

anal minii t icaL ion.

w
j, 22. Automatic switchover of itCIC Nilitl G-0626 (11.1) Gl. 'Ic/lc

,

!

system suction - verityN

proccitures anel muili ty slesign.

23 Central water level recortling. NURLG-0626 (11.2) Gl. 4/It Refer to Appentlix C

24. Conf irm ailequacy of space cool- NURLG-0626 (11.3) Gl .1/lc Refer to Appentlix C
ing f or llPCI aiul RCIC systems.

*

25. Iflect of loss of AC power on tillRI G-0626 (11. 4 ) GL 3/lc Refer to Appenalix C
pump seals.

,

e.-.....s,_...wm ,_--....-__.w. _ _ _ _ - , . .....w

$

-

- -
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lleagu i rement |

| Ca t eilory
Heiguirement Snurce Applical>ility Assignment Conments

.

37. 'Prov iile e:sper iment a l veri f ica- NilRIG-OS65 (2.6.2.a) PWit Ih/Ili Refer to Action Plan
Lion of two pluse natural tillRI G-0611 ( 3. 2. 3. a) llem II.L.2.2
c irt.nlat ion mottels. Nilitt G-0635 (3. 2. 3. a)

3.1. Ivaluate elimination of PORV NilRLG-0565 (3.S) PWR lis/lis Refer to Action Plan;

Iunciion. HilRIG-06II (3.2.4.k) Item i1.C.1
NURlG-0635 (3.2.4.e)

1

34. ItllAP-4 mailel development. NilRI G-0611 ( 3. 2. S) Pult lis/Ili Refer to Action Plan
Hllitt G-063'.s (3.2.b) I L em I I . l~ .' 2. 2

T . . . . . . . _ . _ . . . . . _ . . . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . . _ _ ...__ _ ___._. .._ _ ____,

'N 35. Ivalnalion of eltects of core HilRIG-0565 (2.2.2.c) Il&W lil/ lc Hefer to Action Plan
iInoil lank injectiun on smalI- Item 1.C.I,

lireak 10CAs.

; _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

i 36. Adilitional stall auilit calcula- NilRLG-OSh5 (2.4.2.a) ll&W lla/lc Refer to Action Plan
t ions of it&W small-larcak 10CA Item I.C.1
analyses.

I

3/. Analysis of Il&W plant response HllRlG-0565 (2.6.2.c) It&W ist/lc Refer to Action Plan
I.C.1 ito isolateil small-lireak -

IUCA.

3 11. Analysis ut plant response to NtlRLG-OS65 (2.6.2.il) Il&W lil/ lc Refer to Action Plan
a smail-larcak 10CA in Llie Item 1.C.1
pressurizer spray line.i

_ . . . . _ _ _ _ . - _ . . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _. ._______

d
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I Allt.I' C. 3 (Cont inneil)

_ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . ,

llequirement
Category

itequirement Source AppiirahiIiiy Assigiunent Comments

_ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . . . _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _

3'J . I valu.it ion of et lects of w.iler HllRLG-0565 (2.6.2.e) ll&W lil/lc Reter to Action Plan
. lugs in piping causeil by llPI Item I.C.1

'an.1 Cl i IIous.

40. lveluation ul RCP seal elamage NLJlt| G-0565 (2. 6. 2. t ) ll&W lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
.uul leakage iluring a small- Item II.K.2.16

lire.it 10CA.

41. '.utim i t preilict. ions f or 101 i lest HtlRLG-0565 (2.6.2 9) ll&W hl/lc Refer to Action Plan
i P 6 with itCPs running. Item I.C.1

2

'N 4 7. Submit reepsesteil inf ormation HllitLG-0565 (2.6.2.h) It&W lil/ lc Refer to Action Plan
on llut ett'ects ut non- Item I.C.1
contlensible gases.

41. Ivaluat. ion of mes.hanic.il ellects HilHIG-0565 (2.6.2.i) ll&W lil/ t c Ref er to Action Plan
al . lug ilow on steam generator ll.K.2.15

t ulie .

44. i v.ilu.iLi si of aint it. ip.it eil Hilitl G-062h ( A.14 ) GL .l/ li. Refer to Appenalix C
transients with single lailure .

to verily no significant
...el I.iilure.

4: I valuat e slepressuritations wit h NilHtG-0676 (A.15) Gl .1/lc Refer to Appenitix C
ofher ihan lui| ADS.

_ . . . _ . . _ _ . . . . .. ._ _ _ _ _ .
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Requirement
Category

itequirement Sonrce Applicaliility Assignment. Comments

46. Response to list or concerns Ni) RIG-0626 (A.17) GL' id/lc

from ACHS runsnit. int.

4 /. lest program f or small-lareak NORIG-0626 (11.9) GE Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
10CA mailel verif ication pretest llems I.C.1, and

prestis. tion, test program and model ll.E.2.2

verification.

4 11. A.sess 4:hange in saf ety NtJRili-0626 (11.15) GL Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
relial.ility as result of items II.C.1 azul

2,- implemental ion It&Oli 11.C.2 .

g reconnuenila t ions.

49. Review of Procedures (HRC). NtlRfG-Otill (3.4.1) W, CE lb/lb Refer to Action Plan
NilHIG-0635 (3.4.1) 1. C. fi asul I . C. 9

50. Review of l>rocedures NilRlG-0611 (1.4.2) W, CE lil/lc Refer to Action Plan
(N'SS vendors) Nt)RtG-0635 (3.4.2) 1.C.7 and I.C.9

bl. Sympton-leased emergency NURGl~-0611 (3.4.3) W, CE Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
Item I.C.9procedures. NilRIG-0626 (11.11) GF -

NURI G- 06.15 ( 3. 4. 3 )

S2. Operator awareness of revised NURLG-0626 (A.ll) GL Id/lc Refer to Action Plan
emergency procedures. I tems I .11.1, l . C. 2,

aiul I.C.5
j

. _ _ . . .._.._. . _.- . _ . _ . . . _ . _ . . _ _ _

f

I
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: HequiresienL
j C.te!piry

. Requirement Sonrce Applicability Assiinment Commentst
I - \

{ S3 luo operators in control room, hilRl'G-0626 (A.16) Gt lil/ lc Refer to Action Plan
.

Item I.A.I.3
I

.

I
.i

S1. Simulator npg|raile lor . mall- ililitl G-0565 (7.3.2.c) All lil/ lc Refer to Action Plans

| lo e.it 1 0 C A . NUNIG-Obl1 (3.3.1.b) Item 1.A.4.!

NilHI G-06?6 (11.11) [.

j NilHIG-0635 (3.3.1.h)
,

_ _ _ _ . . . i

55. Operainr monitorin!) of control HilRIG-0611 (3.5.1) W CE lil/ lc Reser to Action Plan !.
I leoa ril. NilRtG-0635 (3.5.1) Items I.C.1, l.D.2

j 2,. and i.11.3
; t; __. _ . . - _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . . . _ . . . _ _ _ i.

i M. , Si:aulator t r.iinings requirements. Ntilt[ G-06 I l ( 3. 3.1. a ) W. CL hl/lc Refer to Action Plan
NilREG-0635 (3.3.l.a) Items 1.A.3.1,

l.A.3.3, and 1.A.2.6

! _ . . . . - . _ _ . . .._ . _. .- _ _ _ _ . . . . _ . _ _ _ . _ . - . _ . . _ _ ._

* S/. litenl i t y w.it er .ours:e . NiiRIG-0676 (A.5) Gl lil/lc Reler to Action Plan
prior t o n..ino.i t I.C.!

.irl iv.iL ion of All's.
j ___._ _ . . _ . _ . . . . . . , _ . . _ _ _ _ . __. (
i
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APPENDIX B

ACTION PLAN ITEMS APPLICABLE TO
PENDING CONSTRUCTION PERMIT AND

MANUFACTURING LICENSE APPLICATIONS
.

CP ML

:. A.1.1 Shift Tecnnical Advisor X-

.

:.A.1.2 Shift Supervisor Acministrative Duties X-

I . A.1. 3 Shift Manning X-

=

I.A.2.5 Plant Orills X-

I.A.3.1 Revise Scope and Criteria for Licensing Exams X-

!.A.4.2 Long-Term Training Simulator Upgrade X-

! . 3.1.1 - Crganization and Management Long Term
Improvements X

:.C.1 Short-Term Accident Analysis and-

O Procedures Revision X X

!

!.C.2 - Shift and Relief Turnover Procedures X
'

i

:.C.3 Shift Supervisor Resconsibilities X-

;

I. C. * Control Room Access X-
,

! *

t I.C.5 - Procedures for Feedback of Operating Experience X X

Procedures for Verification of CorrectI.C.6 -
,

Performance of Operating Activities X
' *

I.C.7 NSSS Vendor Review of Procedures X-

Long-Term Program Plan for Upgracing Procedures XI.C.9 -

!.0.1 - Control Room Design Reviews X X

: . :, 2 - Plant Safety Parameter Display Conscie X X

Safety System Status Monitoring X X:.'.S -

:. E. - Coordination of Licensee, Incustry, and
Regulatory Programs X X

:.F.; xcand 0A List X X-
;

B-1-
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CP ML

I.F.2 Develop More Detailed QA Criteria X X-

II.A.2 Site Evaluation of Existing Facilities X-

II . S .1 Reactor Coolant System Vents X X-

,

II.B.2 Plant shielding to Provide Access to Vital-

Areas and Protect Safety Equipment From
Post-Accident Operation X X

*
!!.E.3 Post-Accicent Sampling X >:-

II.E.4 - Training for Mitigating Core Damage X

e
II.E.8 - Rulemaking Proceeding on Degraded Cere Accidents X X

II.C.4 Reliability Engineering X X-

II . O.1 Testing Requirements X X-

!!.0.3 - Relief anc Safety Valve Indication X X

II.E.1.1 Auxiliary Feedwater System Evacuation X X-

{ II.E.1.2
'

Auxiliary Feedwater System Automatic Initiation-

and Flow Indication X X

II.E.2.1 . Reliance on ECCS X

} II . E. 3.1 Reliacility of Power Supplies f:r Natural-

Circulation X X

'
II.E.4.1 Dedicated Penetrations X X-

II.E.4.2 Isolation Dependability X X-

I e II.E.4.3 Integ-ity Check- X-

^

II.E.4.4 Purging X X-4

. !! . E . 5. *_ Design Evaluation X-

{ II.E.5.2 E&W Reac or Transient Response Tas< Force X-

'
II.#.1 - Acditier.ai Accident Monitorirc Instrumentation X X

II.F.2 Identification and .9ecovery from Conditions-

Lescing to Inacequate Cora Cooling X X

II . F. 3' Instrw.enta .icn for Monitoring Accicent-

Concitio s (Reg. Guice 1.97) X X

B-2
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CP ML

Power Sucplies for Pressurizer Relief Valves,II.G.1 -

Slock Valves, and Level Indicators X X

Organi:ation and Staffing to Oversee DesignII.J.3.1 -

X Xand Construction
,

Provide Procedures and Training to OperatorsI: . K.1. 20 -

for Pemc Manual Reac*.cr Trip for LCFW,
T~, MSIV Closure, Leco, LOSG Level, and
Low Pressuri er Level X

e .

Cescrite Automatic anc Manual Ac, ions for::.A.1.22 -

Precer Functioning of Auxiliary Heat Removal
Systems.when FW System is not C;eracle X

,

Cescribe Uses anc Types of RV Level IndicationI:.K.1.23 -

for Automatic and Manual Initiation of
Safety Systems. Also Describe Alternative
Instrumentation. X

Ana*ysis anc Upgrscing of In.egratec Control~ : . 4. 2. 9 -

System X

Hard-Wired Safety-Grade Anticipatory Reactor!.K.2.10 -

|
Trips X

,

Demonstrate that Predicted Lift Frequency! II.K.2.la -

of ?0RVs and SVs is Acceptacle X

Imcact of RCP Seal Damage :olicwing Small-II.K.2.16 -

Break LCCA wita Loss of Offsite Power X
,

Report on Overall Safety Sffect of PORVII.K.3.2 -*
7

j Isolation System X X

l Report Safety and Relief Valve FailuresII.K.3.3 -

Premptly and Challenges Annually X X*

Preocrtional Integral Derivative CentrollerII.K.3.9 -

Modification -X

i

An.icipatory Tric Macification by Scme::.<.3.10 -

Licensees to Confine Range of Use to
Hign Pcwer Levels X

l -

Centr:1 Use of PCRV Su;clied cy Centrol:: . <. 3.11 -

Ocmconents, Inc., until .urtner Review:

is Com:leted X X

1

|
.
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Separation of HPCI and RCIC System Initiation!!.X.3.13 -

Levels. Analysis and Implementation X

Mcdify Break Cetection Logic to PreventII.K.3.15 -

Spuricus ! solation of HPIC anc RCIC Systems X

Reduction of Challenges and Failures ofII.X.3.15 -

Relief Valves. Feasibility Stucy anc
System Modification X

.

:: . (. 3.15 Mecificatien of ADS Logic. Feasibility-

Stucy anc Mccification of Increased
Giversity of Some Event Sequences X

% .

I: . 4. 3. 2'. Restart of C re Spray and LFCI Systems :n-

Lew Level Design anc Modification X

Central Water Level Recording X|I. <. 3. 23 -

Con'fra Acequacy of Scace C0 cling for H:::::.<.3.24 -

and :.C:: Systems X

Effect of Loss of AC Power en Pump Seals XII.K.3.25 -

\

Previde Commen Reference Level for VesselII. K. 3. 27 -
,

5 Level Instrumentation X
|

i

Study and Verify Qualification of AccumulatorsII.K.3.23 -

on ADS Valves X

Evalutten of Anticipated TransientsI .K.3.l* -

with Single Failu e to Verify no
Significant Fuel Failure X*

,

i
'

I: . K. 3. 45 - Evaluate Depressurization witn Other Than
! Full ADS X

l *

Upgra:e License Emergency Sucport Facilities X XIII.A.1.2 -

Amenc 10 CFR 50 anc 10 CFT 50, Acpendix 5 X XI::.A.2.1 -

I::.A.3.3 Ccemunications X-

!!:.A.3.5 Training, Orills, and Tests X-

.

:::.:.*.'_. - Primary Occiant Scurces Outsice ne,

| Containment Structure X

|
,

*
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1.fquid Pathway Radiological Control XI:I.D.2.3 -

Offsite Dese Measurements XII:.D.2.4 -

Offsite Dose Calculation Manual XIII.D.2.5 -
.

Radiation Protection clans X XI I.O.3.1 -

,

In-31 ant Radiation Mcnitoring X X! II:.0.3.3 -

,

1 .

:entrol Rocm Hacitability X X:::.J.3.4* -'

:

e
|

|
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{ APPENDIX C
INFORMATICN RECUIREMENTS

FOR

TMI-2 ACTI F :'AN ITEMS
~~

CATEGORIE57, 4. AND 5

.

I. A. A. 2 LCNG-TERM TRAINING SIMULATOR UPGRADE

A: licants snall cescribe their pregram for providing simulater ca: ability for
i reir lants. In addition, tney small descri e new :ney will assure tnat

:neir Orc:csed simula.0- will correctly model tneir c:n:rol rocm. A:=licants*

snail ;:rovice sufficient information ;:ermit tne NRC staff to verify *na;

:ney ill nave the necessary simulater ca: ability to car y out the actions
cescribed in this Action 31an item as well as Action 31an Item II.K.3.54

.
Ap;:licants shall su:mit, =rior to tne issuance of constructicn permits, a*

general disc:.ssion of new :ne requirements .<ill be met. Sufficient details'

snall te presented to provice reasonacle assurance tnat the requirements will
te im;:lemented creperly prior to the issuance of c:erating licenses.

I.C.5 :RCCEDURES :CR :EECSACX OF C E3ATING.' CES:GN AND CONSTRUCTI"N Ey2E::ENCE

A::licants shall su:mit a descriptien of their acministrative procecures fcr
tne evaluation of c:erating, cesign, and construction experience and cescri:e
how they will assure that a;:plicaole important industry ex eriences originating
fram both within and cutsice the a:plicant's construction organitation will
continually be provided to inese designing and constructing the plant. Appli-
cants snall succit a general discussin of hew the requirments will be met.
These crocedures shall: (1) Clearly icentify organization resconsibilities
for review and identifica:icn of tnese important experiences and the feecback
cf :ert'r.ent information :: tnose resucnsible for designing anc constructing
:ne :lant; (2) Identify tae administrative and technical review sta:s necessary
in imclementing applicaole important experiences; (3) Identify the recipients
of varicus categories of information fecm these ex eriences or otherwise

,

previce means tnreugh which such information can be readily related to the jcb
functions of the recipients; (A) Assure that a:plicant and contractor persennel
do not routinely receive extraneous and unimportant ex:erience-related informa-
tien in sucn volume that it would obscure priority information or otherwise

,

de ract fren everall job performance and proficiency; (5) Provide suitaole
cnecks to assure that conflicting or contradictory information is not c:nveyed!

! tc a :licant and centracter personnel for imclementation until resolution is
reacnec; anc (5) Dr:vice :rac-ical interim audits to assure that tne feecback
:r gram func-icns effectively at all levels. Sufficient cetail snall be
resented :: :rovice reasonaole assurance that tne recuirements will be

,

j dm:lemen ac Oracerly prior to tne issuance of cons ruction permits or manu-
; fac uring license.
l

! I.C.3 LON*rTERM :ROGRAM :LAN FOR UPGAADING CF 2:0CDURE5
|

I AO:lican .s snail cescribe their pr: gram lan wnica is to begin during cons ruction
| anc f:llew into c:eration for integra.ing and ex:ancing curre-t efforts in .ne
l area of O' ant procecures. The sc:ce of -he :rogram should incluce emergency

((
C-1
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:rececures, reliability analysis, numan factors engineering, crisis management
anc : erator training. Acolicants shall also insure that tneir program will
be c:orcinated, to the extant Oossible, witn INPO and otner incustry group
efforts. Applicants will submit, ;:rior to the issuance of construction permits,
a general ciscussion of how :ne requirements will ce met. Sufficient detail
snall be presentec to provide reasenaole assurance that the recuirements will
be imolemented precerly prict to the issuance of operating licenses.

. 0.1 CONTROL ROCM OESIGN REVIEWS

:::licants snall crevide Oreliminary design information at a level consistant
. :nat ncemally recuirec a the :enstruction :ermit stage of review.'

1::id: ants shall provide a gereral discussion of tneia a::croa:3 :: : nteeli

::m cesigns tnat 00 moly wi:n numan " actor principles Oy s;:eci'ying the cesign
:: ce:: selected anc tne su::crting cesign bases and :riteaia. Cosmetic
evisions to conventional (1960 tecnnelogy) cesigns is unacce acle. Acoli-

: arts snall also demonstrate tna , tne :esign conce:: is techn': ally 'easiDie*

19: #.nin tne stata cf One art, and that there exists reasona:le assurance
.n a tne recuirements will :e im lemented pre erly prior to the issuance o'
:: era.ing licenses. Acolicants shall c:mmit to c:ntrol recm cesigns comolying
.: numan factors principles :* ice to issur.ce of a CP cc ML anc snail succly
:ss'gn infer .at en 'er a::r: val ri:r to ::r.mitting c 'a:":sti:n Or aavisicei

:" "a:*icatec Ontrol r:cm :anels anc layouts.

I.C.2 PLANT SAFETY PARAMETER OISDLAY CONSOLE

A:::licants shall describe how they intend to meet the staff criteria containec
in NL* REG-0596 for the plant safety :arameter disolay console. Acclicants
sna!1,0 the extent possible, Orevice preliminary cesign information at a
' eve! ::nsistent with tnat normally recuired at ,ne construction permit stage
:' review. Where new cesigns are involved, applicants saali ::rovice a general
ciscussion of :neir a;:croacn :: mee .ing the requirements by s ecifying tne
cesign ::nce; selectec and tne su;::crting design bases and criteria. Acclicants
snall also demonstrate that tne design concept is tacnnically feasible anc
ithin :ne state of tne art, anc that there exists reasonable assursnce that

* .ne recuirements will be imolemented properly prior to the issuance af o;:erating
licenses.

I.O.3 SAFETY SYSTEM STATUS MCNITORING .
,

A :licants snali describe new their design conforms to Regulatory Guide 1.4,
"Ey:assac and Inoceracle Status Incication 'or Nuclear P0wer Plant Safety
Sy s tems . '' A:;:licants snali, c tne extent possible, previce Oreliminary
casign informa.icn at a level ::nsistant witn :na normally recuitec at the
::r.structi n ;;ermit stage of review. Where new cesigns are involved, appli-
a. s snall ;:revice a general discussion of their a:: roach to meeting the
scu' ements by sceci'ying ne esign conceo: selectec and the su: crting

:ss';n bases anc cri aria. A: licants shall also demenstrate tha: :ne cesign
::nce:: is tecnnically feasicle anc witnin the s ate of the art, anc tha:
trere exis.s reasonacie assurance tha. the requirements will :e implementec
:re:erly Orior :: :ne issuance of ::erating licenses.

i -
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| I. E. A COORDINATION OF LICENSEE, INDUSTRY AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

Applicants shall, in conjunction witn Action Plan Item I.C.5, provide a descrip-
tion of their program to evaluate experience both at their own plant and; .

i similar plants and factor this experience, as appropriate, into the design and
j construction of neir plant. In addition, the program shall describe how i

these activities will be factored into the operation of the plant. Applicantsi
'

snall submit, prior to the issuance cf construction permits or manufacturing
license, a general discussion of how the requirements will Oe met. Sufficient
cetail shall be presented to provide reasonable assurance that the requirements
afl1 Oe im:lemented properly.4

i e

] :.F." EXPAND DA LIST.

Price to issuance of the ccnstuction permits or manufacturing license, a licants
snail revise their QA programs by expanding their QA lists to include allj *

ite s and activities affecting safety as cefined :y Regulatory Guice 1.29 a c
c pendix A to 10 CFR Part 50, anc shall provide a ecmmitment to apply the,

revised QA program to all such items and activities.
.

I.F.2 DEVELOP MORE DETAILED CA CRITERIA

A;;'icants shall cescribe the cnanges to their QA programs nat nave res.'tsc
from their review of the accicent at TMI-2. In addition, amplicants sna11

l
sdcress the appropriate matters discuss (c in this Action Plan item and the

,

extent to which they have been considered in their QA program. Acplicants
i snall submit, prior to the issuance of the construction permits er manufactu-
| cing license, a revised description of their QA program that incluces considera-

tion of these matters.

, .I.A.2 SITE EVALUATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES
*

l
i

" Alternatives under consideration"..

I
i

1,

.
-

t

! II.E.1 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM VENTS

::'icants shall (1) mocify their plant cesigns as necessary t provice n4;-.
,

:cint reacter c0ciant system anc reac cr vessel nead vents tna can ce rem: eiy'

::eratec frem the centrol room. Aoplicants snall, to the extent possible,4

C-3
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!.E.a CCCR0!NATICN OF LICENSEE, INDUSTiY AND REGULATORY #RCGRAMS

Applicants shall, in cenjunction with Action Plan Item I.C.5, provice a descrip-,

tien of their program to evaluate ex:erience botn at their own plant and
similar plants and factor this experience, as apprcpriate, into the design and
c:nstruction of their plant. In aedition, the program small cascribe how
these activities will be factored into the peration of the plant. Applicants
sn '1 sutmit, prior to the issuance of c nstruction permits er manufacturing
lice .e. a general discussion e' new the requirements will e met. Sufficient
catail snall ce presented to covice reasona:1e assurance snat ne requirements
.ill :e im:lementec preperly.

s

: . F . ~. EXPAND TA LIST

8 Pier o issuance of the c nstuction per?.its or manuf acturing license, a: licar.ts
' snall revise Oneir QA programs :y ex:ancing their QA lists to incluce all

ite s and activities affecting safety as cefinec :y Regulatory Guice 1.24 ac
A:percix A to 10 CFR Part 50, anc sna11 previce a commitment : accly ne
revisec OA program to all such items anc activities.

:. F. 2 CEVELCP *CRE DETAILED CA CRITERIA

:::'': ants snail cascrite':ne :nanges :: neir OA or grams trat nave res.~ta:
from their review of tne accicent at TMI-2. In addition, a:clicants shali
accress tne a: recriate matters ciscussed in this Action Plan item and the

i extent to wnica they have been consicerec in their QA rogram. A licants
snall su mit, prict to the issuance of the construction permits er ?.anufactu-

' "

aing licansa, a revised description of tneir QA program that incluces c:nsiders-
tien :f these matters.

,

'

::.A.2 3ITE EVALUATICN CF EXI57!NG aC:L: TIES

" Alternatives under consideration"., ,
t

| .

!

|

e

,

i

* * E . *_ REACTOR CCCLANT SYSTEM VENT 3..

-:::f:an s snail (1) 20cify taeir slan cesigns as necessary :: Or:vice n'g-
::'-- sact:r ::ciant sys em anc -ea: :P vessel neac vents P.a :an :e rem:te:y
:: ara ac f-Om tre ::nte:1 recm. A:=licants snall, to tne exta. possi le,

% .3
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provide preliminary design information at a level consistent with that normally
rec;i ed at the construction permit stage of review. Where new designs are
involve:, applicants shall provide a general discussion of their approacn to
meeting the requirements by specifying the design concept selected and the
su::crting design bases and criteria. Applicants shall also demonstrate that
the design concept is technically feasible and within the state of the art,
anc tnat there exists reasonable assurance that the requirements will be
ir.:'erented properly prior to the issuance of operating licenses.

II.E.2 P'_ ANT SHIELDING TO PROVIDE ACCES5 TO VITAL AREAS AND PROTECT SAFETY
E2DI HENT .;CR ?Osi-ACCIDENT CGERATION

s

::'':a- s shall (1) perform raciation and shielcing cesign reviews of spaces*

a;: systems that may contain nigniy radioactive fluids and (2) implement
::a .: :esign modifications necessary to permit adequate access to vital areas
a ,c :"otect safety equipment. Applicants shall, to the extent possible,,

: c,':e ;reliminary design information at a level consistent with that norma'ly
rec ire: at the construction permit stage of review. Where new designs are
inv:ived, acclicants shall provide a general discussion of their approach tc
cee:ing the requirements by specifying the design concept selected and the
s;;;c-ting design bases and criteria. Applicants shall also demonstrate tna
- e :asign ::nce:t is technically feasicle and witnin the state of the art.
a c t.E- :.nere exists reasonaole assurance that tne requirements will s
i piemented properly prior to the issuance of operating licenses.

II.E.3 POST-ACCIDENT SAMPLING
(-
\ A::'icants shall (1) review tne reactor coolant and containment atmosphere

sar: 'ir; system designs and the radiological spectrum and chemical analysis
fs:#'' / designs, and (2) modify their 31 ant designs as necessary to meet tne
rec;' scents. A;olicants shall, to the extent possible, provide preliminary
ces'; 'rformation at a level consistent with that normally required at the
cors u:-ion permit stage of review. Wnere new designs are involved, applicants
sna'' prcvide a general discussion of their aoproacn to meeting the requirements,,

by 5:ecifying the design concept selected and the supporting design bases and
cri eria. Applicants shall also demonstrate that the design concept is tecn-
nically feasible and within tne state of the art, and that there exists reason-
acia assurance that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to the.

issuance of operating licenses.

II.E.E RULEMAKING OROCEEDING ON DEGRADE 0 CORE ACCIDENTS

" Alternatives under consideration".

; p)'

(
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Ovice preliminary cesign information at a level consistent with that normally
rec.i e: at ne c:nstruction permit stage of review. Where new Jesigns are
irvolsec, a:plicants shall provide a general discussion of their a proacn to
meeting the recuirements by specifying :ne design concept selectec anc the
su::Orting design cases and cri*eria. A plicants shall also demonstrate that
tne casign conce : is technically feasible and witnin the state of ne art,
an0 tnat there exists reasonable assurance that the requirements will be
im:'e: entec properly Orior to tne issuance of operating licenses.
.. . . ..

.~........n.- .u.. .,
3 n g< . n. . . . . . . ., o, ,/ . _ A L , n,: A :. , N D 3 R u,,i : w i :.:i.. : a. t : '.s . . a s .: u.::: .. - .

..--.y_..
...:.. .

:. .' u . v., 9 ; : ' ; 2 r . 7 a c . .: .n s i . ::..q h , . nc . . - .. ..

-::'':1 3 s 111 ('_) :er'Orm radiation an snieicing cesign reviews o' scacas
1 0. : s stems ina may contain nigniy "aci0ac-i've 'luids anc (2) 'molement
:'a : :esign mocifications necessary :: permit acecuate access to vital areas,

INC : 0:ect safety scuiement. Applicants shall, 0 the extent ;ossible,
: 0.'.:e Oreliminary esign information at a level consistent with :nat ner:1'iv

. . .
-

ec.' e: at One ecns ruction permit stage of review. .Where new ces:.gns are
inv:isec, a:Clicants shall provice a generai ciscussion of their a:;r:acn t:
ee-ing .he requirements by scecifying One cesign concept selected anc tne
su::: f rg :esign ases and criteria. 2 :licants snail also cemenstrate tri:
......n.. 2_.. . - ,-. 4 . .e .a...i ..=IIy' '. =. a : 4 . '. =. .=nu ' * n i n *.n e s ' a *.=. a. '. ..*.*.:.-.. , . . . ~ . . . 2 .. . .. .

i: - a- nere ex's 3 reasona le assurance tnat ne requirements i'' :s
in;iesen ac ;r0:erly prior to the issuance Of : erating licenses.

....:..- = v . , . A u .- . n. :.N iac .c a uPi. NG9 m .

A::li: ants snali (*.) review tne react:r ::ciant and containment at.mos:nere
~4Ia : r; system :esigns and the raciciogical s ectrum anc chemical analysis

's:' ' j :esigns, anc (2) ocify tneir :lant cesigns as necessary ;; mee re
e:c e ants. A::li: ants snali, to tne extent :Ossi:le, crovice ;rel'minary
n. . 2.<,._,.e.., 2 a l e v =. '. .- ~ .~. s i . s e. . n i ..a. . 1 a . . .c . . .a l l .v *. a. . u i -a. r. a . ...a.

a..
, . . . . . . . . . . . . .

:: 3: u:-ion ermit stage of review. wne e new designs are involved, a: li: ants
snal :r: vide a generai discussier of :ne' accreacn to meeting the recuire ents.

:y 3:ecifying tne design concept selectec anc :ne su::crting cesign bases and
:r': sri a. A::licants snall aisc cemonstrate tnat tne design conce: :s tecn-
cically feasible and itnin :ne state Of :ne art, anc that there exists reason-
a:1e assurance tna: ne requirements ill ne implemented properly ;rior Oc :he*

'ss.ance of :erating licenses.

1 - . . .: . .: : m. ..:.v. .<. vu. m :gr.e.e.r..n . yi g a s n:n.g-0 :- ^ ^ ^.:. . . . . A C .- . '. : .N '. :-
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" Alternatives under consideration".
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g preventive and mitigative, they propose to include at their facilities that
h have the potential for significant risk reduction.

II.C.4 RELIABILITY ENGINEERING AND RISK ASSESSMENT

Applicants shall perform simplified system reliability analyses for the folicwing
systems: subcriticality systems, emergency feedwater systems (PWRs), reactor
core isolation cooling system, (SWRs), emergency core cooling system injection
and recirculation systems, shutdown cooling system, containment cooling and
spray systems, safety features actuation systems, and auxiliary systems upon
wnicn taese cepend (alternating and af rect current, compressed air, essential
service water or cooling systems, anc neating, ventilating and air conditioning

* systems). These analyses snall use event-tree and fault-tree logic technicues
to 'centify design weaknesses and pcssible system modifications that could ce
mace :: improve the capability and reliability cf tne acove systems uncer
various transient and loss of coolant accicent events. Particular emphasis,

snail te given to determining potential failures that could result from human
errors, commen causes, single point vulnerabilities, and test and maintenance
outages.

Apolicants shall provide sufficient information to describe the nature of tne
stucies, new they are to be conducted, the com letion dates, and the pr0gra-
: assure that the results of such stucies are factored into the final designs.

II.D.1 TESTING REOUIREMENTS

Q Applicants and their agents shall plan and carry out a test program and model
> develocment to qualify the reactor coolant system relief and safety valves

under axpected operating conditions for design-basis transients and accidents.
Conside-ation of anticipated transient without scram (ATWS) conditions shall
ca incluced in the test planning. Actual testing under ATWS conditions need
not be carried out until sucsequent chases of the tast program are develoced.
Ap;::icants shall submit, prior to tne issuance of the construction permits or
manufacturing license, a general explanation of how the testing requirements
will be met. Sufficient detail should be presented to provide reasonable*

assurance that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to the
issuance of operating licenses.

* Applicants shall (1) demonstrate the applicability of the generic tests conducted
under II.O.1 to their particular plants and (2) modify their plant designs as
necessary. Applicants shall commit, prior to the issuance of the construction
cerri:s or manufacturing license, to comply with these recuirements and shall
su M: within six months following tne ccmcletion of the generic tests or tre
issuance of construction permits, wnicnever is later, a detailed explanation
of w the test results will be incorpcrated in the clant design. Sufficient
ceti'' shcuid be presented to provide *easonable assurance tha. the requirements
resf -ing from the test will be implemented pr0:erly prior to tne issuance Of
n ari;ing licenses.

,

'. I . D . 3 RELIEF AND SAFETv VALVE POSITION INDICATION

:::'ca :s shall mccify . heir ciant esigns as necessary to ::rovice direct;

| p in:' cat cn of relief and safety valve cositien in tne centrol recm. Applicants#

| V snal:, :: :ne extent pessible, provi:e ;reliminary cesign information at a
:
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(T5ird caracrach - II.C.: Reliability Engineering and Risk Assessmentl

The staff is developing a program, applicable industry-wide, that would
require perfornance of risk assessments for all plante At such time as
this prograr, is implemented, CP holders might be required to perform such
assessments. If such risk assessments are required by CP holders, that
assessment would replace the requirement to perform the simolified reliability
analysis descriEed above.
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level consistent with that normally required at the construction permit stage,
of review. Where new designs are involved, applicants shall provide a general
ciscussion of their approach to meeting the requirements by specifying the
cesign concept selected and the supporting design bases and criteria. Acpli-

can.s shall also demonstrate that the design concept is technically feasible
and within the state-of-the-art, and that there exists reasonable assurance
that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to issuance of operating
licenses. _

II.E.1.1 AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM EVALUATION

* A::'i: ants shall :erform a reevaluation of tneir crocosed auxiliary feccwater

(AF*) system. This reevaluation snail include the following:

(1) ' Performance of simolified auxiliary feecwater system reliability analyses
using event-tree and fault-tree logic techniques to determine the potential*

for A:W system failure under various less of main feedwater transient ccndi-4:ns,
with : articular emphasis being given to cetermining potential failures tna .
could result from human errors, comson causes, single point vulnerabilities,
anc test and maintenance outages. The results of this evaluation shall be
Ocm0ared with the results of the NRC staff's generic AFW system evaluaticn
: f isned in A; endix III to NUREG-0E11 and Accendix III to NUREG-063E.
A:f i: ants ni:n plants with AFW systems with relatively low reliacilit esi

shall submit procosec design changes and/or procedural actions which will
im reve the relative relii.bility of ne AFW system to acove average. Acplicants

p wncse plant designs do not incluoe high nead high pressure injection system
( pumps for use in the feed and bleed mode of decay heat removal in case of AFW

system failure shall assure that their AFW system has a very high reliability
;

re' ative to tnose AFW systems evaluatec by the NRC and staff and reported in
NUPEG-0611 and NUREG-0635 respectively.

(2) ::: letien of a ceterministic review of the AFW system using the acceDtance
criteria of Standarc Review Plan Secticn 10.4.9 as principal guidance. Inis

recairement applies to those plants where the Stancard Review Plan was not.

used as criteria during the NRC staff's CP review.

(3) Reevaluation of the AFW system flow design bases and criteria. Applicants
shall provide sufficient information to describe the nature of the studies,8

| how they are to ce conducted, the completion dates, and the program to assure
that the results of such studies are factored into the final cesigns.

II.E.1.2. AUXILIARY :EE0 WATER SYSTEM AUTOMATIC INITIATION AND FLOW INDICATION

::::icants witn PWR plants anica have manually initiated auxiliary feecwater
(*.:< systems shall submit (1) protesec automatically initiatec safety grace
ces' ns wnicn mee: :ne recui-ements scecified in Sections 2.1.7.a and 2.1.7.t

! f C EG-0575, and (2) analyses of a :::ential unreviewec safety issue relating
s.::matic A W system initiation witn a postulated main steam line creak1 .:

| ins':e centainment anc its ef'ect en centainment pressure cesign ca:acility
s~c e. urn to reactor ocwer. Acolicar.:s snall, to tne extent :ossible, cr: vide
:re''minary design information at a 'e.el censistant with that normally recuired
a: . e :enstruction termit stage of reciew. Wnere new cesigns are involvec,

| q '':3-ts snall arovice a general ciscussion :f tneir accrcscn :c meeting treg~ a::
I ac.' ements b3 s ecifyi g :ne cesign concept selec .ec and the scoporting,

:-6
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\3 design bases and criteria. Applicants shall also demonstrate that the design4
concept is technically feasible and within the state-of-the-art, and tnat
there exists reasonable assurance that the requirements will be implemented
properly prior to the issuance of operating licenses.

App'icants with PWR plants which have automatically initiated AFW systems
snall provide information in sufficient detail to provide reasonable assurance
that their cesigns are safety grade and meet the requirements'specified in
Sections 2.1.7.a anc 2.1.7.b of NUREG-0578.

II.E.3.1 RELIABILITY C: :CWER SUPPLIES FOR NATURAL CIRCULATION
e

A::iicarts snail (1) cograde the power sucolies for the pressuricer heaters
arc associa .ec motive anc control power interf aces to meet the acclicacie
recuire .ents scecifica in Section 2.1.1 of N' REG-0578 anc (2) establisn pro-J

* cecures and training for maintaining the reactor coolant system at hot stanc:y
c:ncitions with only onsite power availacle.

Acolicants shall, to the extent possible, provide preliminary design informa-ion
at a level consistent witn that normally required at the construction permit
stage of review. Where new designs are involvec, applicants shall provice a
general discussion of tneir a: roach o meeting the recuirements by 3:ecit ' ;
.ne cesign concept selectec anc the supacr ing design bases and criteria.
4clicants snall also demonstrate that the design concept is technically
feasible anc ithin the state-of-the-art, and that there exists reasonable

| r* assurance that the requirements will be imolemented properly prior to the
'; issuance of operating licenses.

I

II.E.4.1 DEDICATED PENETRATION

40'icants for plant designs with external hydrogen recomoiners snall modify
trair at:iications as necessary to include recundant decicated containmer.:

; pentrations so that tne recomoiner systems can be connected to tne containment
atmos here witncut violating single-failure criteria, such as having to open*,

'

large containment purging ducts or otherwise jeopardizing the containment
|

function. Aoplicants shall su::mit, prict to the issuance of construction
' permits or the manuf acturing license, a detailed explanation of how the require-

ments will be met in order to provide reasonable assurance that tne requirements'

! -ill be implemented properly.
I

1

I . E . J. 2 ISOLATION DEPENDAEILITY

: n ainment isolation sys em designs snali ccmply with ne recommendations of
5:ancarc Review Plan Section 6.2.4

r' :lants shall gi /e careful consiceration to ne definition cf essential a,c
cc esser .ial systems, icentify eacn system cetermined to be essential, icertify

escr syster ceter :inec .c be non-essen:'ai, anc cescribe :ne basis for selection
c' each essential syster. Ali non-essential systems shall be automatically
scia:ec cy the con.ainmen; isolation signal. Revision 2 to Regulatory Guice

'.1r. - ' con . air guicsnce on the classification of essential versus non-
i ess sntis' sjstems anc is cue to ::e issuec by June 1981.'

v
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od For post-accident situations, each non-essential penetration (except instru. Tent,

lines) is required to have two isolation barriers in series that meet the

requirements of General Design Criteria 54, 55, 56, and 57, as clarified by
Standard Review Plan, Section 6.2.4 Isolation must be performed automatically
(i.e. , no credit can be given for operator action). Manual valves must be
sealed closed, as defined by Standard Review Plan, Section 6.2.4, to qualify
as an isolation barrier. Each automatic isolation valve in a non-essential
penetration must receive diverse isolation signals. -

Tne casign of control systems for automatic containment isolation valves shall
ce such tnat resetting the isolation signal will not result in tne automatic
reccering of containment isolation valves. Reopening of containment isolat on* i

valses snall r'equire deliorate operator action. Acministrative provisions to

close all isolation valves manually before resetting the isolation signals is
not an acceptable method of meeting .nis recuirement.

i O

Gangec reopening of containment isolation valves is not acceptable. Reopen'ng
of isolation valves must ce performed on a valve-by-valve basis, or on a
line-by-line basis, provided that electrical independence and other single-
failure criteria continue to be satisfied.

~ e c:ntainment setpoint pressure that initiates containmmt isolation 'o-
non-essential penetrations cust be reducec to the sinimum ccmpatiale v.itr
normal operating conditions. The containment pressure history during norma'
operation for similar operating plants should be used as a basis for arriving

# at an appropriate minimum pressure setpoint for initiating containment isolation.
( The pressure setpoint selected should be far enough above the maximum observed

~

(or expected) pressure inside containment during normal operation so that
inadvertent containment isolation does not occur during normal coeration from
instrument drift or fluctuations due to the accuracy of the pressure sensor.
A margin of 1 si above the maximum excected, containment pressure snould be
scecuate to account for instrument error. Any propsed values greater than
1 psi will require cetailed justification.

,

All systems that provide an open path from the containment to the environs
(e.g., containment purge and vent systems) must close on a safety grade high
radiation signal.

.

Containment purge valves that do not satisfy the operability criteria set
fortt in 3 ranch Technical Position CSS 6-4 or the Staff Interim Position of

| Octocer 23, 1979, must be sealed closed as defined in SRP 6.2.4, item II.3f
curing coerational conditions 1. 2, 3, and 4 Furthermore, these valves must'

ce verified to ce closed at least every 31 cays.
i

kolicants shall, to the extent oossible, provice prelimina y design information
1. 1 'evel consistent with tnat normally requirec at the construction perri-
state cf eview. Where new cesigns are involved, acclicants shall provice a
ge e a: ciscussion of their apoccaca to meeting the requirements by specifying
ne cesign concept selectec and tne suotorting design bases and criteria.

4clicants snall also demonstrate tnat tne design concept is technically
'ess'::e inc witnin the state-of-the-art, and that tnere exists reasonacle

A assu ance that tre receirements will ce imolemented croperly orier to tne(), :7cance of operating literses.

C-8
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%g. I! . E. " . * PURGING

Applicants shall (1) adcress restricted purging and justification of any
unrestrictec purging, (2) evaluate tne performance of purging and venting
isolation valves against ac:icent pressure, (3) acdress tne interim NRC guidance
en valve operability and (c) acept procedures and restrictions consistent with
tne revised requirements.

.

'

Ao::icants shall, to the extent possible, provide preliminary cesign information
at a Ie.el c:nsistent with tnat normally recuired at tne construction permit.
stage c' review. Where new cesigns are involvec, a::licants shall provice s
;er.e a! dis: ssion of their a roach to meeting the ecuirements Oy see:i#ying*

tne :ssign : n' ect sele: ec and the succorting :esign cases anc criteria.
A::* i: ants snall aise cetonstrate tnat tne design Oncept is technically
feasi:le anc within tne state of the art, and that tnere exists reasona 1e

* assurance tnat the requirements will be imolemented procerly prior to the
iss.ance of Operating licenses.

II.E.5.1 DESIGN EVALUATION

A 'i ants with 31W-cesigned reactors shall (1) identify the m0st severe
c.e ::: ting events (considering both anticicated transients and ac icen s)
:.at ::;10 :::ur at -he facilities, (2) snow, in view cf tne arrival *ste f:-
*hese events, that the design criterion for the num er of actuation cycles Of
One e ergency core cooling system anc reactor protection system is acequate,

f-"3 (3) re::mmend cnanges to systems or procedures that would recuce primary
( _/ sys en sensitivity. Applicants with B&W-designec reactors shall, te tne

' exter. pcssible, provide preliminary design information at a level consistent
t- nat normally required at the construction permit stage of review. Where4w

ne. :es';ns are involved, a:piicants shall provide a general ciscussion of
tre' 1::rcaen to meeting the recuirements by specifying tne cesign cencept
se's:tec anc the su::crtinc cesi n bases and criteria. A::licants shall also

.- 9 ,

ce st-ate that the design e- teot is technically feasible and within tne
state-O f-tne-art, and that ' - exists reasonable assurance tnat tne requi e-.

ments will be im lemented pr y prior to the issuance of Operating licenses.

II.E.5.2 E1W REACTCR TRANSIEN. 'CNSE TASK FORCE
i

AOl':Ints with E1W-designed reactors shall address the additional licensing
rec.f rements resulting from this action plan item wnen issued. Applicants

[ wit- Eid-designed reactors snall, to the extent possible, provice preliminary
| Ces';- information at a level consistent with that normally recuired at tne
; ::r.st .:tian permit stage Of review. Wnere new cesigns are invcived, a:clicants

sna'' :-Ovice a general ciscussicn of their aporcach to meeting the requirerertsj
:) s:e:'fying the cesign concect selectec and the se::crting design bases a c
: " .e 'i a. :: licants snali also cemonstrate that One casign c:ncep* is te n 4:211y

| 'es7': ' e an: aitnin ne state of the art, and that tnere exists reasona:le

! ass a :e Onat tre requi ements -ill ce implementec p-ccerly prior t0 One
j 'ss.ance Of coerating licenses.

i

,. . . . ;,, Lo ,4 7. t q . ; q,. pb. . x L,y q i .,. ; S. N.,....- ,.p..,-
, .. ... .

. . . . _ . . . .s..a .. .. i._m.. ..t ...

Ogn,y ::~ :a- s snall c:maly of n the recairements accressed :: construction ;er-i-
a::l':1-ts n NRR letters catec Cctc:er 10. 1979 and Novem:er 9, 1979'. ::alican s"

i
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% shall, to the extent possible, provide preliminary design information at a
level consistent with that normally requirec st the construction permit stage
of review. Where new designs are involved, .aplicants shall provide a generai
discussion of their approach to meeting the requirements by specifying the
design concept selected and the supporting design bases and criteria. Applicants
shall also demonstrate that the design concept is technically feasible and
within the state of the art, and that there exists reasonable assurance that
the requirements will be implemented properly prior to the issuance of operating
licenses.

II.F.2 INDENTIFICATION OF AND RECOVERY FROM CONDITIONS LEADING TO INADEOUATE
* CORE COOLING

Applican.s shall describe their program for developing and implementing procedures
to be used by the reactor operators to detect and recover from conditions

" leading to inadequate core cooling.

Applicants with PWR plants shall incorporate in their plant designs a primary
coolant saturation meter and all applicants shall incorporate in their plant
designs instrumentation to detect conditions with a potential that may lead to
inadecuate core cooling. Any additional squipment, including reactor water

i level instrumentation, that could be used to indicate inacequate core cooling
snall ce incorporated in the plant designs. Design recuirements for core exit

- thermocouples are cescribed in NUREG-0737.
I

Applicants shall, to the extent possible, provide preliminary design information
! y at a level consistent with that normally required at the construction permit
! stage of review. Where new designs are involved, applicants shall provide a

general discussion of their approach to meeting the requirements by specifying
the design concept selected and the supporting design bases and criteria.
Apolicants shall also demonstrate that the design concept is technically
feasible and within the state of the art, and that there exists reasonable
assurance that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to the
issuance of operating licenses.*

II.F.3 INSTRUMENTATION 'OR MONITORING ACCIDENT CONDITIONS (REG. GUIDE 1.97)

Applicants shall provide in their facility design instrumentation to monitor*

plant variables and systems during and following an accident in accordance
with cefined design bases. Reccmmendation specified in Regulatory Guice 1.97,
Rev. 2. Decemoer 1980. Designs are alreacy estaclisned for mucn of the instru-

,

I menta. ion that will be required; some of the requirements, no*ever, may involve
state-of ne-art designs or designs which have yet to be ceveloped.

Ao:licants shall, to the extend possible, provice oreliminary design information
at a level consist.r t with that normally requirec at :ne construction permit
strce of review. rere new cesig s are involved, acclicants snall provice a

i

| gene s' ciscussien F their ap rc :n to meeting the recuirecents by specifying
, tne cesign conceot sziected and the suppcrting design cases and criteria.

A;plicants shall als: cemonstrate :nat tie design concept is technically'

feas'ble anc .<ithin the state-of-:ne-art, and tnat -here exists reasonable
/] as ursace tnat tN requi ements will be imolemen .ed properly prior to the
U is:: .snce af operating licenses.

|
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% .- II.G.1 PCWER SUPPLIES FOR PRESSURIZER RELIEF VALVES, SLCCK VALVES, AND
LEVEL INDICAIION

Applicants with PWR plants shall upgrade the power suoplies for the pressurizer
relief valves, block valves, and pressurizer level indicators to meet the
a::clicable requirements specified in Section 2.1.1 of NUREG-0578. Applicants
with PWR plants shall, to the extent possible', provide preliminary design
information at a level consistent with that normally required at the construc-
tion permit stage of review. Where new designs are involved, applicants shall
provide a general discussion of their approach to meeting the requirements by
specifying the cesign concect selected and tne su::: ort design bases and criteria.

* A clicants shall also demonstrate that the design c:ncep. is technically
feasible anc within the state of the art, and that :ne"e exists reasonacle
assurance that the requirements will be implementec properly prior to the
issuance of operating licenses,,

i

II.J.3.1 ORGANIZATICN AND STAFFING TO OVERSEE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

Applicants shall oescribe their program for the management oversight of design
and construction activities. Specific items to be addressed include: (1) the
organizational and management structure which is singularly responsible for
tne ci ection of the design and construction of the proposed plant, (2) technical
resour:es which are directed oy tne utility organization, (3) details of tne
interaction of design and construction within the utility organization and the

! manner by which the utility will assure close integration of the architect
I

' engineer and nuclear steam supply vendor, (4) proposed procedures for handling
' the transition to operation, and (5) the degree of top level management over-_

sight and technical control to be exercised by the utility during design and
cons.ruction, including the preparation and implementation of procedures
necessary to guide the effort.

Craft NUREG-0731, " Guidelines for Utility Management 5:ruc ure and Technical
Rescurces" is the keystone for similar develcpment of guicelines for tnis

e task. Therefore, the principal applicable elements of NUREG-0731 shall be
; used by CP and ML applicants in addressing this task.

Applicants shall submit detailed information in order to provide reasonaole
' assurance that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to issuance

of the construction permits or manufacturing license.

II.K.1.22 DESCRIBE AUTOMATIC AND MANUAL ACTIONS 0E 3R00ER FUNCTIONING OF
AUXILIARY MEAT REMOVAL SYS EMS WHEN FW 5'57EP NOT OPERAELE

!

Ap::licants with 31W piants shall accress the requirecents set forth in action'

| i te.? 3 of IE Bulletin 79-30. A general explanation of how these requirements
'

:' ' be me; is requirec prior to issuance of the constructicn permits. Sufficient'

ce-C snall be presentec to provice reasonable _ssurance that the recuirements
a '' e 'mplemented properly.

|

O
; %

.

|
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II.K.1.23 DESCRISE USES AND TYPES OF RV LEVEL INDICATION FOR AUTCMATIC AND
_

MANUAL INTERACTICN OF SAFETY SYSTEMS. ALSO CE5CRIBE ALTERNATIVE
INSTRL'MENTATICN

Applicants with EWR plants shall address the requirements set forth in action
item A of IE Sulletin 79-08. Applicants shall, to the extent possible, provide
preliminary design information at a level consistent with that normally required
at the construction permit stage of review. Where new designs are involved,
acclicants shall provide a general discussion of their accroach to meeting the
requirements by specifying the design conce:t selectec anc the succorting
design casis and criteria. Acclicants shall also cemenstrate that the cesign

't corce:t is tecnnically feasible and ithin .ne state cf tre art. anc that
J :ne e exists reascnable assurance that tne receira ents o''l be implemented

properly. Orior to tre issuance Of operating licenses.

* II.K.2.9 ANALYSIS AND UPGRAOING OF INTEG3ATED CONTROL SYSTEM

A?:licants with SC4-cesigned plants shall address the receirements set forth
in the Ccmmission Orders regarcing the analysis and upgrading of the integrated
control system. Apclicants shall, to the extent possicle, provide preliminary
design information at a level consistent with tha. normally recuirec at the
c:nstructi:n cermit stage of review. Where new cesigrs are involvec, acclicants
snail ;rcvide a general c'scussion cf .neir a;crcacn .0 meating tne requirements
by specifying the cesign concept selected and the supporting cesign bases and
criteria. Applicants shall also demonstrate that the design concept is tech-
nically feasible and within the state of the art, and tnat there exists reasonablep) assurance that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to theg
issuance of operating licenses.

II.K.2.10 HAFS-WIRED 5AFETY-GRADE ANTI IPATORY EACT03 ' RIDS

4 :licants with EC4-cesignec pl'nts shall accress tne requirements set fortn
in the Commission Crders regarcing harc-wired, sa'ety grace anticipatory
reactor trips. Applicants snall, to the extent possi le, provide preliminary.
design information at a level consistent with tha*. normally required at the ,

construction permit stage of review. Where new cesigns are involved, acpli-
cants shall provide a general discussion of their approach to meeting the
requirements by specifying the design concept selectec and the su:pertinge

design bases and criteria. Applicants shall also demonstrate that the design
concept is tecnnically feasible and sithin the state cf ::,e art, and that'

there exists reasonatie assurance tnat the requiremen.s oill be ibplementec
procerly prior to tne issuance of operating licenses.

II.K.2.ic DEMCNSTRATE Tc;T 3REDIC'D LI T ::.EOUE'CY : 3CRVs MO SVs IS
.- --. .-%.:e uc, :

40''icants w tn E1W-cesigrec plants snall accress tne requirements set forthi

; tre Cc-M ssicn Crcars *egarcing cem:nstr?.ior na. tre crecicted lift
f requer.cy of power operatec relief valves acc sa'ety valves is accept 3ble.,

4 licants with Esd-cesigned plants sns'l previce suf'icient information t0| *

l : ascribe the neture Of tre studies, now they are :: bs c tuctac, tne 00m-
; etiO- cates, and tre Or0g am to assure that tne *esults 0 sucr studies are' #

'3ctorec #n* :ne Mna' 2esi ns.Cy/ -t
1

|
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e3 b I I . .<. 2.16 IMPACT OF RCP SEAL DAMAGE FOLLOWING SMALL-BREAK LOCA WITH LOSS OF
OFFSITE POWER

Applicants with B&W-cesigned plants shall address the requirements set forth
in the Commission Orders regarding the impact of reactor coolant pump seal
damage following a small break loss-of-coolant accident with loss of offsite
power. Applicants with B&W-designed plants shall provide sufficient informa-
tion to describe the nature of the studies, how they are to be conducted, the
ccepletion dates, and the program to assure that tne results of such studies
are factored into the final designs.

* II.K.3.2 RE:CRT ON OVERALL SAFETY EF ECT OF PORV IS'L TION SYSTEM

2:;licants eith PWR plants shall accress the requirements set forth in Items
3.2.4.e anc 3.2.4.f of NUREG-0611. Applicants with ?hR ciants shall provice

' sufficient information to cescribe the nature of the stucies, how they are to
te cercuctec, the completion dates, and the program to assure that the results
of sucn stucies are factored into the final designs.

1

'

II.K.3.11 CONTROL USE OF PCRV SUDDLIED SY CONTROL CCMPONENTS, INC. UNTIL
FURTHER REVIEW COMPLElE

A; pit:sn s aith PWR plants snali accress the applica:le ra:uirements set fortn
in Item 3.2.4.d of NUREG-0611. Applicants with PWR plants shall sucmit, prior-

to the issuance of construction permits or manufacturing license, a general
discussion of now the requirements will be met. Sufficient detail shall be
presented to provide reasonable assurance that the recuirements will be imple-s

- mented properly prior to the issuance of operating licenses.

II.K.3.13 SEPARATICN OF HPCI AND RCIC SYS_ TEM INITIATION LEVELS - ANALYSIS
AND IMJLEMENTATION

A;plicants aith BWR plants shall adcress the requirements set forth in Item A.1
of NUREG-0625 as they apply to HPCS and RCIC sy:tems. Applicants shall provide'

.

sufficient information to descrice the nature of the studies, how they are to
be conducted, the completion dates, and the program to assure that the results
of such studies are factored into the final designs.

s

II.K.3.16 REDUCTIO" 0F CHALLENGES AND FAILURES OF RELIEF VALVES - FEASIBILITY
STUDY ANO SYSTEM MODI:ICATION

Acolicants a'ith EWR plants shall address the requi*ements set forth in Item A.a
cf hJ,E3-0625. A;plicants snail proside sufficic.; ir.fceration to descrice
the nature Of the studies, now- they are to be concuctec, One C mpletion dates,
anc re pr: gram to assure tnat the results of such stucias are factored into
: e "'al cesigns.

;. + . .- n t : r. cn, t . ..n. g r. :.. ::n-.c,.-.. .:. .~. . .- .. -.: . . - - . : , r n. - - r , .. . ,c._-..u--s,.. .- -- -u .
: -nc , c-- -.c ..u. 2 e. - - . .

- u. p . 5 :- s,s :.f.w, : s--- ,, ..-, . _,
.,,,.t1,,w..:r2 c v:<:natiY u- t a -..i .

.

'- ''ci~;s eith EW". piar. s shail accress t+e recu'aements set f0rth in Item A.T
o' NJ:E3-0525. A licants sr.all or0Vice sufficie : i forTItion to describe
::e -st_re ;f tre 4:ucies, noa they are to ce ::nc c sc. ne c mpletion dates.q,

C-13
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and the program to assure that the results of suca studies are factored into-

the 'inal designs.

II.K.3.21 RESTART OF CORE SPRAY AND LPCI SYSTEMS CN LCW LEVEL - DESIGN AND
f40DIFICATION

3 Acolicants with EWR plants shall address the requirements set forth in
Item A.10 of NUREG-0626. Applicants shall provide sufficient information to
descrice the nature of the studies, how they are to be conducted, the completion'

cates, and t e program to assure that the results of such studies are factored
in 0 ne final designs.

'

.

::.N.3.?3 CENTE:L WATER LEVEL RECCRDING

A o'i: ants with EWR plants shall adcress the requirements set forth in Item B.2
, c' OREG-0625. A:plicants shall implement design mooifications as necessary

:: rest tne requirements. Applicants sna11 sucmit, prior to issuance of
cons: ucticn permits, a general explanation of hcw the requirements will te
met. Sufficient cetail shall be presented to previce reasonable assurance

,

that the requirements will be implemented properly prior to the issuance of
c:erating licenses.

2 . 2.' CONFIRM ACECUAC C: SPACE CCOLING :0R :II NO CIC SYSTEYS:: -

A;pti: ants with EWR plants shall address the HPCI and RCIC systems requirements
set forth in Item B.3 of NUREG-0626. Apelicants shal: provide sufficient

-) inf:rmation to describe the nature of the studies, how they are to be conducted,
the c:mpletion dates, and the program to assure that the results of such
studies are factored into the final designs.

,

::.K.I.25 EF:ECT OF LOSS OF AC POWER ON PUMP SEALS
'

A:pii: ants with BWR plants ana11 address the requirements set forth in Item B.aI

o cf .% REG-0625. Applicants snali provide sufficient information to describe
, tne nature of the studies, how they are to be conducted, the completion dates,'

and the program to assure that the results of such studies are factored into
i tne final designs.

o

II.K.3.28 VERIFY OUALIFICATION OF ACCUMULATCRS ON ADS VALVES

A;;iitants with EWR plants sna11 provide infermation to assure that the ACS
i *

valves, accumulators, and associated equipmen*. and instrumentatien wiil beI

:s:a;.:e of perfor 'ag their intendsd functions curhg a c felicwing an accidnt'

s' uation wnile taking no credit for non-safe .y relatac e:uipment or nsvu-
i rertatic . Air (:r nitrogen) eakage through valves must te accounted for te

asnre tna enougn inver. cry :f compressec air (:e ;i regen) will be availatie
: cy:'e the A05 valves. .: 'icants snali ecmmit tha- tnese recui-ements will
te i. in tqe final ces'gr at the OL stage.

:n ac:ressing this item prior t: CP issuance, a::licants should ncte that'

sa'e j analysis reocris claim that air (:r -itregen) accumulatcrs for :ne ACS
A sa".es rovice suff'cient :acacity (inventcry)'.: cy:le nese valves coen 'ite
Q :Mes 3: cesign pressures. Ai sc , Gener:. Electr' nas s.ated that the erergency

C-1A
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O'' core : cling systems are designed to withstand a hostile er.vironment and still
perform their functions for 100 days folicwing an accident.

II.K.3.44 EVALUATION OF ANTICIPATED TRANSIENTS WITH SINGLE FAILURE TO VERIFY
NO SIGNIFICANT FUEL FAILURE

Appi4: ants with BWR plants shall acdress the requirements set,forth in Item A.14
of NU:.EG-0525. Applicants shall provide sufficient information to describe
tne ature of tne studies, how the-y are to be conducted, t.e completion dates,
ar.: t e program to assure that the results of such stucies are f actorec into

'

0 e ''nal designs.,

:. .n. _ ,co. r .g m. :. :_.:-:.:.c y a. :ar. .n. y oIT~ n. w.e. , . y v-. . .::. . y .

._ . a n as_ .... ..

Ap;14: ants with SWR plants shall accress the requirements set forta in Item A.15.

cf SUREG-C5CS. Ac 1.ica.9ts shall previde sufficient information to describe
i tre "a ure of the s:ccies, how they are to be conducte:, t.e cc.moletten dates,
'

anc ne ;r gram to assure that the results of such studias are factored intop

tne final designs.

I::. .1.2 UPGRADE '_ ICE'!3EE EMERGENCY SUPPORT FACILITIES

:pi':ar.ts snali accress ne requirements for a Te:r.ni:al Su:: ort Center,
~;erational Support Center and the Emergency Operations Facility. Apslicants
snall provice preliminary design information in accorcance with the functional

; requirements of NUREG-0595 at a level consistent with -hat normally requir-d
at the construction permit stage of review. Where new cesigns are involved,
apolicants shall provice a general discussion of their a:proach to meeting the

! ric.i ements by specifying the design concept selectec anc the supporting
| ces'; ases and criteria. A:plicants shall demonstra a :na the design

c:n:s:- is technically feasible and within the state c' the art, and tnat
: e e exists reasonable assurance that the require ints wi'l be implementec
p-0 e-ly prior to tne issuance of operating licenses.

,

.

III.:.2.1 A"END 10 CFR 50 AND 10 CFR 50, APPENDIX E
o

I 12: ': ants shall seemit, prior to the issuance of con"truction cermits, a
cis: ssier of prelim nary plans for : cing with emergencies adcressing thei

,

h...,.....e. a-ucre, .,eguiatory
. .

I g.1:ance anc criteria cescribec in N.b..., uc:..a, .< e v . ... . . ..

n:u- 1,

-art :0, anc s.apencix ,.

us;:55 .. z: anc ,1.:i, anc tne requirements of 10 c... .

:
- . , .. .. .

. - -
,

: :: ". : ::: ? art 50 as iney ap:ly to constructica Oermi at:'i:a-icns. Suf'ici na

.g e ~ . . a. .r. . 2.. . - . ov i ca. . a. .= m1 a.- l e = .e c. " - 2. _. =. . a c- . . o e =. r..e. = 3 e . -"=...e- .- n 7. - -- .. . . . .;.. g.

| : ' a'- are gency Orceecures ano emerge-cy se: pert faci'it'ss w,: 1 e c:molerac,
., ose.,:.. . ~4. ea......:,; ,.. a 2 rm ..e :is.J....

; . ..; .:. =Go 5 . -.a.... . e. O p ,. ,. ,. j. . r . w, .. .....s . - .e. 1 ses.wo ..:..g ; - .r.=. g 3. . ov
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) .. .. ..t.- .m. n.g m. . . . m 2a- r. :u sa...
t

*
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(Y
::re c cling systems are cesigned to withstand a hostile environment anc still
perf:rm tneir functions for 100 cays # allowing an accicent.

II.K.3.la EVALUATICN OF ANTI IPATED TRANSIENTS WITH SINGLE FAILURE TO VERIFY
N.G d t u 4. . .cr.,O. r,tL r.AILUR.... ..... .-

A::li: ants with BWR ;! ants snall address the requireme.nts set forth in Item A.14
0' NU;EG-0526. Ap:'icants shall provide suf'icient informatien to describe'

: e ature of tne studies, now :ne.y are to be concuc ed, tre c mpleti:n da es.
1-c - e :r: gram to assure that the results of sucn studies are f ac crec into
: e " nal casigns.*

.-... .c. :y iu .: ::::::n. 2. . .m en.i g. a. n. . a.e.; . w;.; : m. . .. ;s.: o
.. ..e . . . . ... . . . . .

c

* A::'#:an:s with SWR -!an 3 shall accress the requirements se- forta in Item 1.15
c' N;:.EG-0625. A: licants snall provice sufficient in'crea-ion :: describe
.. ,. .,.... no. ~.~ e 2 . ., . z. . , . . ~d .s.ey 3 0 - ,e C,n ..~..., .., .n -,,,.<,. c. . a < ,

..
...w o . .., . .. . .. . o . . . . . .. . ow...... ...

a r.: :ne Or: gram to assure tna; tne results of sucn stu:ies are factored into
tra 'inal designs.

.-. . : . .2 n:c p a r. :. ....- - : . : : =. :v:qc yr.v. . cup on. - i :c-:. :..? ?. :.e
i

. . . .. 0 s .. . a

:. . . , a..a.;. 2 ...c.
- -

canter and tne . e .. <or a i ..
4...-... : . eso ...,. .equ1. m . . . . .... or. . -...,..2 . . . ... . . . . . . . . .. . . ...

..: erat,. nal a.uc;cr:
. . . .:mergency v; era iors .-aci,tity. r.; ,iicants

. . ,

stall provice preliminary design information in accorcance with the functional__

(''t recuirecents of NUREG-0595 at a level consistent witn that ncrmally requirad
a::..e construction permit stage of review.
a: n Where new cesigns are involved,

. : ants snall previca a general discussion c,i :neir a:Orcaca to mee 1ng :ne.

- - a. . '. '. v '. . . - .. . ew" a. s i e. .n s o n. e a. *s.c a. ' a. . .a c.2.. . ". a. surc o r . i. n. ,2.,. a. _ a r. *..- b'/ 3y . , . ...

cas'; :ases and cr' ar'a. A:clicants shall cemens. a a tra :ne desis r
.. ..-. i, . , . . . , j w .2 . : v ' a. .= s #. * '. a. a n--4 4- i . 7 . n . . . a. 2 . .= . =. .d . . " . = .. ..... . .. . w

--
. . . , a. n. d . . . .= .: *

.

: e e exists reasona:ie assurance tnat tne require en 3 i'l e impiecentec
;-::e-lf Orior t: tne issuance of operating licenses.

.
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the event of accidents and other emergencies. This will involve installation
of cedicated telephone lines and possibly a hign-frecuency racio backup system.

Ap licants will submit prior to the issuance of construction permits a general
discussion of how recuirements in this regard will be met. Suf ficient cetail
shall be presented to provice reasonacle assurance that tnose requirements
will be implemented properly prior to the issuance of operating licenses.

- v . . r. . . . -. : R u. s n .v r.n. 0 LnN,T _e m i e. n. :.3 us. c.r:.. . . ve..
- m

._ u..c re Tn+1 yE i .c4nUCiLic.e-
..d ...l ...

.;:. :. ... y.,3e.- .w... . . n o . c <. - . i , "a v e . = .- s. a. . 2 r. . =. c a.i '.a . i a '. r. *... .. . . . . . .. . . . c " *. a- 4. - =.. v s .e...c:.. .. . .

.,-...- ..n.. . . . . .- . , . j n ( ,. , 4 9 . . .. c. ..,4,3 .:.j 3 .:".e ..s- .= isi s. i. . . . a. r .. u+, '. , ;-
. -..c..m . . .. . .. . ... . ..1 , , .. ...

.- . - :. :. . . 2. .. = . 5 c .,, 3 < c . 7 c w :. . ,- = . . .= .-4 2.
. . e e c. '.." d i e s : -a. ' . ^ a. u . -- l a. '. s. .. --

. . . . u n.. . . .. .. m.

in es-ly 1331, and tnese matters w:'' De incluced in the cegracec-c0re rulemaging
;receecing.

: .'' .=~..s s.=17 r a. ". i s. w '..*. e . s. .c t y .' - s '.i- ay"-*e..s cu.ss m - r, a '. n.r. o n. *. , 1.'--4s. . .a .".. . . O - . - a ..

their provisions for leakage control and cetection, overpressuri:ation des'gn,
Cischarge points for waste gas venting systems, etc., with the goal of minimizing
the :Ossibility cf execsure to workers and public during normal operatiens anc
...2 o. . . . n. . - f 2. . . 2 - . e. d e n + ... .. . . ..

. . :. ..,-.-,.a., s w o ,. . ,. , n . ,. . . : . i a v . ..1. , p.;c, .o ..e :inz..ance e.o ..: > .
-, ; a..., ..u . ....-.:.. . . . . . . .o ..u. . , -- ... -w .: ..v..

;ermits, a general discussion of their a;0rcach to T.inimizing leakage f 0.7
sucn systems outside containment, in suf ficient cetail to pr0Vice reasonac'.e

g N, assurance that this Objective will be T.et satisfactorily prior to issuance of
(

C' C erating , licenses.

??.. ..7 c a n ..a.T. i. r.N 0 0.0 n r.T. I n.y.: nv .
e :: n...cru

. .

10 ' # ants snall accress Actic" Plan re uire enti r e"Jarding raciation arctaction
:T ars wnica will keec exposures to ~0rkers as icw as reascrably acrieva:le
turing both normal coeration and accident condit'Ons , and whicn woulc allow
;lant acekers t0 take effective acti0n to control the course and c0nsequencesa

of an accident. A general ex;1anati0n of how the recuirements will be met is
recu' rec prior to issuance of the construction permits or the manufacturing
license. Sufficient detail shall be cresentec to pr0 vide reasonable assurance
that the requirements will be implemented pr0 erly.
... .:,.a, . N ,.n. . . - . D . . . 3,i n i t u l y.u d, . .- n. a. -1. e d. x4 . .ium u.....

10:14: ants snal' review thei- desig.5 t0 assure that ; Ovis #0ns f0r moni;0 ring
in:lant raciati0n and airectre racicactivity are a:propriate for a Orcac range
Of U*ine and 97ergency c0nCitiGns. AOOlicants shall, t0 the extent possi0le,

Ce Orelini"ar" Oesign i.-#0rmat 0n at a le.'el COnsisten* With tnat nCrmaI'y# #:" s

e!'j.ec at *.be Construction Oermi t stage Of review. Where new designs are
:. 2. , . 'e :' .- . . . . ... 4 e- . g . . o. . 21 :l . - . , :....c lon Ct ' " e i " = " - *o C' C 9t ..t # *-: ..

.,,2a a .. lb ... . ..a . .. ." . ...,

eiting One recuirements Oy 500cify# Fg One 00 sign COnce00 selec eC anc One
su:00rting design bases anc criteria. AOClicants snall alse CemCastrate tnat
! ". c Cesign COnCEO* is te-hnically feis' Ole anC within the state Of the art,
; '; :P.at t~ere eXiits ressena0'e assurar. e Ona* the recuiremen's will De
; - . . s. s . n .- ,r.c-s."); -.4..-. ' - c. - e . = . - s. o 's . . a. . i + '. .,, y, ' '. s. . .c a. e .
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I:I.O.3.4 CCNTROL RCCM MABITABILITY
-

A::licants snall review the design of their facilities for conformance to
recuirements stated in the Action Plan. NRC will consicer pcssible new criteria
t: :recluce control recm contamination via potential internal pathways indi:atec
-y One iMi-2 experience.,

a::licants shall address prior to the issuance of the constfuction permits er
man;facturig.g license, how ney will imclemen the existing recuirements se-

,

f: ;n in n1s Action Plan item. Applicants snall also accress tne extent ::
":n i: rovements nave :een ace :: prevent centr:1 r:cm contamination via

,

:it-Eysnc;.pgevicuslyc:nsicered. A: licants snall. o One extent :cssi:'e,

~0 ice reiiminary cesign ',f r at'Or. 3: a $ vel c:nsis;en; wita :na: nc- silv
, *

ic..jrecattheconstruction:ermi;stageof iew. Where new cesigns are
~

' v::vec, a:clicants saali revice a general ciscussion of their acercach ::.
Tie.ing tne recuirements by 5:ecifying the cesign concept selected anc the
s'.::crting cesign bases anc riteria. ::Ol' cants snall also demonstrate tra-
: s cesign concept is tecnnically feasible anc wi:nin :ne state of tne art.
' 0 tnat there exists reasonacle assurance that tne requirements will ce
1 0 ementec procerly prior to ne issuance of cperating licenses.,
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