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- e e A o A B A - -
2, OKBENT: Th=2 meeting will now come to orders
This is 2 meeting cf the Rdivisory Commjittee cn

-~
~

fafety Philcseoghy,

h

eactor Safeguardic Sghceomnittee on

Techneoleogy and

The -~urpoese of this meeting is to discuss pregosed
requiresments f~r VTC? plants nRar-tern construction permits.

This me2ting is beirg conducted in accocrdance with

previously purlished in th> Faderal Fegister of Dlecembaer 22,
1560,

2 esranscript ¢f the meeting is teing kect and will
be zade z2vailarle by Januzary 3, 13221, Tt is reguecsted that
each sreaker first identify hinmself and speak with

csufficient claritvy a2nd volume so that he can ke readily

hearde.
We have received a numdler of written statements
from members ~f the public. Cecpies will e included with
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epresentatives here from utilities or other industry

who wish to make oral statements. Yy notes tell me
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13 NTCP® plants aree Following that 4dicussions with the NTCP

‘ 14 plant ocwnerse« At that pcint we would take the coral

15§ statenments from ¥r. Walker and Yr. Myers and others if there

informal or
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16

re representati

w

17 back and forth discussions ¢en the subiject., Then the

18 subcommittse might talkXx tc itcelf cr whatever later in the

19 afternoon.

"y g

21 made available a draft document that is entitled “licensing

©

Reguirements fcr Pending ipcplicants for Censtructicn rermits

8

23 ani *anufacturing license”™ and I assume that they are cgoing

“i

24 tc tzll us what is in 1it.

25 I have teen zivan a suggested agenda in which
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Scheencer
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various

siting, Mr. Neyver on degraded core and Vr.

on C718 changes.

Tf znybecdy uwishas, there are copies of this part

~ A ~p+ T i~ on -3 e o0f -~aper ard Lol o = vio D
nda cutilined . a .A.-:Cé - ,3.9. SLG A -3 1 ca

these availabln.

Do we have any conments from memlters of the

v
D
W
*
r
Y

s ~wm T -
th V‘-“v -

1ing is I think we need to

the revisions to N718, but that is on the agenda so

¢« GYRENT: Well, it seenms like a gocd idea then

and let the staf® tell us wh=zre they havs devolved

staff that ve woculi very much appreciatée hearing
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16 conments we have received on NUSEG 0718 and give ycu a bdtrief
17 oavarview o0f how 0718 was ravised. We will get intoc more

18 detail on that a little later as an inlividual agenda iten.

S

19 vould like to remind you that the staff started
- 20 +his offort to determine what the necessary and sufficien
21 set of conditions cr requirenaents should e for issuing new
22 CP's in Yarch of last vear. It has been reviewved in its
23 ezrly stazes with sudcommittees cf the AC®S and the ACRS
24 itself in neetings in ipril, Yay and

25 Tn Iusgust the smmission agprovesd the issuance of
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NUREG C©718 for gublic comment. The comment perisd axrired
on November 24:h and the staff has been busily encaged since

th=n in respondinc to that comment and giving £urther
consideration to what the requirement:z should be.

The ravised NURES 0719 is almost complete. The
draft vyou have is the most recent version. We anticirate

finalizing it this week for a presentation to the Commission

-

next Tuesday, January the 13th, and, =28 I am sure you are

aware, we are scheduled for the full comnmittee this Friday
to discuss this sare tepice. Tince We are meeting with the

ure they would aprpreciate any

n

Commission next Tuyesday, I an

advice the ACTS could offer after wve meet with thenm on

e« DKRTNT: 1let's stay with that pecint a minute.

3th surposed tc bde? Is

w
)
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= ]
= |
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W
ri
4
-
L
s

dhat is th
it supgose? to be a presertation of a €inal rocsiticon by the

staff in this matter or what?

'J
= 4
w
<
T

de will be seeking their appreval for positicns we wil
taken, or all gcositions excect two which I will discuss here
in a little bit.

we may not have finzlized a position cn two
issu®s. <€ we have not we would be laying alternatives in
front cf the Ccmmizsion for their guidznce, but it would te

2 1ecision mee+tini. We wonld re seeking their arrroval.
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conception the idea wéas to take a look at what had been
idetermined and th> necessary lessons learned €rom %the THI-2
accident and consider them in the light of the new TP and

€rom +hat lay out a list 9f reguirements.

(a4
=

In the Commission paper in August that led to the

approval to issuing thi for cocmment we had discussed three

-

options with tha preferred option teinc one that I will

- 3
V]
Y
‘ -
0
o
[N
e |
a
%
45}

characterize. It says you treat these
apoplicants, the six CP applicznts and the ¥L applicant
generzlily the same as new OL's maybe with a littls
tichtening cf regquirements and with special attentien in
four areas, the four areas teing emerzency preparadness,
reliability encineering, desgraded core rulemaking and the
siting.

The Commission asked in addition that we seek
public c:mment on the idea of regquiring in additicn that CT

nts comgare their plants against the standard review

w
o
3
(=]
[ =0
0O
Y
e |

s toric for purpo of

[
4]
m
(4}

plan. #We 2did get comnment 2on th

today's meeting and even fcr rurposes of the Comnmission

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

context of the NUTSG 0718 -ecause there was ancther effort

hy the staff to pick up nct just the CP's for this effort of

reviewing aqainst the standard review plan but alsc for all
19

CE's and OL'c and CP hclders. 3¢ they will all be lumped

into that iiescussicn and I 3on't grorose =nd we are not

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



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

18

19

21

22

24

25

“ith recspect to the pgublic comments received ay
best count was that we got 12 letters conmentine on NUSREG
0718, two from individuals, *hree from nuclear system
suppliers, one from an architect-engineer, five fronm

agency that responded.

to characterize the major comments as I

see them with scme trepidaticn because I may nct rpick some
that some conmzenter thought was most significant. But
generally spezking the comrents that came in reflected a
feeling that the requirements in C71€ went tor far and would
result in costly delavs fcr these perding CP2's and then
urding on the part cf n0st cecmmenters to treat the CP's just
like the OL's that are getting licenses tcday without the

comtent

authori

rejultions

pecial attenticn in scecial areas.
Aith respect to the siting issue the meost cocamon
was pointing cut that the Congress in its FY-'80
zation directed the Comnission tec issue siting
but at the same time enjoined the Commission that

these new siting regulations shall nct apply to these
particular CP's, *hat is, zny CP +hat was docketed befcre a
certain date, Those who nade that cormment felt that the
things we were asking for with respect tc siting went
counter to that.

degraded cor=s rulemaking in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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general many of the comments were don't reguire anvthing
RCY. lat the rulemaking run its ccurs2 and treat these CP's

as all other zlant= under constructiorn or in creration would
be traated at the end of that rulemaking process.

aith respect to reliability engineering there was
generally not a strong nagitive set of comments but there
were some who comrented that the methcdology is nct yet well
astablishei in the industry and we don't have any clear
safaty necals even i€ ycu hzd the maethodolocy and that in
general layinc this reguirement as we had it in C718 is

Sriefly to tell you how C718 is 4i

30

ferent now in
your hands than it was when it was issued in Pugust or
Sertenber, first z£f all, no new items were added. YO new

action item plan item or any cther item was added to the
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strengthing the requiramen

larifyving and updatinc because time had passed Dy
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0
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and certain events had haprened .n eight or ten cthers.

o}
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th
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0
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s you nay recall, what w

ot

item in 0718 is they vwere assigned to a1 category one through

five, category ona being at one extreme that says it is not

applicable tc CP's sc that action clan item dcesn't apply

'™
e}
i
L]
- |
t

ani has no meaning, and prcgressively more stri
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ragquirements up through categery five meaning the one fer
which the applicant would be reguirei to provide a full

descriztion and a2 full completion of the item, whataver it
calls for, at the time of the CF or the PSAF cubmittal.

Yow, in those t2rms we changed the category

2]
m
(]
'
’4
ot
D
a3
4]
[

designation of a number ¢f items. The nuabe am

a little reluctant to get ints because it varies if you are

-

-
“a

“a

abcut a construction permit or a manufacturine

(5

talk

13

license.

peraite, We change the catecory designation of scme 22
items ocout 9% =2 total of 2% or s¢o that were in the dccument,

15 of then teing redesignated as category cne. That is a

decision made that after all this item is not apglicakble to
3 CP rsvisw and nsed not be considered further.

"

our were upgraied tc a higher catecorys that is,
more dotail would *e required and more analysis by the staff
prior to issuance of the CP? and three vere dcwngraded tc a

lower category, other than the 15 that were dcwngraded all

the 4way t0 Ccat=qQory one.

emergency precgaredness, as I think you know, the final rule
on emergency preparedness changed to Fart S0 in 2cpendix =

is now final and in place. 3¢ there is really nc longer any
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speculation on wha¢t the reguirement here iszses It is clear
with respect to these CP's and would sinply fz2licw the

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

'
O
e |
n
D
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W
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o
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(o9

reliability engineerins anaysis to be perfcrre

requiring in a broader prosram that full risk be

w
n
n
uy
0n
w
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(4]
.

parformed on all these plans as well 23 all oth

such tisze as that is laid on as & reguirezent it =ight

-

rezlace and surercsede the need fcor doing these sinplfied
ca2liakility analysese.

faorainc, will speak to this in more detail in a little while.

AUFEG 1712 in the draft as it went out was a rsguirsment
that licensees conmpare their sites against the Siting Policy
Task Fcrce Regpecrt, NUPEG (%25 as amended by the ACSS

comments and as azanded by the Zffice of Folicy Evaluation
comments so that the staff could determine and the

Commission determine whether or not there were deficiencies
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in thi area iz considered now to really be toc vague and
would leald to very difficult litigation in the hearing

rocess. It woul? essentially leave to the Poard to

ind. ie fael it

o
.
-
b

(&9
1]
ot
®

rmine exactly what the staff had
important that we try again as in the sitin¢g rvle to develop

cf what we

4]
"
b
»

a more precise and understandable set 2f crit
are really looking for in this area.

Again, we have developed a range of options. Jin
ntegration will discuss

Mover from the Division of Systems

I mentioned, when ycu asked me abcut the

o
(ad

Commission meetinjy next Tu=ssdiy, what tvpe of meeting
¥vacs. T said it was a decision meetina where the staff has

taken a position on the entire package with the =uccotion of

tdo items. Uanless we 30 ziraculous things for the rerainder
of this week, the *twec items would be +he siting iszue, fcor

which we expect to prresent to the Ccamission the range of
alternatives, and the degraded ccre considerations, again

for which we expect to present a rance of cptionse.

That concludes the introductory cverview remarks.

=]
o
"
[t
b

what I would suggest is either if you have scome ge!
I zan try to handle, we can do that, or ve

can move right on t¢ *he reliability engineering and cur
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Jan2e d4is~ivantage cuess, Yel, is I don't knew if
you heard what I said.
“R. ERNST: I apolgize for teing a little la*e but

PURPLE: Yay I take that out of order and, if
you don*t mind, could ve talk about the siting right now and

gi-‘e me a charce to let Yel at least hear what I had to say

=
(=

Re YULLEE: I sm Par Muller c¢f the Nuclear

Regulatcry Conmission staff.

(Es)

0b substantially pointed cuvt the range of crtions

that we have ¥with regard to siting. Tne would te te Zust go
ahead wi*h the siting rart of these €D reviews really
isnoring what is 3o0ing on 3t the present time with regard to

siting. In other words, tceat them under the cld rule 10

F,.2., Part 1C0 an? Reg. Zuide U4.7 if that hapgpens to e

™he nther option on the cother end of the spectrun

1

would re to stop the CP reviews of these plants a*t this time
pending the availability cf either a proposed rule or a
£inal rule on the siting whican would 2mount to some falirly

significant delav.
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"he third option which ve are acinc to rropcse ===

ind these option in thi

[
L}
‘h

"

(o9
"
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"
(84
2
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.
o
)

VOICEs No, they are nct in there.

and the manufacturing licenses will be issued feor those

- -

sites against the new rule. This will nct te a ccndition of
's may te issued in the meantine.

Then £inally the staff will evaluate the combined
site 2nd plant characteristics anéd decide whether any design

soiificati sns are recormended, rtut this is, as I said,

(8]
1]
o
rh
[*8
a
~1
.

subsequent to the issuan

¥YR&. OXRENT: let's 3-e, the first ~ption again was?
YR, MUOLL"P: The f£irst cpticn would de tc go ahead

and license and effectively grandfather -- I guess that is
t ~

the right #ori =-- all of the current CP's that have heen

apclied for at the present time and not 2o the second two

¥E, CKSENT: What criteria would the staff use for
part 3 cf the alternative ycu have on the screen?

%2, $URPLEZ: The last part, ?eciding whether any

L]
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. 1 desion modifications are appropriate, Rob.
2 T think as we sece meving forward cn this that the

3 combination 9f the siting iszsue, the degraded core
4 consideraticns and the reliability engine=ring assessments,
5 risk assessments, will l22¢ to eventually in their

= 6 combination a generalized risk assesstent for zach cf these

> 8 We think based on that that cone would e able to
g deternine if there are some very bad spcts with respect to

10 site characteristics what the worth of variou=s modifications

1" m

P
&

o
"’
o

e. I think we would probably end up usinz an
12 approach similar to that which is now being used in the Zion
13 and Indian Pcint review which is generzlly a siting prollenm
‘ 14 and ve are doing a risk analysis there to determine what

- r

15 xind of tixes are needed. I am pretty sure we don't have a

16 set tcday of clear yardstickes that we would use toc measure
17 thats
" 18 YR, OKRENT: Do vyou think trere are criteria that

19 exist for the Zion and Incdian roint review?

» 20 “R. FURFLZs That will probably be a milestcne
21 that will astzblish what criteria ve will use in the future.
22 “R. ZULLZR: It may help to ansver your gulestion
23 if I can 9o into another part here.

24 ¥Re vouRFXT: 1Is this sov_ thing that satisfies the

n

25 lzwyers?

Re BEFIS: Yes. It is a continuation of pact
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practice wherz we have lcoked 2t the locaticn of th: plant
and evaluated it against what design was needed for the
slant. In other words, thore were places where we had
demcgraphic features that required increased =safety
components to the plant and this is a continuation
essentially of that. «We are ccming up with new siting

requirements. However, what we are acplying here are the

(54

© the plant

(L]

atur=s

"

safety features and tha en~ine=2ring

thin that

o

and nct ruling out any sit=s. We think that w

4R. CXETNT: I 3a not sure whether the lawvyers

have a good picture of when it is the proper time to make
design mocdifications. Legzlly rou can make them any tine.
¥R, PURZLE: I tnink if Dan gces on what he is

L)
(a4
|+ 4

nk ycu have in the handcut as

b

going toc show you, and

[

vell that we handiad cut e , is a compariscn of these

"

o

"

&
-

sites against the criteria I guess in 06Z% as well as CTan

18

pr> .ably has some feel for what they would likely bte in the

F

n' think this is ¢oing %o te a major

rt

proposed rule. I 2

0

tec. ¢ it may nact be a real

[

proktlen for any of these =

¥, YULLEFPs These are the cix near-tern»
~onstruction o~armit sites corpared acainst the NUREC NEZS

° DERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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figures. Acrcss the top are the NUREG 0625 figures, zero to
five miles, 1CC per square mile, five to ten, 15C and ten to
twenty, 4CQ per sguare mila, or in the case of zero to five
a half of the ragional pcrulation density, 7% of the
regiona2l populstion density or twice the regicnal population
density.

hen fror *hat one can ccme ¢p with, for instance,

a hundred per scguare aile is equiv-lent to 32,525 reople

Then I compare tha* upper linit population with
the populations for the specific pglants. It is lcwer than
that except for Filgrim.

However, then, if one gors into the regional
pecpulation density approach you find very quickly that you

can accommoda 2 14,000 in the region and the actual

¥2, CKXXENT: W®What 4c you mean by accommodate?
¥3. YULLZR: If I take the regional gopulation
density and considier that the state in which Tilgria is

lccated, then - hzve a population density for that state. I

L]

takxe half of that population dAensity and say that is the
allcwable population density around the Pilgrim site. Then
I compare that with the ac%ual porulation density and I €find

out that the =211lowable porulation density is somewhat lowver

thzn the actual porulaticn density.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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is very important cbviously

(28]
.
m
"l

Ye The studies that I have seen
existing sites
difference

site to site?

RSCLE:s Cculi they te enhanced?
LEE: I suprose they could be enhanced if
let me <2y hercic measures to no-ify

-

those people that are indeed

nstified have the transgortation capability tec get away. Sy
heoric I suppose vyou could dc things like have, you Xncw, a
radio or something specifically tuned in in every
residence. You still run intc prcileas where the kids are
out playing or the farmer is out plowing cr somethiang of
that sorte

AR, CXRZMT: I would like to understand what I see
on the slide.

dRe ¥UDLLZR: All richt.

¥3, CKSENT:s At Pilcrim the 363 numbter in brakets

is?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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2 at the Pilgrin site, bat if ore ccasiders the egional

vhich is the state in which Pilgrim is
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4 located divided by two, because it is half of the regicnal
§ population 2ensity, then the 2llowable population density is
6 363, Compared to 122 obviously it is higher than the 122.
7 Then on the basis of the wWway we were looking at

4 8 NU®SG 162% we said that sit2 would have -een acceptable

9 assuzino the region is the state. There are a nunber cf

10 assumptions on it.

1 ¥YR. CYXRTY¥T: Thoce were your assumptions?

12 ¥R. YULLER: VYes.

13 MR. CKRENT: Are you assuming that that is the
‘ 14 region?

15 ¥ME. YULLTR: I a2m assuming that the regicn ic the

16 os2s of this talle.

I don't know what it means to say fcr

17
the purgoses of this table. tither ycu are trying to tell
18
. us som=thing by these numbers or ncte.
19
MBE, YULLZP: I am really ansverinc your guestion
» 20 ‘
in terms 2f ycu asked us to compare these six sites with the
21
jllustrative examples in NUSEC 0625 and that is what T have
22
done here.
u a
3hat I would like to do is g0 on because what we
24 _
are finding ac we have gone through a considerable amcunt of
25

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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‘ 1 study of what the population densities might be in the
2 vicinity cf these plants iz we are finding we can be

r

3 considerably less restrictive., £o0 these illustrative
4 examples of NUREG 0625 ar= much more restrictive than wve

§ ¢think nowv we will be recomaending in terms of rcocpulation

> 6 Jdistribution.
7 ¥Re OKRENT: #Well, why don‘'t you oC on.
. 8 P, MATEIS: Yay I ask one cuestion first?
B fR. CXRENT: Sure.
10 ME. MATHIS: If you inciuded Rhode Island in your

1" number for Pilgram rather than just Yassachusetts wourld that

12 apgreciably changa2 that number?

13 #%. YUOLLER: No. To you have a handle con it, Len?
‘ 14 M2, SOFFER: I am Leocnard Soffer of the Siting

1§ Analysis Eranch. T den't xnow precisely what the popu. :ticn
16 density in the area of Rhode Island is but it is nct very

17 different from ¥Yacssachusetts and I would estimate that it

» 18 wouldn't change significantly.
19 MR. AULLER: I guescs Connecticut, Massachusetts
- 20 and Rhcde Island are fairly comparatle, are they not?

SCFFER: That is ceorrect, they are.
HIS: Cn an average rLasis.

SCFFEZR: ©On an average basis

“ATYIS: But on a2 lccalized basis there is

rence. That is uwhat I was trying to get at.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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this large acciden® vwe find that we can be well within the

recommended risk criteria that you ha:s recommended in your

(2 2

report. In fact, we are like zn order of nagnitude below

that.

¥3. KRENT: That is assuming scmething.

MR, MULLER: This is assuming the accident that
you proposad. Your risk goal wazs ten to the minuves four

prodability of a lar.e accident., T am fuzzy on the numler.

¥R, SOFFEI?; What we have dcne is we have acked
€andia and Tames and Ycore to do scme studies for us and
those studies are still continuing. Tasically we have asked
them t2 losok 2t the consequences of large atmospheric

releases. We have asked Dames and Mcore to locking at

siting availability studies. We have been guided by the

t

G 07

La)

safety goals that are in iNUR 2,

Using an assumption that a core melt has a
frequency of atout one times ten to the minus four and that
a large atamcosgheric release has a probability of atout one
tizes ten to the minus five it appears that we cculd meet
the safety goal that the ACES has tentatively identified in
NUBEG 0739 for a maximally exposed individual at
aperoximately an exclusicn radius of abecut a half a mile.

Turthermore, it appears that the societal goals

can be met with population densities on tre order cf several

thousand people per square mile.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Conseguantly we “elieve thar the criteria that ve
will be propesing will be well below the numbers that have
tentatively been id-ntified b, the AC®S, excert we believe
it might also be prudent, =5 Zan has meantioned, to try to do
something in the immediate vicinity of the reactor where it
looks like key fatalities are an important consideration.
Conseguently we are lookinc at scmewhat more restrictive
nuaters in that inmediate area.

“i. YULLSRs As I recalli, it is like 1f cne
caleculates it about two-thirds of the acute fatalities occur

i€ one were %0

ailes vyou can
acute fatalities in proportion.

thinking we are working on right

That is the type cf

nCd e

wn, CXRENT: I guess I wculd have to see scmething
dritteon down :refore I could absor® what you have just told
me.

In the first place, I wculd like to caut.°n ¥You
against taking those numbers 2s ¢irm recommendations. They
vere put out as a step in what was expected tc te an interin

process an?d they vere supposed to be 2 point

h

to see if in fact were th=ase use

Secondly, I would like

even if ycu think

cf discussion

€ul, rlausidle or whatever.

to advise that ycu . ‘nd

they are all risht, ycu had

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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7
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21

24

better find ocut what dces the Congress think, for exanmple,
before you plan ysur long-term safety rolicy around that or
any other set of numbers.

Thir4ly, and mo=st importantly, I would like to
warn you or anybody else that it is not intended that these
be used piacemeal. You don't take a part of that szet of
recormendations that happens tc be useful for what you are
doing.

For exaaple, there was alsc in that set of
recommendations some ccnditional requirements that given a

here Jould bte a low

[ad
o
- g
0]

"

=

r

serious aczcident to

-
~

0

0

probability of a releacse. Have you looked to see vhether
the reactors that you are taking about would meet that
conditional recuirement? Heczuse if they <Zon't neet that
conditional reguirement they ate violating part of the
criteria.

The whole principle there is it is not enouch to

meet one, vYocu are suprosed tc meet all the criterin. €Sc any

h

single one perhaps was not made as ricid as it might te i
it were the only 2ne to be met since the intent was that if
vyou met all of these then ycu would have what the staff
sometimes calls multiple barriers ¢f defense and there
wasn't an intent that way znd there was still an ALARA
criteria.

Anyway, T am a little bit surprised to hear you

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



say that thes=s lead y a conclusion that ycu couléd get,
what was the number said, 5,000? I think ycu said
thousands.

Let Len go through it.

These numbers are a little surprising

to us as well. ah ; have done is look at the
iemcgraphic implications and the societal health risk
limits, tha } n that are listed in Tatle of NUREG
cf all, that the acute fatalities
the more limiting then the
criteria.
individual.
ME. Ef : ar as meeting the goal. That

the early deaths reguire lower demograchic values, lowver

1§ population density numlers than the latent cancer numbers.

-~

KREN Gc ahead.

(®]
™M
3
.-

18 ¥R.

17 ¥R. €0

)
"

ER: If you accept that the probability of

18 a core melt with a large ztmospheric release is one times

19 ¢teon to the minus six per year and are using the expected
v 20 value of .4 deaths, that is the goal value =---
21 YR, C¥RENT: I z2m scrry, what is ten to the minus

22 six per reactor year?

cf a core

<
0
.
o
(&}
vy
~
5]
'
L

vl
s g
b\
el
1

0]

o
= o
4]
o
"

(8]
or
o

r
b

b
o

24 nmelt with a large atmospheric release.

25 ¥R, CKRENT: Are you accapting that?
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¥R. SOFFExs I 2m not accepting cr acceptinc, T
am 3ust saving I am going to cive you three sets of numbers

and talk about then.

¢ If you assume that that number is one

expected number of early deaths tc be achieved is J0.4, then

that can %2 met according to our calculations using the

foraula as given in NURZG G739 with a population density of

¥, OKREXNT: A gproblem that arises in the =set of

nuabers you just indicated is that there is another

m

ted

tines ten to the =inus six, and if you assume that the
mescorandum that exists with the staff which hags ecstinm

that the probability of a serious accident which would lead

:
|
to a larg.: releas2 for a c=2rtain numter of plants may te
much larcer than ten to the minus six.

¥YR. SOFFER: Yes, indeed.

MB. 2KBEENT: So you have to ke a little careful
about plannin® a siting arounéd numbers that you don't think
you are achieving and which you den't at the noment have

iesigrs ¢o achieve perhaps.

¥R, SCFFER: That is quite correct. 1ot me say

(ad
b=
m

staff certainly has no intesntion of proposing sites with

8,000 people rer sguare mile seeinc that the Island of

h

¥Yanhattan only has a density of 26,000 people per square

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY. INC, |
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O

nile.

Let 7e z2ive vou ancther calculaction, If you
assuse that the probtability of a core melt with a large
atmosgheriz release is five times *er to the nminus five per
year, and if ycu take the dppe: non-acceptance limit of twvo
early deaths, then using the formula given in NURZG 0739
that can b2 achieved with a uniform population density of
5,600 people per sguare mile.

Finally let ze cive you the hybrid case. Let me
assume that the probability of a core melt with a large
atmospheric release is five times ten to the minus five but

now you wish to achieve the lcwer limit on early deaths of

0.4 that I men+tioned rtefcr= then that implies a population

o ]

density of about 1,500 peorle cer sguare mile.

4hat we have done iz we have merely lcocked a2
these *0 give us some sort of insijht and cive us a feel fcr
where W2 3are.

“3

b

- el

1F ]

»T:s Well, I think that is interestingc,
Cf course, when the committee commentad on your Sitine Task

Force revort it I think made come comments with regard to

-»

population dencity. I dcn't have the words handy, but they

dere to the effect that one wculdn't use more populated

-

sites if 22e 4idn 't need t2o, £for exanrrle, and think it

v
ot
(54

rai ted scne ¢f its earlier comnments of many years ago

er

w

abcut not putting plants nsar to large gopulation centers
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and so forth,

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

o
=
"
"
L]
O
(9}
2 )
2
0]
s J
(o8
<"
(ad
.4
o

nes and use that. I thirnk in fact what you

A

would find i€ you took the approcach you have just =said and
you were t2 take a typical reactor and site it around these
large pcpulations that ycu have Just dascrided, when you put
the ALARA condition on in C73% you wonld £ind that it was
cost effective to make lots and lots and lets of

b

-
-
.

[

improvemsents because you computed tig effects pes

L]

That is part of the package. In other werd

"

¢ YOU

don't have an 2LARA that you really apgply, and I am not

b 2

sayins I know how yot would apply it. Then you have to
rethink how you apprcach the same guestion.
0 ahead.

¥R. MYULLTR; That is substantially it. I anm

¥R. CKRENT: Could you flash this figure back on
vhe screen.

(Slide.)

Yow, on the top it mentions "Illustrative Criteria
in NUREG 0625."

¥Re MU

e

TRs Yec.,

te

o
"

8E. CKEZ4iTs Now, I have the irpression that many
people, an? this is people in the U. S. and outside of the

Us S., seem somehow to hava thought that these were nct just

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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illustrative criteria bdut they wvere reccmmendations by the

SR. YULLERs That is right.
¥P. CKEENT: UYavan't you read that into what
various pedorle have said?

¥%. ¥*ULL

LS ]

R:2 I have read that into what
practically everyone has said and T am frustrated because
2vide ‘~ally those who say that 4don‘'t r=ad the repcrt.

.o
:

e OXPFNTs The ACFE in fact when it ccmmented on

or

your report chose to ccmment only on the ceneral
recomrendations and tcok yocur word that everything elce was

just there for pucposes of diszcussion.

A0

¥R. “ULLZRs For purposes cf illustration, not
even discussicn.
¥R, UKRENT: Well, it was marked diccussion and

not rercnmendation.

¥R, YULLZRs: Yes.

.
s}
.
(-]
=
)
v
=
3
-
n

n fact those are not the

[

o
recommencations ot the staff?

$ That is right.

s
a

CXRZYNT: They are illustrative:

“R, “ULLERs That is right. They were put in s»
that these who were r2adin~e the report might be detter able
tc understand the raeccamendations,

MR, OKRFEY"T; If *hat is the case, what is it that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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(¥4 )
ra

these AaTCP sites yere supposed to compare acainst?
¥R. MYULLERs Conmpare against the nev rejuirements

that will be coming out for siting. They will compare

[

againet the nev proposed rule which is something that is
coming out in 2pril.

MR, CKRFNT: I see. It is still not availabdle.

[

48, 4ULLER: That is rieht. You see, that is why

»

I am suggesting, tooc, that if the newv prcposed rule has
figures in the range ¢of S5C0 per square mile cut to 30 =miles
then 2ll of %thes2 sites will very readily meet that,

¥R, OKRT™Ts: Thes Congress 1 thoucht had asked --

and T can't rermember the exact woréding -~ but that the

Commission tend toward more remote siting. ia I wrong?

YOICEs No.

8o v

- e i

w
1y

T3 What was it that you have asked by

’

-

¥Y%. MULLEEs I have it right here.

¥%, CKRENT: You wera asked to develop siting
reguirements independent of design.,

YR, YULLERs VYez. It says "Regulations
promulcated pursuant to this section shall specify
demographiz criteria for facility siting, including maximunm
population density and porulation distributicn for zones
surrounding the facility without regard to any desiyn,

engineering or octher differences among such facilities.”

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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1 ¥P, CKRENT:; Is there a legislative history on

4 ¥R+ OXAENT: Does it give any mcre insight?
5 %2« YULLTR: I aa sure it does.
8 wR, RZISs Tes, it dces. senerally the tenor of

7 the legiclative history or at least ¢of the Conference

8 Comaittee report was that this vaes tc be, as is indicated in

9 the language itself, indecendent of the desicgn cf the

b

mlt -

b
t

10 facility. There should be demcecraphic 1

l=so said that the reculaticns as

w
=

1 Yow, the bill

12 such dc not arsly to the plants wvhere construction permits

13 apglied for prior to Cctober 1st, 1979, which are all these.
. 14 Yowevar, Wwe are assentially lcoking at what we

18 would get and seeing whether other changes shoculd Dde made 1in

18 ¢h- decsign o0f +he plant which were recconized crior to that,

17 YR+ SCHWENCER: In effect for new sites future

18 looking you are nat suprposed <o take intc account mitigating

19 capabilities. The site is surrosed tc be on the basis cf

20 whstever these nev rules are propoced to be. 3ut for this

21 transition periscd we have a number of plants ocut there

22 perating under constructicn and these current C?

23 agplications whers the law apparently woull say ycu can't

24 aprly *his new criteria >ut it doesn't say you can't lcck in

28 terms of the 21d past practice of mitigating features where

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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34

you thianakx this would make 2 sicnificant improvement in

safetv.

¥e, REISs 1In cother worde, the law lirmits setting
democraphic reguirements for the siting of the facility
itself. It dces not prohi%“it looking at the democraphics of

the situation where you plan to bduild the site and seeing
what enzinz2eringy features the plant needs and what design
features the rlant needs sc that it may re sited at that

location which has been the past practice of the Comaission.

ey

R BERSOL

"
rn

. t Thxat cold mitigating concept was a
hi-hly stylize? thing, mitigating ccnsequences of a
principgal 1CCY)., Is there anything afcot about adding
additional preventive features which is under
consideration? As we now wall know the principal risk of
plants is what we call locsely transients and not LOCAs.

¥F, SCHWENCES: 2an, do you have that option slide

ycu used?

M2, SCHW=ENCEZs L think basically we wculd e
lockine hoth nitiszative and preventive in terms o€ whether

or not there are modifications, either design cor cperations,

2f the facilisv. That would be preventive and mitigative,
we are not Yeinag restrictive in our trinking as tc which cf

those would gc. I know in terms of Zicn ans Indian Point

risk studies beth mitigative and preventive are under

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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censideration

thinking.

there and I don't think we wculd change our

¥R. OXREINT: Could you put the grevious one back
cn oNce MCTe.

{(Slide.)

¥R, OKRENT: Under the column "Yaximum Tector
Total"™ fcer Pilgrim you show S,342. What is that angle in
that sector? Could you remind 2e? I=s that 22 and a half?

¥R, MULLER: Twenty~-two and a halg,

¥R, OK2TNT: HYow many people are there within the

first five ailes at Pilgrim tcotal?

MR, YUOLLEZP: It is 122 times whatever the area is.

¥R, SCFFEEs About EC sguar=s miles.

¥R. OXRENT: 10,0007

YR, SCFFER: Approximately.

MRes NULLER: 1In fact, I think it is half the
sector =0 it would bte twice this £,342.

¥Re NY2TN¥T: Now, ycu said if ve compare it
against half® the density of the State of “Yassachusetts it is
less than that. Yow, are you seriocusly sroposing using
state lines as the definiticn?

¥2., YULLER: At the precsent time it appears £from

what we have D

no+t have to

the

lcoks like we might pe able to

een dcing it

e this regional approach at all tut rather fer

sorething like 500 per square mile.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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36-37

The orly possibility of a regional approach may be in

cettine these very close limits when we are talking akbout a
limnit detween zers> and two riles. ?2essibly then we may cc

to a regional apprcocach where we would make cne region
generally the northeastern par®t of the country where there
are relatively few sites that are available that have a
sufficiently low population density. As scon as you get
outhern p

into the :xidvest » rt of the couatry or the West

"
0

(13

-

i

the population 41ensi e guite low and there igs rc real

b

proklem in sitinge.
¥R, LXRNT: @We are zuppcsern toc re talking about

NTC? sites and it is a little *it har? to divorce it from

n

the other.

Let me ask ycu another guestion. D¢ any of these
sites 1fford let's say what yous would call serious guestions
with regard to grosundwater or this sort ¢f thing in the
event of a serious accident or are they all good sites in
that regard?

¥E, YULLZR: So=cone is suprosed to jump up and
answer that guestion?

(Laughter.)

v

-

th

IVINS: ¥y name is EBill Bivins. I am the
jumper-upeer.
(Laushtars.)

We have made an assessment as crposed to an

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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evalgation of these sites znd there are no characteristics

on these sites which leap out and sugszest unucual protlems
at any of the rarticular sites. I would stress we have not
sone throuszh ong ©0f these csites and done a detailed

re-evaluation of the zroundwater, but there is nething in

L]

the rurrent evaluation tha* suggests any particular problen
with these sites.

¥R. OXKRENT: Now, there is a2 draft Sandia report,
I thiak it is =till a Z2rafs, which purportedly locked at the
existing sites and said about half of these are really very
good sites and that even if ycu had a serious a2ccident and a
lot of radiocactivity gcoct into the grcurd it wouldn't mcve to
4drinking water in any <ime periocd in which you wers
concerned. Dc these all £3ll into that, T will call 1it,
desirable catezory? Can you say that?

o

..

(43 ]

IVINSs I once appeared ::fore ycu and fcund
ayself in the unenviable gosition of uwz:ending that
particular repert that you Jjust made reference to. I swore
at that time 1 would never dc that again.

(lauchter.)

That report has not teen finalized and has not
bezsn endorsed hy the rescurce agency and tc my kxnowledse no
one at HRC has accepted the informaticn in that regort.

Fovever, to try %o answer ycur gquestion ===

(Zau~hters.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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= these sites display, to the dest cf ay
knowledge, g9grcundvater characteristices which would
essent‘ally make the chances ¢f seriocus ccnsequences through
the groundwvater pathway aprroach zerc. Ncne cf them are

sionificantly tad that they should £all, to ay knowledge,

into the category which the researcher at Sandia attributed

to thenm.

48. LEAR:s That is bacsed upon the time that is
avallable for getting in there and doing some mitigation
like slurry walls and pumping ocut of the eroundwvater. There

vere several in that very gquick survey that was done last
summer which were identified as having groundvater passage
time in the order of months from the site to an aguifer that
is Yeing used for drinkino purposes or a river that is

nking source. You have to get in and s¢

"y
(28

leading to a ¢
something rather than taking 3 passive approach.

Mh. UKPF3¥T:s You have tc get in and 40 something
£or which sites, the good sites or the not-go-good sites?

-

¥R. LER®: The bad sites. 2mong those that I
labeled poor from the viewpoint of doing something about it
ars Yerkins, Tilgrim and rFebble Sprinas. Those three again,
1= T said at the cutset, are based upon the gquick evaluation
last summer of the time it takes to go from the site itself

to a Arinking water scurce of some tyre.

The next step ultirately would te a £u:ll-blown

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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the tyce that is being done at Zion and Indian

Point to see what would hagpen if vou had no mitinative

¥YR. «¥2"3Ts Ar= you talking adout a drinking

wat»r source for a few peop.e, 2 few hundred pecple or a few

menticned

le, ten thousand peorple?
¥e8, LEA®: That is site dependent, ¢f ccurse.

YR, CKRTST: 2ut on *the sites you mentioned. You

MRe LEMR: Wwell, several of them are on the

RBivere I don't know offhand how many comamuynities

drav water from the Cclumbia Siver. However, in thcse

particular

the river

L8]
L8 ]
[ 28
O
[N
th

L]
[
i
n

W
Iy
"

n

instan-es it is a lcng time between tha2 site and
itself tc travel ia the ground.
MR, CKRENT:s You said thcouch that there was a
only scme menaths.,

YR, 1EAR: Yes, ‘or Perxkins, Pilgrim and Pebble

vYo, ZCHWENCER: It seems tc me I saw scmething,
hat at Pilgr.a there would te no potable water,
YR, BIVINS: Let me cstreak again because I think
talking about grcundwater travel time as the key

fact, the case which is nrentioned, Filgrim, which

has the shortscst travel time, the transport is to Cape Ceod

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Say which isn‘*+ ysed for potable water. I think we may e
talkinc to two different issuss here.

¥YR. OXKRFNT: Is there a consideration like that
for the F¥P though for Pilasrim then for seafood? Would that
be significantly affected.

¥R, LEAR: We have not as yet done that type of an
analysis. That has Lbeen our approach on scme selected
plants that up for Cl*'s riaght nowe We do an analysis of the
site to determine the effect con the environmen: under
certain assumed source terms and compare it tc the FMP with
the pathway analysis to get a relative magnitude of the
effects but we have not dcne that as vet.

MR, OKREINT: Maybe we can come Lback to the first
vieweraph that gave yo'r preferred alternative., Yow again
could you tell me what you think ¥o. 2? means and if T were
an NTCP owner hew I would interpret this and try tc ficure
out what is going tc happen or however ycu want %o rut t?

(Slide.)

¥R, MULLFR: I think to repeat somewvhat I guess
what Pob said, we are geiny through this prccess at the
prasent time for Tndian Point, Zicn and ncw Limerick of
relooking at the design of the plant vis-a-vis the sitin
.nd will likely ccntinue to 4o this for some other plants
and we would rick ur these in the =same manner,

o if you ask me to give a specific criteria or a

1

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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basis for what we are doin~

suess I can't give you a
straight answer at the present time. Put I see this real’y
as a continuation of this grocess that vwe are curcently

doing for Indian Point, Zion and limerick. I think that one

has to ¥eep in the rack o: one's mind that except possilbly

n
e

for Pilgrim all these sites are relatively low peopulation

‘0

density sites. They £fall rrobably vell relcw the average
sites that we currently have licensed.

4R, UXRZXNT: Dc=s the subccamittee think thev kncw
what this means so they cculd explain it to the full
committee?

(Laughtaer.)

b

a
"

e« VOLL¥ER:s I hate to see you g0 to the full
cormitstee with that impression

(Lauchter,)

T think what Jan and 20ob wvere trying to say, at
least as I heard it, and I thought they 4id, was two
things. e feel at this pcint in time, based on what ve

for the

o
(a4
m
"
’l
o

think we will bde recomrmending as interim cri
proposed rule on siting, that it doesn’'t iccok like these

sites will be outliers in terms of pcpoulation density or

"

or the sizing

0
b
e |

other criteria that we will be prero g

‘'owaver, i1f there are certain featuyres of these

sites which do not fall within the criteria prcocposed for the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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intarim rule we would then wvant the licensees %o =20 back and
take a look at the deviaticnes and the imgplications o0f thes
ieviatiéns for their particular plant and give the stadf
their evaluaticn of their plant vis-a-vis the preposed
rtule. If we found anything that really stuck out we would
then handle it in the came fashion that we handlec Zion and
Indian Point and other plants.

de feel for a ccuple of reasons, one, that we teel
the rlants will £211 within the propoced criteria and,
se~ondly, with the implication of :the lawvw as we read it to
perceive the (r's, we think it is prudent and reascnatktle fcor

-~

Us to go forward on the !

0]

.

I1f comething has to te done to the rlants frem an
engineering standpoint bdecause of an undesiraltle cite
faatyre, w2 feel it is reascnaltle to postpone that until

P draags out for an amount

L2

after the TF is icsued unless the C

ting rule tecomes ireffective or sormsthing

Ies

of time and the s
like that. Ultimately there may be some specific
scandfathering anri the specter weculd he the site rule itselfl

which will perhaps deal with these plants in specifics

¥YRTHIS: Well, the licernsees have lbeen
particularly critical of the lack of =tability in the
sverall regulatory pLocess, ¥are is another case of where

i+ zeelds t0 Me we are starting off with all kinds of 1if's

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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'ad

nd's and assumpticns that Pasica'ly are guicksand. How
an come up with this z2nd derive anysthing that prcovides

tability to the licencee who wants tc =snter into a
ruction germit just escapes me 2t the moment.

T Xxnow you would like to hear something more
ive, but I am 3just trying to give you an opinion so far

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



7

STHEET, S W

i

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY. INC.




arl

20023 (202) 5640 2015

SO0 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, b

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

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

; goes.

MR. PURPLE: Now I'd like to move on then back to
where the agenda would have called for reliability engineering
topic.

MR. ERNST: I don't have any slices or anything
prepared with regard to performing reliability risk assessments
on NTCPs. I think the comments I might have would also "nerhaps
apply, at least in some regard, to plants under construction at
the present time.

I think everyone, including the industry, is desirous
of performing some kind of reliability risk assessments. I think
the big gquestion is what methcdology and when.

The guastion of criteria, what we would do with the
assessmen:s once we have them, is an excellent guestion. I guess
it is the Staff's view that while we want to move ahead rather
rapidly in the area of risk assessment and reliability assessment,
we also want to move ahead nopefully in as disciplined a way as
we can, with some criteria in mind, and some methodology in mind.

In that regard, I guess we picked the option for NTCPs
that is evpressed in the original proposal, but modified somewhat
based on the Staff ccnsiderations and public comment received.

I guess there are three ways one could go for NTCPs.
One could say we don't have the methodology; we don't a safety

goal, therefore let's not do any ‘g #~ the present time. I
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guess that option is rejected by Staff, feeling that we have to
move forward in some Xind of a reasonable manner.

The second option would be to perform a full-blown
risk assessment on all plants, all NTCPs, at scme time, certainly
perhaps prior to OL licensing, and that is an option.

There is some problems with that kind of an option:
Number one, with reascnably standard methodology being developed
in a timely way to apply it; and seccndly, Staff believes that
there is a constraint on resources, both within the Staff, as
well as within the industry to perform such assessments.
Therefore, there's going to have to be some priorities.

Priorities might include population density. However,
after listening tc this presentation, one wonders how much that
might weigh. I don't know.

Differences in design might be one factor to consider
in establishing priority, and the fact tnat a plant is in a
licensing phase might be another consideraticon priority, but we
have not really straightened out priorities. There's up to a
hundred or more plants identified operating and in the licensing
process to consider from a priority standpoint, to allocate
resources effectively. So I guess we are very reluctant to state
that we would require a full-blown risk assessment for NTCPs.

Therefore, the proposal that Staff is making is that

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

Y

of critical systems, and we have an option open that based on

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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priority judgments, availability of 1 reasonably agreed-upon
methodology, and useful allcoccation of resocurces, that we modify

the rule slightly to allow the =-- my hope is a fairly high
probab.'ity fact that you might indeed do a full-blown risk
assessment on each of these plants at some time during the construc-
tion and OL licensing review phase.

So that is basically what the Staff position is right
now, that we at least require a simplified rnlianility assessment
on critical systems to get some feel of weaknesses in the system
and ccompare them to other studies and at other plents to see how
they stack up against other studies, but have the option remaining
to require a larger scale reliability, or perhaps risk assessment,
depending on the circumstances in the future.

MR, OKRENT: Now what is the intent of this requirement?
What do you think it will accomplish?

MR. ERNEST: I guess the intent is that experience, I
guess, has demcnstrated that there are nuances in desicn and
improvements that can be made in the design, if one locks
closely enough at it, in a reliability sense, that imprvements
can be made, and why not during the essentially final cdcesign
construction phase, but before licensing fcr operation, ay not
require this kind of reliability assessment be done by licensees
as a minimum.

MR, OKRENT: But there's nothing in the words that

asks the applicants to medify cheir design. It asks them to do

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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a reliability -- simplified reliability assessment or something
like that.

MR. ERNEST: That's correct. We do not, as a rule,
try and say what will be done depending on the results, and I
would submit that I think it would be in the interest of the
designer at that stage, if they found a weakness, to correct it;
or certainly from a regulatory standpoint if there was a weakness
and not correct it, that we know about it at the OL stage.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Chairman, as part of thne TMI-2
findings, it was found and is now well knownthat there was
something like a factor of 1 to 100 in the reliubility of the aux
feedwater systems. I think everybody now well knows that.

Does what you're propesing here really sort of
extrapclate those sorts of studies into other systems in the
plants to attempt tu define what the spread of apparent
reliability is in such systems as service water, component
cooling, environmental controls, DC and AC power supplies, et
cetera? 1Is it really sort of an extrapolation ¢f the aux feedwater
study?

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

MR. EBERSOLE: Do you have any guidelines for the
applicants?

MR. ERJNST: That's the next question, clearly is what
is the acceptabie reliability of these various swems, and ihe

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

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |
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I can't see how what you are proposing
can have an effect on these plants, at least from what the Staff
is asking, except at some later point after it's designed and
built, and then you decide on some kind of a backfit.

In other words, I don't see any front-fit criteria or
recommendations or whatever it 1is.

New it's my impression that a rariety of groups
1ave said the single failure criterion as the Staff now employs
it is not necessarily universally suitable or sufficient. I think
even some members of the Staff say taat.

How do you feed that into what you asked to be done
in the reliability area, if at all?

MR. ERNST: Well, I think extrapoclating from the
single failure criterion is indeed getting into the reliability or
risk arena, and that may =-- well, I don't think Staff has a
position regarding single failure or other kinds of deterministic
ways of looking at things.

I'm just suggesting that maybe one way to find out
about any weaknesses in the single application of single failure
criteria is the risk or reliability overlap, and unless one does
this, hopefully scmewhat systematically on a number of plants,
considering the uncertainties and things of that .ature, it's
difficult to make good regulatory decisions.

I don't think, however, that shculd preclude one from

starting the analysis or starting evaluating systems to see what
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does lie out there, and I think that's what this is aimed at,
not the decision criteria and what you will do, but at least
establish an analytical base for systems analysis to find out
what lies out there as to forward fit or front-fit versus back-
4 £

The requirements would be -4ded. The only requirement
on the CP stage would be the regquirement to commit to do this
program.

MR. CKRENT: To do the analysis?

MR. ERNST: To do the analysis and commit as to how it
would be done, the timeframe it would be done, setting forth
some objectives of the program, and this wouid be looked at by the
staff.

MR, PURPLE: 1If I may add one further element of what's
asked for here, it says the program to ensure that the results of
such studies are factored into the final designs means to me
that we are speaking there more of a forward fit than a backfit.

MR. ERNST: Yeah, I was just going to work myself into
that. I was just going to work myself into that.

MR. PURPLE: I'm sorry.

MR. ERNST: The words are there, and I think the
construction permit licensees would certainly be more interested
in reasonable front-fits than subsequent backfits. I think
they have to realize that we would be serious about this program

and should look at it from the standpoint ¢f improving systems as

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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o 52
they are designed, rather than later.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, in that context, has industry
come forth with any voluntary proposals, or are they simply
standing around waiting for you to create a basis to extrapolate?
For instance, the aux feedwater studies. There are many such
systems that could stana such studies, at least a dozen I can
think of.

MR. ERNST: Yeah, there are a number of risk studies
underway which clearly underlying that has to be reliability
analyses of these systems.

You know, one could just say, "Do a risk study for
every plant." My personal feeling is that the less sanguine ==
that may give you some warm feelings, I don't know, but I would,
I think, much rathar be able to compare it against some kind of
reasonably established methodology, so I know when I'm comparing
one things, and I haven't got an orange versus an apple in
comparing things.

We just feel like we want to do something constructive
in this area. Asking for full-blown risk studies without
establishing the ground rules for such studies, we think, might
be not as constructive a use of manpower as maybe taking the
first few steps ala this program, and maybe if methodology
develops usefully in the next few years, and resocurces are
available, converting this slightly smaller step into a more

meaningful larger step, perhaps at some later time. At least

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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! have the flexibility of doing that, if things develop properly.

|

. r 3 MR. OKRENT: Let's see. 1It's over five years since
3 the final versicn of WASH 1400 was published, and it's getting

4  on two years since TMI occurred.

z 5 Apparently as of now, the Staff does not have either a
B
é 6 general philcocsopnhy or specific approaches to individual systems
. 3 ;
F 8 7 | of the plant with regard to what it thinks either is adequate
;
= 8  or what it thinks should be modified, let's say, in future plants,
<
- 9 | aside from the existing single failure criterion, the standard
4
; 10 ' review plan, whatever.
z 1 ﬁ Correct me if I'm wrong, but at least I haven't seen
=

4
12 | yritten down something that goes beyond wnat was written down

13 f at TMI, except there are specific changes in practice that you

J00 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING,

14 | nave asked to be made, for example, as in the feedwater systems,
15 you are not accepting certain things that you did not accept,

16 perhaps unknowingly or whatever.

17 | What is the procedure by which the Staff will decide
18 . what it's going to think should be done and when will that

19 procedure come to fruition, in your opinion? And is there a plan

20 | in effect which will get one to fruition?

21 j MR. ERNST: Let me say -- let me rephrase the question
22 and make sure I understand it. Is the guestion really a better

23 . guantification or clarification of the Lackfit policy? When do

24 you make changes?

. 25 MR. OKRENT: No. I'm asking about design requirer ~*=
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for reactors from the reliability point of view.

In other words, that the various systems be reliable
enough for the function they serve.

MR. ERNST: Okay I think the answer to that is yes,
we have a plan. Whether it's extremely formalized and things like
that may be certainly debata...ie. The acticn plan calls for a
reliability engineering program that so far is to a large extent
words, from the standpoint of the fact that you really have to
have some reliability goals before ycu can establish programs and
require licensees to test and design and maintain and sco forth to
a given reliability.

But I find it hard to separate reliability from risk,
and risk from safety goals. So I think that there are -- I'm not
saying we should not do any of these other things because of
lack of a safety goal, but I tnink the three are tied pretty much
hand in hand, and I think we are working in all of these areas,
and I don't think it's dormant.

MR. OKRENT: ©No, I didn't say it was dormant, but 1
asked if there was in fact some kind of a well-defined program
that would develop what you would call meaningful guidance in
the design area, that presumably is the reason for your requesting
this study by the NTCP owners.

In fact, it is unclear to me just how the Staff
expects to arrive at these requirements. I have heard people

say, well, IREP is going to give us insight and NREP will give
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48 more insight, and I have to agree that by studying these
plants you will find first how they differ, and how in an
incomplete sense, hcw some seem to be better than others for
certain systems.

I say incomplete because I think IREP and NREP, as
they are currently constituted, may in fact not only not review

1

all aspects of the systems; they may even miss specific aspects

"

of specific plants and come up with the wrong answer.
MR. ERNST: That's possible. Of course, NREP has not
been formulated yet. We have IEEE or NRC or AIF ==

MR. OKRENT: I'm just extrapolating frcem what I see in
IREP. But I would have thought it possible the Staff would have
some program specifically aimed at trying to develeop =-- change
the criteria if it thinks changes are needed, and I guess I
don't see it, and I cannot, therefcre, quite see just what is
the meaning of this particular requirement on the NTCP owners,
in what way =-=- whether it's good or bad.

In other words, I can take two different points of
view and not argue for either one. I could say, well, gee, there
is certainly a thinking that the =--- there could be improvements
in design over the past. Why aren't you requiring these? Why
naven't you designed these? Hasu't. there been enough time?

Or I could take the point of view, well, we have a
lot of plants running, and maybe their safety recordé is okay.

Why are you requiring any changes? Ycu know, there are other

ALDERSON RPETOURTING COMPANY, INC.
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positions, too, but I don't see now --

MR. ERNST: Let me see if this is the problem that you
are addressing. The Staff is presently proposing or will propose
shortly that we go back and tak2 a look at reliability and risk
assessments that have been done, specifically some sort of a
regulatory sense, and identify the weak points in design and
come up with some =-- call them requirements or guidance or
cautions or whatever, say when you are designing plants, here are
the 12 things we have identified during the whatever to pay
attention to.

Or one could say, based on ocur review of aux systems,
aux feed systems, we think that Y reliability should be the
minimum that you design for. You should demonstrate that you
meet this.

Is this the kind of thing that --

MR. OKRENT: Could be, but =-

MR. ERNST: I think Staff shares the concern, I know I
dn, that at scome point you have to convert these reliability
studies into scme kind of regulatory requirement, whether it be
prescriptive in nature or whether it be goal-oriented in nature.

I guess we haven't really sorted out. I think there
are some merits to reliability numbers which clearly have to
relate to risk of that particular sequence and things of that
nature, but I think we are thinking about how do you take this

experience and turn it into regulatory requirements.
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Again I don't know if I have answered your concern
or even addressed it.
3 MR. EBERSOLE: Dave, I thought the studies on aux

feedwater and their findings would have provided a clear insight

5 as to what could have been done next, and not this nebulous
6 | matter of just making generalized requirements on your reliability
7 | studies.

8 If we take all these plants and look at them now the

L way they are built, it's scmething like between eight to a dozen

10 | systems in the plant that contribute in various ways to, for
1 é instance, the rejection of shutdown heat out of the plant, for
12 ’ any kind of shutdown, short of a LOCA.
. 13 These systems make partial contributions to what
|
14 ' should be another function, which is a dedicated heat shutdown

15 removal complex, for that purpcse, not to be used every day or
16 - every month, but when systems come apart.

17 I certainly would have thought that the studies on
18 aux feedwater would have proceeded almost routinely to some of

19 | the studies on compeonent cooling, of which we have a very modest

00 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D .C. 20024 (202) 564 23156

20 study already inside ACRS, which will proceed in time to service
21 water, environmental controls, et cetera, et cetera, on up to the
22 eight to 12 systems, which I again emphasize each only furnishes
23 some partial contribution to what should be a unified function.

|
| % Either the Staff or the industry should come forward
25 with scmething less nebulous and we appear to be wandering around,
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and until that occurs, I don't see anything but a stalemate.

MR. ERNST: I think this is a first step towards going

! down that road tnat you are talking about.

MR. SCHWENZER: Well, I guess the Staff considered
this to be a worthwhile step to ask for these simple fact studies.
It may not be everything that you'd like to have, but it seemed =~
in fact, if my memory serves me correctly, I think this was an
item that was suggested that we look harder at by the ACRS. I
don't believe originally in the early loock at NUREG -- what
became NUREG 0178 -- 718 that even that much was a requirement.

I believe that was added after our early ﬁeetings with the
committee -- subcommittee.

MR. ERNST: I hope my comments haven't indicated I
didn't think i’. was a worthwhile study. That's right.

MR. SCHWENZER: I was just trying to put a context. I
thought this was something -- a step along the way that we oughu
to consider.

MR. ERNST: I think we are agreeing with you.

MR. SCHWENZER: Mow there may be something better as we
go aleng, and I think the == this little insert page that you
find in the thing tries to reflect that there may be a better
approach. We are not trying to freeze it cn the studies. If
something better comes along, the Staff ar | the industry has a

better apnroach before this work wculd be scheduled, we are

certainliy open to looking at that.
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! MR. OKRENT: Well, I suggest that we take a break, and

- we may or may not try to resume this before we go on to the next

3 topic.
4 10 minutes or sc.
5 | (Recess.)

|
6 | MR. OKRENT: The meeting will resume.

|
7 g We were talking to Mr. Ernst. I wonder if I could ask
8 ' him whether for the NTCP plants, the Staff envisages special

i
L approach by the utilities toc what are now called unresolved
10 |

| safety issues for the eight items on the Staff's list. You know
" E what I mean, in the TAPs A-l through 40, whatever is the number
12 | these days.

Y
13| MR. PURPLE: I'm aware of no plans to take these
e NTCPs on that subject in any special ways. In other words, the
1 = : 5.2 L . -
’ USIs are coming to fruition, and they are being applied to all
6 { . . , .
o plants as they get resolved, but there is no plans I'm aware of
¥ to devote some kind of unique attention to these set of CPs for
8 ' _. I

, those subjects.
19 . L
\ MR. OKRENT: Now in auxiliary feedwater systems, for
2 some reason the Staff, after Thre2e Mile Island, looked at the
4 existing plants and decided that certain minimum changes should be
22 : :

made on a short-term basis.
a2 What is the rationale for having looked at those systems,
24
but not at cther systems?

25

MR. EBERSOLE: I could be cynical.
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(Laughter.)

MR. OKRENT: Well, I don't want to be cynical. I may
be getting skeptical, but I'm too young to be cynical.

(Laughter.)

MR. PURPLE: Well, I think it was -- probably it was
the recognition of the major contribution that the aux feedwater

system in the ™IX itself had been causing the problem that led us

[

to lock at that system hard, and I kxnow ¢f no other reason for
that.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1It's like the death at the intersection
before you put in a traffic light.

MR. PURPLE: 1I'm sorry?

MR. EBERSOLE: 1It's like the death at the intersection
before you put in a traffic light.

MR. PURPLE: Yes.

MR. OKRENT: Let me ask this guestion: Is the intent
of the reliability studies that you have requested that for PWR

in the NTCP group, the reliability of the auxiliary feedwater

system would be as good as the best of the systems you looked at

to the extent one is able toc assess this, or just that they compare

it with these?

MR. ERNST: The requirement is for a comparison. What
vo.. do with the results that come in, the Staff has no standard

at the present time, but it would strike me that it would be a

very desirable thing to develop.
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MR. OKRENT: Why should it not be as good as the
best of those that you looked at? Could you tell me?

MR. ERNST: Well, I guess it's difficult to nave
everything as good as the best, but other than that, it's not
exactly a proper answer.

MR. EBERSOLE: I don't “hink the best came about because
it was difficult. It rather just happened, and the others happened
to be poorer because of random rather than organized process.

MR. ERNST: I think that's probably true.

MR. EBERSOLE: And so what needs to be done is to
organize those processes, rather than permit randomness to
continue,

MR. ERNST: And this gets back, I think, to the
before-break conversation, is there some useful regulatory
requirements that one could g. an from those studies? And I
submit that that should be done.

All I'm saying is that it has not been done in an
organized way today so that we could set such standards for the
NTCP at this time.

MR, OKRENT: Okay. Well, I think we will probably
come back to this topic again. Vay don't we go on to *"e next
one.

MR. PURPLE: The next topic would be degraded core
rulemaking. Jim Meyer will discuss the alternatives we have

oeen considering.
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MR. MEYER My name is Jim Meyer of the NRC Staff,

and what I would like to do this morning is to run through the
four options that are presently being considered in the area of
degraded core rulemaking, and the implications of that rulemaking,
and the requirements derived from that rulemaking on the near-term
CPs and the manufacturing licenses.

On page C.4 of the Draft NUREG 0718, that's dated
January 5th, you will see that the requirements under 2.B.3,
rulemaking proceedings on degraded core accidents, that the
original recommendation in the draft for comment had been removed,
and the statement "alternatives under consideration" has been
replaced.

What I would like to do then is to discuss briefly
those four alternatives under consideration, and I would like to
do it by starting with the option that has least impact on the
construction permit and manufacturinc license at this stage, and
then move throuch them in order .t increasing impact on the CPs
and MLs.

The first option is basically to wait for the conclu-
sion of the rulemaking before any action is taken in this area.
Another way of stating it is to back off completely from the
language used in the original draft for comment, NUREG 718, wait
for rulemaking to be completed.

In this alternative, the applicant runs the

considerable risk of major backfit as may be required by th2
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findings of the degraded core rulemaking.

This would be the same risk of backfit that the
present operating reactors are going to be faced with, depending
on the findings of the degraded core cooling rulemaking.

In summary, this option says that there will be no
consideration of degraded core or coremelt in design or design
modifications at this time, and as I mentioned, the licensees
thereby run the risk of having to face the major backfit problems
that perhaps could have been alleviated to some extent by taking
on some of these questicns at this time.

If there are no guestions on that option, I will move

to the second opticon.

The second option is a slight deviation from the first |

option, and for the most part it also is waiting for the rulemaking.

However, there are some actions that can take place
at the CP and ML timeframe that I will go over very briefly.

Specifically we would state that this option would
clarify the language in NUREG 718, that is the draft that was
issued for comment, to say the Commission did not intend to
require new features that would involve significant redesign
and re-review by the NRC.

This implies minimal impact on the risk reduction
mitigation feature considerations on the CP-ML licensing process
in the schedule.

Minimal impact means the following:

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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That based on our knowledge of the appropriateness
of mitigating features at this time, that certain requirements
would be made of the facilities that we feel would be straight-
forward and would have minimal impact on the proceeding with a
construction permit.

Several examples of these types of regquirements would
be to harden vital equipment so as to withstand a hydrogen burn

event, similar to the hardening consideraticns presently part of

-

e
-
=
~
-
&
&
-
N
>,
S
R
-
-
&
=
z
a5

the Sequoyah hydrogen study.

Another example would be tc provide adequate emergency

WASHINGTON, DO

power for igniters, should the igniters option be chosen at a

12 | later date for hydrogen control.
;
. 13 i Ancother example is to provide at this time large
1
14

dedicated containment penetrations, and by large I mean a range of

15 two to three foot diameter penetraticons that would greatly aid

SW ., HEFORTERS BUILDING,

16 in the orderly implementation of a filtered vented containment
- 5 17 system, for example, if that was deemed appropriate at a later
g . | date.
£ 1o -
H i These are examples of the type of regquirements that

20 | would be imposed at this time. The emphasis, though, on this

2l option is that these would not be major requirements in terms of
2 impact on schedule costs or normal proceedings with the construc-
23 : . ‘

ticn permit hearings.
24

Again, the licensee still runs the considerable risk

of backfit, depending on the outcome of the degraded core rule=-
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making.

If there are no guestions on option two, I will move
to option three.

Opticn three is the original recommendation that was
in the draft for comment, NUREG 718. 1It's a rather léngthy
parigrapih that I think you have seen before. Basically it
requires two things:

One was that actions should be taken so as to not
preclude or foreclose the modification of facilities which might
be required by the rulemaking.

In addition, there was a requirement for the licensees
to perform the study of mitigation features. This is different
than option two in a number of respects:

First of all, it would probably require more significanﬁ
near-term modifications to the design than opticn two.

Secondly, the emphasis in this option is on doing
certain things that would not preclude or foreclose further
modification, and I can give scme examples of that in a second.

As Mr. Purple mentioned earlier this morning, one of
the problems with this opt on is that it is open-ended, and it
does not give specifi . guidance tc Hearing Boards from which
they can proceed in an orderly fashion with the hearings.

The more significant actions that would result in not
precluding or foreclosing modifications would be such things as

providing space under the vessel and the reactor cavity that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



1 could possibly accommodate a core retention system. Space
' 2  requirements, at least for certain of the systems under considera-
3 tion, we feel can be estimated based on our Zion and Indian Point
4 assessment of core retention systems.
S 1 Another option in this category would be a strengthening
& of the containment structure, depending on the status of the
7 @ construction for these various plants. A very serious look
3: would be taken at what now can be done to strengthen the contain-
ment structure so that the failure pressure could be considerably
10 | increased.
1 i Another item would be the requirement for dedicated
12

land areas near a facility to accommodate a large filtered,

13 | vented containment system.

REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 5564 23456

14 f These land areas were -- we feel again could be
15 jreascnably estimated from the work that we have performed for the
|
; 16 EZion and Indian Point studies.
z 1
. ; 17 And another design consideration of this stage would
= !
- Z layibe to make sure that the design could accommodate possible inerting
. ; 19 ieither on a normal operational basis or inerting under emergency
20 conditions.
21 The fourth option, and the one that has most impact
\
22 | 5n construction permit and manufacturing license stage, is one
23 that closely parallels the present 2Zion and Indian Point study
24

and mitigation features that is drawing to a conclusion this

‘ 35 winter.
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t would mean that there would be considerable
immediate activity to address the gquestions of the appropriate-
ness of mitigation features for these several plants, and to in
fact take specific actions to see to it that the designs were
moving on a schedule consistent with construction of the plant.

It would be anticipated that proceeding with this
option four, that the plants would thein be grandfathered in the
sense of not having to meet the regquirements of the degraded
core rulemaking.

The program would be in two parts. The first part I
have titled "Mitigation Strategies," and that first part would
in turn be in two subparts. First would be immediate actions
that would take place on a two to six-month timeframe.

This would include some detailed analyses of contain-
ment failure pressures, modes, and related analyses.

The second would be some specific design modifications
that we feel hold ocut for considerable benefit and if in fact
mitigation features are required in tae future, such things that I
mentioned before =-- for example, of requiring penetrations,
inerting capabilities, or the capability for installing aydrogen
igniters, hardening of vital equipment, and such things as long-
term containment cooling capabilities.

On a l2-month or a nine tc l2-month timeframe, the
utility would also be required to do a conceptual design study of

mitigation features, and if you would like me to review the
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eight mitigation features that are part of the package you have
received, I would be glad to do so at this time, Lut it would be
a utility study along the lines of what we have requested of the
Zion and Indian Point utilities. That study being submitted
to us, we hope, about the middle of February.

MR, SCHWENZER: Excuse me, Jim. I don't believe that
was in the package, so if you want to get it in the package, why
don't you throw the slide up.

MR. MEYER: If you would like to discuss the various
features --

MR. SCHWENZER: Why don't you go ahead.

(Siide.)

MR. MEYER: 1I'll read these. Do we nave a pointer?

Let me step back.

What we have done here is to put together what we
feel are pretty much a complete set of potential mitigation
features that would be worthy of study and consideration for
CPs and MLs.

You can approach this list in different ways, and it
cculd be reduced to several of the categories, but I think for
talking purposes, it is an appropriate way to present the
mitigation features.

The first one is energy removal for ccntainment
heat removal. Here we are talking about both active and passive

containment heat removal, over and above what is presently
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available.

Passive heat removal in particular looks very attractiv
in the long term. That is for long-term accident situations.
We find this out from the Zion and Indian Point study.

The second mitigation feature is energy removal through
containment atmosphere mass removal. The capability of removing
the energy that you generated and preventing containment failure
by venting that energy through a filtering system, as opposed to
these other options, to ave conirolled small radiological releases.

The other options that have no release to the atmosphere
over and abcuwe that which would take place from the normal leakagé
that would come from the containment.

The third option is energy dilution through increasec
containment volume. This is a subset of a filtered vent where
instead of venting to the atmosphere, you would vent to a large
volume leaktight structure along the lines of what some of the
CANDO reactors have, I think, at the Bruce Station in Canada,
where they vent to a vacuum building.

The fourth option is energy release suppression to
suppression of burning combustibles.

And the fifth is closely related, which is the
energy release management through a controlled burning of
hydrogen and other combustibles, both these being approaches
for hydrogen control.

The first would be such examples as inerting, water
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mist and halons, and the second hydrogen strategy would be the
type of ignition systems, for example, being considered on the
Sequoyah plant.

The sixth is energy release control and core mass
management through core rete ..on devices, such as core catchers,
ladles, cavity flcoding, both options of active and passive
cooling.

Here you not only have the no radiation release toc the
atmosphere, but you have considerably reduced impact to the
liquid pathway.

The seventh is here more for completeness, but it is
the kinetic energy dissipation of steam explosition generated
missiles through missile shields.

Again, if you have missile shields that prevent
containment failure, you do not have any radiological release to
the atmosphere.

And the eighth item, which may be appropriate at the
CP stage and perhaps not for operating reactors, would be energy
absorption enhancement through the strengthening of the contain-
ment structures.

The study that would be required of the utilities
would be to perform conceptual designs using this list as a
guideline, and hopefully in the nine to l2-month timeframe to
develop the type of conceptual designs that we anticipate will

be forthcoming from the Zion and Indian Point study, which is due
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These design features would, of course, have to be
consistent with the plant designs and the plant modifications that
would be done on a more immediate basis.

The second part to the option =-- the first part was
the mitigation strategies. The second part is a more formal risk
analysis.

This we would anticipate taking approximately 18 mecnths,
and the purpose for this risk analysis would be to determine
which of these features is best in terms of risk reduction.

An important ingredient in this risk analysis would be
the consideration of competing risks that are taking place, the
most important of which are the competing risks that are introduceé
by the actual installatic of mitigating features.

Like I said earlier, this option would be closely
paralleling the Zion and Indian Point activity, with hopefully
the same results coming out of it. That 1is specific requirements
at this stage is felt necessary for a specific mitigation feature.

Those are the four options.

I will be glad to answer any gquestions regarding them.

MR. MATHIS: Jim, on option three, have you taken a
lcok at any of these particular designs or the plants or sites,
to see what impact these might have on the === could they be
accommodated at this stage of the game, such as your space under

the unit, the land area for filtered, vented containment, and so
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2 | -
. { MR. MEYER: That would be a suggestion for considera-

tion, and that comes out of our experience with the Zion-Indian

Point study, whereas you are probably aware, there is very, very

@ S ey . .
1 little space available in the reactor cavity to accommodate the
~N
2 6
- type of core retention system, for example, that is now part of
2]
8 7 o : : ' :
= the Offshore Power Floating Nuclear Plant design, and the idea
p.
s 83, " o v
N here would be to have a significant amount of space available.
L : y = :
That space could always be filled in later, as it was to a
10

certain extent on the FFTF reactor. B3But it would be available

11

WASHINGTON, 1O

to provide considerably more flexibility, in proceeding with

s 12 ’ ) : . .

z the core retention design, if t>at is deemed necessary at a

: 13|

2 ! later date.

:m’

= MR. OKRENT: Let's see if I understard what your

- 15

2 alternative four is. After issuance of a construction permit, or a-
" 16 | ) . :

f | least not before the issuance, the utility would have to do

conceptual design studies on features or systems related to the

7 18 _ _
- eight items you have on the viewgraph, and it would also have
g
H to assist the risk reduction potential.
20 , o
MR. MEYER: The l2-month timeframe that I indicated
21 4.5
for the actual conceptual design study is intended to be
22 . . . ‘ :
completed before issuing of the construction permit.
23
MR. OKRENT: Before issuing? Now what would have to be
24

done before the construction permit then specifically?

MR. MEYER: The first two items that I talked about =--
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the fire. one was immediate actions. Again these are plant-
specific, and there would have to be a determination on a plant-
by-plant basis which were appropriate actions to take, but there
would be such things as making sure that there were adequate
containment penetrations, adequate emergency power for hydrogen
igniters, hardening and placing of vital equipment to withstand
hydrogen burn environment, items like this.

This we feel could be accomplished in a two to six-

| month timeframe. Paralleling that, that is in parallel with that

immediate action part of the program, would be the utilities' study
of these seven mitigation features directed at very practical,
specific questions regarding the capability of these features
to work as they are conceived to work, and the makirg sure that
whatever features are studied, are consistent with the plant
design as it is presently progressing. And thes< two components
-= at least our first thinking =-- these two components would
take place prior to the issuing of a construction permit.

MR, OKRENT: Suppose the utility had done this, and

managed to do this in a l2-month period, you have just indicated,

| would you have to review this in some way and come up with some

kind of an evaluation of this prior to the construction permit?
MR. MEYER: Yes, that would be part of it. I would

envision that review to be similar to the review that we were

anticipating to do for the Zion and Indian Point study.

MR. OKRENT: That's not part of the same l2-month
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L period?

‘ 2 | MR. MEYER: That would be included in it. Again I am

B using as a guide what the Zion and Indian Point utilities have

4  been able to do over the timeframe of starting in December and
f 5 | now being able to -- we pretty much have that study complete in
B
% 6 about a year s timeframe.
= e
. S
8 7 MR, OKRENT: Well, but I'm just trying to see what
-
~N
. 5 8 this alternative comprises at the moment, at least so I have a
; 4 picture in my mind of what it is you are saying. In the l2-month
g 10 ¢ period they would be asked to do these studies, and I think you
g L said =-- but not the estimate of the risk reduction potential.
S 12 | .
z i That was a longer thing?
. |
'g 13 | MR. MEYER: Well, as long as that we are assured that
Z 14
- | then proceeding with the granting of a construction permit and
E 15 | the construction that would ensue in six month to pocssibly a
i |
. z 16 | year interim, as long as we would be assured that that would not
r
. E 17 . get in the way of actually installing these mitigation features,
= :
. : e then the risk study which will be the final yardstick for
- |
o B o A . .
H determining which of these seven, if any at all, are going to be

required, that study can take a somewhat longer time; in the

of 18 months.

range, as I said,

n MR. OKRENT: Now let's say that they had done these

2 studies. How would the judgment be made as to whether or not

any or many of these features should or should nct be implemented?

5 MR, MEYER: Well, let's assume that the risk
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analysis draws the conclusion for one of these reactors that

hydrogen burn is the major threat to the ccntainment integrity,
and that steam overpressurization is a relatively minor aspect
of the total pressurization of the containment.

Then we would be in a position to =-- within the
limitations of a risk analysis =-- to determine the benefit from
installing hydrogen protective measures, and would probably see
a considerably greater risk reduction in that then, for example,
the installation of a filtered, vented containment system where
the primary concern there would be for accommodating a slow
overpressurization from the steam generators.

MR. OKRENT: Now you used the term "within the
limitations of a risk study." That's a good term to use, buc what!
are those limitations, do you think, and how will they impact
on your ability to make assessments and judgments?

MR. MEYER: That is a key question that we are
presently taking on for the Zion and Indian Point study, and one
that we are going to be forced to answer as part of the Staff
report on the Zion-Indian Point study.

My present opinion would be that it is a -- it is an
effective tcol-methodology for translating engineering judgment
that would come out of something that said hydrcgen is a t.3
problem, and the focus should be on hydrogen control, trans.ating
that intc, for example, consequence reduction that the technical

community is very familiar with.
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] In that sense, we wouli be able to have a handle on,

‘ 2 sor example, reduction in latent cancers or early fatalities

3 that would result from the proper operation of the specific

4 mitigation feature or a combination of mitigation features.

5 But I certainly would note at this time,simply guote the one

6 consequence number, assuming containment failure, and the other

7 | consequence number, assuming, for example, the filtered, vented

8 release of a small amount of radicactivity.

9 j But it is a very difficult gquestion.

10 : MR. OKRENT: I mean, for example, you've got one item
|

" i there. 1It's No. 3. It says energy dilution through increased

12 g containment volume venting to large volume leaktight structure.

13 | No radiclogical release to atmosphere. That's what it says.

, REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C 26024 (202) 551 23456

14 | Of course, there are some assumptions that have gone

15 into that statement of no radiological release to atmosphere,

16 ? ocbviously. You have ruled out those accidents where in fact
17 your first containment has lost its integrity for one reason or

18 | another, and so there will be a certain set of scenarios where

19 this may not be effective or partly effective.

JOO TTH STREET, S W

0 | MR. MEYER: That's true.

21 MR. OKRENT: It depends on the design and sc forth,
2 and one person might do a risk study that says yes, this is

2 essentially the case, and somebody else might do one =-- or a
o person might do it two years later, coming up with a different

conclusion.
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Now I'm trying to again get the decision-making
process and to see whether it is practical and how you envisage
doing it, and so forth. I'm not guite sure at the moment.

MR. MEYER: Well, like I said, it's a very difficult
problem. We have a certain state of technology and rulemaking
now 1s proceeding with certain research programs, and other
programs in place specifically to address what we feel are the
weaknesses 1n the state of technology, and one of those is how
to answer that final question of the net risk reducticon from
any one of these or a combination of these mitigation features;
in particular, taking into account the competing risk, whether
that competing risk be an event that would be present, anyway;
containment isolation; failure; or those competing risks that
would be present because you installed the mitigaticn feature.
And we are trying, because of the state of technology, to emphasize
that particular aspect, what can go wrong if the system is
installed aspeet, and the Zion-Indian Point evaluation that we
are doing, and it would have to be an important element of this
study.

But the option is assuming that something is to be done!
now as opposed to the cther options, which to a certain degree
say we are going to wait for the findings of the degraded core
rulemaking.

MR. MEYER: Are there legal opinions among the Staff

on this one that this is a tenable approach with regard to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. :
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! | legal process?
. r MR. MEYER: The question of grandfathering?
3 ! MR. OKRENT: In other words, if the Commission adopted

4 something like what you would call alternative 4, that the

z 5 | Hearing Boards could deal with it and so forth and so on.
oy |
% 6 MR. REIS: Well, it probably is pessible, but we
» : |
’ % 7 j haven't looked at it in depth. It is essentially a policy
. g 8 : guestion, whether you want to do it that way, and have the
- i 9 E Board spend that much time in order to come to a proper conclu-
; 10 ; sion.
g " é MR. OKRENT: Would the Board have to go through all
g 12 T of this in detail to see whether the studies had --
'-g::' 13 ' MR. REIS: Well, it depends upon the wording of the
g 14 | rule that the Board would be bound by, and how much freedom or
g 15 how much contrecl you put in the rule on the Boards and how far
2 é 16 ; they should go.
. ; O { MR. OKRENT: Somebcdy would have to look at this. I
* 2 18 ; assume the Commission would want this all done without it being
o ; 19§ evaluated, so it would be the Staff and the Board, or the Staff
20 or the Board, I assume.
21 MR. REIS: That's right, and it's a policy decision
22 for the Commission to make as to where to put it.
23 | MR. OKRENT: I guess at the beginning I said I was
24

interested in hearing the pros and cons of various alternatives.

This seems like a good simple area in which to talk about pros

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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and cons. Why don't we hear the pros and cons of 1, 2, 3, and 4?
Maybe you can say what they are again, briefly, and tell us what
they are.

MR. MEYER: think you can divide the pros and cons
into tenable pros and cons which the Staff can appropriately
address at this time. I guess there are policy pros and cons
and legal pros and cons. I won't dwell on those, but the first
option was to essentially remove the 2.B.8 regquirement from the
NUREG 718, have no requirement at this time regarding the
accommcdation of dearaded coremelt accidents.

The pluses, the orderly proceeding, at least from that
standpoint, of the construction permit and manufacturing license
proceedings. The negatives ~-- the technical negatives would be
that we are not reccgnizing that we have learned something over
the past year and a half regarding mitigation features.

And that that knowledge should be put to good use at an early
stage in the construction of these plants.

The other negative that I mentioned regarding this
option is that the full burden of meeting the reguirements of
the rulemaking in terms of backfit would be imposed on these
facilities, as well as the operating reactors. That, of course,
will have to be backfit.

The second option was a slight variation on the

first opticn, but to require certain =-- well, minimum considera-

tions of degraded core coremelt and the design or design

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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modifications at this time.

These would be the type of modifications and studies
that again, based on our experience with Zion-Indian Point, we
feel are in pretty good shape technically, and would have minimal
impact on the construction permit itself, and T gave several
examples.

The disadvantages would be that agaii. technically we
feel that more requirements can be imposed at this time that

would give us greater flexibility later on, but those additional

rapirements would be more disruptive in terms of construction permic

hearings and construction itself.

The advantage, of course, is that the construction
pretty much could proceed cn a normal schedule, and the other
disadvantage is that again there is the risk of major backfit
coming out of the rulemaking requirement.

The third option, I think the biggest disadvantage of
the third option =-- and the third option was exactly the wording
of the draft for comment of NUREG 718 -- was that it was too wague

and it would not give enough guidance to the Hearing Board.

Such things as guaranteeing that the construction peimit

stage would not preclude or foreclose the modification of
facilities which might be required at a later date, Technically
if we are going to talk now about major modifications, that
would not preclude eventual installation, but it's very difficult

to be able to make those decisions without a thorough analysis of

ALDERSON REPORTING COIMPANY. INC.
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the risks from the individual plants, and the status of construc-

tion of the plants, and the capability or the benefits of one

feature versus another.

The possible advantage is, that if it is done right,

then all of the major obstacles have been taken care of for

| meeting the rulemaking requirements that come up at a later date.

The fourth option has the disadvantage of a potential

| delay in construction of these power plants. However =-- and it's

' depending on a lot of policy and legal questions --- there is the

potential for the grandfathering which would exclude them, these
plants, from meeting the requirements of the findings cf the
rulemaking.

MR. OKRENT: Now let's see if I can understand what

| you mean. What is it that they would be grandfathered from?

They would presumably hase done conceptual design studies on your

| eight features here, and they would have examined the risk reduc-

tion potential of these, and in scme way then presumably the

Regulatory Staff would arrive at a decision then that 1, 2 and 5
or some other combination thereof snhould be pursued.

Now, presumably, then, if that recipe were followed,
the Commission could say that having been done, they would be
grandfathered from the future rule, whatever it may be. 1Is
that what you are saying?

MR. MEYER: No, that's what I understand the grand-

fathering to mean. I don't know if there is any further comment

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. \



on that from representatives nere from Legal, but as I under-

. 2 | stand it, and I am certainly not the one to ultimately ask the

B guestion of, that would be basically =--- wnat ycu said was

4 basically what the grandfathering means.

$ 93} MR. OKRENT: Is that --
S
% 6 MR, EIS: It depends upcn how the Commission writes
L % 7 E the regulation. Essentially what the approach talked about, I
2
. g 8 f think, was an ad hoc apprcach. 1In other words, those plants
- i 9 s before the rule takes place would be considered individually on
g 10 f an ad hoc basis, and they would be excluded from the future
g n é rule that would take place, and thét depends again on how the
i 12 ! Commission writes the regulation.
.é 13 { MR. OKRENT: 1I'm lost now. You said they'd be
. |
g 14 1 considered on an ad hoc basis. 1Is it this ad hoc basis or some
g 15 i other?
) 16 g MR. REIS: This ad hoc basis that he just described, it
17

is his basis, whatever basis we put in the regulation, in the

8 rule, is the basis upon which they would be ~onsidered.

9 MR. OKRENT: And they could be legally grandfathered

SO0 TrH STREET, S.w. |

20 | then this way, so then the rule later would not apply?

2l MR. REIS: If the Commission so wrote the regulation,

2 yes.

o MR. OKRENT: Well, I know that Congress can write a
” law one year, and the next year can W#rite a law tha: repeals the

. 25 law. I didn't know if the Commission could also do that. I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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suppcse.
. - MR. REIS: There could be some problems from the
3 point of view -- I don't think there are.
4 2 - . Lo
MR. OKRENT: In other words, can this Commission
E 3 grandfather s~ .ething from a future Commission?
N
zZ 6
- MR. REIS: I can't answer that question off the top of
=N
= 7. .
- | my head.
-
~N
z 8 , .
5 MR. OKRENT: Can I ask a techn.cal gquestion? On
- 9 |
; : No. 38, it says energy absorption enhancement througa the
0 : : R .
5 strengthening of the containment structures. Suppose I consiger
= !
z 1 o . R ;
] 4 one of the low pressure types which I guess 1s either an 1ice
L 1
s 12
z | condenser or a Mark III. What does that mean to you, that No. 8?2
= 13 | s : . : i .
z | What is it you think they are going to do in the study, and what
Z 14
- would <hey do in revisions and design of construction under 8?2
=
r 15 . : . . .
= MR. MEYER: Well, I really can't speak to that in terms
S [ B s : L .
3 ! of any specifics. I know that the Staff is looking at that
' i
= 17 . ; d . . -
b question. The structural engineering branch is addressing the
=
x 18 , i : . .
- question of what mecdifications to the containment structure
= 19
=z would provide for more margin to the failure, and I could guess
20 g <
as to some of the approaches, but I don't have a real good handle
21 fpes : .
on the specifics at this time.
22 . : e
MR. OKRENT: But presumably this is a decision that
23 . :
would be made prior to construction?
24

MR. MEYER: It would be a decision that would have to

® .

be made consistent with the construction; that is, if it was to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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add further thickness and rebar and whatever to the containment

walls, the construction would not have proceeded to that point,

so that that could be accommocdated.
MR. SCHWENZER: There is a couple of possionilities.
One being a relative increase in strength by a larger volume.

For example, going out vertically, would be cne pcssible way.

Another way is thickeniung or strengthening the materials

of construction. For example, a thicker steel wall.
Those are things that probably go towards less
perturbation to the design work that's already been accomplished

on these plants, or anything else in terms of trying to get the

[

sorts of efforts.

I guess a lot would be dependent on what would be
proposed.

MR. MEYER: Yes. Again it's down here as an addition
to the more standard list for the operating reactors, because
there is the potential at this stage for considering the
appropriateness cof that approach. It may very well be that that
approach is considered totally impractical.

MR. OKRENT: Now I agree that there is a potential,
but before you start construction, it's not clear to me how much
of it remains aft~r you have ==--

MR. EBERSOLE: 1Is item 8 oriented specifically and

only to hydrogen explosion problems?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR, MEYER: It would be certainly a contribution to

. be reducing risk to help hydrocgen from burns or possible

explosions, but it would also be a big help in terms of steam
generated containment loadings, too, for some of the small
volume containments.

MR. EBERSOLE: Steam explosions.

MR. MEYER: No, this would be just a slow steam
pressurization. It probably wouldn't be much =-- well, it wo'ld
contribute somewhat to the question of the steam explosion.

MR, EBERSOLE: In item 1, where you talk about passive
heat removal, are you talking about passive elements interior to
the containment, with active elements exterior to get the heat out,

like a flooded exterior wall?

MR, TUTF- By =wessive I mean no -+ you can walk
away with no AC, an,6 o= . w that type oi ‘assive to one where
you could, by various ~:ars, remove heat from outside the

containment by interdiction.

MR. EBERSOLE: Without active elements inside?

MR. MEYER: Without active elements inside. The
active component would have to be from the outside.

MR, EBERSOLE: Like flooding or spray?

MR, MEYER: Right. Uh=-huh.

MR, OKRENT: Is the Staff leaning towards one of these
four, or away from all of taem?

(Laughter.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. ;
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MR. MEYER: Well, assuming that this represents a

| relatively complete set of options, the Staff will be making a

recommendation for one of them. I really think it would be
inappropriate at this time to state where the Staff is heading
on this issue.

MR. PURPLE: Inappropriate may not be the right word,
just because I don't think we know yet where we lean. We are
going to develop that through the rest of this week, and in fact
we may not have a specific recommendation to the Commission.

It may be a presentation like this with,however, a more precise
answer to the gquestion you just asked. When they ask it, as

to where do we lean, and which one do we think is the best overall.
But we really haven't reached that point as of yet, today.

So it's not a matter of appropiriateress, it's a matter that

we don't have the answer.

MR. OKRENT: Does the Commission provide any policy
guidance to help you in this beforehand, or do they wait until
you come in with the alternatives?

MR, PURPLE: They haven't in this area yet. I
anticipate and hope we will get some when we see them next
Tuesday.

MR. OKRENT: Getting back to the area Mr. Ernst was
discussing, are there pros and cons that we should hear about
there? That was presented as a single alternative.

MR. ERNST: Well, I think, if I understand ycur

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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‘ question, I think that the start of my impromptu discussion

did p.se several alternatives and some rationale of why we
selected the one propcsed. One alternative essentially to do
nothing until you get a safety goal. I did not give pros and

cons of that, if that's what you're locking for, but I did

, mention three possible alternatives.

MR. OKRENT: Want to tell us what the pros and cons

are?

MR. ERNST: I guess the pros and cons ¢of doing nothing,

I think the record and people's cbservations of what should be

done really doesn't support doing nothing. I think there is enough

that has been done inreliability and risk assessment, enough
understanding of the basic methodology, and to some extent the
application that doing nothing in the Staff's view is just not
appropriate. While one is striving for a safety goal, I think
the real question of when and maybe even whether and to what
extent a safety goal will address this problem, I think is
still somewhat problematical. So I think that do nothing is
not appropriate at all.

There have been some benefits from doing risk and
reliability studies and there may well be some benefits -- the
Staff thinks there are some benefits of continuing.

The other option that was discussed, I guess, was
requiring a risk study prior to issuance of an OL, and I think

there is a fair market for supporting that kind of a position.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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The con of supporting that kind of pesition is sitting

- here today, we really haven't formulated a good priority system

for which plant should be done first and we still have not

develcped a good reasonably standard methodology for performing

19

21

22

23

24

25

the assessments.

So to make the decision today that you shall do a
full-blown risk assessment before an OL issuance is probably
premature. So 1 think the proposal is to allow that kind of
flexibility, but not to mandate it at this time.

If two or three vears from now, it looks like it's
rational from a pricrity standpoint and the resocurce from
availability standpoint and methodological standpoint and
decision-making criteria setting standpoint to so mandate, then
that could still be mandated and replace the requirement for
more simplified reliability studies and specific systems.

MR. OKRENT: Okay. Jesse?

MR. EBERSOLE: 1In locking at these eight items here,
in looking at them in the context of having eliminated the
requirement to provide accommodation for core ladles, it seems
to me all eight of these are interdependent. None of these
lead to enhancing the chance that you will not have a severely
degraded core. They all pertain to containment heat removal.

MR. MEYER: They are all mitigating features under
the assumption ==

MR. EBERSOLE: So I look at them really -- I can't

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. :
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help but say, look, this means core retention devices are likely
to be imposed, as well as these other things. None of these
are a substitute for core ladles at all.

MR. MEYER: Maybe I'm confused by what you're
saying. One of the options is a core ladle.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, it's not a =-- look at the other
seven, they have nothing to do with improving the prospect of
not having a molten core. They only pertain to the protection of
the containment from physical effects other than meltdown =-
meltthrough, you know, like explosion and heat removal.

MR. MEYER: Well, the same is true for the core
ladle. All the core ladle does =--

MR, EBERSOLE: It has a special function.

MR. MEYER: The special function assumes that you
have vessel meltthrough where you have core on the floor.

MR, EBERSOLE: Right. None of these other things in
here appear to be in the character of reducing the potential for
that.

MR, OKRENT: They would fall in Mr. Ernst' bailiwick.
Jesse, if you want to pursue this, I would suggest you try tc
see whether you have something more specific. In other werds,
is there a fourth alternative that you would put on Mr. Ernst’
list. He gave three. They wouldn't be on Mr. Meyer's list.
He's been asked to address the mitigative part. Mr. Ernst is

addressing the preventive part, if I can categorize it that way.
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' MR. EBERSOLE: Well, what I'm saying, these are not
{
. 2 | alternatives. They still have the core ==
3 MR. OKRENT: Yeah, but they're all in the mitigative

4 area, and he's not trying to deal with the preventive area on this

g 3| list, not at all.
S
% 6 f MR. MEYER: That does no’. diminish the importance of
a
§ 7 f prevention at all, it's just a new defensa2~in-depth consideration |
=
§ 8 | that came out of the TMI accident plan and other studies.
i 9 _ MR. OKRENT: Well, let's see. According to the agenda
; 10 | which is by no means a Commission rule ==
g n i (Laughter.)
12 } -- we are suppcsed to get to the NTCP plant owners.
13

Let me ask, are there any legal insights that the NRC Staff

14 ' 4ould care to share with us at this time beyond those we have
15 : heard?

!
16 f MR. REIS: There would have to be specific platforms

|
17 to give them. In *he absence of whether this plan and what is

JO0 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BULLDINA G,

18 : going forward has been looked at by Legal. Yes, it has been
19 ? looked at by Legal. We have had a man on the committee working
20 | with us continually develcping this. We think that what is

21 propcsed here are matters that with the proper regulation of

2 | formulating and putting into effect -- I don't know what else

3 .~ you are asking for, from the point of view of legal insight.

u MR. OKRENT: At the moment, it was a general guestion.

. 25 I may become more specific later in the day. I just was ==

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. REIS: 1I'll be here.

MR, OKRENT: Well, should we begin hearing from
representatives of NTCP, or shall we break for lunch?

MR. MATHIS: Let's break for lunch.

MR. OKRENT: Jesse?

MR. BBERSOLE: It doesn't matter to me.

MR, OKRENT: 1Is there a problem with anybody if we

, break - : h at this time?

SSHINGTON, DO

An__. rignt, let'r reconvene in one hou..
(Whereuporn . :' 12. 3 p.m., the meeting was

recessed, to r¢ . e at .:15 p.m., this same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

MR. OKRENT: The meeting will reconvene.
I am sorrvy I missed Mr. Schwencer this morning in

looking down the outline of the Staff's presentation, so we

will take that and then proceed to the NTCF representatives.

Mr. Schwencer?

MR, SCHWENCER: My name is Al Schwencer, Division

¢’ ce” ‘nga.

(Slide.)

As a result of the public comments received, we
did make a revision of the NUREG=-0718, a draft of which we
made available this morning. A number of staff members in
each of the NRR Divisions, including now the 0ffice of
Inspection and Enforcement, participated in evaluating the
comments, and also looking internally and making a number of
revisions.

The more important ones have already been discussed
with vou this morning == or at least, in our view, the ones
that seem to merit the most attention.

Just for the purposes of indicating that comments
were received from two private individuals.

(Slide.)

The applicants are represented within this group.

As a result of goinag throuch the comments, and also taking,
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in effect, another look-see audit at the classifications: If
vou'll remember, the Staff earlier had categorized the require-
ments, or the "nonrequirements,"” into five categories, one
through five.

We tcok another look at that. There were some
editorial errors in the package, and some judgments that some
of the items should be elevated; and in other cases, they
should be relegated to a lower zategory.

For example, "quality assurance." We £felt that is
something that should normallv be looked at at a CP stage, so
we elevated that to a Category V. |

(Slide.)

Just briefly, I would like to show these next
two slides. They are on the handouts that are beinc passed
around. What we have shown on the left column is the
categorization that was made in a preliminary instance. CPs
and then a "/" ML categorization, because the manufacturing
license doesn't have some of the resnonsibilities in the
regulatory review that a CP owner-applicant would have =- a
number of the things, such as siting, did not apply to the
manufacturing license applicant.

The second column are the reassigned categories.

I have -- There are essentially two shades. Bob Purple touched
on these earlier. What I would like to do is just show them

briefly right now.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 (§lide.)
1
. 2 | Those that were reassiqgned to Cateqorvy I in
3 ' essence said that for the CP, the prerequisite to CP, these
< ' need not be addressed at this time. Those reassigned to
g § | Category Il -- the "liquid pathway," for example, at the
§ -] % bottom on the MLs; that we changed it from cne that would not
. § 7 ; be a requirement of the ML license, but certainly would be one
- |
g § 8 % as socn as a site had been located, and would need to be
. ; 9 | addressed.
Z i
§ 10 | In addition to making the recategorizations, we
g " j also found a need to revise the language =-- expand, and in
= I
g 12 f some cases add items. For example, II.F.3, some of the
-1 t
‘ g 13 i comments received from the public was that Reg Guide 1.97, it
g 14 { looks like it was going to be a long time before that got
; 15 ; issued. In fact, Reg Guide 1.97 was isrued December 24th.
=
; 16 j So we revised the language to bring that up to date.
. - .
i ; 17 E In some cases, it was a simple case of adding a
=
. % 18 % few words, adding a reference to 0625 in one area. In the
- ; 19 ? siting rule which we have already discussed tocay, reflecting
| 20 | +the fact that indeed that has slipped; it was called "October"
21 | earlier; it's now projected for April of this year.
22 Generally, what I would propose is that I have a
23 number of the group that worked on the revision here today,
24 | and if you have specific questions on any of these changes
. 25 we would endeavor to answer vour guestions. Otherwise, the
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revised draft we will let speak for itself,
MR, OKRENT: Are there any specific questions from

the subcommittee?

(No response.)

MR. SCHWENCER: We would intend tc make these same

slides available to the Commission in the Commission k_ iefing

MR, OKRENT: Okay, I guess then at
we have comnleted the Staff’'s presentation?

MR. PURPLE: That's correct.

MR. OKRENT: So why don't we go on to the next
step. I believe Mr. Walker has a presentation to make. Why
don't we give him the £loor.

MR, WALKER: I am D. Walker of 0Offshore Power

Systemns,

Today I would like to talk a little bit about where

our license application stands, and just briefly review that
and then summarize our reacticns to the proposed rule that

was issued for public comment. We of course had no opportun
to see the Staff Revision before coming to this meeting, so

o be prepared to comment on that.

r

is difficult

(Slide.)

[

MR, OKRENT: We are in the same position you are.

(Laughter.)

’

MR. WALKER: The floating nuclear plant review, the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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Status is summarized in this viewgraph. The NRC has 1ssued

an SER and three supplements, and thev've been reviewed by

the ACRS. The ACRS has issued interim letters on our applica-
tien, including a letter on the core ladle. We have a need
for at least one more SER supplement following sta‘f review of
the OPS responses to the TMI Action Plan.

OPS responses to the TMI Action Plan, NUREG-0660
were prepared last summer and submitted to the Staff last
July. We also Provided copies of those responses to the ACRS
at that time. The only item that was not addressed in those
responses was the degraded core rulemaking, and I will try to
discuss more where we think we stand on the degraded core
rulemaking later in this presentation.

With regard to our hearings, our hearings are
completed except for TMI matters. All the existing contentions
hNave been heard, and Partial findings of fact have been filed
with the Board bv both OPS and the Staf€, Except for the T™MI
matters, the FNP licensing process is essentially complete.

With respect+ to the notice of proposed rulemaking
issued bv the NRC for Public comment, we reviewed that prorosed
rule and submitted comments on the rule. 1f the Subcommittee
would like copies of those comments, we cculd provide those
today.

MR. OKRENT: I believe we have copies of all the

comments that were formally submitted during the time for such

ALJDEREKDNl?EFKDRT1NGiCC”ﬁPAhPLINCL
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comments.

MR. WALKER: Okay.

The proposed rule set forth three apprcaches, they
being: using pre-TMI requirements augmented by the require-
ments of NUREG-N660 as modified for the NTCP/MLs by NUREG=-0718;
the second option was: take no further action pending the
rulemaking action, their completion; and the third was:

Resume licensing using the pre-TMI recuirements augmented by
NUREG-0718 and certain additional measures or commitments in
selected areas that have been discussed extensively this
morning.

We at Offshore Power Systems prefer Option 1. We
do believe, however, that either Option 1 or Option 3 could
be used for resumption of plant licensing in the near term
w.th no sacrifice in ultimate plant safety. We believe that
resumption of licensing reviews for the NTCP/ML applicants
and their applications is long overdue, and we urge that a
decision to proceed be reached in the near future.

As far as we were cor erned, the recommendations in
NUREG=-0712 could be divided ir .0 five general categories.

I have a viewgraph that summarizes them in the way that we
locked at then.

(Slide.)

We feel that these categorized are: the plant-

related design requirements; those associated with degraded

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 co .adi*:ons: administrative controls; coperator training
]
!
2 | ang actions; siting, evacuation, and emergency planning.
i
3 The last two of these categories, as I have
[ » . 2 » .
4 | indicated here, are not applicable to the manufacturing license
|
g 5 : since they are the responsibilities of the plant owner and
2 6 | operator.
§
3 7 4 As I mentioned, we submitted to NRC responses to
3 i
: 8 | the recommendat-ons of NUREG-0718 in mid=July, which were
g o
: 9 |  related to the plant design and related to administrative
£ *
S 10 i contiols.
£ !
g n l These relatively detailed responses were contained
3 12 in a l20-page document. We believe our proposed implementation
E 13 of the recommendations of NUREG-0718 were both responsive
3 14 E and adequate -- although we have not received any comments
F
= |
5 15 £rom the Staff and, so far as we know, they have not reviewed
=
z 16 our material.
%
|
ot |
5 17 Item II.B.8 of NUREG-0718 of course concerns the
=
" '3:‘ rulemaking on degraded core accidents. Our response to
=
- d
z 16 NUREG-0718 postponed response cn this subject till an interim

|
20 | rule was in place. However, as the subcommittee is aware,

21 we have already taken significant actiocn with respect to

22 E degraded core conditions.

23 ? We have complied with the NRC Staff requirement to
24 add a refractory ladle device beneath the reactor vessel. I
25 would like to emphasize that the purpose of this device was to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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delay the release of « " .° . -4 &~ » @ pasin in which the FNP
floats, not to prevent 1t. pury sc of the delay was to
provide sufficient t.me for interdict. = acticns to be taken.

In addition, there was a subs®antial evaluation
performed regarding degraded core conditions as a result of
questions posed by the ACRS in a letter of July 25th, 1979.
Included were guestions and responses on the subject of
dealing with the buildup of hydrogen in a containment building
£ollowing an accident, and also with the flexibility in the
design to accommodate desiocn changes for mitigating the effects
of degraded core accidents. These OPS responses to the Staff
and ACRS were submitted in mid-September of 1979, over a Year
ago, with the staff evaluation following scome tWO months later.

(Slice.)

My next viewgraph deals with the requirements of
MUREG-0718, and summarizes in a little different format the
area of special attention where we think we 3tand with regard
to them.

As I mentioned before, two of the areas are not
applicable to the manufacturing license =-- the emergency
planning area, and the siting area.

I addressed our earlier actions with respect to
degraded core conditions. More recently, of course, the NRC
issued for comment a proposed rule on degraded core conditions

which we feel is intimatelYy tied to resolution of the overall

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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guestion of degraaed cor onditions for the near-term construc-
tion permit manufacturing license =-- although the Staff has

-

not discussed that interim rule situation today, as yet.

Generally we believe the proposed rule was too
proscriptive, focusing on possible mitigating devices rathe.
than setting forth criterion and gquidelines which would be a
basis for design.

However, we do support the approach of early
adoption of an interim rule as a basis for nroceeding witl
near-term licensing. We believe that such a rule should be
supported by a Commission policy statement which indicates
that the rule dces provide the basis for proceeding with
licensing until the final rule is issued.

We also noted in our commerts that a near-term
construction permit manufacturing license policy statement
requires that applicants submit proposals for mitigating
features prior to the issuance of a construction permit or
manufacturing license.

In contrast, the propused interin rule regquires
that the studies of possible mitigating features be submitted
within six months from the effective date of the interim rule,
or the date of docketing of the application for the operating
license, whichever is later.

We particularly support the latter requiremcit.

We support and strongly urge that the latter requirement be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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adopted, rather than the near-term one. We feel that to do

otherwise would result in a substantial ad-'itional delay with

.

no com.cnsurate in_:=2ase in safety., Alte: :ively, applicants

-
-

would be encuuraged to engage in a hur 2ad design effort
reviding little more than hardware for the sake of hardware.

We recognize that hydrogen is the degraded core
issue with the most potential for desiagn impact as a result of
T™I-2, and also recocnize the ACRS interest in this subject
particularly for smaller containments.

We are participants with the other ice condenser
plant owners in analvtical studies to evaluate the need for and
the effectiveness of hydrogen control measures. We do not
prorose to specify particular features for hydrogen control at
the present time, but "+~ would expect to add such features in

the f£inal desic» + 7 ‘ eaqu ., .«ment results from the

vy
e

degraded core ru.leraking,

At present, ignitors for controlled hydrocgen burn
appear to be a feasible apprcach which offers substantial
protection. We have also evaluated the pressure capability
of various regions of the containment, and that evaluation was
submitted in the September 1279 responses. We believe that
design alternations to raise the pressure capability of our
containment could be accomplished should such become a

req. irement.

With respect to proceeding with licensing, we believe

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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some hydrogen control criteria or requirements should be iden=-
tified in the near term that are comparable to those under

LY 4

which current operating licenses are being issued. Certainly

v

the Sequoyah decision provides a suitable basis for prcceeding
with licensiné of ice condenser containments.

Regarding the reliability analysis, which was
Special Concern No. 3 in the proposed NTCP rule, OPS believes
reliability evaluations can and should be factcred into the
design process. As part of the £final design, we have
committed to perform reliability evaluations for systems
important to safety.

The objectives of these analyses will be to estab-
lish overall systems reliability estimates, and to identify
the principal contributors to the potential system failures.
Particular attention will be paid to identification of
operator errors, commcn modes, single failures, and te-: and
maintenance outages which contribute significantly to systers
failure probability.

The results of these analyses will form the basis
for appropriate systems design modifications, if required.
The systems reliability analyses are to be submitted tc the
NRC within two years after the issuance of the manufacturing
license.

We recognize, however, that the application of

these technigues to the decision-making process reguires that a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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safety goal be established and that a body of failure-rate
data be accepted. We encourage the NRC to take the positive
steps necessary to make reliability engineering a meaningful
tool in plant design.

The last item here is the SRP Acceptance Criteria
which was discussed in the NTCP/ML rule --

MR. OKRENT: Excuse me. Before you go on to that
point, the last full sentence back you stated was something

ke: You urge that the NR( take steps to make reliability

[

§
engineering a practical step and an actual step in plant
design. Something like that.

MR, WALKER: Yes.

MR. OKRENT: Why do you think it is for the NRC
to do that, and in yvour case not for your own company?

MR. WALKER: Well, Dr. Okrent, I think that's
the responsibilitv of both parties. I think from ocur reliability
analysis certainly we can identify the outliers that
contribute significantly to risk, and take some action to
correct those or make design modifications.

However, there comes a place where our decision and
those of the !IRC might be quite different. I guess I feel
that we rapidly reach -- we would rapidly reach that kind of
condition were we to estensively apply reliability analysis
in the design process. I feel that some kind of unified

approach or goal to making decisions in those areas where there

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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is question is needed by the NRC,

MR. OKRENT: If I mav, I would like to explore this
area some.

You are the designers, not the MNRC. In principle,
you know your plant better. Also, you have a feel for where
there are constraints, and what it is that imposes the
constraints, and so forth.

So my feeling is that in fact you are in a much
better position than the NRC to do design which is influenced
by reliability than for them to specify something that you
should do.

Have you, up to this point, done what vou wculd
consider to be a reasonably thorough and systematic reliability
analysis of vour own design to judge to your own satisfaction
that (a) there are no areas where in fact, without great
changes in cost, you can improve the reliability of important
systems, whether they be safety cr not; or (b) with some
increase in cost, you can achieve some potentially significant
improvement in overall safety?

In other words, has that kind of analvsis already
been done by vou, and you think you are optimum in this regard?
Or is that something that remains to be done, in your opinion?

MR. WALKER: I have a mixed answer. We did kind
of an overview mini-study on this plant, and we have identi-

fied some areas and made correction without great cost.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1
1 However, we have not done the systematic kind of
|
{
2| evaluation which vou just described.
[
3 j MR, EBERSOLE: Did you find your aux feedwater
4 ' system were adeguately ==
i
§ S | MR. WALKER: We did the aux feedwater system
¢ |
§ & | evaluation and found that we were at the hicher end of the
)
i 7 1 reliability scale with that system, compared with other
-
™~
: 8 | plants, at least with that system,
:" 1
a 9 1 MR. EBERSOLE: Did you do anything on the scram
£
S 10| system?
z :
z 11| MR. WALKER: We haven't done the scram system.
2
g 12 MR, OKRENT: Now would you view it as both
£
= 13 reasonable and appropriate for the FNP not only to do what
- |
T »
§ 14 ! I'll call some kind of "systematic study" to assess your ==
fo {
B |
z 15 there may be weak points; but to do it in a time frame such
= |
= H
- ! . _ 3 .
=z 16 | that in fact weak points, significant weak points can be
r |
g 17 | immediately corrected? That's two different things, and I
-
= |
7 '3'! want to make sure that we distinguish between the two ==
ol |
~ ‘ _ . _
s ‘9'! between assessing the svstem as designed; or doing an
= !
20 assessment in a fashion where vou can in fact make what you
i
21 | think are significant improvements.
22 MR. WALKER: Well, the answer to both gquestions is
23 ‘ really "yes." We think an adequate reliability assessment of
. 24 this system needs to be done. And we think that if we are
25 going to do it, we ought to do it in time to impact the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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design, if the assessments show that that is necessarv.

We feel, however, that that can be part of our
final design process and need nct be done before the manufac-
turing license.

MR. OKRENT: Now do you have some words that vou
would propose to the NRC that they use that in fact would
end up in your doing what you . ust =aid?

MR, WALKER: Well ==

MR. OKRENT: Because I don't think that's what is
in what I heard Mr. Ernst write, because that was a little
bit more fuzzy to me. I didn't gquite get the sense from his
words that I think we just used.

MR. WALKER: %Yes. I thought the words that we
wrote in our response to the NUREG-0718 had that kind of a
flavor to them on the reliability 2ngineering gquestion. I

don't have that big document with me,

4R. OKRENT: We have a copy =-- No, we don't have
the big one. We have only the comments that were sent
specifically to this proposed NTCP thing.

MR, WALKER: It seems to me that those words that
we used are possibly the right words that would carry that
implication or requirement with them ==

MR. OKRENT: And vou think ==

MR. WALKER: == ir-tead of limiting the time to

have a facility, the outliers in a reliability sense, and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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those things that contribute significantly to improved plant
safety can be incorporated into the desian.

MR. OKRENT: Now do you have criteria that you
would propose for use in judgment on where it pays to make
improvements? How would you go at that?

MR, WALKER: We don't have criteria today, no. But
I +*hink that once the safety goal is in place, then those

3 could be derived relativelv rapidly from the
o ] « .ty cwal in the context of that goal such that they
did maxe nse.

MR, OK®FW7T: New the ‘anadians, for example, have
expressed a xine . juantitative reliability requirements on
systems, as I understand «~.ia: thev have, where they try to
use, [ guess, one redundant system that they think they need
a factor of 1073 reliability, and 2, if they need scmething
less than this, so in effect there is a kind of implicit
safety goal, and then also some rule saying vou can't put all
vour eggs in one redundan‘’. basket.

Would something like this work for your kind of
LWR? I am trving to see if there is some kind of an under-
standable yardstick that can be applied now which the Staff
might use to say: If you do reliability studies and find
that you at least meet == I'll invent a number like the
Canadian number == 10-3 where vou would need cone system, but

you don't look for 107% out of one single system in that case;
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vou would have two, or something else, where you wnould cut
down the fregquency, oOr whatever,

Would something like that be needed, or useful? Or
would it just get in the way of trving to pursue the process
that you've indicated you used and vou coculd do on the plant?

MR. WALKER: Well, personally I believe that a
gquantifiable goal is essential, And once you've talked about
an addition, it seems to me it is a gecal that takes into
account what a system must perform in a2 functional system,
¢ isoortance of that function and whether or not there is
ac. ' ~‘onal redundancy associated with that function. And to
me, those kinds of goals permit one that kind of flexibility
in the design which are useful and I would much like to see
geals phrased in that fashiocn.

MR. OKRENT: Do you think the industry could
propose goals like this to be used in reliability evaluations
and in design that would be sort of generally acceptable to
the industry and to the NRC and third parties wk) come in with
an open mind?

MR. WALKER: I would hate to commit for the
industry, but as you know there is an AIF group working on an
overall safety goal, and I don't believe they have addressed
system reliability goals, as such.

MR. OKRENT: I am trving at the moment, as you can

tell, to stay in the area of system reliability goals, which

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC.
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is what I think you need for these reliability evaluations.
MR, WALKER: I agree.

MR. OKRENT: When you get into this overall safety

goal, that is related to containment and other things which

are not unimportant, but if you could divorce the two, at least
to the extent that's practical in dcing the reliability
evaluations == I mean, you would keep in mind what the nature
of the containment was and so forth, but nevertheless you
wouldn't want to hinge your reliability evaluation every time
on what might be the features of your containment in the

next go=around.

MR. WALKER: Right,

MR. OKRENT: Well, I'm not sure you =-- You weren't
saying AIF is trving to compose ==

MR. WALKER: Reallv what I was trying to say is
that AIF has together a group that is considering overall
safety goals, and this is possibly a vehicle by which the
industry could take on the more detailed question of system
reliability goals.

I don't believe that goal has considered such gecals
as part of their charter, as yet, but that is one possible
vehicle by which industry could take on such a task.

MR. EBERSOLE: As a case in point, between the
three PWR vendors, I find some interesting differences between

their activity control system in the context of the scram

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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system, shutting the plant down. I believe B&W has introduced
some interesting diversity in some of their newer designs.
Westinghouse sticks to simple redundancy using DB-50 breakers
for the magnetic circuit openings; where it might be really
gquite inexpensive to employ diversity, but we don't have a
goal that demands it. But we've gotten a lonag way, or we've
gotten some way without those goals just on a deterministic
basis.

Whav keeps == just in that particular area =--
Westinghouse from employing diversity to enhance this function
without having to have some numerical goal to force it? It
Joesn't cost a lot of money.

MR, WALKER: I'm just not able to answer that
question, because I don't know the Westinghouse design practice
or rationale associated with design of those systems,

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, you use a couple of DB-30s
in parallel for breaking the magnetic -- They're absolutely
redundant; simple redundancy; no diversity =- a lot of
diverse inputs, but they funnel down to simpler things.

MR. WALKER: Yes.

MR, EBERSOLE: Really, there must be a counterpart
of the aux feedwater study system looking at the reactivity
control systems in PWRs of which of these loock to be on the
worst end of the scale, or the better.

MR. WALKER: Yes, I understand vour comment; I just

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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don't know the details cf the design or the rationale

associated with 't We@stinghruse systems.,

MR. OKRENt: Okay, wiy don't you go on, and we may
come back to this point.

MR. WALKER: Okay. I was mentioning the Standard
Review Plan review to identify all deviations fre~ ’
acceptance criteria. We don't believe that such a p: ‘posed
SRP audit is necessary, or that it will contribute measurably
to plant safety. The SRP, at least to us, was a guide or a
statement bv the NRC Staff to itself and to the public of how
it conducts technical reviews of applications.

When it was issued, the SRP merely described the
existing svstem, rather than creating a new or revised system
of technical review by the MNRC,

For the most part, the SRPs were published in 1975
following many months of preparation. Since our aprlication
was reviewed in that period and the Safety Evaluation Report
was issued in September of 1975, and since the Staff review
process was not changed by the SRP, we feel there is substan-
tial reason to believe that the FNP technical review was
performed in the same manner as stated in the SRPs.

Before any of the NTCP/ML plants begin operations,
the entire technical review process will be repeated for the
final plant designs. At that time, any question of confor-

mance with the SRP can certainlv be decisively answered.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




300 TTH SIREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20624 (202) 554 2345

10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17
18

9

21

22

23

25

¢ 112

Additionally, the SRP audit program would reguire
commitment of substantial Staff and Applicant resources. We

believe that the furtherance of reactor safety would be better

served by utilizing these resources in a more productive

With respect to design changes for mitigating the
effects of de ;. 1ded core conditions, possible hydrogen control
features were discussed earlier, as well as the core ladle.

If as a result of the degraded core rulemaking further design
features are required to control the quantity of fission
products that might be released, a containment vent has been
evaluated in a preliminary way for the FNP.

This device could be multiple vent openings leading
to the basin in which the FNP floats, It would contain a
device like a rupture disk and would vent beneath the surface
of the basin in case the containment pressure exceeded the
rupture disk pressure. The basin water would serve to scrub
and retain a large fracticn of the vented fission products ==
except for noble gases.

This concept was discussed both in our Liguid
Pathways Generic Study and in cur September 1979 responses to
the ACRS gquestions. And sufficient evaluations have been
performed to determine that this design approach coculd be
installed in the FNP if it were required by rulemaking.

With respect to safety goals, we endorse and support

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the use of guantitative safety goals 1in determining the need

for design changes to reduce the vulnerability of plants to

jon

accidents. We believe such goals are essential to provide a
guantitative and uniform basis for reaching decisions on the
need for devices such as additicnal containment features.

It is just as important that the NRC Staff and
the ACRS accept both these goals and a rational consistent
approach to their application for design changes if such goals
are to be useful.

This completes my statement. I do appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the proposed NRC rule for
proceeding with licensing of near-term construction permit
and ML application, and hope our comments have been useful
to vou.

MR. OKRENT: You mentioned earlier that you do
have a capability to increase the containment's pressure rate,
or whatever words you used =--

MR. WALKER: Yes.

MR. OKRENT: Could vou tell us a little bit more
about that, and how you react to that part of the Staff's
list? That was an item, I think, on Mr. Myer's list.

MR. WALKER: Yes. Well, in the submittal of last
year, we presented to you a diagram of our containment and
indicated upon it the pressure retaining capabilities of the

varicus regions of the containment. There are two areas that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




jwb 23

, HEPORTMS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

JOO TTH STREET, S W

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

2]

23

25

e T e e e e e O W

e 114

stand out as capable of being beefed up to give additional
pressure capabilitv. One was the large equipment hatch; and
the second was the upper rinc on the containment, which would
require some additional material be added to that ring.

You might recall that our calculations indicated
that the pressure capability of that containment was about
45 pounds, and we could probably go to about 65 without too
much trouble.

With respect to our containment, the problem we
have == if I can take that coffee cup and show you =-=- was
we have a containment sitting on a steel platform (indicating),
and the juncture between the platform and the containment is
a design problem and an analytical problem. Our current
calculated pressure capability there is about in the neighbor-
hood of 65 pounds, and I think that is what would limit easy
fixes to our containment.

MR, OKRENT: That's not at normal stresses, but at
failure point, the 652

MR. WALKER: Yes, it is. I've forgotten whether
we used element, or 120 percent of element.

MR. OKRENT: Now in its action on Sequoyah, if I
recall correctly, the Commission said something like, after a
vear there should be a hydrogen control system that allcws
significant margins, or something like this, with regard to

the strength of the containment. And that is what they suggested

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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for a plant already constructed. I don't remember if my words
are exactly correct, but I think that was the sense of the
decision; and the other opinions were for more stringent
requirements like to have normal code margins, given the
hydrogen combustion.

Where and how does FNP then fall in this somewhat
grey range cof possible requirements?

MR. WALKER: Well, so far we have loocked at the
potential., We're putting ignitors in our containment. We
think that is feasible and doable.

We have loocked at the potential for strengthening
our containments. We think if that becomes a reguirement that
is also feasible and doable.

We have looked at inerting systems for our contain-
ment. We think that is a horrible way to go because of need
to enter the ice condenser containments frequently.

And that's really about the extent of the evalua-
tions we've done. We are keeping abreast of the stuff that
is being done for Sequoyah and for McGuire and actively
participating in that effort, so that whatever those require-
ments eventually develop to be, we feel like we will have to
add design features to meet them.

MR. EBERSOLE: Have vou looked at the reasons why
vou have to enter the containment so frecuently, with a view

toward reducing that need somewhat?
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MR, WALKER: Yes. Right., Not specifically our

! MR. WALKER: Yes. We know that the problem in
|
|
. 2 | +hose containments is maintenance of the refrigeration equip=-
3 ment.
4 j MR. EBERSOLE: 1Is any of that removeable to the
3 5 | outside?
N i
$ ¢ MR. WALKER: Difficult to do.
P 3 i
. I MR. EBERSOLE: You've got a lot of instrumentation
3 |
. 2 8 | in there, too, haven't you?
" |
. < 1
' 9| (Pause.)
Z |
; 10 f MR. EBERSOLE: Reactor instrumentation.
z 11| MR, WALKER: Inside containment?
=z :
g 12| MR. EBERSOLL: Yes.
' _'—-‘_ 13 MR. WALKER: Again, I can't really answer that
=
r i i ] i
z 14 | gquestion effectively because I don't know.
o |
5 15 i MR, EBERSOLE: Are you loocking already at the
= |
- 1
- 3 16 | vulnerability of those items to flash burns from the ignitor
x |
’ E 17 3 functions? That's one of the things that TVA has to face.
= !
5 18 |
' - | The fast burn.
£ |
® '- . .
- 19 | MR, WALKER: Yes. Well, my recollecticon is that
i : ; ; " -
20 the bulk of the refrigeration equipment is back behind the
2‘fi ice condenser walls, so in a sense it is shielded from the =--
2 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. I'm speaking about mitigating
23 equipment, though, that needs to be kept == you know, like
24 air return fans.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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I plant, no, we haven't started that effort vet.

MR. EBERSOLE: That's inevitable, I guess?

3 MR, WALKER: Yes,
|
4 MR. OKRENT: Let me ask you a different kind of a
g § | gQuestion. Sometimes when we talk to the Staff, and in fact I
S ‘s
2 6! think Mr. Myer alluded to this this morning, about mitigative
g | . " . : . ) -
o 7 ! features, there's a gquestion raised: Well, this particular
s ..
: 8 | feature may help in this event, but we have to look at how it
s 9 f might alsc be harmful.
£ |
? 10 Now vou mentioned a momen’ ago hydrogen ignitors.
z
§ " | 1 suspect one can postulate scenarios where :hey'ré helpful,
K
=
s 12 and scenarios where they're harmful ==
= 13 MR. WALKER: Right.
=
oy ) .
= 14 MR. OKRENT: =-- depending on what you care to
.
z 1S | postulate.
= !
; 16 5 How will vou factor this kind of thinking into
o !
E 7 | hydrogen ignitors, for example, if you're forced to look at
B
2 18| this?
- B
' |
= ‘ » ‘ b}
; 19 | MR. WALKER: Well, if I were to take that task on
H |
20 | today -- Let me just back up one step. As perhaps you're
21 aware, we have participated some in the Indian Point/Zion
|
22 study. As part of that study, we have developed a fairly
23 detailed containmer.t event tree. We have recognized the
24 need to develop those event trees also for the ice condenser
I 25 containment. We think that would be quite a pcwerful tcocol in
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1 | permitting us to identify events where particular mitigating
|
2 } systems help vou and where they harm you, and eventually
#
3 | quantifying the benefit, both plus and minus, you might get
|
4 | from such devices.
;
3 5 | MR. OKRENT: Is that kind of help and harm done
S |
% 6 | for other kinds of safety features? Ve have certain features
3 5
= 7 i on the plants that are intended to prevent serious accidents
3 |
z 8 from occurring. They might also be the cause of a serious
"é ‘é
- 9 ! accident. I suppose maybe the accumulators which are there
z ]
£ 10! +o handle a large LOCA represent some kind of connection that
z :
Z 11 | can rupture, and it's a high-pressure vessel that can rupture,
- ,
; 12 ! and so forth. I mean, there are positive and negative features
- 4
£ 13 ? to almost everything on the plant. Even the control systems
=
| 2 . .
2 14 | have positive and negative features, and so forth.
= |
~ i
- { . -
z 15 Do you go through the plant and look at each feature
=
s 16 and try to see what its positive and negative aspects are the
b
N |
§ 17| way they're now starting to do on things like vented filter
=
7 18 containment, for example?
~ .
= 19 MR. WALKER: As far as I know, that exercise has
§ |
20‘2 sot been done in any of the risk evaluations that ['m aware of.
| By : .
21 MR, EBERSOLE: Overhead injection has been done, in
|
2 | part
23 MR. WALKER: Yes, that's true. We looked at
24 | upperhead injection with that in mind.

"I’ 25

MR. OKRENT: But I suspect they're only in an

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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incomplete way. I don't think there was a real balance sheet
made with all the possible failure modes that might go with
the accumulators, and so forth, for the upperhead injection
system., There is a partial list of scenarios.

MR. WALKER: Well, at least in our case, 1t was more
of an attempt to identify what some of the negatives might be
in a qualitative rather than a quantitative way.

MR. OKRENT: In other words, I guess one can look
at what people are doing on some of these mitigative features
in two ways.

First, that maybe they are blazing a trail that
we should be doing for all systems. Or maybe they're asking
perfection there where we don't ask perfection anywhere else.
Namely, that it be only good and not bad; that the policeman's
gun can only help prevent crime, and never kill an innocent
person.

MR. WALKER: Yes.

MR. EBERSOLE: Let me ask a question on core
cooling. On core cooling, you eventually come tO a Cross-
roads. Are you going to guarantee, without fail, the presence
of a secondary system for heat removal? Or are you gein¢ to
ultimately decide you may invoke bleed feeding?

MR. WALKER: 3see, we reallv haven't == I'll pass
on that one.

MR, EBERSOLE: Okay.

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. WALKER: As you recognized, we have a Westinchouse
NSSS and we will 1 adoubtedly go with the Westinghouse position
on ==

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, had vou ventured and said:
Well, we're going to count on bleed/feed as a mitigating
function to the secondary failure, I would have then asked you:
What are you going to do with the PORVs? And why don't you
find some good valves, Oor ways to keep the primary loop open ==

MR. WALKER: Yes.

MR, EBERSOLE: =-- rather than these compromise ways
which we now have, so you can pump water through it, You have
a very poor way of trying to pump water through the primary
loops in a PWR. It's impeded at all points. You've got to have
a LOCA, really, to do it,

(Laughter.)

MR, OKRENT: Any comments from the Staff on what
Mr. Walker said?

MR. PURPLE: None from me, except perhaps to =-- we
may have sounded fuzzy on reliability analysis; but what I
heard Mr. Walker describe thev were doing sounds very much
like what we had in mind.

MR. OKRENT: Maybe it was me. Let me go back and
read what this was you have in your =-

(Pause.)

“jat you say is: "The Applicant should werform

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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simplified system reliability analyses of a certain system,"
Then you say, "The Applicant should provide sufficient informa-
tion describing the nature of the studies, how they are to be
conducted, the completion dates, and the programs to assure

-

that the results of such studies are factored into the final
designs.”

Well, I think those words are just enough in the
middle that they don't say that the designs have to do
anything. On the other hand, they say: But we haven't ignored
the question. This term "factored into the design” is ==
don't know how to interpret it, frankly.

MR. PURPLE: I see,

MR. OKRENT: Maybe it's all clear to you.

MR. PURPLE: So that it may be, ard obviously is,
a fault of the words. I was merely pocinting out that wha+ I
had heard described is what we had in mind. You're looking for
outliers, and you're looking for them in time to influence your
£inal design, not after.

Certainly we can take a relook at those worcds and
try to make clear what they are,

MR. OKRENT: I mean, have you thought about when
you have to look at see whather vou have a potentially

undesirable interaction among systems? If vou want to correct

it, it seems == there's a certain point, it seems to me, when

many changes are impractical because you just have too much

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY. INC.



concrete and steel already in place, and no space-- even if

vou wanted to add another system == and an inability to change

dependence on a single header, or whatever 1t is.

So that's why I said that I find this wording
sufficiently in the middle to be interpretable by everybody
either the wav he likes it, or the way he doesn't like it.

MR. PURPLE: We'll trv to make it clearer.

MR. OKRENT: And it doesn't give very much guidance

20024 (202) 5514 23456

|
2 |
: 9 | to the utility as to at least how the NRC will judge what
z !
& 10 constitutes sufficiency or adequacy. 1'm not trying to excuse
g |
F 11| the utility. I assume you can tell. But I don't think this
-
-
g 12 ! provides very much guidance.
)
< !
‘ = 13 § If you have a way of making it clearer -- if that's
= ‘ .
; 14 | the right word =-- I would encourage vou to do so before Friday?
r 15| When do we meet?
'
s 16 | MR. PURPLE: Friday.
- i
- = 17 MR. OKRENT: It would be helpful to see if you
2] :
= |
. 2 18 § have any further words in this area, because it could be
E !
- ® 19 | useful.
= i

20 | MR. PURPLE: Okay.
21 MR. WALKER: Ckay?
22 | MR. OKRENT: Thank you.
23 By the way, if I could ask a question that arises
24 | from this discussion == and I will welcome comments from
. 25 representatives of other utilities, as well as Mr. Walker, and
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the Staff: I have heard i. suggested -- and I don't reall:
know whether it's so or not =-- that if a utility were looking

at the plant it had proposed in the construction permit and
decided that in fact it could be meaningful to make a change
in design == let me invent a change which I am pulling out of
the air -- they had three steam-driven auxiliary feedwater
systems, and pumps, and now they're going to go to two steam
and two electric or something, and that may be a poor example,
but something :t least that not only is different from what
thev had, it may be different and in their mind an improve-
ment over what anybodvy has, that if they bring something of
this sort in, the Staff has to go through a fairly extensive
review and it sort of opens up the -- maybe not only this
part of the plant, but the rest of the plant for reevaluation,
can impose fairly long licensing delays at one step or another,
and that this acts then as an inhibition on proposing changes.

Now I have heard this suggestion; I don't know if
it is a real situation. And my example which I have just
invented now is probably a very bad one, if it 1s a real
situation.

Can anybody comment on this?

MR. SCHWENCER: Well, of course the ignitors on the
ice condensers sort of fits that, Dave. It was a proposal to

deal with the issue, but one that we couldn't readily grappl

with. So I Lhink the answer is, at least from my vantage point,
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evervthing vou said is true. You're likely to run into, if it
is proposed, 1t has to be looked at to see the negatives and
the positives. You don't just want to dump it in without
having some proposal == assurance that the proposal has had
some independent technical look-see by the Staff,

Hopefully, the argument is made so well that the
person can just go through and check it off and say: Yes, ves,
I agree. But it does have to be looked at. I think I would
have to hold that position.

MR, EBERSOLE: In this context, isn't it true that
the Staff is probably the main obstacle to the Applicants
coming in with a dedicated shutdown heat removal system,
which is probably the most significant improvement you could
make?

MR, PURPLE: Why would we be the reason for them
not coming in?

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR, PURPLE: I say, why would that be?

MR. EBERSOLE: Because it would open up new areas
of investigation.

MR. HAASS: Rocking the boat.

MR. EBERSOLE: Rocking the boat, inviting possible
cancellation of requirements elsewhere which the Staff would
e unwilling o cancel.

In other words, the prevailing structure inhibits

/ DERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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improvement, for the very reason that Dave brings out.

MR. PURPLE: You might also say that the structure
for that same reason prevents a downturn when you thoucht it
was up.

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes, but it perpetuates mediocrity,
and some way has to be found to break that.

MR. HAASS: 1It's one of the products of standardiza=-
tion.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, it could be, unless we had a
good standard. Standardization can be perpetuation of poor
practice. On the other hand, it can be innovation and
establishment of good practice. So you can't say it
generically. It has been used in the former, not the latter
sense.

MR, OKRENT: Yes?

MR. WALKER: A comment also with respect to the
hearing process. I believe that tends to inhibit one's desire
to make any proposed changes for fear of reopening the hearing
record on a particular issue that they would like vou to
have closed.

(Laughter.)

MR. OKRENT: Okay. Well, if anybody can add further
light to that point, we would be happy to hear it. I think
Mr. Robert Myvers is here to make a presentation.

MR. MYERS: I am Robert V. Myers, I am the

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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Vice President of Generation Resources, representing the
Puget Sound Power & Light Company.

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before
this subcommittee to present Puget's views on the status of
the NTC? licensing situation. I would like to caution you
that I am here to discuss general policy, and don't have with
me a technical staff, and so we're not prepared to go into
the details of what we do or do not intend to do on specifi
systems, or reliability criteria, or anything else.

I do understand that in the letter that you received
from Houston, they indicated that they would be prepared in
February to talk further to some of the issues that I think
you might like to hear from the utilities on some work they
have done in that area.

As you are aware, the six NTCP member utilities have
six construction permit applications for a total of eleven
nuclear units still pending before the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. The projects in question represent an imbedded
investment in excess of $1 billion, and a total potential
investment upon completion of over $45 bill

Further, they will provide more than 13,000 megawatt
electrical of vitally needed capacity initially expected to
be available during this decade. In fact, our plant was
initially expected to go into opefation in 1981.

Although the projects may differ in design, they are
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all affected by the uncertain licensing climate. Little cf

2 } any significance has occurred on any of the dockets since

3 ! March 28th, 1979, the date of the accident at Three Mile
,

4 @ Island.

5 i As a consegquence, each utility is now being forced

6 % to decide whether or not to continue with its nuclear project

7 ; or to look to an alternative form of electric generation with
|

8 ! amore stable regulatory path. The life of the NTCP projects
|

9 | reguires the receipt of clear, definitive, regulatory criteria

10 | todav.

n On September 25th, 1980, the NRC issued 1its

12 proposed rulemaking for "Proposed Licensing Requirements for

13 | Pending Construction Permit and Manufacturing License

14 Applications." The proposed rulemaking suggested the following
|

15 |  three possible options for licensing action relative to the

REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 5564 2345

16 pending NTCP plants:

"
; 17 g Option one was to resume licensing using the pre=
% 18 J TMI CP requirements augmented by the applicable requirements
; 19 4 identified in NUREG-0660, and as delineated in NUREG-0718.
x !
5 20 i Option two was to take no further action on the
21 ! pending applications until the rulemaking actions described
22 | in the Action Plan had been ccmpleted.
23 And option three was to resume licensing using the
24 pre-TMI CP requirements augmented by the applicable requirements
‘ 25 identified in NUREG-0660, and to require certain additional
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measures Or commitments 1n selected areas -- for example, those
that will be the subject of rulemaking.

The near-term construction permit applicants
submitted extensive comments on the rulemaking, including
addressing the particular requirements of siting, degraded
core rulemaking, reliability engineering, emergency prepared-
ness, the remaining issues embodied in NUREG-0718, and deviations
from the Standard Review Plan.

In those comments, we urge an adoption of Option 1
as stated in the rulemaking =-- Namely: "Resume licensing using
the pre=TMI CP requireme 1ts augmented b the applicable require-
ments identified in NUREG-0660."

Option 1 has in effect been applied to existing
construction permit holders because facility construction under
those licenses has not been suspended and the requirements of
NUREG-0660 are being implemented during the course of pcst-
construction permit and operating license licensing review for
these projects.

Option 1 for the near-term construction permits
provides a proper basis at this point for construction permit
licensing because it carrie with it a commitment to comply with
NUREG-0660. With the implemeitation of the many NUREG-0660
requirements, substantial and sufficient improvements will be
achieved for the near-term construction permit plants.

The NRC Staff's, prior to today, preferred course
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3
1 for the proposed rulemaking was Option 3 -- "Resume licensing
1
2 | using the pre-TMI CP requirements augmented by the applicable
i
3 | regquirements identified in NUREG-0660 and require certain
| . % y
- | additional measures or commitments 1in selected areas =-- those
s S ! that will be the subject of rulemaking."
N |
g 6 | The difficulty with Option 3 is that it does not
] :
& 7 | clearly and adequately reflect a definitive licensing path
3 |
3 8 | which bounds requirements appropriate to a construction permit
s 9 | proceeding. 1In addition, there is no technical basis for
z |
£ 10| distinguishing between projects with construction permits and
z 1
- |
§ 1 j those near-term construction permit utilities without.
3 A
g 12 | I am going to deviate from my remarks here for a
- i
= 13 | minute to stress that point. I thiink many of us are in this
a f
z ‘ A . ) ) .
= 14 , situation with a sort of a "luck of the draw" or the inade-
E i
5 15 | quacy of any one of a number of things, including perhaps
= |
s 16 | support during the hearing process, the lack of control under
% |
i 17 j the intervention process, administrative == or the adversary
8|
z 18 | hearing process, any one of a number of things. To decide that
= |
~ ? i -
= 19| you've got us set aside here and held captive, and now dump
B
20 | +he problems of the industry in general upon us and have them
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
‘ 24 the rulemaking notice of the statement that "it would be
25 relatively easy to provide design flexibility to implement

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



jwb 39
1
® .
3
4
- 5
2
N
2 s
3
2 7
8
2 9
z
= 10
z
3 n
2
g 12
8
‘ = 13
H
g 14
s
S 16
n
£ 07
E
7 18
S 9
20
21
22
23
o
25

= SIESE T e

R e A B 38

potential significant safety improvements." Substantial
design changes and backfitting during construction have an
adverse impact on overall project cost and schedule, and
seriously undermine utility financial resources and diminish
public confidence.

Thus, the proposed rule as embodied by Option 3
requirements does not provide the definable and realistically
bounded guidelines necessary to create a stable licensing
process.

It has been 21 months since the TMI-2 incident.
Action taken by licensees and the industry in common, as well
as the technical findings which were the outcome of various
TMI-2 studies and investigations, have in essence already
accomplished objectives of the proposed rulemaking =- namely,
significantly and cost-effectively reducing risk.

The signals from the !'RC are confusing and contra=-
dictory. 1In the face of such signals, the lTCP companies
cannot make prudent decisions either in managing the capital
with which they have been entrusted or in providing service
for which they are franchised. This poses a nuclecr dilemma
that is fast approaching nuclear paralysis. Utility
executives have no sound basis on which to decide whether to
continue with further commiiments to our nuclear projects.

I would like now to make a few brief remarks about

the need for power in the Northwest and our service area in
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particular, as well as the importance cf and our reliance upon
the nuclear option for vitally needed electrical generation.

(Slide.)

One of the reasons for me doing this is that there
was a mischaracterization of the situation that many of us
are in before the Full Committee of the ACRS which said that
it really didn't make any difference whether you licensed any
plants in the next 10 years or not because they didn't really
need the power anyway.

Puget Sound Power & Light Company is the largest
investor-owned utility in the State of Washington. The company
serves approximately 1.2 million people within a 4500-square
mile service area which includes 8 of the fastest growing
counties bordering Puget Sound in Western Washington, and
Kittitas County in Central Washington.

Puget Power's generating capability is currently
about 79 percent hydroelectric, although all future major
supplies of electrical energy will be producecd by thermal
generating projects. I might note that on this particular
slide, we still show the Skagit site located in Skagit County.
That option has also been foreclosed as a result of time
passing, as it inevitably does, and the rezone contract which
we had which authorized the use of that site for a nuclear
power plant expired on December 1979, which at the time we

entered into that agreemenc seemed like a fairly safe distance
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1 : in the future, which was five years earlier.
2 ! (Slide.)
3 ; The energy situation faced by the Western States,
4 | and in particular the Pacific Northwest, as we head into the
< 5 é 1980s is critical. The extent of the energy problem in the
g 6 | Northwest is indicated on this next figure, Figure 2, which is
g 7 4 based on a summary of estimated loads and rescurces as of
g 8 ; May lst, 1980 developed by the West Group Forecast, a compila-
g 9 | tion from utilities in the Northwest Power Pool.
é 10 . The most important conclusion from this figure is
z
% 1 | that there are firm energy deficits in all years through 1991
; 12 | under adverse water conditions. The dark line (indicating)
g 13 is the load, and the bar are the resources. Now it stops in
z 14 | 1991 because that's the span of time covered by the Northwest
= .
E 1s | Planning system. It doesn't mean that in 1991 the problem
= ‘
: 16 ! solves itself., In fact, in 1991, the resources which we are
; 17 é now counting on to meet these loads are again the nuclear
% 18 j rlants which 10 years earlier were to meet the loads in 1981,
= it
i 19 ? the Skagit project and the Pebble Springs project.
3 20 j Since 1975, the number of customers we serve has
!
21 @ increased by nearly 30 percent, including nearly 30,000 new cus-
22 tomers added in each of the years 1973 and 1979,
23 (Slide.)
. 24 The outlock for the '80s is for continued growth.
25 The Washington State Office of Financial Management has predicted
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a population increase of 33 percent for the Puget Sound Region
during the next 10 vears. Responding to such growth presents
a challenge of considerable magnitude, particularly in light
of the energy uncertainties of the '80s.

The plain fact is that our ability to meet the
growing demand for power in our service area is being stretched
thinner with each passing year, primarily due to excessive
delays in bringing new generation rescurces on the line.

(Slide.)

The very substz tial delays in nearly all major
power plants planned in the Northwest for the 70s and the '80s
are graphically illustrated in Figure 4. Before I go to
Figure 4, I just should show vou the resources and the load
picture as it is covered, looking at the resource mix that we
have.

(Slide.)

You can see that the principal part of our supply
is provided bv hydro. We have a substantial amount of coal.

We are planning now for nuclear that will come on line. The
nuclear (indicating), which is this section of the bar over
here, which stops at this point (indicating), is the N Reactor
at Hanford, whose operation is currently scheduled to terminate
at this point (indicating). Hopefully it can be extended, but
currently it stops then. And we pick up again with a small

portion of nuclear energy, which is Puget's share of the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




iwb 43

, REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

300 TTH STREET, S W.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

8

P2

25

oo 134
washington Public Power Supply System Plant No. 3 located at
Satsop, Washington.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1Is that estimated load based on
rising cost of energy, or present cost of energy, or what sort
of base?

MR. MYERS: It is based on our best estimate of what
the future will hold. It includes adjustments for the price
elasticity. Tt includes estimates for contributions of
conservation. And it also reflects the changes that we have
seen in the near past where substantial changes in consumption
patterns have occurred.

We are projecting on this line (indicating) about
4 percent per year growth. Historically we have seen something
on the order of 8 percent, a substantial change from what we

have seen in the past.

The very substantial delays in all majior power plants--

(Slide.)

-- somebody once observed there are eight ways to
put one of these on there, and sometimes vou can go through
seven before you get it,

(Laughter.)

MR. OKRENT: Or you can go through nine, because
you repeat some of the previous error.

(Laughter.)

MR. MYERS: I did that in three. I thought that
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was pretty good.

(Laughter.)

MR. MYERS: The very substantial delays in nearly
all major power plants planned in the Northwest for the '70s
and '80s period are graphically illustrated on Figure 4. All
the plants shown are nuclear, with the exception of Cclstrip
Units 1, 2, 3, and 4, which are cocal-fired plants located in
Colstrip, Montana.

I should add that we now are considering the
addition of 2000 megawatts of additional coal-fired capacity
called the "Creston Units" located 60 miles west of Spokane
because of the problems which are obwvious in this graph.

Clearly the Northwest is heavily dependent on the
nuclear option for future generation. If further delays beset
these planned nuclear porjects or if continued licensing
uncertainty forces lengthy deferral or cancellation of these
projects, the economic, environmental, social, and institutional
impacts on the Pacific Northwest and Puget Power's service
area will be disastrous.

In case it isn't clear from the chart, the left end
of each of the bars is the originally scheduled operational
date for the project. The right-hand end of the bar either
represents the realization of operation == which in the case of
Trojan, Colstrip 1 and 2 has occurred -- or, our best estimate

of when commercial operation of these units will occur under
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1 | current conditions. "Current conditions”" do not include some
|
2 ; of the assumptions that one might make after spending the
|
3 | morning in this room, I might add. They are more optimistic
4 | than they will be tomorrow.
i g
5 5 In summary, I strongly urge that a clearly defined
E‘ ]
8 6 | licensing direction be established for the projects of the
|
& 7 | near-term construction permit group. That direcion must not
3 !
5 8 | take the form of continued requests to commit to the results
,;
- 9 | of open-ended proceedings that are not likely to be resolved
z
£ 10| for some time.
-Z_ ;
§ 11 To make the construction permits contingent upon
H 1
g 12 | the resclutior of these issues dilutes the value of the
z 5
= 13 1 construction permits while leading to ever increasing and
=
3 . .
g 14 | unbounded costs for the completion of the projects.
z s
g 15 § Rather, I propose that we be allowed to go forward
= |
; 16 | on the realistic course specified by Option 1 of the rulemaking.
% |
& 17 | oOnlv through a commitment by the NRC to clearly define the
E .
» 18 | licensing path and safety requirements can the near-term
g '.
- » . . s
B 19 | construction permit companies expect to gain needed support
=
20 | from our directors, shareholders, and ratepayers to continue
| 3 .
21 | with the nuclear option.
22 This concludes my comments. There are representa-
23  +ives of other NTCP companies in attendance, and they could
24 respond to questions on issues that might be particular to their
25 own situation.
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! | MR, OKRENT: If I could explore a few general
i

2 | gquestions, how technical is it fair for me to get? You tell
4

3! me.

4 (Laughter.)

5 MR, MYERS: All right. You ask the guestion, and
| .

6 ! I'll tell you whether it is beyond my expertise.
1

7 i (Laughter.)
1

8 MR, MYERS: That seems like a safe place for me to
|
|

9 | be.
|

10 MR, OKRENT: Fine. Okay, now when we met in May

|

11 when the ACRS gquite consciously held a subcommittee meeting to

J00 TTH STREET, SW. , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2346

12 | find out what was happening on the NTCP plants, and representa-
13 : tives of the utilities were in, the utilities then indicated
14 : that they would trv to come in with proposals for how to
15 “ develop scme kind of policy approach to the items then in need
16 ! of resolution. There were six on that list, you may recall.
17 E It appears that the number of issues of concern have decreased,
18 ; for one reason Oor another.
19 1 In what I read of the response of the utilities to
20 @ what the Staff published for comment back whenever they did
21 ? it, in September, or the summer sometime, I didn't see =-- I
22 may have missed it == much in the way of a proposal from the
23 utilities for what to do, other than I guess what you call

. 24 Alternative 1, which was really to proceed on the current
25 basis and let's see, I suppose, what the rulemaking procedure
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will hold in the future with regard to backfitting.

I had thought, from the meeting we had in May, that
there might be some kind of alternate other than that that
the utilities would propose that they thought, I suppose vou
might say, met the spirit of whatever was relevant in the safety
area, and would provide some kind of a suitable basis which
might in fact give both the utility and the NRC a basis for
saying, "this locks like a reasonable proposal; in fact, maybe
we can, barring anythina unexpected, even grandfather these
from the rulemakings," you know. That would be more stable
than your sitting with a construction permit, but not knowing
when the shoe is going to drop -- one, or two, or three =-- from
rulemakings.

Now ==

MR, MYERS: I was not involved in those earlier
discussions, except that they did occur early enough, and
subsequent to that there were meetings that were held among
the NTCP owners and the Staff, and I don't think much progress
was really made.

The proposed rule came out. It contains what it
contains. We view that as asking us to go ahead and build
something that has no finite limits to it physically, so that
you don't foreclose vour ability to put anything inside or
outside or across any boundary, barrier, system that might be

later decided vou should have.
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In addition, it seems to say that you are unigquely

different than the ones who we just 1ssued construction permits

»~

3 | to, even though you might have a design that's further along.
|
4 g OQur design is 70 percent complete, in terms of engineering. We
E 5 ; certainly have had plenty of time to do it, and I'm surprised
2 s é it isn't 100 percent complete, except for changes in the
g 7,% requirements.
; "
z 3‘% So we find ourselves in a position that it makes it
: 9;: very difficult for us to propose something when we have no clear
g 10‘; set of objectives that anyone has said: This is what we're
> \
% 11; trying to do. We are in the position of the == a friend of
; |2§ mine, which talks about the fellow who is asked to "bring me a
g ]31 rock.” And with the large number of rocks available for him
=
3 ]4;5 to select from, and you being the only individual who knows
g 15 f which rock you want, he can make a lot of trips before he ends
: 16 up with the right rock delivered.
; 17 ! So that is really the situation we are in. We
-
; 18 don't know what we're tryving to do, in terms of safety criteria.
- |
i 19 ; What standard are we trying to meet? What are we trying to
3 |
: 2055 achieve through this? What difference is there between us and
211 the other plants that are going ahead now with a different set
22 f of criteria? I think we're just bewildered at this point. We
23 j have no basis to optimistically view the future and move for-
24 : ward, spend more money. We have $270 million, and scme of it

was very good dollars back in 1973, invested in this plant.

&
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It's really gone.

MR, EBERSOLE: Well, TMI-2 haprened. TMI-2 happened.
Suppose there was no regulatory pressure on you to do anything.
TMI~-2 happened. What would you have done? VWould you have gone
back and examined vour aux feedwater reliability? Have you,
vet? Have you loocked at anything else like that in these
eight dozen critical systems?

MR. MYERS: We are a BWR-6 Mark III,

MR, EBERSOLE: Well, ckay, the counterpart of those
problems,

MR, MYERS: The industry is looking at the problems
resulting from TMI. We've got the Institute for Nuclear Power
Operations. We'wve got the other organizations trying to look
at the sorts of things that led up to that == the operator
error sorts of things, the limits on systems, the transients
that can get you into trouble. We've now learned that you're
better off looking at transients and perhaps smaller events
than just concentrating on LOCAs, which fascinated us for years
and turned out to be the wrong thing to be fascinated with.

I don't think the industry is .:ying to shirk its
responsibility, but we do have to know where it is we are
headed. We are in a race where the finish line has not been
told to us yet. We're just told to keep running. We do have
limits to our ability to do that. We have financial limitations.

These plants cannot be conscructed regardless of the cost. We

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




need to Xnow == [rankly, our utility needs to know 1if we
should throw the $270 million we have invested in this plant,
just throw it into the system and forget it, and pursue some
other option. Because we cannct define what our ultimate
exposure is with the system we have.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, to some extent you were always
in that position; only now, you think vou're worse. I mean,
vou never knew what was ahead of you with the evolving
requirements.

MR, MYERS: To a degree, I suppose that's so;
although there is some comfort in having at least more than

two or three other people in the pool with vou. We are being

really set aside here as such a small group, without a lot of
people who are going to rush to cur rescue, because not a lot
of people get impacted with us. That is a reality of the world.
MR, OKRENT: Well, there are two aspects of the
discussion that are maybe worth looking at a little bit.

I guess with regard to your example of "bring me a

rock," I had hoped that perhaps the utilities were going to
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say: This is the kind of rock that if we get it, it should
provide an acceptable basis for these plants, and here is why.
And I guess that's what I thought we might see forthcoming

after the May meeting.

I+ is not clear to me at all that that's not a

fair action to expect of a utility, or a group of utilities ==
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in other words, that they leave it for the NRC. And I
understand in fact there may be scme utilities, or maybe the
group are trying to do that, but at least we haven't seen that
vet.,

So in any event, I think, while vou've heard us
give the Staff a hard time here, and befcre this, in not
providing a somewhat better delineated guidance, I think that
could equally well have come from the utilities saying: Look,
we think there are improvements that are relevant, or here are
bases for making improvements that we think we both agree we
can proceed, and so forth, and should provide an acceptable
basis for these plants.

I don't think it's fair to assume tha% these plants,
you know, aren't even on the drawing board, and no effort ever
existed. On the other hand, I think you do have to accept
reality. An accident did occur. People have taken a look.

In fact, thev are using information that was there before, but
now they are giving more creda2nce to it, more weight, and
maybe they are judging that in fact there are things that are
more probable, or that need remedies, or warrant remedies,
whatever the situation is.

So I think, mvself, the NTCP plants are somewhere
in the middle. Thev're not like the plants already in opera-
tion or under construction, and theyv're not like plants that

might begin design in a few years. There is precedent, I
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think if you loock elsewhere in society. If a dam lails,

a dam just ready to begin construction is relooked at, and

in fact sometimes even stopped. It depends on the circumstances
of the dam. Some g0 ahead. And similarly in other situations.

I don't think INPO, to my knowledge, is addressing
the design-related questions, If they are =-- and I didn't
know that NSAC was. Maybe they will in the future. But there
has been a p=ariod of time, which is getting on two years,
when in fact some of these things might, I think, have been
initiated by the utilities themselves whether the Staff was
doing something or not.. Maybe I am a dreamer, but correct me
if I am wrong.

MR, MYERS: I don't know how to respond to that.

I think the utilities are trving to be responsible and to be
responsive, but you've got to remember that we grew up in a
system that was created for u:s. We didn't create it. We tend
to be reactive.

We also tend to be smaller organizations with limited
résources. I probably don't even understand today all of the
things that are going on in the industry, and I am sure that
General Electric, the vendor of our reactor, has done many
studies that relate to the aftermath of TMI and systems that
are contained therein.

I didn't come here today prepared to talk about

those, but indeed if your charge is that we didn't come in with
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1 i a proposal to change the licensing process of the Puget Sound
2 3 Power & Light Company, then we're guilty: we did not.
3 } MR, EBERSOLE: How many BWRs are you talking about?
4 | MR. MYERS: For Puget?
3 5 | MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.
§ 6 MR. MYERS: Two.
§_ 7 MR, EBERSOLE: Just two?
-
§ 8 MR, MYERS: Our first two reactors, if they are
=
= 9| buile,
& .
; 10 ﬂ MR, OKRENT: Mr. Lowenste.n, did you want to make a
g 1 ; comment?
; 12 t MR. LOWENSTEIN: Yes, just a small one, just to
g 13 ? supplement what !Mr. Myers has said.
z
g 14 f I'm not sure he's familiar with the transcript of
= .
g 15 f the meeting to which you have referred, Dr. Okrent. I think
|
: 16 ] part of the answer to your question is that time has passed
; 17 ; that discussion by. Much of that discussion, as I remember it ==
g 18 i and I haven't reread it since the time of the meeting == was 1n
; 19 ! terms of what might be proposed by utilities to deal with
' 20 i subjects such as prevention, or mitigation of degraded cores.
2lj§ Since that time, the Commission has issued an
22 : advance notice of rulemaking; it has issued a proposed interim
23 rule; there is a great deal of activity going on both within

the Commission and among industry groups in the context of the

®
R

25 rulemaking. And I think the discussion that we heard this

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



12

14

18

iwb 54
i
2
3
4
5

z

g

3

-

z

= 10

z

-':5 n

=

= 13

z

z

;

r 15

=

=

. 16

)

£ 17

-

r

:

=
20
21
22
23
24
25

S R

so.- . 1‘5

morning makes perfectly obvious that the Staff really wouldn't
be in a position to act meaningfully, even if we could develop
an industry position at this point on any particular proposal,
outside the context of the rulemaking.

Part of our effort in trying to obtain meaningful
licensing criteria for the NTCP groups has been to get criteria
which would rule out a specific case of degraded core
considerations, put them into the rulemaking for the time being
on the basis of the interim rule or as it may be modified and
finally adopted by the Commission.

So I think that some of the specific things the
industry might have come forth with before will be done, but
they are going to be done, I expect, on a schedule and in a
framework of the degraded core rulemaking.

MR. OKRENT: Well, since we have the benefit of vour
comment here, could we explore with both of you: Suppose in
fact the Commission adopted Alternative 1, but you knew that
there was going to be a rulemaking on degqraded cores and
molten cores, and it might end up saying that BWR-6 Mark IIIs
have to somehow cope with large amounts of hydrogen generation,
and molten cores, and so forth and so on; but the decision
came three years from now, or five years from now, or X years
from now, whenever it was that the Commission arrived at a
rule.

Now would that leave you in any happier position
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than the Staff's Alternative 2, 3, or 47 You remember today
that they had 2, 3, or 4.

MR, MYERS: ©Oh, ves.

Well, it does, I think. There are two thiungs that
are important there.

First of all, if that were to be the case, we would
find ourselves in the same position as Grand Gulf, Perry, some
other BWR=6s, who would be faced with the same thing. We
would be proceeding ahead, but we know that what we have here
is a problem that is going to be imposed on the industry because
of some technical basis for its requirement, as opposed to the
fact that we happen to be handy and caught in this malaise.

Secondly, we don't presume, or don't assume
automatically that we would proceed ahead; but we at least
would then have the information that is necessary for us to
say: Well, let's take a look and see what sort of a risk we
perceive this to be, what sort of bag are we holding? And
then if our evaluation is that that bag is too big for one
utility of our size to hold, then perhaps we cut ourselves loose
from the enterprise and go on to other things that productively
produce generating capability.

But we are in a position right now, we don't even
have a very good feel for what it is we are looking at. So
ves, we would be happier with that.

MR. OKRENT: You mentioned Grand Gulf. It happens
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that in a letter dated December 9, 1980, they wrote Mr. Tedesco
of the Staff, outlining what they were doing in response to
his letter daced October 30, 1980. They talk about a program
for lcoking at hydrogen contrcl, and it includes a range of
things including many different concepts.

Now I would assume that if design measures evolve
out of such a study that look beneficial, if anything they
would be easier to include in a plant on which construction is
abou% to begin, or going to begin in a year, or whatever, than
on Grand Gulf, which memory tells me got a construction permit
some vears ago and presumably is fairly well along. I did visit
the site a large number of vears ago.

MR. MYERS: I would assume that is a fair statement;
ves.

MR, OKRENT: So in other words, I guess I am trying
to see: Do you think it is unreasonable that Puget Sound look
at its proposed reactors as hard or harder than Grand Gulf?

I am trying to understand what it is you are saying.

MR. MYERS: We seem to be rather argumentative in
this whole process. The guestion that was asked earlier I
think bears repeating. That is: What is the impact of all
these things? If what we are doing is attemptine to uniguely,
on our docket, make an independent examination of our reactor
and its facilities, we then «.e subject to the second-guessing

of the intervenors and the Staff, and anybody else who cares to
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participate in saying, "Look, your look really wasn't the kin
of look we had in mind. Grand Gulf came up with these results.
Why are they different? Why are they not comparable?”

And we are going to go through the kind of
protracted kind of time-consuming adversary hearing process
that has not really bzen all that constructive. It has to be
done on a generic sort of basis, If you are going to take a
look at these things, it should be done in such a way like
reliability where we all agree that these are the rules, this
15 the way we're going to do the analysis, this is the criteria
we're going to use to judge the re=nult, and then we can move
forward with it.

Then, we have something to found our belief on taat
we should proceed or not proceed. But to say: Each of you do
vour own thing; come up with your own criteria; set your own
standards; make vour own proposals, invites a chaos which has
brought us to where we are today, which is the same place we
were seven years ago.

MR. EBERSOLE: It sounds like you're endorsing a
good standard plan.

MR, MYERS: Well, we bought a GSAR. We really
thought we had one.

(Laughter.)

MR. OKRENT: Are there any other guestions?

(No response.)
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MR. OKRENT: I guess that's it. Thank you.

Are there other comments that representatives of
NTCP utilities would care to, or are willing to make, as the
case may be?

(No response.)

MR. OKRENT: Well, I am going to suggest that we
take a break. We will come back in 10 minutes or so and talk
further with the Staff, and so forth.

(Recess.)

MR, OKRENT: We will reconvene the meeting,.

I gquess I would be interested, if I can, in
exploring a little bit the differences between Option 1 and
Option 3. For purposes of the discussion, we can assume we
are talking about the August version, recognizing that the
Staff has some modifications in Option 3 now.

In what the Staff said in NUREG-0718 that was
issued in August, they discussed Option 1 and stated that it
would minimize review of construction impact, thereby
minimizing delays in reaching regulatory decisions on these
appli-ations, and then they went on to state: "The principal
disadvantage of Option 1 is that it fails to take advantage
of the fact that since construction has not started, it would
be relatively easy to provide design flexibility to implement
potential significant safety improvements."

Mow we have heard a range of comments about Option 3

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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as proposed then, and there are comments in the written
material. They relate somewhat to difficulty in the hearing
process, and somewhat to a lack of knowledge of what will be
the NRC requirements aside from the hearing process.

First I would like to understand better in my own
mind: Is there really a major difference in the long=-term
stability? By that, I mean nof only in getting a construction
permit, but really in getting an operating license, and even
to years beyond, between Option 1 and Option 3? If cne dcesn't
know what will be the outcome cf, say, the IREP program, of the
hearing on degraded core coocling, and so forth, why is it felt
by tlhe utilities that Option 1 provides substantially more
stability than Option 32

Can the utilities help me in this regard?

I will welcome as many participants as are willing.
Mr. Myers?

MR. MYERS: First of all, I would like to say that
my interpretation of Option 1 versus Option 3, Option 1
recognizes that as a result of the rulemaking there may be
additional requirements inpcocsed upon those people who have
reactors of different types, across the board.

Option 3 says that I am required to do something
that nobody can tell me how to do. That is, to not foreclose
my ability to incorporate anything anybody might later decide

should be incorporated on those few plants which were charged
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with the responsibility for not foreclosinyg the ability to do
that. And that's not many of us. That's just a couple. I
don't know how to do that., I don't even know hcw tc understand
what's involved in attempting to do it.

MR, OKRENT: Let's hear the Staff comme.t to chat
specific point before we go on. Are they asking this difficult
flexibility? Or may they be asking unknowingly that this be
there? Or just what is it that they're asking, do they think?

MR, PURPLE: Well, I think COption 3, as it was in
the draft that went cut in September with respect to degraded
core, one of its faults and one of the big disadvantages is
just what Mr., Myers said, that it was not well bounded and
would be difficult in litigation, and would be difficult == we
didn't have a clearcut understanding of what we wanted. It
was written with a good deal of flexibility in the language.

I think as we're reacted to the comments and thought
about it more ourselves, we have been tryving to seek a method
that still has what we think are the advantages of Option 3,
but that are more precisely defined.

For instance, Alternative 4 that Jim Myer talked
about, is a rather precise list of things <o do. It's well
understood. What may not be understood is what the final
answers are going to be out of that, but at least it is
bounded. And if the concept works, the thing could be

grandfathered from the ultimate rule, and that's a well-defined
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written down Friday.

MR, PURPLE: But it's going to be written by then,
because our Commission paper is due to go to them by, say,
Thursday night, so we will have to have it finalized. So by
Friday, we will have ‘c written down. It is certainly possible
that it could be something different.

MR. OKRENT: Do we have it written down?

MR. SAVIO: I have what I have written down.

(Laughter.)

MR. SAVIO: I have what I heard written down.

MR. OKRENT: You do?

MR. SAVIO: Yes,.

MR, SCHWENCER: Hopefully, it is within the
transcript.

MR, OKRENT: But I can't remember when I said the
transcript will be available.

MR. SAVIO: It will be available in one day.

MR. OKRENT: In one day?

MR, SAVIO: Yes.

MR, OKRENT: T find transcripts are not always
completely intelligible == No offense to the reporter == it
is just the way it works out.

(Laughter.)

MR. OKRENT: Yes?

MR. PURPLE: There is another point I want to make
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1 that has come up gquite often from Mr. Myers about the fact that
‘ 2 .’ these NTCPs are a unique group and are being treated in a
i
3 ? fashion different than others who had luckily just gotten their
4 i CP just before TMI.
5 i One of the things that we will be doing next Tuesday
6 % ie presenting to the Commission, and seeking their approval to
7 i our plar . to take all of 0718 and apply it to all other CPs that
8 ? fit & certain definition. That is, CP-holders that have had
9 | CPs for some amcunt of time and for which very little
10 | construction has begun, to see if it doesn't make sense that
n : some of these same requirements should be imposéd on them,
12 f I can't tell you what percent construction; we

13 | haven't figured that out yet; or how long the CP would have been
14 | held. So I don't know how big the population will grow. But
1s | we will be presenting this as a proposal to the Commission next

16 | Tuesday.

MR. OKRENT: You would propose an increase and

JOO TTH STHREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 200214 (202) 554 2345

17

18 j share the misery?

19 % MR. PURPLE: I didn't want to use that word, but
20 5 that's ==

21 j (Laughter.)

22 I ME. PURPLE: =-- but we recognized the same thing.
23 f It was hard to rationalize why a plant that, for example, had

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
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doing the same kind of option looki..t that we're requiring of
the pending CPs.

MR. OKRENT: Mr, Myers, did vou hear enough about
their option 4 to comment on whether you think it would be
bounded and specific, at least not open-ended in the sense vou
earlier defined?

MR, MYERS: Well, I'm like you. Mot having had the
benefit of seeing anything written down, and commenting on a
draft that I just listened to tentatively, the thing that
appears to me is that the rather optimistic appraisals of the
time required to do the things that were being discussed in
that option probably don't lead to something within a vear.
Probably you're talking about a time frame that's on the same
order of magnitude as the rulemaking, prior to anvbody getting
to the point where ycu say you're now ready to issue a
construction permit. And so we're talking about much longer
delays, again, associated with those people who don't have
their construction permits.

If I recall what was said there, vou're talking
about going through a process that he said would take a vear,
which I remember when licensing toock 14 months, and that was
in 1973.

MR. OKRENT: I remember when it toock less.

(Laughter.)

MR. MYERS: And that was a forecast for us.
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(Laughter.)

MR, 'OKRENT: No, I said I remember when it took
less.

MR, MYERS: We don't really kxnow enough about it.
I don't know enough about i: to say much more than that,
although I do believe that it 32725 n-t provide us with a
mechanism whereby we could, in an orderly way, get a construc-
tion permit to proceed ahead, and then look back and assume
that we would be impacted with the same thing that others with
construction permits have. I don't think anybody is soc naive
the+ he assumes, as was said here earlier for instance, that
anybody could grandfather you against further decisions by
anvbody.

We all know we're exposed to that as a justificaticn
“or a modification or an additional system is made, and we're
going to be hit with it if you have one of these plants. We
know that. But at least you get to start and get going and
proceed ahead, and you know that when it's looked at and its
cost effectiveness is measured across the industry. 1Is this
a change that's worth making? And we don't find ourselves
two years from now with this much longer delay, that much more
money invested in just the cost of the money we've got invested
in the plant, ard then the same excuse being used to say: Well,
they haven't started construction yet, so why don't you go ahead

and lay this one them?
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MR. OKRENT: Well, now, I have been pushing on the
Staff; now let me push on the utilities. The Staff in their
document said that the principal disadvantage of Option 1 is
that it fails to take advantage of the fact that since construc-
tion has not started, it would be relatively easy to provide
design flexibility to implement potential significant safety
improvements.

Certainly that's true for certain kinds of design
flexibilities., In other words, at this stage there are certain
steps you could take that would be much harder than when you
had 80 percent construction, or 40 percent =-- it depends on
what you're doing.

MR. MYERS: Yes. Tc the extent they can define
those today and say this is what's required, I agree with that,

MR, OKRENT: But you were laying it on the Staff
to define this, in effect.

MR, EBERSOLE: As a case in point, you're a GSAR
man. Browns Ferry has been generocus in providing the industry
with lots of flags as to what ought not to be done. First was
the fire. More recently, we had the scram system fail, That
was a handy signal to do something about the scram svstem.

Are vou all doing anything about that with your
GSARs, independently? Or are you waiting for th~ Staff to

establish something to do?

MR, MYERS: Well, I'm not prepared to discuss the
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jwb 67

300 TTH STREET, SW | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 23456

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19 !

21

22

23

24

25

‘e 153

details of that. I think if you look at the Browns Ferry scram
problem, it was related to a piping situation =-

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR, MYERS: == but maybe ==

MR, EBERSOLE: It was more than that, though.

MR, MYERS: == Joe Quirk is here from GE and maybe
he can address that specificallv.

MR, EBERSOLE: Are there forthcoming some improve=
ments beyond those which are presently on your GSARS?

MR. QUIKK: On the GSAR scram discharge volume ==

MR, EBERSOLE: I'm aware of that.

MR. QUIRK: =-- the particular configuration on the
one at Browns Ferry =-=-

MR. EBERSOLE: It was more than that, nowever.

MR, QUIRK: == does not have the same ~-

MR, EBERSOLE: It does not have the same detailed
specific malfunction potential. It has a related set, however,
in that it looks at a dump volume which is closeable, which
has a potential for filling ==

MR, QUIRK: == and which has instruments --

MR, EBERSOLE: Better instruments than Browns Ferry
had; true.

MR. QUIRK: A different type.

MR, EBERSOLE: Right. But generically, though, it

represents a problem area.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




300 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

13

15

16

17

18

19

21

8 8

14

S

25

L - ‘59

MR. QUIRK: It has been evaluated, yes. And we
think that the BWR=-6 scram system ==

MR. EBERSOLE: You do not now intend to do anything
on your own volition to GSAR BWR=6 in this area?

MR. QUIRK: I didn't say that.

MR, EBERSOLE: What?

MR, QUIRK: I did not say that.

MR. EBERSOLE: You didn't say “hat?

MR. QUIRK: ©No, I did not.

In response to the evaluation performed by the
Staff, recommendations have been made by the Staff and by
General Electric, as well; and that these recommendations will
be carried out on our BWR plants.

MR. EBERSOLE: So you are doing something beyond the
Browns Ferry catchup?

M., QUIRK: Yes.

MR. :BERSOLE: Thank you.

ME. OKRENT: Mr. Lowenstein, before when I raised
my question, Mr. Myers volunteered to comment. You indicated
an interest in responding to my question.

MR. LOWENSTEIN: 1I'm not sure I remember anymore,
Dr. Okrent, what that specific question was, but in response
to your last question I would say that we have sent a letter
to you, addressed to you, on behalf of Houston Lighting & Power

indicating a desire to appear before the Commi‘“tee in Februarv
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1 | to discuss work which Houston has underway with its suppliers
2 I and its architect-engineers to look into the difficulties of
3 j implementing Option 3. They are considerable, The work has
4 j not been completed., We would expect that thev will be broucht
5 5 ? more or less to at least an intermediate conclusion this
g 6 % month, and we would be in a position with representatives of
g 7 | the groups that are working with Houston to appear before you
i
g 8 } at that time and discuss in some detail the work that has been
: 9 i done and the conclusions that we have reached.
é 10 ; MR. OKRENT: But let me ask the Staff how the
3 !
% n } potential availability of the information just mentioned by
; 12 i Mr. Lowenstein impacts on your thinking and what you propose to
2 13 | do? Do you think you saoculd wait to see what Houston Lighting
% 14 | & Power has developed before you arrive at a final recommenda-
% 15 ! tion to the Commission, or what?
z ,
: 16 ? MR. PURPLE: Well, I shared vour earlier expressed
; 17 ? maybe "concern" isn't the right word, but the comments that
- |
§ 18 j came from industry in response to the draft, didn't contain
g 19 1 as much as we might have anticipated from earlier meetings with
) 20 # the subcommittee and our earlier understanding of what they had
21 € underway.
22 | The Commission is pressing to move on with reaching
23 a decision on this, and have asked us to bring down our best
24 A shot, which is what wo re doing. It is hard to == and we will

L]
B

do that, We will do that next Tuesday.
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I don't know enough about what the industry is

|
’ 2 | doing to really be able to ascertain how significant that
q

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 : wo have now. I really hadn't thought about this until you
2 6 ! asked the guestion, but I think we would be likely to proceed
. g 7 i on with what we have in this draft now and let that be our
o
) 2 8 | recommendation to the Commission next week.
' ; 9 E MR. MATHIS: Well, Bob, let me toss something else
4
é 10 j out here.
; ,
o MR. PURPLE: Sur-.
=
g 12 MR, MATHIS: Option 1 basically says you go with
. g 13 | things as they are now, plus the provisions that are going to
= i
: 14 | be required from 0660. Right?
- ‘
g 15 MR. PURPLE: Right.
" : 16 ! MR, MATHIS: So there is a bounding element there
- £ 17 : that is pretty well defined.
- H
; % 18 MR. PURPLE: Right.
. i 19 { MR. MATHIS: And if you want to take advantage of
=
20 J a plant not being built and consider those major kinds of things

21 t that might effect, if you will, the fundamental design, if vou

22 | go back to Jim's Option 3 which says: Okay, set aside some

23 land over here. You can do that at this stage of the game, I

24 am assuming. Provide some space under the unit, and beef up

vour structure. Those three things are pretty definitive.
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And if you had that in addition to Option 1, would
that make you happy? And could the utilities live with it?

It seems t0 me you're covering your bets pretty well on anvthing
that might come ocut of rulemaking on degraded core. I'm just
tossing it out.

MR, MYERS: I think the problem with that,

Mr. Mathis, is the Mark III's containment design indicates

that the Skagit project == I might say that it's a rather tight
fit for everything that's in there now, and to decide you're
going to jack somethinag up a few feet, or whatever it takes

to reguire space in there for it, is a reconsideration of the
basic containment design.,

We've learned a lot about the design of the Mark III
containment, including loads and things that result from full
swell, a lot of things that came into the process as we went
through the proceeding. I suppose that we're reallv saying
that once you do that, you decide vou're going to change the
design and allow a little space, which is easily said, we
probably are going to reevaluate the basic design of the Mark
IIT containment.

MR. MATHIS: All right, then let's ==

MR. MYERS: I don't know how you can get away from
that. That just means you're that much further away from being
able to use it.

MR, MATHIS: Well, turn that coin over, though, and

AL.DERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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say: All right, if degraded core rulemaking comes down the
road == and you're pretty well convinced, I think, that
something is going to come down the road == and you've been
given your construction permit, and you're constructing, and
then Qou get hit with that, aren't you in worse shape?

MR. MQERS: There are a lot of us in that shape, at

that point, and if the judgment is that that's what needs to

be done, I expect you may see the nuclear industry substantially

reduced in the magnitude of the generation resulting from that
resource.

MR, EBERSOLE: Well, isn't this ==

MR. MATHIS: What I'm trying to get at is: 1Is
there any way that you could get a more definitive bounding
situation that would be compatible with what you have to live
with, and satisfy the Staff? Because right now, we aren't
tocgether, I don't think.

MR. MYERS: I don't know of any way to provide for
any eventuality in the design =--

MR. MATHIS: Oh, I don't, either. I'm just trying
to define one that we could live with.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, I noticed the FNPs, though,
didn't seem to be much concerned about this. We have just
been told that the containment could be strengthened.
Apparently you can put a crucible under it, or vou can 4o

several -- I was impressed.
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MR, MATHIS: He's already done it.

MR, EBERSOLE: Impressed by the difference between
the problem as described against the FNPs versus these other
six stations., I suppose it has largely to do with the
structural characteristics. It just happens that the FNPs are
more adaptable, I presume. Your containment is harder to
handle, I gather?

MR. MYERS: Well, you're drawing some conclusions
that I guess I don't want to get into a discussion with you
about, not knowing enough about all the different ramifica-
tions; but I think it is fair to say that one of the advantages
of the OPS system is there aren't any they have to backfit.

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes, that's right.

MR. MYERS: That's fairly clear. I don't know how
many they've got under construction ==

MR. EBERSOLE: None.

MR. MYERS: == but I think it is a fairly limited
number. So I don't know that we could really mix those two into
the bowl =~

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes, you're further down the road,

I think.

MR. LOWENSTEIN: I think this is one of the
guestions -- Excuse me. Robert Lowenstein == which is being
loocked at in the Houston study. My expectation is that we can

talk further about it at that point.
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Could I add something, a comnent really going back
to Dr. Okrent's question to me earlier. One of the things we
are loocking for here is =-- and +this has been an underlying
subject of discussion =-- is some fairly clearcut criteria
which will let these utilities go ahead into a hearing with
the kinds of questions we're discussing now being put off into
rulemaking proceedings, the effort being that these kinds of
basic redesign issues not be taken up case-by-case. I think it
is perfectly evident from the discussion this morning that the
Staff doesn't have positions on the particular items; that
what there are are a series of spectrum, if you will, of
uncertainties which would then be resolved not between now and
the Commission meeting next week, but case by case, £from one
PWR or one BWR to the next. Well, we know £rom the history of
these particular applications, when there were fewer licensing
uncer-ainties than there are today, that you can't get there
from here and get a permit, or a license issuance, given this
magnitude of uncertainty.

I think what will come cut of the discussion in
February is that some of the costs of making provision for
these various possible mitigating or preventive systems,
without knowing exactly which ones you will need to in fact
install later ~- because we can't know before the rulemaking
proceeding is over =-- involve a great deal of cost, involve a

great deal of re-engineering, and throw into doubt much of the
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sunk cost which the utilities have already made, and which

they are trying to rescu2 now,

~

You had asked earlier whether there were any legal

insights, Dr. Okrent. I haven't heard anyone yet say that the

E 5 ; existing criteria which have been approved for reactors
I g (] 1 generally are not adequate for these plants., I have heard
’ g 7 i identification of many issues and gquestions that it might be
» g 8 | desirable to cr:sider, and that it might save money for the
; 9 | utilities t. consider now, but I haven't heard anyone say th"-
g 10 é they're inadequate for the issuance of a construction pu. *. ., OF
Z i
% 1 ! less adequate for this grov  ~f plants than for the great bulk
; 12 i of plants that are under co:. :ruction or in operation.
. g 13 1 I think it is perfectly evident that there is no
I |
§ 14 ! way that this Commission, or this Congress can commit future
§ 15 f Commissions or future Congresses to some kind of grandfathering
o : 16 i provision. These utilities will be subject, in cne way or
; % 17 ! another, to the outcome of the degraded core rulemaking pro=-
’ E 18 ; ceeding. What they are basically asking for is the opportunity
' g 19 i to go ahead with their permits, not to reopen all the myriad of
' 20 j questions that could be asked, but to be subject to new
21 1 requirements as they come along and as they are adopted by
22 f the Commission for other reactors in the same class.
23 z MR. OKRENT: One of the questions that I had
' 24 jf Dr. Savio send out in an effort to focus, or stimulate
25 discussion was what safety goals the utilities would suggest or

1 ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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endorse. You a moment ago used the word "adequate." So I
guess in a sense that's what's on the table. Were the previous
criteria adegquate? I guess in general one has to assume +hat
the NRC has found not, because they have found a lot of Nings
£C require. since TMI, and there are Suggestions == otherwise
they wouldn't at least be considering these rulemaking
hearings == that there may be other things.

I would appreciate it if You would tell me what is
either your or your client's definition of "adequate," and
why.

MR, LOWENSTEIN: I can't be precise for any
particular client, now, but I think I can give a generalized
answer. That is, the Option 1 would provide an adequate basis,
in the sense that the Commission and the ACRS, with the post-
TMI lessons learned, and the other post=TMI requirements, had
found that it is safe for these Plants to operate on that
basis,

Now that does not mean to say that there are no
further improvements which can be made. Of course, there can
always be, We have heard a discussion today of many different
kinds of improvements, and different people have differing
attitudes as to what should be looked at first and considered
initially. But I think it goes without saying, becausy the
plants are operating, that this committee and the Commission

have licensed additional plants for operation since TMI, aad
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will be licensing further plants, and that that is adequate to
protect the public health and safety without foreclesing the
possibility that additional improvements can be made.

I think what we are urging here is that that same
basis is adequate for the NTCPs, and that the NTCPs would
recognize that further requirements which may be adopted by
the Committee and the Commission and the Staff from time to time
would be imposed on them as well; but that they not be held up
until these other decisions are made.

MR. OKRENT: Well --

MR. LOWENSTEIN: W Ot L8 isn’' s ey .ive answer,
but it is a general statement and { :hink a pragmatic approach
to gettin~ "n wi‘h this ==

MR. OKRE*'IT: I have a little bit of a problem
philosophically «nd really also from a practical point of view
with your use of the term "adequate." I will use an example
from Los Angeles where I live.

For some years now there has been a discussion in
the City Council and in the newspapers about a large number of
buildings, masonry buildings, not designed for seismic effects
pre=1933 designs, multiple dwellings or large commercial
buildings, and so forth, If I took the way you just used
"adequate," since they were allowed to be occupied last vear,
and in fact are allowed to be occupied today, they must be

"adequate," because otherwise how could the City Ccuncil permit
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1 | this to go on?
‘ 2 ; Nevertheless, the City Council has been struggling
3 j for some years now =-- and believe me, it is a struggle =-- with
4 | possible crdinances which might require backfitting. The cost
g 5 é of the backfitting has ranged, but it goes up to a billion
) é 6 { dollars, an order of magnitude, and some pecople say we will
i g 7 ; have to tear the building do'sn and make people move from low-
) g 8 | rent to high-rent areas. You have lots of complicating
. g 9 prcblems,
E 10 Nevertheless, I would have a problem assuming it
3 .
g 1 ; was adequate just because pecople had been allowed to live
; 12 a there. And certainly the City Council wouldn't allow a new
. ; 13 'E building built tomorrow next door to the existing building to
g 14 E be built the same way. In fact, they haven't allowed it for
% 15 | some years.
P it
- ; 16 f MR. LOWENSTEIN: I don't thinl %“e analogy fits,
. ; 17 i thougk, with all due respect.
=
- ; 18 J MR. OKRENT: 1I'm just saying that one has to be a
= 1
' i 19 | little cautious. I deliberately chose an example where
=
: 20 | neither you nor I would not be able to say the existing
21 j buildings were adequate, but neveytheless they have been
| i allowed to persist.
23 | MR. LOWENSTElL a zse I know that this
‘ 24 Committee has reviewed the situation for reactors since TMI.
25 We're both familiar with the changes that have been made, and
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the progress that has been made,

I think where we're having trouble now is that
Option 3, for example, says we don't know what further require=-
ments might be necessarv, and we're not even telling you which
alternatives potentially to make provision for. There is no |

|

decision-making being made; it's just a sort of generalized ‘
wringing of the hands, if you will, that some day there may be
some future requirements that we may want yvcu to put into
effect. We're not prepared to tell you which are likely or
unlikely, and in fact we're not prepared to define all of them
for you.

And under these circumstances, it really isn':
very practical for you to come back even to this Committee for
a report on its PSAR, or to amend its PSAR to get through a
litigated hearing. And every one of these applications has
intervernors, and in some cases many of them, which is why thev
have been open and pending for so long -- one of the reasons.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I am quite conscious of the kind
of problems you have just been discussing. That is why I am
trying to carry the discussion out ==

MR. LOWENSTEIN: But I do want to be clear. We don't
want to be in the position of the houses that people are living
in, because you have no place else to put them, Ue are all
conscious of the extensive post-TMI retrofitting and the

further work that is going on on these plants. When I say
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"adeguate," I mean "safe."

MR. OKRENT: Oh, please. I have a thing about ==
What does it mean when you say something is "safe"? That is
a word I am unable to define. It is used in so many different
contexts and ways. I will give you an example,

I read in the Los Angeles Times -- my fountainhead
of information ~= that Secretary of the Interior Andrus had
said that the proposed Auburn Dam was safe. Those were the
words that the LA Times used. I assume that he used them.

Now if you don't know the history of this Dam, it is
above Sacramento, or would be above Sacramento. It has been
estimated that, were it to be built, and filled, and were it to
fail, it could lead to three-quarters of a million fatalities.

All right, now what does the term "safe" mean in
the context of something that poses that hazard? Because I am
sure there is not a zero probability of failure. Nevertheless,
the term "safe" is used.

You can see why I prefer that we don't use it here.

Well, there appears to be a little problem.

(Laughter.)

MR. LOWENSTEIN: I would hope the Staff would
communicate to the Commission our plan to come back and report
to you further on some of the engineering difficulties at the
February meeting.

MR. OKRENT: I notice that each time you have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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mentioned what it was you planned to report in February, if

there were such a meeting, it would be on the engineering

difficulties, Were there going to be some proposals for

nossible changes beyond the previous design? Or was it just
the engineering difficulties?

MR. LOWENSTEIN: My colleague, Dave Powell,

David Powell, has been involved really very extensively with
this work.

MR. POWELL: Dr. Okrent, what Houston has done 1is
to take the NTCP rule as proposed, the degraded core rulemaking
section, and has == Vasco, Saul Levi, Incorporated (phonetic),
and General Electric =-- loocking at that proposed rule and
undertaking engineering studies.

The rule as proposed says: Look at mitigative
features from the standpoint of whether they're practical
given the state of the art of the technology at this time,
and determine mitigative features which you could commit, not
to foreclose during construction.

Also, look at preventive measures =-- implicit in
that being: We hope that there is some relationship between
preventive measures and mitigative measures as far as risk
reduction is concerned. And come back to the Commission with
a report on what you will commit not to foreclose, and give us
a plan on how you will implement that.

Now these organizations are looking at various kinds

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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of mitigative measures, those that are specifically listed i
the proposed rule, and others, from the standpoint of deter-
mining whether, for the basic design those can be reasonably
accommodated insofar as they have committed not to foreclose.
Qr, if thevy cannot be reasonably accommecdated, what are the
reasons that they cannot be reasonably accommodated.

They are also looking at various kinds of preventive
measures from the standpoint of how one would actually incor-
porate those in a design in the sense that the rule speaks of,
What is the potential risk reduction of each various preventive
measure.

And then loocking at all of this together, what is
the best combination one could put together that would give you
the potential for an overall reduction of risk from that plant?

So it is a rather extensive effort, done on a very
rushed basis, because the Islands Creek plant is looking
towards health and safety hearings later this year in the
spring. But I believe it is a good-faith effort, and it is not
an effort designed only to give the litany of reasons why you
cannot do things; it's really an effort to see what combination
of things might reasonably be provided for. And it is an
attempt to put some meat on whatever one views as the vagueness
of the proposed rule.

And in that sense, it seems to me to be a rather

useful effort.
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and degraded core, that the committee can look at.

MR. PURPLE: Yes,

MR. OKRENT: And I think we should hear the
discussion on siting, and maybe it would be just as well to
start with it as we did -- let me think a minute.

MR. MULLER: Do you want to go through this
comparison? It's sort of a red herring.

(Pause.)

MR. OKRENT: All right, let's make it third instcead
of first of the trilogy. Okay? So in other words,
reliability engineering; degraded core; and then siting. But
I think we should have them here, for what you have to say and
also what your thinking is, the directions in which you are
going. That's the most interesting part. Okay?

MR. MULLER: Yes. But do vou still want the
compariscon with the NUREG-06257?

MR. OKRENT: Yes, I think pretty much the same
material you covered, but let's, in other words, haves it third
in the group. I suspect the changes in 0718 you can mention
and see if the committee wants to pick up a specific question.
Wwe'll just have to see. But I would prefer not opening up a
long list of 40 things, at least not at the beginning of the
three hours, or we'll never get to part two.

And let's see. Who will we have, if anycne, from

the NTCP owners' group on Friday? Do we know?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 MR, LOWENSTEIN: Mr, Myers 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 licuston Power
i & Light?
g 5 i gnt
i 1
E &1 MR. LOWENSTEIN: (MNodding in the negative.)
“ \
. & ;
- g 7| MR. OKRENT: No? Okay -- D. Walker? Will you be
; VK 2
= B ?
: : 8 ere
- - MR. WALKER: I plan to be here, or Mr. Hagan, one
z |
= 10 or the two of us will be here.
> |
2 1 | MR, OKRENT: One of the two of you will be here
-
E
i 12 ! from FNP. But at least there is no one requesting time to
= l
‘ = 13 make a statement, and we may not have a representative from
E A
g 14 | the NTCP group? I am somewhat surprised =--
= |
¥ 15 | MR. LOWENSTEIN: Let us consult and we'll get back
2 |
. | 1
. ;s 16 | to vou.
# |
. : 17 1 MR. OKRENT: Yes. It needs =--
- |
= |
R 5 18 | MR. LOWENSTEIN: We weren't aware of the Friday
g |
. * 19 | meeting, reallv, until just the last minute.
= {
B
20 | MR. OKRENT: Oh, I see.
21 | MR. LOWENSTEIN: Just the day before vesterday.
22 That's part of the riroblem.
23 MR, OKRENT: I think, myself, it makes sense for
24 there to be someone from the NTCP group.
. 25 MR, LOWENSTEIN: We'll do our best to have someone

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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here. We appreciate the opportunity to do that.

MR. OKRENT: At least to offer informal, off-the-
cuff comments. It need not be a formal presentation.

Okay, I would like to recommend that you set up your
presentations so that if they were uninterrupted, you know,
they would =-- oh, I suspect Mr. !fyer needs ample time, because
he has a fairly long thing to show =-- but I will encourage the
Staff to put forward its best effort, trying to again indicate
the pros and cons of the alternatives as they see them and, to
the extent vou can, indicate the problems that the NTCP owners
see, and that you see, or whaitever, in what you do, and so much
the better. Okay?

MR. PURPLE: Okay.

MR. OKRENT: In other words, there is little

advantage in vour giving a very short presentation that is
incomplete, and so forth, and then having a disorganized
guestion and answer period that doesn't make the point except
with difficulty.
I think since the subcommittee report is going to
be short, vou should have ample time to mak: a good presentation.
MR. PURPLE: There's about two hours and 45 minutes,
perhaps, without interruption. Should we plan on an hour-and-
half?
MR. OKRENT: You should figure half of that. Yes,

|

|

or a little less, I would say. Okay? But that should give you i
|

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC. - i
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a good presentation. Cut out the history, and

sort of stuff. Get to the hard part early.

meeting.

adjourned.)

MR, PURPLE: Okay.
MR. OKRENT: Anything else?
(No response,)

MR. OKRENT: All right, then I will adjourn the

(Whereupon, at 4:00 p.m., the meeting was
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The NRC requested comments on proposed licensing reguirements f r per<ing
construction permits and manufacturing license by a notice in the Federal

Registar on October 2, 1980. In response, comments were received from:

C. W. Rowley, Sand Springs, Oklahoma (Rowley)

Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary (USD10S)
Marvin I. Lewis, Philacdelphia, Pennsylvania (Lewis)

Bechtel Power Corporation, San Francﬁaco. Califoinia (Bechtel)
Lowenstein, Newman, Reis, Axelrad & T§11 (Lowenstein, et. al.)
Offshore Power Systems (OPS)

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (PSOQ)

Boston Edison Company (BEC)

General Electric Company (GE)

Westinghouse Electric Corporation (¥)

Portland General Electric Company (PGE)

Duke Power Company (Duke)
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EN'CLOSURE 3

CHANGES IN (ATEGORY ASSIGNMENTS

NUREG-0660
ACTION ITEM

[.B.1.1

I[.C.1

1.C.5

I.D.4
[.F.1
1.F.2

I1.A.2

11.D.2

IT.E.2.1
I1.£.2.3

I1.K.1.20

I1.K.1.21

II .K.2.2

[1.K.2.13

F

Organization and
Management Long Term
Improvements

Short Term Accident
Analysis and Procedures
Revision

Procedures for Feedback of
Operating Experience

Control Room Design Standard
Expand QA List

Develop More Detailed QA
Criteria

Site Evaluation of Existing.
Facilities

Research on Relief and Safety
Valve Test Requirements

Reliance on ECCS

Uncertainties in Performance
Predictions

Prompt Manual Reactor Trip
Procedures and Training

Safety Grade Anticipatory
Automatic Reactor Trips

Procedures and Training to Indicate
and Control AFW independent of ICS

Effect of HP! on Vessel Integrity
for Small-Break LOCA w/o AFW

PRELIMINARY

ASSIGNMENT

OR CP/FOR ML
5/5

4/4

4/4

4/4
4/4
4/4

5/1

3/3

2/2
3/3

an

an

an

N

REASSIGNMENT

CP/ML
2N

2N

5/5

n
5/5
§/5

a1

1/1

2/
mn

2N

1/1

mn

N



ENCLCSURE 3
CHANGES IN CATEGORY ASSIGNMENTS
(CONTINUED)

NUREG-0660 PRELIMINARY
ACTION ITEM ASSIGKMENT

[1.K.2.15

II.K.3.5

I1.K.3.5

I1.K.3.30

I1.K.3.31

I1.K.3.46
[T1.A.1.1
I11.A.2.1
[I1.A.2.2
[11.0.1.2
IT1.0.1.3

[11.0.2.3

FOR CP/FOR ML

Effects of Slug Flow cn B&W Steam 3/
Generators After Primary System

Voiding

Report Safety and Relief Valve 2/2
features and challanges

Continue to Study Need for 4/4
Automatic RCP Trips and Need for
C.l.4.c, etc.

Revise Small-Break LOCA 3/1
Methods
Do Plant Specific Calculations 3/1

re: 10 CFR 50.46

Respond to ACRS Consultant Concerns a4/1
Upgrade Emergency Preparedness 5/1
Amend 10 CFR 50 and Appendix E 5/1
Development of Guidance and Criteria 5/5

Radioactive Gas Management 4/4

Ventilation System and Radioiodine 4/4
Adsorber Criteria

Liquid Pathway Radiological Control 2/2

CP/ML

N

2/1

N

N

N

N
/1
4/4
11
11
N

2N



REVISED TEXT QF REQUIREMENT

(SEE APPENDIX C TO PROPOSED FINAL DRAFT OF NUReGg-0718)

1.C.5 - EXPANDED FOR BETTER GUIDANCE
[.D.1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT
1.D.2 - ADDED REFERENCE TO NUREG-0625
1.F.l - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

II.LA.2 - REVISED - PROPOSED RULE HAS SLIPPED
I1.D.1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

I1.E.4,2 - PEVISED 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
I1,J.3.1 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT

I1.K.3.13 - MINOR CLARIFICATION
11.K.3.28 - STRENGTHENED REQUIREMENT
[11.A.2.1 - UPDATED TO REFLECT ISSUANCE OF FINAL PULE



DUKE POWER COMPANY
GENERAL OFFICES TELEPMONE: AREA

704

373-4011

422 SOUTM CHURCH STREET

CHARLOTTE, N. C. 28242

January 5, 1981

Mr. David Okrent, Chairman

ACRS Subcommittee on Safety Philoscphy,
Technology and Criteria

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 208555

Gentlemen:

On October 2, 1980 the NRC published a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking concerning the "Proposed Licensing Reguirements
for Pending Construction Permits and Manufacturing License
Applications". This proposed rulemaking is being developed
to consider the reguirements 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 decisicon 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 commeon PSAR. All six units were in-
tended to be identical, and it is our objective to continue
the standardized concept in these units. By applyi.y dif-
ferent recuirements to the three units at Cherckee comp.ted
to the three units at Perkins the standardized concept will
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not be achieved. We believe that the Perkins units should be
exempted from this rulemaking on chis basis and that construc-
tion permits should be guickly issued . 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 1s siting. We regard the siting and the
gquestions concerning the siting of the Perkins Nuclear Station
to be answered. The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board has
issued its partial initial dec .ion 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
Dune, cannot understand why additiocnal 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
of demographic regquirements, yet specifically excludes any
facility for which a construction permit application was

filed on or before Octocber 1, 1979. As mentioned before the
Perkins applicaticon was filed in March, 1974--5 1/2 years
before the bill's cutoff date.

The degraded core rulemaking will require applicants to in-
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 adegquately handled after the issuance
of constrvction permits on the Perkins units. Standardization
will affect the reliability of the Perkins units just much

as it does the Cherockee units. As stated before, Duke intends
to make the Cherokee and Perkins identical and would build
them to the same dejree of reliability. The emergency pre-
paredness guestions will have to be handled on a site by site
basis. Based upon our review of the emergency preparedness
rule, (Appendix E to l0CFR 50) we have already provided
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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 :the 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 ACRS, to support Option 1 of the proposed
rule as the best and most logical anproach to continuance
of the nuclear power-generating optioa.

Very truly yours,

HBall e

/. C. Dail, Vice
Deslgn Engineering
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CORE MITIGATIOUN FEATURES

Cneroy Pemoval thru Containment Heat Pemoval (Passive or Active) --

no Padiclocical Release to Atmesphere.

Energy Removal thru Containment-Atmosphere Mass Removal (Filtered,

Vented, Containment Systems) -- Controlled, Small Radiological Release.

Energency Dilution thru Increased Containment Volume (Venting to Large-

Yolume, Leak-tight Strur.ure) -- No Radiological Release to Atmosphere.

Energy-Release Suppression thru Suppression of the Burnina of Combustibles

(Hydrogen and Other Combustibles) Control thru Suppression of Buring, e.q.,

Inerting, Halons, Water Mists) -- No Radiclogical Release to Atmosphere.

“nergy-Release Management thru Controlled Burning of Hydrogen and Other

Combustibles (Hydrogen Ignition Systems) -- No Radiological Release to

Atmosphere.

Energy-Nelease Control and Core Mass Management thru Core Retention Devices

(Core Catchers, Core Ladle, Cavity Flooding) (Active and Passive Cooling)
-- No Radiolcgical Release to Atmesphere

-- No Impact or Consicerably-Recuced Impact to Liquid Pathway.

Kinetic “nergency Dissipation of Steam-Explosion-Generated Missiles thru

Missile Shields -- No Radiological Release to Atmosphere.

fnergy Absorption Enhancement thru the Strengthing of Containment

Structures
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Pebble Springs uclear Plant
Docket S0-514, SO-515
License NPF-1

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman
Safety Philosophy, Technology
and Criteria Subcommittee
Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 2C_.55

Dear Dr. Okrent:

Portland Ceneral Electrie Company received a telecopy of your request
for the near-term Construction Permit (CP) applicants to address the KRC
Staff reconmendations for resuumption of CP licensing on December 18,
1980. Consistent with the current level of inactivity on our Pebble
Springs CP application brought about by incessant liceansing delays, we
are unable to attend the subcozmittee meeting scheduled for January 6,

1981. However, we would like to offer the folloving comments for the
subconnittee’'s consideration.

We have submitted comments on the NRC's Motice of Proposed Rulemaking
regarding proposed licensing requirenents for pending CP applications

(45 FR 65247). We believe that the NRC Staff's approach for licensing
pending CP applications as proposed therein {g unwarranted and wawvorkable.
As an alternative, vo stronzly rocommend that the Cozaission adopt a
policy that would precondition CP licensing on weciinrg pre-THI require-
pents, as augmented by applicable and currently defined requirementt
flowing from the TMI-2 accident (ie, Option ° This appears to us to be
the only fecasidle vuy to proceed with liceas..g of pending CP applicacions.

we regard the use of quantitative safety goals in determining the need
for desipn changes as a noble pursuit. Indced, we agree with the ACRS
recommendation, as stated in NUREG-0739, that it w.uld be desivable to
perform an analyeis to form a cafety profile of a particular plant and
site that could be used to make risk-dbaced declsions on design and/or
procedural changes. lowever, the framevork envisioned and espoused In
NUREC-0739 for probudbilistic risk assec-ments would threaten the viabtlity
of pending CP applicarions since risk auantification and certification
will take yeare to develop into a discipiined and predictable process.
From a corporate risk standpoint, pending C7 applications can {11 afford

to be treated as prototypes for isprovising a licensing process based o0
risk-acceptance criterta,

IO Calbovmn Crcnsr Mataad ™ L. A
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January 2, 1981
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The Pebble Springs location is one of the best in the contiguous United
States for siting a nuclear power plant because of favorable demographic,
eeismic and evacuative characteristica. Ye also bdbelieve that the Pcbble
Springs nuclear and balance of plant design, as augmented by applicable
lessons learned from T™I-2, is fundamentally sound and an i{mprovement
over currently operatiuy reactors and those under construction. Notable
plant design features which decrease vulnerability to serious accidents
include a large dry Containment, a four-train Auxiliary Feedvater System
independent of all AC power, and a8 gteam generator layout conducive to
natural circulation. MHoreover, overall plant design oore 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 vulnerabflity o. our plant to serious
accidents. What we consider to be a highly acceptable plant safety
deeign 1s further accentuated by the demonstrably low population densities
surrounding the Pebble Springs site and favorable site evacuaticn character~
istics.

Sincerely,

N

Bart D. Withers
Vice President
Nuclear

¢: Mr. Lynn Prank, Director
State of Oregon
Departaent of Energy
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SITES

NUREG-0625
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SITING
POLICY ON PROCEEDING WITH PENDING
CP AND ML APPLICATIONS

CP’S AND ML'S MAY BE ISSUED FOR THOSE APPLICATIONS THAT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS
OF OUR CURRENT SITING REGULATION, 10 CFR PART 100, AND HAVE BEEN EVALUATED AS
SPECIFIED IN REGULATORY GUIDE 4.7.

AFTER PROPOSED SITING RULE IS ISSUED FOR CCMMENT, BUT NOT AS A CONDITION FOR A
CP OR ML, APPLICANTS WILL REVIEW THEIR SITES AGAINST THE NEW RULE.

STAFF WILL EVALUATE SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANT DESIGN AND DECIDE WHETHER
DESIGN MODIFICATIONS ARE RECOMMENDED.,



HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY
P. 0. 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

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
Criteria, and our suggestion that the meeting either be re-
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 licensing
basis for issuance of construction permits. We view the sub-
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
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.

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
we have underway. This presentaticn will identify the scope
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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I suggest February 3, 5
look forward to discussing t
subcommittee.

or 6 as suitable dates, and
his important matter with your

Sincerely,

George Oprea

Executive Vi President

o ————————————
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January 2, 1981

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman
Subcormmittee on Safety, Philosophy,
Technology, & Criteria
" Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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)

. (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 comment on a "notice of proposed rulemaking"; this notice
delineated the Commission'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-
tions. By reference (2) Boston Edison, on November 17, provided comments
. 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
(2) corments, It is our understanding that the NRC Staff plans to issue
shortly a revision of the proposed policy for resumption of construction
permit licensing.
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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 comments provided on November 17. W2 would
intend to review this policy including discussions with the Staff as
necessary A follow-on meeting with your Subcommittee would seem
appropriate -at that time. We consider a meeting with the Subcommittee
on January 6 prior to conpletion of the above steps to be premature.

Boston Edison Company believes that the “additional measures" that would

be required by the Cormission'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 oniy 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% vears 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 Cormission's
plan for the resumption of construction permit licensing, and that the
Commission proceed on the basis of the Option 1 that was discussed in
reference (1). Nption 1 would impose all the pre-TMI construction permit
requirements augmented by the “"applicable requirements" of NURFG-0660.
These "applicable requirements" are delineatad in NUREG-0718, In order to
make NUREG-0718 consistent with the goai of "establishing a clear state-
ment of requirements,” 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 MRC projects related to "degraded core mitigation features." The
results of this review indicate that "informed decisions” cannot be made
until some key research results are produced, at the earliest, two years
from now. The present base of information is 1ot sufficient to complete

an individual ASLB hearing. Any "degraded core mitigation" commitment
prior to the conclusion of rulemaking could be inconsistent with the results
of rulemaking. The Atomic Industrial Forum Committee on Reactor Licensing
and Safety has submitted, via reference (4), comments 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
deqgraded 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 Pilgrim 2 in
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accordance with 10CFRS0.109, Boston Edison recommends that the require-
ments with respect to the deqgraded core rulemaking should be deleted from
the Proposed Licensinag Requirements for pending Construction Permit
Applications and that the results of the degraded core rulemaking 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 recommended 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 Subcommittee, as appropriate.

Very truly yours,

) Edecnd oo

/cac

cc: H. R, Denton
R. A, Purple
D. A, Scaletti
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November 17, 1880

Mr. Sarmuel H, Chilk, Secretary
Attention: Docketing & Service Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Ri: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Concerning "Proposed Licensing Requ re-
ments for Pending Construction Permit and Manufacturing License
Applications” (45 Fed. Reg. 65247, October 2, 1980)

Dear Mr, Secretary:

By the captioned notice, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission published and
sought corment on a “notice of proposed rulemaking.” This notice delineated
the Corission's plan to take into account lessons learned in connection
with the Three Mile Island Unit 2 (TMI) accident in the design of nuclear
p?wer plants which are the subject of pending construction permit applica-
tions.

The proposed rulemaking represents the first action by NRC to establish
post-TM1 licensing requirements for construction permit applications frozen
since TMI and, if approved by the Commission, would authorize the resumption
of NRC action on the Pilgrim Unit 2 application. The original Pilgrim Unit 2
PSAR was docketed in Decembe* 1973 and had undergone approx;-ately six (6)
years of NRC Staff review whan TMI occurred, Pilgrim Unit  .as been the
subject of five (5) years of hearinis; the hearing record been closed

on all issues other than TMI; and, we are awaiting a partic {nitial decision
from the presiding Atomic Safety & Licensin Board. The design of Pilgrim
Unit 2 is approximately 63% complete. Over $250,000,000 has been expended,
over $100,000,000 of which s represented by equipment presently completed
and in storage. In the 20 months since TMI, the delay associated with the
regulatory hiatus coupled with the inflationary economic environment has
resulted in an estimated increase in the cost to complete Pilgrim 2 in excess
of $325 million, The current rate of cost increase due to delay s in excess
of $30 nmillion per month,
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‘The Cornission has undertaken to develop & position with respect to the
set of necessary and sufficient THl-related requirements that should be
applied in the review of applications for construction permi®s and manu-
facturing licenses for nuclear power plants, In development of fts current
position, three options were considered:

1. Resume licensing using the pre-TMI CP requirements augmented
by the applicable requirements fdentified in NUREG-0660.

2. Take no further action on the pending applications until the
r¥1enaking actions described in the Action Plan have been com-
plete’.

s 3. Resure licensing using the pre-TMI CP requirements suomented

by the applicable requirements fdentified in NUREG-DEE0 and
require certain additional measures or cormitments in selected
areas (e.g., those that will be the subject of rulemaking).

-

The Comission observes that Option 1 wo:”y minimize the reviev and con-
struction impact, thereby minimizing dr lays in reaching regulatory decisions
for the planned facilities; and that Option 2 would maximize the safety
improvements but would result in extensive delays and that it believes the
cost of such delays are not justified provided that design flexibility can
be deronstrated. The Commission elected Option 3 as “"a suftable 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 pruposed plan under Option 3 with respect
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

v bv the preparation, review, and adjudication of the documentation required

to substantiate these “additional measures” 1s 1ikely 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 delete. from the Commission's plan for the resump-
tion of construction permit licensing, and that the Commission proceed on
the basis of the Option 1 that was discussed in the captioned notice.

Option 1 would impose a1l the pre-TMI construction permit requirements aug-
mented by the "applicable requirements” of NUREG-06E0. These "applicable
requirenents” are delineated in NUREG-0718, In order to make NUREG-0718
consistent with the goal of "establishing a clear statement of requirements.'
Boston Edison believes that it s essential that the following modifications
be made to NUREG-0718:
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THE APPLICARLE ACTION PLAN ITEMS - NUREG-0718

1.D.4

11.A.2

11.8B.8

Control Room Desicn Standard

Since it does not appear that 1EEE-566 will be amended in
the near future, please change the category for the portion
of this item that deals with 1EEE-566 to Category 3. Delay
of a pending CP while waiting for this IEEE standard to be
amended is inordinately costly.

Siting

Pending Construction Permit applicants should not be required

to m:ke any commitment in the area covered bv the Siting Rule-
makina. Policy expressed by Congress appears 0 be inconsistent
with the policy contained in NUREG-0718, Congress obviously
deemed it counterproductive for the Cormission to apply new siting
regulations to Construction Permit Applications docketed before
October 1, 1979, - The instructions of Congress and the HRC's
jmplementation 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 requlations

to Construction Permit Applications docketed before October 1,
1879; Congress intended that the Cormmission only apply the

new siting regulations prospectively. It is requested that

the category for Paragraph 11.A.2 in NUREG-0712 be changed to
Category IE, not applicable to plants of the type now in review.

"Degraded Core Rulemaking"

Pending Construction Permit applicants should not be required to
make any cormitment in the area covered by the Degraded Core
Rulemaking. The Commission has published advanced notice of
proposed rulemaking on this stbject and 1t 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 comment period, Boston Edison reviewed recently funded NRC
projects related to these features. The results of this review
indicate that "better informed decisfons™ cannot be made until
some key research results are produced, at the earliest, two
years from now. Delaying issuance of near term construction
permits until these "key research results” are available would

. be fnordinately costly and s unnecessary. After the construction
‘permit s {ssued, when the Degraded Core Rulemaking has been

completed, Boston Edison could be required to assess potential
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backfits of Pilgrim Unit 2 in accordance with 10CFR50.109
in the same manner as other licensed facilities., Since
the content of tn> proposed rule concerning "Interim Require-
ments Related to W drogen Control and Certain Degraded Core
Considerations® (45 Fed. Reg., 65466, October 2, 1980) s
already covered by other paragraphs of NUREG-0718 (1.C.1,
11.8.1, 11.8.2, 11.B.3, 11.E.4, 11.F.2, 111.0.1.1 & 111.D.3.3),
the first sentence of paragraph 11.B.8 is unnecessary, There-
fore, it is requested that the category for Paragraph 11.B.8
. in NUREG-0718 be changed to Category IE, not applicable to
plants of the type now ynder review.

11.D.2 Research on Relief and Safety Valve Test Requirements

..

The two entries in Appendix D for this 1tem should either be
corbined or one entry deleted.

11.F.3 Instrumentation for Monitorina Accident Conditions (RG 1.97, Rev. 2)

Please change the category for this ften to Category 3. Revision
2 of RG 1.97 was not issued in August 1980; and, furthermore,

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 bLe revised is inordinately costly.

Emergency Preparedness & Emergency Support Facilities

Two entries are in Appendix D for each of these ftems. They
should either be combined or one entry deleted so only one
set of requirements appear for each item.

. We believe that Option 1, as represented by NUREG-071C modified by the above

corments, would assure that the safety lessons learnec from T are adequatel
considered in the design an construction of the reactor faci ties for which
c0nstructior4penﬂit lppiications were penaing prior to TMl.

The requirement that the applicant docurent and justify deviations fror the
standard review plan should be deleted from the 1icensing requirements for
the pending CP applicants., Delay associated with this exercise would be
{nordinately costly, and co “iance with the Standard Review Plan is not
necessary, nor it is sufficéent. To establish corpliance with the reguiations,
Tt 75 settied law that an applicant need only sat%s?y the Commission's
regulations to obtain a permit: Maine Yankee Atomic Power Co. (Maine Yankee
Atomic Station), ALAB-161, 6 AEC 100 3), affirmed subnom, Citizens

for Safe Power V. NRC, 524 F, 2d 1291 (D.C. cir.  Furthermore a staff
position paper, such as a Regulatory Guide or SRP, {s not a requlation and
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cannot be treated as such; Gulf State's Utilities Co. (River Bend Station,
Units 1 & 2), ALAB-444, 6 NRC 760, 772 (1977). Ina memorandum(1) dated
January 31, 1977, the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation specifically
exempted the pending CP and ML applications from the Plan because resource
expenditure could not be ustified since there was no _concern s to safety
Te.e] established by the existing staff review. It should aiso be noted
that, despite the fact that previous applications did not document and
justify deviations from the standard review plan, the Staff has been
generally successful in establishing compliance with regulationg _in
adjudicatory proceedings. The NRC General Counsel's memorandum 2) of
August 14, 1930 clearly states: “citation of a particular NRC requlation
in the SRP as a support for the review requirement does not in jtself show
that the review requirement establishes compliance with the regulations.”
This memorandun further states: *the citation and cross-referencing do not
show that the regulation is fully implemented. If 2 regulation is applicable
to two different s{stens dealt with in two different sections of the SRP the
fact that the regulation fis cited in one section does not show that the
requlation formed the basis for the review requirement in the SRP on the
second system.” The NRC General Counsel concluded that the current review
procedures for determining compliance of applications with NRC regulations
are leqally adequate for issuance of licenses.

In conclusion Boston Edison recommends that the requirments with respect

‘ site evaluation, degraded core rulemaking, and Standard Review Plan

nformance be deleted and that the resulting plan, Option 1, be utilized
to expedite the licensing process of the remaining few NTCP plants. To
facilitate expediting the licensing process it is further recormended that
Licensinc boards be instructed that the requirements in NUREG-0718 may be
y to a limite extent. specifically, boards may entertain
a contention that the regquirements are unnecessary, in full or in part,
and they may entertain a contention that one or more of the requirements

are not complied with, They may not entertain a contention asserting that
recuirements beyond these are necessary. he boards®' authority to raise
Tssues sua sponte should be subject to the same limitations. Contentions
relating to NUREG-0718 shall be limited to those items assigned to Category 4
and Category 5, as set forth in Section 111 of NUREG-0718, Finally, we urge
you to issue this policy erpeditious'ly, comit appropriate Staff resources
and expedite Staff review of pending construction permit and manufacturing
license applications.

Yery truly yours,

) ook i

(1) hero: B. C. Rusche, Director, NRR, to NRR Division Directors:
*Deviations from the Standard Review Plan.® Dated: January 3, 1977.

.2) Mero: L. Bickwit, General Counsel, to the Cormissioners: “compliance

with Commission Regulation.® Dated: August 14, 1980.
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKIAHOMA

A CENTRAL AND SOUTH WEST COMPANY

PO BOX 201/ TULSA OKLAHOMA 74102 / (918! 583-3611

December 30, 1980

Dr. David Okrent, Chairman

ACRS Subcommittee on Safety Philosophy,
Technoclogy and Criteria

U.S. Nuclear Regulatcry Commissicn

washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Dr. Okrent:

Thank you for your invitation to the Subcommittee
meeting on January 6, 198l1. 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 reguirements, and we reguest that it be made a
part of the Subcommittee's meeting record on January 6.

PSO has reviewed the guestions addressed to the
NTCP applicants by the Subcommittee, and we are unable to
provide meaningful answer: at this time. Those gquestions
concerning the adequacy ¢ the NRC staff's proposals for
NTCP licensing requiremer s cannot be answercd 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
implementation of Option 3 in favor of Option 1. Since we
are not privy to the Staff's deliberations regarding pecssible
revision of the proposed NTCP requirements, we will not, as
of January 6, know exactly what the staff proposals are. We
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 of
being answered at the present time. PSO has not initiated
any plant-specific engineering or research effort 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
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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.

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 comment: are
attached for your information. However at the risk of over-
simplification I would characterize our basic objecticn to
Option 3 as one of timing, i.e., an option that requires the
completion of a myriad of time-consuming engineering activities
and analyses before issuance of construction permits. On
the other hand, Option 1, which we believe imposes essentially
the same technical reguirements 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
permit issuance as contemplated under Option 3. The Option
1 approach makes emminent good sense when one recognizes
that meaningful answers to the degraded core and safety goal
questions involve fundamental design questions that cannot
be answered adeqguately 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 L. Conrad
Manager, Licensing & Compliance

Enclosure



PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA

A CENTRAL AND SOUTH WEST COMPANY

PO BOX 201/ TULSA OKLAMOMA 74102 / (918) 583-3611

1 -
o & Gantral Power anc Lt gﬁcmmmdoww gu:nmunEum Was! Texas Lr s

<

.
-

“

November 17, 1980

Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary to the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Public Service Company of Oklahoma ("PSC") submits
the following couments in response to the NRC Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking* publisted in the Federal Register om 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 Cocoperative, Inc., Western Farmers Electric Cooperative -
and itself) for permits to construct and operate the Black Fox
Station (U.S. NRC Docket No. STN-556 and 557) which consists of
two 1150 Mwe boiling water reactors to be located near Tulsa,
Oklanoma.

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 Commir¢irn, would authorize the resump-
tion of NRC action on the Blac Fox application.

*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
rejected. Option 1, one of the rejected options, would have
permitted the resumption of licensing using pre-TMI CP require-
ments as supplemented by a commitment to ‘mplement, during the
post-CP period, the applicable task actic. 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 Applicactions for Comstruction 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 licensiag review for these projects.* Although this
option clearly presented the most promise for minimizing undue
delays in reaching regulatory decisions for applications like
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 applicatioms. NUREG-0718 notes
that the selection of Option 2 would have "treat[ed]! the
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 2€ter satisfying,
{n 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 Staticn. Since PSO, as the holder of a Limited
Work Authorization, has expended in excess of $250,000,000

*This licensing 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.



in engineering and equipment, site preparation, excavation and
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
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. Optionm 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 the
{ssuance of construction permits, all promise to extend the
review, evaluation and hearing time needed for the consideration
of applications like Black Fox beyond any measure of reason-
ableness. Option 3 does not clearly and adequately reflect a
definitive licensing path which bounds requirements appropriate
to a construction permit proceeding. Nor is it, as the notice
states, "relatively easy tc 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 Optiom 2
regarding the uncertainty of station design requirements.

Therefore, the result on station comstruction schedule
is equivalent to Option 2, since in order to properly limit
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.



the docket to implement the "lessons learnmed" from T™I-Z.
Indeed, in August 1979 PSO called for a re-opening of the Black
Fox licensing hearings to publicly demonstrat2 this commitxent.

The only reason stated for NRC's rejection of Option
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 comstruction
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 NUREG-0660 measuras as a pre-licen-
sing requirement for pending CP and ML applications is arbitrary
and discriminatory.

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 11I 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 has 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-
ities presently under comstruction. 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 justificationm,
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
reascnably foreseen by even the most omniscent corporate executive.
This delay has had the discriminatoly 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.




It is clearly in the public interest to resume 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 learmed
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 oun 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 tc the unique position of the NTCP
group, especially Black Fox Station, due to its completeness of
design and licensing status.

l. Siting

This special provision states that CP applicants must
(i) compare their sites with the recommendations of NUREG-0623,
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.
Mcreover, 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. 350350-531).
Therefore, PSO suggests that the section in the Notice on
Reactor Siting be rewritten along the following lines:




Siting

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
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 f{rom
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
concepts to avoid foreclosure of specific degraded core meaSures
by construction of the reactor facility. For example, if space
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 ciscarded as a potential
design feature of the plant. Likewise, if a particular measure
is technically beyend the commer~ial state of the artc, it would
not be considered practicable or ieasible. On the other hand,
it may be feasible to avoid foreclosure by expsnding 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:



Degraded Core Rulemaking

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 comstruction of the

plant. The NRC Staff would review these analyses to
determine, with reasonable assurance, that taking

into account appropriate facility design considera-
tions and the relevant state of the technology facility
construction would not foreclose the installatiom of
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
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 rsliability 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
most general terms would be unproductive at the construction
permit application stage.

‘ . The quantitative results of reliability analyses are
highly dependent on pl«nt specific designs and individual
vendor supplied equinment. Although BFS design is over 50%
complete at the CP stage vendor specific equipment information
and/or operatciig procedures are generally not available. Thus,
reliability analyses performed early will contribute little
more than those analyses which will be available from current
plants either operating or in the final stages of construction.
Design decisions based on preliminary design data may in fact
suggest design changes that are unnecessary or undesirable when
evaluated against final design information.




Successful utilization of reliability studies depends
upon both the integrity of the analyses and upon the existence
and validity of reliability goals and derived eriteria for
specific systems and equipment. The NRC has only recently
published a plan for developing a safety goal from which equip-
ment and systems reliability criteria may be determined. A
commitment 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 De used to identify
reasonable solutions to problem areas. No prudent manager
could cowait to design changes or plant "back-fits" unatil clear
goals and consistent criteria are defined.

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
that it is premature to require detailed definitions of a
program, includirg methodology and schedule, because safery
goals are as yet undefined in conjunction with the developmental
statue of reliability engineering. There is a si_nificant time
remaining betwcen CP issuance and conclusion of design would
would permit development and implementation of a reliability
program in a prudent engineering manner.

4. Emergency Preparedness

The Notice stated that construction permit applicants
would submit, prior to the issuance of construction permits, a
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 Sectioms 50.33, 50.54, and Appendix E, along
with addressing a new Sectiomn, 50.45 to Title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations. These rules becanme effective on November 3,
1980. 1In particular, Section 1I of Appendix E has been revised
requesting specific information on the new emergency response
planning bases for the preliminary safety analysis report
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 nct intended to represent
information to be supplied in an operating license emergency
response plan.

S, 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. 1t 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.



had .

PSO believes that NRC should allow maximum advantage
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 a
commitment to implementation prior to OL issuance; however, for
Categories 3, & ard 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
T™1. Some specific examples of these conflicts are discussed
in Appendix A. Additiomally, NRC must provide the necessary
evaluation criteria for the area of management for design and
construction.

6. Standard Review Plan Compliance

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 comstruction
permit or manufacturing license. This requirement would apply
to all CP and ML applications for which NRC Staff SERs or SER
T™MI 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 PSC 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 weculd 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
recpen safety issues that have been and remain closed in the
Black Fox proceeding and in others like it. Such delays including
the revisiting of closed issues might be warranted if a commen-
surate safety benefit were realized; but as explained below,
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the SRP review exercise will provide very little, if any,
improvement in reactor safety for the Black Fox Station.

PSO estimates it will take a minimum of three months
of engineering time to simply identify deviations from the SRP.
Thereafter it will take an additional three to five months of
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 amendment for
submission to the Staff. PSO cannot estimate how long the NRC
Staff will require to review the PSAR amendment given the
preseat attitude of resource allocation. 1f adequate resources
were made available in a timely manner, the NRC would need a
minimum of three months review and SER supplement preparation
time.

Once the PSAR amendment is submitted to the NRC, the
Staff will be forced to revisit areas of its technical evaluation
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. Undouotedly the NRC would reaffirm that those
decisions remain sound today simply because not much has changed
other than the additiocnal TMI-related requirements.

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
set forth in regulatory guides in both draft and final form and
branch technical positions has been facto:ed into the Black Fox
docket. The Staff safety evaluation in the context of its ™I
review is still ongoing and indeed the Black Fox application
remains suhject 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
manner. The redundant SRP review would add nothing to this
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 cetermine 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
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matters, tae SRP review as a pre-CP raquirement permits a totzl
re-cpening of the entire safety review -- a result that has the

¢fect of .ssentially 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., 1f the Commis~-
sion 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 CP applications as a
post-licensing consideration in the same manner proposed by the
Commission for pending operating license applications and it
should be done against the updated revised SRP. Another review
for Black Fox against the same SRP utilized in 1976 seeas
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 safe'~ reviews, the Comm.ssion would have propcsed
the SRP review as a pre-license condition for pending operating
license applications as well as for similarly situated CP
applications. We believe the course of action propocsed for
pending COL 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 requirewent ==
applies only to operating reactors, and since that fiscal year
has expired and if it is true that NRC is no lnnger 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, differeant 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.



meet this test. The proposal should be raanged to a post-licen~
sing consideration.

Finally, views are requested with respect tO the
extent to which judgments reached by the Commission on re-
quirements for CP applicaats should form the basis for instruc-
tions to NRC licensing and appeal boards in CP and ML proceedings.
As the Commission recognized for pending operating license
applications*, NRC Boards will also require Commission directiom
with respect to the resumption of CP and ML licensing proceeding..

PSO believes that the Commission should issue a rv.e
in conforaity with the terms of Optiom 1. NRC Boards shoul be
directed to resume licensing proceedings in accordance vwitu
this rule. We note, however, that such a rule would dejart
substantially from the thrust of the Notice as now con: tituted.
As a result, further notice and opportunity for comment. appears
to be necessary to satisfy the rulemaking requirements o
Section 553 of the Administrative Procedures Act by giving
reasonable notice to members of the affected public of the
actual contents of the plan to rasume CP and ML licensing
activities. 1f, on the other hand, the Commission decides to
implement Option 3 either as it stands or as modified by the
foregoing specific commerts, 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 effeciive within 30 days of publication in
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
c.ght, be treated comsistently with existing construction
pc.ait holders. Adoption of snv _ther Option by the Commission
clearly signals that we are being treated as the first of a new
generation 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
adopted and published by the Agency.

*See Further Commission Guldance for Power Reactor Operating
Licenses: Statement of Policy, 45 Fed. Reg. 41738, dated
June 20, 1980.
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PSO appreciates this opportunitly to provide these
written comments. We would request the opportunity to orally

address the Commission during its
Notice.

further consideration of the

Conrad
Licensing & Compliance
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Appendix A

1.B.1.1. - Organization and Management
Long-Term Improvements

This item is an activity currently underway by INPO
with the expected completion to be by 5/8l. On this
schedule it will be impossible to take advantage of
the work being dome by INPO 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 I1.B.1l.1 should be
focused more toward the early construction management
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.

1.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,
human factors engineering, crisis management and
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.

1.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. 1In
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

an