AUG_ 3 § 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: R. F. Fraley, Executive Director
Aivisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: W. J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: ACRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION
OF GENERIC ISSUES
References: 1. Memorandum for W. Dircks from

R. Fraley, "ACRS Comments on the
Prioritization of Generic Issues,"
June 20, 1983
2. Memorandum for W. Dircks from
M. Libarkin, "Additional ACRS
Comments on the Prioritization
of Generic Issues," July 15, 1983
3. Memorandum for R. Fraley from
W. Oircks, "ACRS Comments on the
Prioritization of Generic Issues,"
July 6, 1983
4. Draft NUREG-0933, "A Prioritization
of Generic Safety Issues," March 31, 1983

The ACRS comments (References 1 and 2) on the Staff's evaluation of issues
contained in Reference 4 have been reviewed. In accordance with your request,
written responses to these comments are enclosed for your information.

We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and look forward to receiving your comments on the remaining issues.

8309060621 830830 900 Wilon 1. sty
0993 cREO PDR William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations .
Enclosures: i 12 /
1. Staff Response to Those Issues 8
for Which the ACRS Agrees.With '/fi 1.~
o s Comarts [ s rien |
2. Staff Response to ACRS Comments 8/15/839 8/16/53 .
Related to Those Issues on Which ,
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's !
Priovity Ranking RES :D* DE :D* DSI :D*
RMinogue RVollmer RMattson
*See attached sheets for concurrences 8/18/83 8/24/83 8/24/83 a
DST:SPEB* | DST:SPEB* DST:AD/T*
OFFICED WHTIREFS ™ | Fromcome
VLTt R— LT T —
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MEMORANDUM FOR:

R. F. Fraley, Executive Director

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

Executive Director for Operations

J. Dircks

) .. ACRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION

“QF GENERIC ISSUES

FROM: W.
SUBJECT:
References: [

“Memorandum for W. Dircks from

. Fraley, "ACRS Comments on the
Prioritization of Generic Issues,"

June. 20, 1983
Memorandum for R. Fraley from
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W. Dirc
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of Generic Sa

33, "A Prioritization
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The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the Staff's evaluation of issues contained

in Reference 3 have been reviewed.

responses to these comments are enclosed for‘your information.

In accoxdance with your request, written

We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and Took forward to receiving your comments on the“remaining issues.

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for

.Bségaiions

Erclosures: N
1. Staff Response to ACRS Comments o
Related to Those Issues on Which \
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
2. Staff Response to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
cc: H. Denton J. Fouchard
R. DeYoung H. Plaine
R. Minogue P. Norr
C Motoaues 1. Devis 0SI:D DE:D RES:D EDO
J. Shea G. Kerr RMattson RVollmer RMinogue WDircks
23K 7/ /83 7/ /83 7/ /83 7/ /83
ormczp| DST:SPES g%ﬁ ........ OST:AO/T  (OST:D . RED o {NRR IR
suaname | REDEit: K=" | WM inners...... | FRowsome | TSpeis .| RDeYoung | ECase | HDenton
SRR R T YT L L DO L O LUK B L.

USGPO 198:--335-960



MEMORANDUM FOR:

Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director
Advisury Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: ACRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION
OE\GENERIC ISSUES
References: 1. Memorandum for W. Dircks from

M.“Libarkin, "Additional ACRS

Conﬁgg:s on the Prioritization
of Geheric Issues," July 15, 1983
2. Draft NUREG-0933, "A Prioritization
of Generi¢ Safety Issues," March 31, 1983

The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on'the Staff's evaluation of issues contained
in Reference 2 have been reviewed. accordance with your request, written
responses to these comments are enclosad for your information.

We appreciate your continuing interest in'the Staff's prioritization process
and look forward to receiving your comments™gn the remaining issues.

William J Dircks
Executive Directorfor Operations
Enclosures:
1. Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
& Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

IE:D RES:D DHFS:D DE:D DSI:D
RDeYoung RMinogue HThompson RVollimer RMattson
8/ /83 8/ /B3 8/ /83 8/ /83 8/ /83
............................... OST:D .. |NRR:D | . NRR:DD |\ EDO . .
TPSpeis - |EGCase | HRDenton .. | WJDircks
................................................... 8/..18 |8/ /8 18 .../8 |8.../83.
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MEMORANDUM FOR:

Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director

. Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
FROM: . William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: ACR§“€QMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION
OF GENERIC ISSUES
References: 1. Memorandum for W. Dircks from

M. Libarkin, "Additional ACRS
Comments on the Prioritization
of Generic Isbqgs," July 15, 1983
2. Draft NUREG-0933, "A Prioritization
of Generic Safety.Issues," March 31, 1983

h !
The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the Sta?(fs evaluation of issues contained
in Reference 2 have been reviewed. In accordance with your request, written
responses to these comments are enclosed for your infermation.
\
We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and Yook forward to receiving your comments on the aining issues.

William J. Dircks ™.
Executive Director for Operations

~

N
N\

AN

Enclosures:

5 & Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

2. Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

IE% RES:D DHFS:D _ DE:D_ 0SI:D
: RDeYptrriq - RMinogue HThompson RVollmer RMattson
, 8/ 5 1 8/ /B3 8 /83 8 /83 8/ /83
orricep o Eﬁm,%.&? ....... DSTAQA- | OST:D |NRR:D 1. NRR:0D  f. EDO.. .. ..
S—— R/ L Warhders | FRowsome | TPSpeis EGCase. HRDenton I.W.D.i.r.c.k‘s.......
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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. F. Fraley Executive Director R. Vollmer
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards D. Eisenhut
, R. Mattson
FROM: W. J. Dircks H. Thompson
Exscutive Director for Operations Snyder
SUBJECT: ACRS\COMMENTS 0N TKS PRIORITIZATION A
OF GENERIC 1S5UCS D. Wheeler
References: 1. Memokandum for W. Dircks from :: g;:?:rs
R. Fraley, "ACRS Comments on the R. Emrit Chron
Prioritization of Generic Issues," DST RF
g June 20,1382 AD/T RF
2. Meuaranduﬁ for R. Frafey from SPEB RF
Przor1tlzatroq\of Generic Issues," EDO RF (3) (1324
July &, 1983 *° NRC PDR
3. Draft NUREG-0933, "A Prioritization
of Generic Safety Issues," March 31, 1983 v
N £DO 13249

The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the Staff's evaluation of issues contained
in Reference 3 have been reviewed. In accordance with your request, written
responses to these comments are enclosed for yourinformation.

We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and look forward to receiving your comments on the remaiming issues.

™~

"

o
.

Wiliiam J. Dircks
Cxecutive Director for Operations

Enclosures:

1. Staff Response to ACRS Coumments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

2. Staff Response to ACR5S Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

cc: H. Denton J. Fouchari

R. DeYcung H. Plaine

R. Minogue P. Norry

C. He]tgmes J. Davis DSI:D DE:D RES:D ECO

J. Shea ¢. Kerr RMattson RVollimer RMinogue WDircks
e AA,L 7/ /83 7/ /83 7/ /83 7( /83
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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. F. Fraley, tiecutive Lirsctor R. Vg1lmer
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards D. Eisenhut
R. Mattson
FROM: ¥ W. J. Dircks H. Thompson
Executive Director for Operations - Snyder
rac
SUS JECT: ACRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIURITIZATION ﬁ. R:wsome
OF GENERIC 1SSUES D. Kheeler
W. Minners
Peferences: 1. Memorandum for W. Dircks from R. Emrit
R. Fr‘iﬂ_ey, "ACRS Lomments on the R. Emr{t Chron
Prioritication of Generic Issues,” 0ST RF
. June 20, 1983 : AD/T BF
2. Memerandum tor R. Fralev frem SPER AF
W. Dircks, "ACRS Comments on the £. Johasorn
Prioritizationof Generic Issves," EDO RF (3) {13249
July 5 1983 NRC PDR
3. Draft NUREG-0933, WA Frioritization
of Generic Safey Issuves," March 31, 1983
\ EDC 13246

The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the SLaff“x evaluation of issues <ontained
in Reference 3 have been reviewed. In accordance with your request, written
responses to these comments are enclosed for youn iriformation.

We appreciate your centinuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and look forward to receiving vour comments on the remaining issues.

,\\
~
Y
\\_

William J. Dircks
Fxecutive Director for Operations

Enclozures:

1. Staff Response to ACRS Comments
Reiated to Those Issues on Which RECORD NOTE: RES concurrences acknowledges
Lhe ACRS Agrees With the Staff's agreement with item I1.B.5(3) only. This is
Priority Ranking the only item RES has lead on, as per NRR

2. Staff Response to ACRS Comments renuest.

Related to Those Issues on Which

4
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's _ ;é?%1e$p*ﬁis§§g

Priority Ranking

cc: H. Denton J. Fouchard

R. DeYoung  H. Plaine “‘\\

R. Minogue P. Norry :

C. Heltemes J. Davis g::égson gsé?lmer N

J. Shea G. Kerr

B ¥/ 4 7/ 183 7/ /83 7/
ormcep| DST:SPERAC. 03’(7498 ..... |osT:A0/T  JOST:D  HTED MR | NRR
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MEMCRANDUM FOR: Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: William J. Dircks
‘igecutive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: AC§$\COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION
OF GENERIC ISSUES

References: 1. Memoxandum for W. Dircks from
M. Libarkin, "Additional ACRS
Comments on the Prioritization
of Generic Issues," July 15, 1983
2. Draft NURBG-0933, "A Prioritization
of Generic S@fet) Issues,” March 31, 1983

‘\‘

The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on fhg Staff's evaivation nf issues contained
in PeTerence 2 nave been reviewed. In‘accorcance with your reguast, written
responses to these commerts are enclosed for your informatien.

We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's pricritization process
and look forward to receiving your comments om the remaining issues.

\
N\

\\\\
\\
William J. Dircks
Exev tivg Director for Operations

Enclosures:

Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

2 Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

*RES Office Director concurrence represents agreement with
those items where RES has lead responsibility only. New staff

r%s nses for Issue No. 4) should be substituted for the
IE:D ate &;} the curgept. ﬂ"‘?E DE:D - DSI:D
RDeYoung HThompson  RVollmer RMattson

: 8/ /83 8/ /B3 8/ /83 8/ /83 [ /83
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

co0M: William J. Dircks
\\\\ Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: \\xACRS COMMEN /S CN Trt PRIORITIZATION
CF.GENERIC ISSUES
=
Refererces: 1. Memorandum for W. Dircks from

M. Li%arkin, "Additional ACRS
Comments_on the Prioritization
of Generis Issues," July 15, 1982
Praf* NUREGNO353, "k Pricritization
of Generic Safety issues,” March 31, 1763
\“\
N,
The ACKS commerts (Reference 1) an the
in Reference 2 have been reviewed. In ac
responses to these comments are encloused f

m~n

aff's evaluation of icsues conta’ned
rdance with your request, wiitten
your nformation.

We appreciate your continuing irterest in the 3 aff's pricritizatior process
and lcok ferward to receiving your comments on the remaining issues

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Qperations

Enclosures:

¥ Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Yhich
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

2. Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

()

IE:D RES:D DHFS:D DE:D _
RDeYoung RMinogue HThorpson  RVollmer
8/ /83 8/ _!Z£3 8/ /83 8/ /83
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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. F. Fraley, Executive Director R. Vollmer
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards D. Eisenhut
) R. Mattson
FROM: W. J. Dircks H. Thompson
' Executive Director for Operations Snyder
SUBJECT: - ACRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZAT.ON ?f‘;:wsome
| _ W. Minners
References: 1. ‘Memorandum for W. Dircks from R. Emrit
R. Fraley, "ACRS Comrents on the R. Emrit Chron
Frioritization cf Generic [ssues,"” DST RF
. June 20, 1933 AD/T RF
2. Memorandum for K. raley from SPEB RF
W. Dircksy, "ACRS Comwents on thne K. Johnsor
Prioritization ¢f (eneric lcsues," EOO RF /3) (13248
July 6, 1983 '\x NRC ;-,DR‘ )
3. Draft MUREG-0933, 'A Pricritization
of Generic Safety issues,” March 31, 1983 .
DO 13246
The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the Staf€'s cvaluation of issues contained
in Reference 3 have been reviewed. In accordance with your request, written
responses to these comments are enclcsed for ydur informztion.
We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and look forward to receiving your comments on the fgg:fning issues.
William J. Dircks :
Executive Director for Operations
Enclosures:
1. Staff Responie to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
2. Staff Response to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
cc: H. Denton J. Fouchard
R. DeYoung H. Plaine
R. Minogue P. Norry
C. Heltemes J. Davis . DE:D RES:D EDC
J. Shea G. Kerr Mattson RVollmer RMinogue WDircks
2tk ‘}/83 7/ /83 7/ /83 7/ /83
ormcep] DS T:SPERAC DST, AT S LI Lo SOT ©  RERSS L A £ STt
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: William J. Dircxs
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: CRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION
GENERIC ISSUES
by
References: 1. Memorandum for W. Dircks from

M. Dibarkin, "Aacitional ACRS
Comment{s on th2 Prioritization
of Gerenjc Issues," July 15, 1983
2. Draft NURBE- 0933, "B Prioritization
of Generic Safety Issues,” March 31, 1983

5

The ALRS comments (Reference 1) on tﬁE\Staff's evaluation of issues contained
in Refzrence 2 have been rev:ewed. In Agcordance with your request, written
responses to these cummerts are enciosed *Qr your irfermation.

We appreciate ycur continuing interest in tgé‘ taff's prioritization precess
and look forward to receiving your comments on the remaining issues.

G

"
William J. Dircks N

Executive Director for Operations
Enclosures:
: % Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
. Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking
IE:D RES:D DH e L SRR T
RDeYoung RMinogue HThompson RVollmer RMattson
8/ /83 8/ /83 BIJ‘M /83 8/ /83 8/ /83
R Sy | e LR ] NRR:DD.....|.. E00. ...
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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. F. Fraley, Executive Director R. Vollmer
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards D. Eisenhut
FROM: W. J. Dircks :: ?::;;g:n
Executive Director for Operations - Snyder
SUBJECT: ACRS COMMENTS ON THE PRIORITIZATION D
GENERIC ISSUES 0. Wheeler
References: \hbmorandum for W. Dircks from : E;:?:rs
R. Fra1ey, "ACRS Comments on the R. Emrit Chron
Priorftizatior of Generic Issues." 0ST RF
¢ June 203 1983 AD/T RF
2. Memorandum. for R. Frafey from SPEB RF
W. Dircks, “ACRS Comments o7 the K. Johnson
P'1or*t1zaf10n\of Generic Issues,’ EDO RF (3) (1324
July 6, 1983 *\ NRC POR
3. Draft NUPEG 0933,""A Prioritization
of Generic Safety sues," March 31, 1983
3 EDO 13249
The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the Staff\x\eJa]vat1on of issues contained
in Reference 3 have been reviewed. In accordarge with your request, written
responses to these comments are enclosed for youl information.
We appreciate your continuing interest in the Staff's prioritization process
and look forward to receiving your comments on the remajning issues.
William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
Enclosures:
1. Staff Response to ACRS Comments
~7ated to Those Issues on Which
thie ACRS Agrees With the Staff's : -},.
Priority Ranking & r
2. Staff Response to ACRS Comments v
Related to Those Issues on Which }/K;ﬁﬁ N///
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking f . o)/
cc: H. Denton J. Fouchard N
,‘\ R. DeYoung H. Plaine w by tf
N R. Minogue P. Norry U
e C. Heltemes J. Davis DSI:D PE:D RES:D EDO
J. Shea G. Kerr ' RMattson %Vo}lmer RMinogue WDircks
E P < 3K 7/ /83 B}/ /83 7/ /83 7/ /83
T 5 o e o
mep Rﬁmritjkuun ‘""efsnun..fﬁgﬂégﬂﬁ ........ TSpeis .| RDeYoung | ECase . . |HDenton _ .
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Raymond F. Fraley, Executive Director

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: ACRS COMMENTS UN THE PRIORITIZATION
OF GENERIC ISSUES
Refer nces: 1. Memorandum for W. D° .s from

M. LibarRin, "Addi..or.al ACRS

Comments on\the Frioritization

of Generic Issues," July 15, 1983

Draft HUREG-09 "A Prioritizatior

of Generic Safet§\{fsues,“ March 31, 1983

\

The ACRS comments (Reference 1) on the St;>ifs evaluation of issues contained
in Peference 2 have been reviewed. In accordgnce with your request, written
re . ponses tc these comments are encliosed for your information.

's prioritization process
maining issues.

We appreciate your continuing interest in the Sta
and lcok forward to receiving your comments on the

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for'QOperations

Enclosures: \,

1. Staff Responses to ACRS Comments by
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Agrees With the Staff's
Priority Ranking

Staff Responses to ACRS Comments
Related to Those Issues on Which
the ACRS Disagrees With the Staff's

 f

Priority Ranking .)81 .
S
W pF
) W f
! QNQF W AY/
% UAY,
IE:D RES:D DHFS:D :D%’ o 'DSE:D
+ RDeYoung RMinogue HThompson ol Imer RMattson
, 8 /83 8 /B3 8/ /83 §/X/83 8/ /83 ,
ommesp E?E{EBP;DST PEB |.O5FA0D- | DST:D  [NRR:D 1. NRR:DD | EDO........
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1

STAFF_RESPONSE TO THOSE ISSUES
FOR WHICH THE ACRS AGREES WITH
THE STAFF'S PRIORITY RANKING, BUT HAS COMMENTS

-
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EDC 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: 7

T.TLE: Failures Due to Flow Induced Vibrations
PRIORITY RANKING: DROP

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/RSB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"The Staff mckes an adequate case for the types of failures they

consider. However, they do not appear to have considered the

problem of flow-induced breaking locse of flow deflectors of the

sort that the Office for Analysis and Evaluation of Operational

Data (AECD) has brought out."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

The “ssue of flow-induced failure of internal appurtenances such as flow
deflectyrs whict has peen raised by AEOD is listed as New Generic Issue

No. 35 in Table 2 of NUREG-0933. The prioritization of Issue No. 35,

"Degradat‘on of Internal Appurtenances in LWRs," is currently being evaluated

by the staff and will be forwarded to the ACRS after the Staff's peer-review

has been completed.




< . IS o A g, . ——

EDO 13249
ISSUE NO:

LE:
PRIORITY RANKING:
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH:

ACRS COMMENTS:

ENCLOSURE 1

21

Vibration Qualification of Equipment
Covered in USI A-46

NRR/DE/EQB

"The scope appears to be too narrow. A review of the dynamic loads
to be included should be performed. Specifically, flow-induced
vibrations should be evaluated and valve dynamic loads under faulted
conditions (i.e., rapid clusure of main steam isolation valves under
main steamline break) shouid be included. It should be noted that

the scepe of USI A-46 does not appear to include this issue as indicated

by NUREG-0933."
STAFF_RESPONSE

Further investigation by the Staff has revealed that this issue is not
covered in the scope of USI A-46. As a result, Issue 2] is scheduled for
reprioritization and the abcve ACRS concerns will be addressed. A copy
of the prioritization of the issue will be forwarded to the ACRS after
the Staff's peer review has been completed.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: 22

TITLE: Inadvertent Boron Dilution Events

PRIORITY RANKING: DROP

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/RSB

ACRS COMMENTS.

"Considering the 'worst' of the designs, it should be ascertained
that the probability of a radiation injury »r fatality to plant
personnel working in the vicinity of the core is acceptabiy low."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

The hazard to plant workers was discussed and qualitetively consiaered in
the prioritization of this issue. The haza~d to plant personnel comes from
neutrons and fission gammas streaming from the core, plus airborne activity
resulting from heatup of any leaking fuel rods, plus airborne activity from
activation products.

The hazard from the release of gap activity from leaking fuel rods is
expected to be low, since the inventory of gap activity in existing leakers
should b2 low for the time frame of this accident and since almost all of
the iodine would be retained in the water.

A TRAC calculation of this accident indicates that the reactor would
stabilize at roughly 3% power for situations where the head is off the
vessel, as it would be during refueling. We have extrapolated an older
shielding calculation (Eurochemic Technical Report No. 150, July 1963) to
this situation, making conservative assumptions regarding water depth and
density, with no credit for dissolved boron. The results indicate that,
with the moderator at boiling, radiation fields on the refueling floor due
to gammas and neutrons would be on the order of 4 rem/hour. Other areas
within containment (which would have the benefit of the hiological shield)
would be comparable to or less than this figure.

For an accident situation, this is not a high field. Area radiation
monitors, which are generally set for 100 to 1000 mr/hour, would give
warning even if the SRM flux monitors and the boiling reactor water were
ignored. Assuming an evacuation time of 30 minutes, the dose to workers
within containment would not exceed permissible limits of 10 CFR Part 20.

However, the uncertainty as to the consequences of a boron dilution event
are large. In order to reduce this uncertainty, further analyses are being
performed. These consist of: (1) analyses of unmitigated boron dilution
events to ascertain the extent and severity of the consaquences, and (2)
having DHFS determine the acceptability of crediting operator action to
perform the mitigative actions in a timely manner in the absence of discrete
alarms. At present, the Staff concludes that the DROP ranking is still
appropriate.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: 23

TIILE: Reactor Coolant Pump Seal Failures

PRIORITY RANKING: HIGE

LEAD OFFICE/OIVISION/SRANCH: NRR/DSI/ASB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"Coolent pump seal failure is a part of the small LCCA generic
category. The vtilities need to improve their ability to forastali
these by design, and by better failure symptoms to signal for
corrective maintenance actions. This does not appear to be a matter
for WRC Staff work other than surveillance of licensee progress. 525
‘ailures ara not of more concern than LOCAs from power operated relie’
valve leaks or small line failures. The rate of coclant loss is the
principal issue. Suggest t*at minor level of Staff effort be
assigned."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

The Staff agrees that RCP seal failures are part of the SBLOCA generic
category, a position that is explicitly stated in the prioritization of the
issue. While it appears that licensees need to improve their ability to
forestall major RCP seal failures, the prioritization does not prejudge the
resolution. Betler diagnostic equipment and instrumentation for the early
identification of failure are some of the possible resolutions. In addition,
improvements in the following areas will also be investigated as possible
resolutions: maintenance training; quality assurance controls; procurement,
storage, and handling specifications; and operational procedures. The Staff
believes that NRC involvement and assistance will result in a more timely
implementation of needed improvements in RCP seal reliability.

The rate of coolant loss in tandem with the frequency of major RCP seal

failures is the principal issue and, as the prioritization shows, is a major
contributor to risk. Data reviewed by the Staff show that the frequency of

RCP seal failures is 10 times greater than PORV-related failures. Furthermore,
PORV leaks or small line failures are usually isolatable. RCP loop isolation

is only available in a limited number of PWRs. In these limited cases, RCP loop
isolation is designed for maintenance and requires special procedural steps and
interlocks not classified as safety grade.

The frequency of seal failures is 20 times greater than the WASH-1400 SBLOCA
frequency. Major RCP seal failures are equivalent to a SBLOCA (1/2 in to 2
in diameter pipe break). This break spectrum is a dominant contributor to
PWR core-melt and PWR Release Categories 3, 4, 5, and 6.

The Staff believes that the level of attenticen to this issue should be pro-
portional to the potential reduction in public risk, which is significant. In
order to assure that some minimum corrective actions are taken by utilities the
NRC should resolve this issue and set out guidance or requirements appropriate
to assure adequate protection of the public health and safety.
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EDC 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: A-13

TITLE: Snubber Operability Assurance

PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED

LEAD OFFJCE/DIVISICN/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MEB

ACRS "OMMENTS:

"The Staff has imposed inspection requirsments cn the licensed plants.
Ef'ectiveness of these measures is not yet known. What frequency of
snubber malfunction is tolerable? Does the ‘est and inspection
rejuirements satisfy the rel ability requirements? To resolve this
issuve would rejuire a study of failure trends over a period of time.
Shoul~ ba ussigned tu the institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INP2)
for rmpoart'ng. Dces not need Staff resources. This is only resoived
in the sense that the MRC Staff believes that their requirements will
make the failure rates OK. Should be listed as 'resolved with
gualifications.'"

STAFF_RESPONSE

The effectiveness of the inspection requirements imposed by the Staff to
assure snubber opersbility can only be provern by a future evaluation of
snubber failures. As a result of the resolution of TMI Action Plan Item
I1.E.4, the NiC signed a Memorardum of Understanding with INPO in June 1981
that will allow toth parties to share operating experience evaluations.
AEOD has the responsibility for coordinating this effort with INPO. Should
operating history indicate the Staff's requirements to be an inadequate
solution to this issue, the mechanism is now in place for reexamining the
issue by the Staff. Only then can the Staff answer the questions on what
frequency of snubber malfunction is tolerable and whether or not the test
and inspection requirements satisfied the reliability requirements. The
imposition of requirements related to this issue is no different from

the imposition of requirements in other areas where the primary intent

is to reduce equipment failure rates.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: A-18
LE: Pipe Rupture Design Criteria
: PRIORITY RANKING: DROP
! LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MEB
; ACRS COMMENTS.

“"This was never or. the ACRS generic list but, because of the concern for
pipe whip restraint nraoblems of reliability and inspection access, it
deservey attention The Staff is ready Llc take a position on
Westirgrouse PWR primary piping that would eliminate double-ended pipe
breaks as 2 design basis. To be useful, this action would have to
extend tc all PWR: and should address other piping systems which
rapresert the bulk of the problem.

Not worthy of effort unless the results can be made available within a
couple of years. Existing Westinghouse PWRs would probably not be
altered by a change in criteria. The problem needs attention mainly
because the case for reliable pipe whip restraints is weak and it would
be better to build the safety argument on ductile inelastic response of
piping systems. (The matter of most importance is the mode of rupture
and potential locations. Not all restraints need be eliminated. )"

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The Staff agrees with the ACRS observation that the position on 'leak before
break' that the Staff is about to take on USI A-2 Westinghouse Owner Group
plants should be extended to other PWRs. Further work on this topic is
planned under a joint NRR/RES Proposal for Reviewing NRC Requirements for
Nuclear Power Plant Piping.




EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1

ISSUE NO: A-21
Main Steamline Break Inside Containment -
Evaluation of Environmental Conditions for

Equipment Qualification
PRIORITY RANKING: LOW

LEADC OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCE. NRR/DSI. CSB
ACRS COMMENTS:

ITLE:

"Tne NRC ica?f has codified the interim criteria (NUREG-0588) in the new
Rule, 10 CFR 50.%9. The snvironmenta! conditicns inside containment
appcar to be beced on successful operation of .sclation devices such as
the Main Steam Iso'stior Vaives (MSIVs), turbine stop valves, and
contro! valves to preclude the blowaowr of more than one steam

generator insicde conta nment. The reliabiiity of these valves to
perform their isolation furction should be ev..luated. The ACRS wili
follov implementation.”

STAF® RESFONSE

Blowdown of more than one steam generator by means of backflow through the
steam lines would indeed increase the probability of equipment failure.
However, this is outside the scope of Issue A-21 which was limited to the
issue of whether the blowdown was correctly medeled. Blowdown of more than
one steam generator is another issue with broader questions about cooldown
reactivity transients and containment overpressure. Current requirements

for steam line isolation are believed to be adequate to preclude blowdown

of more than one steam generator. However, the ACRS may wish to identify the
reliability of the isolation valves as a generic issue. The Staff believes

that currently available information does not indicate this to be a significant
issue.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: A-23

LE: Containment Leak Testing
PRIORITY RANKING: Regulatory Impact Issue

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/CSB
CRS COMMENTS:

"The ACES agrees with the Staff's propnosed priority, hbut only within the
s.i-ict context of the issue as described, not with the broader context
o‘ the titie of the issue."

STAFF RESPONSE:

The Stuy? agrees with the ACRS on the safety impartance of the brozder
aspects «f contairment leakage. Te:itimony to this agreement is demcuastrated
by the 53ta’i's HICH priority rarking of TMI Action Plar Tiom I1.E.4.3,
"Integrily Check,’ where the broader aspects of containment ‘eakage were
advressed.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: B-1

TITLE: Environmental Technical Specifications
PRIORITY RANKING: Environmental Issue (RESOLVED)

LEAD OFFICS/DIVISICN/BRANCH: NRR/ULE/EHEB
ACRS COMMENTS:

"The ACRS agrees wilh the Staff s proposed priority. Huwever, it urges
trat, in revising thesc Specifications., the NRC Staff attempt to
minimize the accompanying work iocad on the utilities. Data that are
Aot neca2ssary should not *# rmequired. Consideretion thould also be
given to changin? tr2 title of this issue. The current title could
imglr that it pe-tair. to the env ronmental qualificatizn of
s:fely-related nuclear power plant equipment.”

STAFF RESPOANSE

The Yellow Creek decision fALAB-515) estab'ishad that the NRC had no
responsibility for imposir conditions cn licensees v protecting the
&quatic environmert since the Clean Water Act piaced 7ull responsibility for
such rwotters with *he EPA. As a result, the current ETS format is
consistent with this decision and coes not require any LLJ¢ o water quality
monitcring programs.

This issue was identified in NUREG-0471 which was published in 1978. Since
then, the issue has been resolved. It was included in NUREG-0933 for the
sole purpose of accounting for all items that were part of the Task Action
Plan (NUREG-0471). The Staff believes that changing the title of this issue
now would complicate future reference to the issue and would generally serve
no useful purpose since it has been resolved.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
1SSUE NO: B-5(b)

LE: Buckiing Behavior of Steel Containments
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM
LEAD CrFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/SGEB
ACRS COMMENTS:

"1f buckling could lead to early failure of the containment in sore of
the core~me)t sc:narios, the consequences could be changed more than in
the analysrs  im:ted only to cdesign basis accidents. This might

just fy a higher priority. However, research is now under way and
predaoly cannot be acceierated much."

STAFE_SESPONSE

Issue B-5(b) invaived concern over the adequacy of the design basis
acceptance criteria for steel containments. Based on this coencern alone,
the Staff reached 2 conclusion of MEDIUM priority for %he issue. Under
technical assistance programs, the Staff has analyzed several containment
designs &na found thew tn be acceptable, based on an Interim Staff Positiva
(>#e NUREGL/CR-2836). The present Ltaff schedule for resolution of the is:ue
requires a revision of the Interim Staff Position, additional containment
ansiyses, and an SRP revision.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1

ISSUE NO: B-6
LE: Loads, Load Combinations, and Stress Limits
PRIORITY RANKING: HIGH
LEAD OFFI@;?UTVfSION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MEB
ACRS COMMENTS:

"This continues to be a matter of controversy between the 5taff and
Ticeniews .t is a broader aspect of the issue A-~23, 'Pipe Rupture
Lesigr Crite-ia,” applying to all structures. 7This has to he dealt
with probabilisiically. The werk te dste i: confusing 2'd the
reguiremants lack consisvancy. Needs staff woerk but shoula address all
tvses of structures (piping, containments, supports, equipment,
instrumentation sng cotvols) 3¢ irfluanced oy structura'! loads "

3
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STAFE_PESIO)

Tha remarn: g task of B~6 15 the fermal publishing ¢f requirerents to
decouple LA and SSE events. Tne techrical work on wh:ther an earthquake
can -aus¢ pipe break uvsing a pretabilistic approach has been completed. The
Zhai ¥ presentat’on to the ALRS ‘n June 1723 and the ACRS letter of June 14,
1383 noth conclude that he techrical woirk supports aecouniing for
mechanical compoi«nts -t should be netes that the sce.e of Issue B-¢ at
present ic Timited to mechanical c¢~mporerisi, inciuding instrumentation and
controls, 2nd their supperts. Luilding struciures (i.e., ccentainment and
other plant tuildings) are not i1acluded due to their different requirements
in dealing with extreme events. The Structural Engineering Branch has
concluded from studies completed (NUREG/CR-2039, "Dynamic Combination for
Mark II Containment Structures," and NUREG/CR-1890, "ABS, SRSS, and CDF
Response, Combination Evaluation for Mark [II Containment and Drywell
Structures") that seismic loads and LOCA and SRV loads on containmert
structures should continue to be combined using the absolute sum method.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: B-8
TITLE: Locking Out of ECCS
Power Operated Valves
PRIORITY RANKING: DROP
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISICON/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/RSB

ACRS_COMMENT 3
“The NRC Staff suggests dropping this item since no significant
accident initiators have been tdentified to date. Hoiever, Lhe Staff
has nc* examined ary plant PRAs ir this regard. Aithough the ACRS
agrees with the proposed priority ranking fcr now, !t glans to explore
the ;i gnificance o' this item vis-a-vis avaiiable PRAs. In the 2vent
gt ¢'wrificant findings. the ACRS may requesi 3 reopening of this
itee

STAFE RLSPONSE

Currentiy the ECCS valvas lockec out are positioned to the safe position in
the eve ' Jf a singla failure in the system. If a cignificant risk is
identif ed that rasu.ts from locking-out of “he ECCS valves, tre Staff will
reeva’uate the cu~rent lock-ort positicn.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE N7- B-16
TITLE: Protection Against Postulated Piping Failures

in Fluid Systems Outside Zontainment
PRIORITY RANKING: Covered in A-18 (DROP)
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MES

ACRS _COMMENTS:

"Requirements for thes2 piping failures ha.e been in place *or a long
tine but questions have hLaer raised 2bout the interpretation and
appiicability of the requirements to older plants. The iscue needs
cla~ification. The Inlerim Re’iability Evaluation Program (IREP)
studies should indicate what i: needed. No current basis exists for
judging “eed for priority attention."

STAFF_RESPONSE

The descriptiern o th ¢ 1s5cu2 in NURCG-0933 is the Staif's ciar fication.
This issue, as a&ppears in MUREL-0471, rad already been incorvcrated into
Issue A-18 (Seu NUREL-C371) prior to tne publication of bot!: NIREGs-0371
and 0471 in 1878,
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cD0 13249 ENCLGSURE 1

ISSUE NO: B-26

TITLE: Structural Integrity of Containment
Penetrations

PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM

LEAD OFFICE/CIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MTEB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"If the research on penetratiun integrity in severe accidents shows that
the penetratioas are weak sputs and containment is breachea at lowsp
pressure thar gross fai’ure, the consequence estimates in the Staff's
analyses may be increazed significantly. The vost of a fix might alse
he inireasec greatly. For trese reasons, it iz hard to priorilize tnec
nar.ow issue GeTined here. MiIDIUM may be Q¥ for now, bui the more
general (and p-otably more ifmaocrtant) i.sue of containment and
panetration is c'=arly of HIGH priority."

STAFS_RECPONSE.

The Staff agrees with tha ACRS commants concerning penetracions as poss.ble
'esk snots. The risk associated with fzilure of nenetrations ia accidents
beyond the dasign hasis acridints is being invesiigated as nart of the
Severe Acrident kescarch Program. Howeves, tae Staff has not identified
ary issue related to containment or containmert penetrations, excapt Issue
I[1.£.4.3, for which current requirements are clearly inadequate or puse a
significant risk and, therefore, would warrant ranking as HIGH priority.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: B-27
TITLE: Implementation and Use of Subsection NF

of the ASME Code
PRIORITY RANKING: Licensing Issue

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MEB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"This requiremeni for structurz] supports is intended to assure adequacy
¥ mate~ials o5 which Code vessels ave supported. This needs follow-up
by the Orfice of Inspection and Enf:orcement (IE) and shou’d be Zovéred
in the Interim Reiiability Evaiuati.n Program studies.”

S AFE RESPONSE:

Subsacrion NI is being modified to claarly indicate jurisdictions:
voundaries for cwnstruction standards detween ouilding structures ard
companent supprris. In operating piants ad some plants under cesstruction,
supports were designed to the buildin. structure codes. The 5Laff goal i3
to make all e.emenvs of consiruction (i.e., malerials, desigu, fabrication,
an' examination) and ISI in *ae support load path compatible and equivalent,
irrespective ¢f *he standard of construction. The revision to Subsection NF
now unde way will accomplish chat purgnse for the ASME Code. For piants
already «nder corstruction, ths Sta®f 15 meeting the compatib® iy goal by
case specific review. We agrre with the ACRS that IE should ‘u1low this
issue to make sure that implementatior is proper. The Staff does rot
beiieve that this issue should be covered by IREP.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: B-47
e

LE: Inservice Inspection of Suppourts -
Classes 1, 2, 3, and MC Components
PRIORITY RANKING: DROP

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/NTEB

o

ACRS COMMENTS:

“This fesue is not cizar. The need for inspection depencs on the safety
concerns. The Staff needs *u clarify the issue."

STAFF RESPONSE:

Ten principe! arsac of safety concern are identified in this issue:

(1) discregzacies bhetwee the cesigr drawings and the as-buiit

hardwara and, {2) degracat'on of compcnent supports. These items relate
directly te the licensees' QA crovram and the ASME Cede, Section Xi (19&0
gdition), -espectively. As piinteo cut in the prioritization cf this issue,
these requirvemernts s'rzady fully address these concerns so that ro
add:tional insnectirc requireme:ts are necessary. There is no iadication
that discrepancies in design drawings are runcrous or significant enough
to pose a “isk cr thut supports sie significently degraded. ’herefcre, it
‘s recommendea in the poioritizeiion thal no further allecatiun of staff
resources for Lhis issux is appropriate and that the issue be dropped.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: B-53

TITLE: Load Break Switch

PRIORITY RANKING: Regulatory Impact Issue

(Partially Resolved)
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/PSB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"The quiostion as (< -hether the grid or the plant main generator should
be used as the preferrs2 source of AC power should be examined in the
rear future either Luder this activity or under a new activity."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

Tha scope of H=-52 is limited to .he c.alificaticn or»iteria of load bresk
switeh uhich has be2en ‘oco.poraicd ‘nic SRP Section 8.2 already. The ACRS
commert on "whether ‘he ¢o1d or the plant main generator shoula he used as
the preferred source »f AL power" f¢ a separate issue. The Staff reccmmends
that the ACRS submit this separate issue to the Staff for prioritizat-on as
a New Generic S.fe*y Issuw,
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: c-1
TITLE Assurance of Continuous Long-Term Capability

of Hermetic Seals on Instrumentation and
Electrical Equipment

PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED

L 0 VISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/EQB

e — -

ACRS COMMENTS:

"This probi2m appears to be resolved by the codification of NUREG-0588
and the Division of Operating Keactor (DOR) Guidelines. Requirements
have been established and are being impiwmented. Apparently, during
the equipment quaiificatior evaluation, maintenance procedurss are
revieved. Howe:s o, details of the NRC Staff requirements are not
raswe,  In add’tion, this issue 2ppears to be limited to moisture
inoress throosgh csmages hormetic sexis. Other areas, such as moisture
ingress thiaug conduits shea'd be e.aluated.”

STAFF_RSPONSE:

Cablirg 15 terminated co satety-related eiectrical equipmert and

instruments through an elecirical connecior which provides a hermetic seal
for Poth the equpment and the cable. The guaiification of electrical cable
and conn:ctors (which coulc be affected by moisture ingress through conduits)
as well as equipment and instruaents is peing reviewed by the Staff as a
result of the Commission Order which codified NUREG-0588. Therefore, the
Staff believes that the ACR3 concern is adequately addressed by the Staff's
current design regquirements and review procedures.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1

1S NO: C-7
LE: PWR System Piping
PRIORITY: RESOLVED

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MTEB
ACRS COMMENTS:

"The interpretation of this issue is unclear EBWR piping systems have
prcblems but "WRs have no identifiable difficuities uniz2ss they are in
pressure-letdown circuits.”

STAFF RELPONST:

The scope or tals issue, as originally stated in NJREG-04), was Timited to
stress corresinn cracking of low pressure, thin wailed, stainless steel
piping ‘n PWRs. As roted in the prieritization, this issue was resnlved
atter the Staff determined tnal current (SI requirements are adecuate. Jhe
issue of craziing of heavy-walled rfoing in PWRs was addressed by the Staft
under Issive 14, "PwR Pipe Cracks  which is in the process of resclution.
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EDD 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
ISSUE NO: Cc-10
LES Effective Operation of Containment Sprays in
a '.CCA
PRIORITY: RESOLVED

LEAD OFF ICE/DIVISION/BPANCH: NRR/DSI/AEB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"It is not clear that (he evaluation of damage to equipment by in-
advertent actuation nas been fully resolived. The documents cited as
resolving this issue (3RP 6.5.2 and ANSI/ANS 56.5-1973) do .ot address
damage to equipment. It shouid be noted also that chemical additien
systems for containment spray are considered opticnal.”

STAFF_RESPONSE .

The guaiification of equipment “or use inside corntainment is reviewed by the
Staft. The safely roncern of this issue has teen reso’ved. inadvertent
actuation and subsequent camage (if any) ¢n aquipment is not a safely
concoern bu* an economic consiLeration. Licensees are allowed to chnose

Lhe ty®2 of spray additive. As noted, sny equipme:c damage ~riuiting frow
inadvertent 2.tuatisn that could affect sate cperatics m'.t 2 corrected und
th2 cost borne by ine licensees.
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ISSUE NO: 1.A.3.2
LE: Operator Licensing Program Changes
PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DHFS/OLB

ACRS CUMMENTS:

"The ACRS agrees that the specific actions called for under this item
have been adequately addressed. However, significant cperator
licensing program changes are stiil under way and necessary. The
appropriate content and form of licensing examinations are in

question. The qualifications reguired for license examiners need to be
specified."

STAFF_RESPONSE

This issue is part of the Human Factors Program Plan and will undergo a
reevaluation as part of that effort. The ACRS comments will be considered
in this reevaluation.
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! EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 1
3 ISSUE NO: I11.D0.1.4

1 TITLE: Radwaste System Design Features to Aid in

Accident Recovery and Decontamination

: PRIORITY RANKING: DROP
3 LEAD OFFTCE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/OSI/METB

ACRS COMMENTS:

"Experience shows that radwaste systems in existing nuclear power plants
are inadequate to meet post-accident decontamination requirements.
Although this situation does not justify backfitting such systems on
existing plants, the ACRS believes that this issue should be 'flagged'
for reconsideration if and when applications for construction permits
are forthcoming."

STAFF RESPONSE:

The Staff does not believe that there is any need to flag this issue for
future reconsideration because the issue has very little or no risk
reduction potential. The addition of radwaste system improvements to all
new plants to reduce the cost of possible cleanup is not economical and
there should be no requirement for this unless the safety improvement is
shown to be sigiificant. There is some potential for averting occupational
dose following an accident but the reduction is small.
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i STAFF RESPONSE TO ACRS COMMENTS

! RELATED 70 THOSE I1SSUES ON WHICH

. " THE ACRS DISAGREES WITH THE
“STAFF'S PRIORITY RANKING
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE NO: A-29
TITLE: Nuclear Power Plant Design for the

Reduction of Vulnerability to Sabotage
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM
LEAG OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/ASB
ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"The ACRS believes that the topic of interest is the reduction of
nuclear power plant vulnerability to industrial sabotage. Industrial
sabotage at nuclear power plants is a sensitive issue which receives
significant public attention. A-29 should not be restricted in scope
s0 as to address only design changes to nuclear power plants. The
Staff needs to consider sabotage in the broadest possihle terms ard to
ensure that the opportunities and likelihood for sabotage are as low as
reasonably achievable. The ACRS recognizes the difficulties inherent
in using probabilistic techniques to determine public risk due to acts
of sabotage. "Resolution" of this issue most probably will consist of
applying serious, broad, and continuing attention to the matter. The
ACRS believes that the scope of A-29 should be expanded and a priority
ranking of HIGH should be assigned."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

We share the ACRS interest in this important area. The Staff has programs
that address the broader aspects of sabotage e.g., the "Insider

Rulemaking," developed by NMSS. These broader programs are not affected by
this more narrowly-defined generic issue on design considerations. This
issue was evaluated in terms of its content and a MEDIUM priority ranking
established accordingly. If additional information concerning the estimated
risk reduction, cost of implementation, and/or additional considerations of
a specific nature become available, the priority ranking could be reassessed
on that new basis. However, work is going forward on Issue A-29 even with
its MEDIUM ranking.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: A-41

jiTLE: Long-Term Seismic Program
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/3RANCH: NRR/DE/MEB

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

“This program should be augmented or a new activity established as per
the ACRS letter of January 11, 1983, to Chairman Palladino, related to
the Quantification of Seismic Safety Margins."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

It is our judgment that the MEDIUM priority assigned to item A-41 is
presently warranted in terms of public risk reduction and in terms of
value-impact. A work scope plan for this item is being prepared by the
Division of Engineering, NRR, to be completed in September 1983. This work
scope plan will consider the issues raised by the ACRS in its letter of
January 11, 1983, to Chairman Palladino.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: B-30
e

LE: Design Basis Floods and Probability
PRIORITY RANKING: Licensing Issue
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/EHEB

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"The NRC currently lacks a quantitative basis for evaluating this
event."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

e e DB B 2

The Staff agrees that the development of a quantitative probabilistic basis
for evaluating flood events is very important and resources are being
allocated for this purpose. This issue, however, does not involve a concern
that current requirements for design basis floods are inadequate. On this
basis, it was classified as a licensing issue.



! EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE NO: B-32
TITLE: Ice Effects on Safety-Related Water Supplies
PRIORLTY RANKING: Licensing Issue

1 LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/EHt 3
ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM

: "The ACRS believes that interference with supply of cooling water to

] safety-related equipment could decrease the reliability of ultimate

: heat sink to adequately cool the core. An evaluation is required to
determine what contribution a reduction in ultimate heat sink

% reliability makes to overall core melt."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

Initially categorized as a Licensing Issue, this issue is currently being
reprioritized as a safety issue. The ACRS will be informed of the Staff's
results once the peer-review process has been completed.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: B-50
ITLE: Post-Operating Basis Earthquake Inspection
PRIORITY RANKING: Regulatory Impact Issue

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/SGEB

ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM

"Some advanced planning as to what would be required before plant
startup should be done to avert unnecessarily long and expensive
shutdowns and to assure that the proper actions would be taken.

STAFF_RESPONSE:

The ACRS comment does not seem to disagree with the priority ranking. The
basis for this issue is not a generic safety concern that current
requirements (that licensees must demonstrate that no functional damage
occurred following an OBE), are inadequate, but a desire to provide "changes
in current requirements that could significantly reduce the impact (usually
cost) on licensees without any substantial decrease in safety" (pg. 1 of
NUREG-0933). This is the definition of a regulatory impact issue, which are
in general of lower priority and are addressed separately from generic
safety issues.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE NO: D-1

TITLE: Advisability of a Seismic Scram
PRIORITY RANKING: DROFP
LEAD 0?FICE7DIVISION/BRANQ&L RES/DET/MSEB

ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM

“The NRC Staff has not adequately evaluated this issue nor obtained an
understanding as to the basis for this requirement by the Japanese.
Similarly, the British are currently reviewing the advisability of a
seismic scram."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The Staff has re-evaluated this 1ssue, but the analysis resulted in a LOW
priority. We believe these two analyses adequately justify the priority
ranking. A copy of the re-evaluation 1s being sent to the ACRS.

Regarding the Japanese requirements, the Staff reviewed the conclusions in
NUREG/CR-3040, "Selected Review of Foreign Safety Researcnh for Nuclear Power
Plants, November 1982," regarding the Japanese seismic scram, this report
concluded the following:

"Japanese nuclear power stations employ seismic scrams to automatically
shutdown the plant in the event of a strong motion earthquake. Scram
settings are normally set at 0.9S, level. The technical basis
underlying the requirement for au%omatic seismic scrams is not clearly
defined. At this time, it apnears that this requirement is more a
result of perceived public interest rather than a definitive safety
need."

Regarding the British actions, the Staff will keep abreast of any new
information that could be justification for re-evaluating this issue.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE NO: D-2
TITLE: Emergency Core Cooling System
Capability for Future Plants
PRIORITY RANKING: Covered in USI A-45
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/RSB
ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM

"The focus of USI A-45 is on current-generation plants, not future
plants as Item D-2 implies. In addition, based on its review and
discussion with the cognizant NRC Staff, the ACRS believe. that this
item is not covered in USI A-45. As the ACRS has noted in a recent
report to the Commission on the NRC Safety Research Program Budget for
FY 1985 and 1986, the current Appendix K requirements have influenced,
and will continue to influence the design and operation of ECC systems
in a manner that could be deleterious to the overall concerns of ECC.

The ACRS believes that the NRC Staff should carry this as a separate
generic issue, with a MEDIUM priority, and explore it in the context of
the ongoing RES effort to revise Appendix K of 10 CFR Part 50."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The Staff agrees with the ACRS comment that USI A-45 addresses current
plants. ECCS capability for future plants is being examined as part of
standard plant design certification reviews in accordance with: (1) the
Commission's proposed policy statement on severe accidents, and (2) the CP
rule at 50.34(f)(1)(i). Accordingly, this issue of ECCS capability for
future plants is considered to be a standard plant licensing issue and not a
generic issue.
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J ISSUE NO: 1.A.2.5
| TITLE. Plant Drills
3 PRIORITY RANKING: LOW
R LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DHFS/LQB
i
ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM OR HIGH

§ "The ACRS questions the technical basis for the assumptions made to
compute the risk reduction potential associated with this issue.
Because of uncertainties in the assumptions made, coupled with the
fact that the Value/Impact Score indicated that the ranking of this
issue would be LOW to MEDIUM, the conservative approach would be to
assign a MEDIUM priority to this issue (at least until better
information is obtained). Also, matters related to simulator fidelity
and validity of training programs are being pursued with high priority
under several human factors generic issues. This suggests that a
higher priority might be warranted."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

The Division of Human Factors Safety is in the process of prioritizing all
issues related to the human factors area. The ACRS comments will be con-
sidered in that effort.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: I.A.2.6(5)
g Develop Inspection Procedures for
Training Program

PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DHFS/LQB
ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM

"Why is this considered RESOLVED when RES has a research program under
way that woula provide some criteria for assisting in training
effectiveness evaluation? In addition, Staff efforts are under way to
respond to Public Law 97-425. The Staff's proposed package in response
to the Act includes a new training and qualification rule, a new
training regulatory guide, and revised NRC inspection modules. Since
the training regulatory guide and inspection modules (not yet
developed) will provide detailed guidance to the industry and
inspectors, and since the Staff intends to recommend 2-5 years for
Industry to comply with the new training rule/guidance, a MEDIUM
priority seems appropriate. Finally, one of the 23 tasks contained in
the Human Factors Program Plan also deals with this specific topic.
Since extensive Staff resources are being expended in this area, how
can this issue be considered RESOLVED"?

STAFF RESPONSE:

As ACRS notes, various staff efforts are underway in this area. Also, as
noted, the Human Factors Program Plan deals with this topic. Therefore,
this issue will be reevaluated as part of that program and the ACRS comments
will be considered.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE NO: 1.A.4.2(3)

TITLE: Regulatory Guide on Training Simulators
PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: RES/DFO/HFBR

ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM OR HIGH

"While Regulatory Guide 1.149, 'Nuclear Power Plant Simulators For Use
in Operator Training' was published to endorse the revised ANSI/ANS
3.5-1981, additional training simulator changes still need to be made.
Regulatory Guide 1.8 should be evaluated and revised as necessary in
light of the ongoing simulator research. The Staff plans to make
another revision to Regulatory Guide 1.149. This revision will
continue to endorse ANSI/ANS 3.5-1981 (with some exceptions) but will
require nuclear power plants to have a plant referenced simulator or
other facility proposed device acceptable to the NRC. Continued
expenditure of Staff resources in this area appears appropriate.”

STAFF_RESPONSE:

According to an RES memo from R. Minogue to H. Denton, "Draft Report on
Prioritization of Non-NRR TMI Action Plan Items", dated March 29, 1983, item
1.A.4.2(3) was resclved. However, this issue is presently included in a
package prepared by DHFS for Division Director review entitled "Proposed
Rulemaking for Licensed Operator Examination & Training and Qualification of
Nuclear Power Plant Personnel Performing Functions Important to Safety" in
preparation to presentation to the CRGR. This package contains a Regulatory
Analysis embracing the full scope of the package, including Item I.A.4.2(3),
so that our prioritization of this issue is moot, since a resolution (and in
this case a regulatory analysis) is available. The listing of this issue
will be changed to correctly reflect its current status.
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ISSUE NO: 1.8.1.1(1, 2, 3, 4, 6, &7)
TITLE: Organization and Management

Long-Term Improvements
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DHFS/LQB, RES/DFO/HFBR

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

“"The ACRS believes that improvements to a utility's management and
organization will reap benefits other than human-error rate reduction.
These other benefits (e.g., improved productivity, improved plant
quality, reduced absenteeism and turnover rate, etc.) should be taken
into account when determining the priority for these items. The ACRS
believes that such an analysis would indicate that these items should
receive a HIGH priority. The ACRS would also like to caution the Staff
that human-error rates vary greatly with managerial systems (probably
much more than 0-20%). Human factors experts should be actively
involved in evaluating the assumptions made to arrive at the total risk
reduction.”

STAFF _RESPONSE:

According to a memorandum of understanding between DHFS and DST (June 10,
1983), the Division of Human Factors Safety is reevaluating all of the
human factors issues and the ACRS comments will be considered in this
effort.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: 1.B.1.1(5)

TITLE: Review Implementation of the
Upgrading Activities

PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: OIE/DQASIP/ORPB

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"The Staff states that, since the Office of Inspection and Enforcement
(IE) routinely develops and issues inspection procedures which address
new or revised regulations and requirements, this item is considered as
RESOLVED. Since utilities will be required to submit a new proposed
organization and management plan which wi.l be reviewed by the NRC
(including a site review), and since the IE Staff will perform annual
assessments to assure each utility is satisfactorily meeting NRC
management and organization requirements (as identified in the initial
NRR plant review), it seems that this issue should remain open until
after the first IE audit subsequent to NRC approval of each utility's
organization and management plan. The priority assigned to this item
should be commensurate with other items in I.B.1.1."

STAFF RESPONSE:

After reviewing the ACRS comment, the staff now classifies this issue as a
LICENSING issue because it is not directly related to safety and is part of
the IE routine program which develops new inspection procedures as
required. As we stated in response to comments on Issue I.B.1.1 (1, 2, 3,
4, 6, 7) this area is being reevaluated by DHFS and the ACRS comments willi
be considered in this effort.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: 1.C.9

TITLE: Long-Term Program Plan for
Upgrading of Procedures

PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DHFS/PTRB

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"The Staff's analysis concludes that resolution of this item might
result in a total reduction in public risk of 5x10% man-rem. This is
the safety importance at which an item would change from a MEDIUM to a
HIGH priority. This risk reduction is based on a uniform 30%
improvement in human error, including maintenance, through the dominant
accident sequences. This 30% improvement includes improvements due to
upgraded Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) which are no longer
being considered as part of 1.C.9. The Staff assumes that 70% of the
30% improvement will result from upgrading other procedures (e.g.,
normal, abnormal, maintenence, etc.). In view of the high safety
importance associated with this item and the ACRS' belief that more
than 30% of the total benefits derived from upgrading procedures
(including EOPs) will be accrued by upgrading normal, abnormal, and
maintenance procedures (excluding EOPs), the ACRS believes that this
item should be assigned a HIGH priority. It is also important for the
NRC to recognize that improving job design (e.g. procedures, hardware,
etc.) is as important as modifying people (e.g., training) in reducing
human errors at nuclear power plants.”

STAFF_RESPONSE:

This issue is one of the issues scheduled for reevaluation by DHFS. If it
is determined by DHFS that greater risk reductions should be credited for
this "Program Plan," the priority rank will be adjusted accordingly. The
ACRS comments will be considered in the DHFS reevaluation.



EDO 13249
ISSUE NOs:

TITLES:

PRIORITY RANKING:

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH:

ACRS COMMENTS:

< 1=

ENCLOSURE 2

1.0.3
1.0.4
1.D0.5(5)

e Safety System Status Monitoring
e Control Room Design Standard

e Disturbance Analysis Systems
MEDIUM

NRR/DHFS/HFEB, RES/DFO/HFBR

RIGH

“There is overwhelming evidence that poorly designed control rooms
contribute to operator error. Emphasis on the machine side of the
man-machine interface (to reduce human error) is as important as the
selection and training of plant personnel. In addition, the weak link
in reactor operations appears to involve diagnosis of the rvot cause of
a plant's upset condition. Diagnosis involves cognitive skills such as
judgment, problem solving, and decision making. Contro’ room operators
need all the help they can get in a time of upset plant conditions."

STAFF _RESPONSE

We agree with the ACRS comments; however, it would appear that these
comments also apply to other related issues which are now requirements in
NUREG-0737 Supplement 1, specifically 1.D.1, Control Room Design Reviews,
and 1.0.2, Plant Safety Parameter Display.

The Staff believes that these NUREG-0737 requirements will resull in
significant improvements in the area of control rooms and that MEDIUM
priority is justified for the residual safety issues. The staff will
consider the ACRS comments during the resolution of these MEDIUM priority

issues.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NOs: I1.D.5(1)

TITLE: Operator Process Communication
PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: RES/DFO/HFBR

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"While RES has issued a Research Information Letter (RIL-124) that
provides recommendations for future action related to the
operator-machine interface in reactor control rooms, this item should
not be considered as RESOLVED until either those actions are carried
out or they are deemed unnecessary. The ACRS believes that this item
should be assigned a HIGH priority similar to other items under general
topic 1.0, Control Room Design."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

In general, issues for which RES had the lead .esponsibility were considered
RESOLVED if a Research Information Letter was published. In this case, a RIL
was published. Furthermore, this issue of operator-machine interface is
extensively covered in the "Guidelines for Control Room Design Reviews"
(NUREG-0700) which is now a requirement (Issue I.D.1) mandated by NUREG-0737,
Supplement 1.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: 1.D.5(4)

LE: Process Monitoring Instrumentation
PRIORITY RANKING: RESOLVED
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: RES/OFO/ICBR

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

“NRC has been evaluating number of systems (e.g., liquid level
monitoring) at the LOCA experimental facilities at ORNL and INEL.

While this work is almost completed, this item should remain open until
research results are documented and regulatory guidance has been
provided to the nuclear power industry. The ACRS believes that
completion of this ongoing work should be given a HIGH priority."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The experimental work at ORNL and INEL was completed and documented in
NUREG/CR-2673, "Evaluation of Thermal Devices for Detecting In-Vessel
Coolant Level in PWRs," and NUREG/CR-2770, "Analysis of the Performance of
Westinghouse Reactor Vessel Level Indicating System for Tests at

Semiscale." Results were provided to NRR for the approval of the CE and W
proposed systems. The regulatlory requirements have already been provided by
NUREG-0737 as part of Item II.F.2 and most of the PWR ownars have installed
or committed to install one of the NRC approved systems. Thus, the
development of further regulatory guidance is ndt necessary for resolv1ng
this item.

In anticipation of all work being completed by July of this year, we had
concluded that this issue should be considered RESOLVED for purposes of
prioritization. The final report on the torsional ultrasonic technicue is
under preparation for publication at the end of FY 1983. Therefore, we will
revise the ranking to Note 2.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: I.F.2(1)

TITLE: Assure the Independence of the Organization
Performing the Checking Function

PRIORITY RANKING: LOW

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: OIE/DQASIP/QUAB

ACRS COMMENTS MEDIUM or HIGH

"Why is this issue ranked LOW when significant IE resources are being
expended on related QA initiatives, particularly those looking at
designated representatives and third party audits"?

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The determination as to whether some of the individual elements of this
issue would be low, medium, or high priority is subjective and, therefore,
uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, a clear and definitive decision to
dismiss this issue as not worthwhile may be premature. In addition, there
is now a congressional directive to study potential improvements in quality
assurance programs, therefore, a more comprehensive evaluation of this issue
is being included in the Staff's work to determine whether the individual
elements of this issue are worthwhile. Therefore, this isssue has been
tentatively reclassified as MEDIUM priority.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: 1.F.2(4)

TITLE: Establish Criteria for Determining QA
Requirements for Specific Classes of
Equipment

PRIORITY RANKING: LOW

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: OIE/DQASIP/QUAB

ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM or HIGH

"Why is this issue ranked LOW when resources are being expended in this
area? This issue is being addressed by the study required under P.L.
97.415, Section 13b(1l). The Commission is required to report to the
Congress with the results of that study by April 1984. The Staff has
scheduled study completion accordingly. IE also has ongoing research
related to graded QA approach to assuring plant quality. In addition,
the ACRS has expressed its interest in this general area (Ref.
NUREG-0963, Section 2.3)."

STAFF RESPONSE:

The ACRS is correct that resources are being expended in this area and that
OIE has ongoing research related to graded QA approach (i.e., Item I.F.1,
“"Expand QA List," which has a HIGH priority ranking). Item I.F.1 will be
addressed before Item I.F.2(4) which is considered. In fact, resolution of
Item I.F.1 may also help resolve Item [.F.2(4).

The issue raised in Item I.F.2(4) is being addressed, in addition to other
issues, by the study required under P.L. 97-415, Section 13b(1l).
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE NO: 1.F.2¢5)
AR: Establish Qualification Requirements for
QA and QC Personnel
PRIORITY RANKING: LOwW
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: OIE/DQASIP/QUAB
ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM or HIGH

"Why is this issue ranked LOW when significant IE resources are being
expended on related QA initiatives, particularly those related to the
qualification and certification of QA/QC personnel?"

STAFF RESPONSE:

The determination as to whether some of the individual elements of this
issue would be low, medium or high priority is subjective and, therefore,
uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, a clear and definitive decision to
dismiss this issue as not worthwhile may be premature. In addition, there
is now a congressional directive to study potential improvements in quality
assurance programs, therefore, a more comprehensive evaluation of this issue
is being included in the Staff's work to determine whether the individual
elements of this issue are worthwhile. Therefore, this issue has been
tentatively reclassified as MEDIUM priority.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: II.A.1
TLE: Siting Policy Reformulation
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/SAB
ACRS COMMENTS: LOW

"Because of the 'ack of applications for construction permits for new
nuciear power plants, and the existence of a regulatory basis for
reviewing and approving sites for such plants, the ACRS recommends that
consideration be given to downgrade the priority of this issue from
MEDIUM to LOW."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

The current lack of new CP applications eliminates any immediate need for
siting policy reformulation. As a result, the issue was placed in the
MEDIUM priority category instead of being designated HIGH priority. A LOW
priority ranking was considered inappropriate since it is highly unlikely
that LOW priority issues would receive any Staff attention in the forseeable
future. The Staff believes that it would be prudent to have a reformulated
siting policy ready for use in the review of future CP applications.
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EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2
ISSUE: 11.B.5(3)
TITLE: Effects of Hydrogen Burning and Explosions

on Containment Structure
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: RES/DAE/CSRB
ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"Why is this ranked MLDIUM in view of the fact that extensive and
expensive research on this subject is either in progress or planned"?

STAFF _RESPONSE:

Most of the work on hydrogen is being done under USI A-48, "hydrogen Control
Measures and the Effects of Hydrogen Burns on Safety Equipment,” which is
receiving considerable Staff attention. Issue II1.B.5{3) was prioritized on
the safety significance and cost to mitigate a steam explosion which were
not included in the scope of USI A-48. Furthermore, generic safety issues
are not prioritized solely on the extent of NRC resources needed, but on
total NRC and industry resources. NRC resources are usually much smaller
than the industry resources and, therefore, have only a small effect on

the priority ranking. As explained in the Introduction to NUREG-0933

the Staff believes this is the proper basis for prioritization.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: I1.E.2.3
LE: Uncertainties in Performance Predictions
PRIORITY RANKING: LOW
LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/RSB
ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM

"Higher priority should be given to the evaluation of uncertainties for
small breaks."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The placement of this issue in the low priority category was based largely
on the relatively low probability of a small break plus a worst-case single
failure, the fact that the small break LOCA analyses is seldom limiting
(which implies considerable margin to small-break-derived limits), and the
fact that this issue is largely duplicated by II.K.3 (30). If the results
of II.K.3 (30) indicate that further work is called for, this issue will

be resevaluated.



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: 11.E.6.1

TITLE: Test Adequacy Study
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DE/MEB

ACRS COMMENTS: HIGH

"Disagree with the reliability initially assigned to new valves
operating under adverse or design conditions. Also, the Staff's
analysis assumes that an improved testing program would reduce valve
failures by 5 percent. Can this number be justified?

Improved inservice testing of valves should make use of baseline data
obtained from the valve in its new condition, e.g., a strip chart
recording taken as the valve was cycled would show the approach to
inoperability bett~r than the leak rate tests or periodic cycling
that are now used. In addition, effort should be made to develop
dynamic tests for both new and inservice valves to assure their
operability under design loads."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

Although the potential for improvement may be high, we believe that the
effect of new requirements by NRC is limited. MEDIUM priority means
that resources will still be assigned to its resolution in the future.
Estimates of initial reliability and possible reductions in failure
rates will be part of the resolution process. We will pass the ACRS
suggestions on to the lead Branch for consideration in their future
work.
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ISSUE NO:
TITLE:

PRIORITY RANKING:

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH:

ACRS COMMENTS:

- 24 -

11.J.3.1

Organization and Staffing

to Oversee Design and Construction
Covered in I1.B.1.1 (MEDIUM)
NRR/DHFS/LQB

HIGH

"See comments related to I.B.1.1."

STAFF_RESPONSE:

See staff comments related to 1.B.1.1.

ENCLOSURE 2



EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: I11.A.3.4

TITLE: Nuclear Datz Link
PRIORITY RANKING: MEDIUM

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: OIE/DEPER/IRDB
ACRS COMMENTS: DROP

"The ACRS believes that the proposed Nuclear Data Link should not be
implemented."

STAFF _RESPONSE:

The Staff's pricritization efforts did not prejudge issues regarding whether
they should be imp'emented or no® impiemented. The effort was to determine
iT staff resources should be spent on the various issues.

As was stated in NUREG-0933, we did not believe that the potential risk
reductions and costs were weil enough defined to clearly dismiss this issue.
Therefore, we concluded that further staff effort was justified. However,
the Staff was recently advised that no further resources will be provided by
Congress for the continuation of the NDL project; the project has been
terminated.




EDO 13249 ENCLOSURE 2

ISSUE NO: I11.D.2.1
AR: Radiological Monitoring of Effluents

PRIORITY RANKING: LOW

LEAD OFFICE/DIVISION/BRANCH: NRR/DSI/METB

ACRS COMMENTS: MEDIUM or HIGH

’ “The ACRS is concerned that the NRC regulations currently do not require

! that monitors for airborne effluents be in duplicate. As a result,
when such monitors are out of service, little or no information oi
release to the environment would be available. Although frequently

i both low-range (for routine releases) and high-range (for accidental
releases) monitors are available in the same effluent line, the
low-range units would provide no useful information for high-range
releases. In addition, the Subcommittee belisves that the high-range
instruments should contain the capabiiities for specific radionuclide
analyses."

STAFF_RESPONSE

This issue does not concern relianility of monitoring, as importint as that
may be, but the capability to distinguish the radioisotopic content of
effluents. As discussed, the Siaff believes this propo:sal would not
significantly decrease risk and would incur substantial cost.

The Staff's position in Regulatory wuids 1.57, which was extensively

reviewed with the ACRS, does not call for redundant high-range monitors

for the detection of airborne radicactive reieases. The Staff is currently
, working on a revision to STS 3.3.3.6 (Accidznt Monitoring Instrumentation)

that would require an LCO mode upon loss of the high-range monitor.

The Staff believes that, with this small restriction, the reliability of
effluent monitors is adequate. If tne ACRS disagrees, they may wish to
propose a generic issue on monitor reliability.

The consideration of installation of high range instruments with specific
radionuclide analysis capability will only lower the priority ranking of the
issue because: (1) these instruments would not contribute to the reduction
in the frequency of core-melts and the resultant public risk, end (2) the
costs for installing the necessary instruments would add significantly to
the overall cost to resolve the iscue, further reducing the safety priority
score.
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Task Action Plan
[tems

(Cont™d)
A-35
A-37
A-38
B-3
B-5(a)
B-7
B-9
B-14

B-21
B-22
B-23
B-24

B-25
B-28
B-29
B-31
B-33
B-34
B-35

June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 1 (Cont'd)

Title

Adequacy of Offsite Power Systems

Turbine Missiles

Tornado Missiles

Event Categorization

Ductility of Two Way Slabs and Shells
Secondary Accident Consequence Modeling
Electrical Cable Penetrations of Containment

Study of Hydrogen Mixing Capability in Contain-
ment Post-LOCA

Core Physics
LWR Fuel
LMFBR Fuel

Seismic Qualification of Electrical Mechanical
Components

Piping Benchmark Problems
Radionuclide/Sediment Trensport Program
Effectiveness of Ultimate Heat Sinks
Dam Failure Model

Dose Assessment Methodology

Occupational Radiation Exposure Reduction

Confirmation of Appendix I Models for Calcula-
tions of Releases of Radioactive Materials in
Gaseous and Liquid Effluents from Light-Water-
Cooled Power Reactors




June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 1 (Cont'd)

Task Action Plan

I tems Title

(Cont™d)

B-37 Chemical Discharges to Receiving Watlers

B-38 Reconnaissance Level Investigations

B-39 Transmission Lines

8-40 Effects of Power Plant Entrainment on Plankton

B-41 Impacts on Fisheries

B-42 Socioeconemic Environmental Impacts

B-43 Value of Aerial Photographs for Site Evaluation

B-44 Forecasts of Generating Costs of Coal and Nuclear
Plants

B-45 Need for Power - Energy Conservation

B-48 BWR CRD Mechanical Failure (Collet Housing)

B-49 Inservice Inspection Criteria and Corrosion
Prevention Criteria for Containments

B-51 Assessment of Inelastic Analysis Techniques
for Equipment and Components

B-55 Improved Reliability of Target Rock Safety-
Relief Valves

B-56 Diesel Reliability

B-57 Station Blackout

B-58 Passive Mechanical Failures

B-60 Loose-Parts Monitoring System
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Power Grid Frequency Degiradation and

Primaryvy Coolant Pumps

Incident Response

Health Effects and Life Shortening from

and Coal Fuel Cycles

Monitoring for Excessive Vibration Inside

0N 0D ~ J rre
the Reactor Pressure Vessel

Study of Containment Jepressurization by

Inadvertent Spray Operation to Determine

Adequacy of Containment External Design

Precsure
Main-Steamline

Assessment of ure d Reliability of Pumps
and Valves

Primary System Vibration Assessment
Non-Random Failures
Storm Surage Model for Coastal Sites

NUREG Report for Liquids Tank Failure Analysis




Task Action Plan
[tems

Cont'd)
c-16

c-17

D-3

TMI Action Plan
[tems

I.F.]
1.F.2(2)

1.F.2(3)

1.F.2(6)
1.F.2(7)

1.F.2(8)

1.F.2(9)

1.F.2(10)

1L.F.2(11)
11.A.2

11.8.5(1)
11.8.5(2)

-6- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 1 (Cont'd)

Title
Assessment of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Power Plant Siting and Cooling System Selection

Interim Acceptance Criteria for Solidification
Agents for Radioactive Solid Wastes

Control Rod Drop Accident

Expand QA List

Include QA Personnel in Review and Approval
of Plant Procedures

include QA Personnel in All Design, Construction,
Installation, Testing, and Operation Activities

Increase the Size of Licensees' QA Staff

Clarify that the QA Program is a Condition of the
Construction Permit and Operating License

Compare NRC QA Requirements with Those of Other
Agencies

Clarify Organizational Reporting Levels for the QA
Organization

Clarify Requirements for Maintenance of "As-Built"
Documentation

Define Role of QA in Design and Analysis Activities
Site Evaluation of Existing Facilities

Behavior of Severely Damaged Fuel

Behavior of Core Melt
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— (Cont™d)

tion Plan
tems

Risk Reduction for Operating Reactors at >ites

with High Population Densities
Analysis of Hydrogen Control
Rulemaking Proceeding on Degraded-Core Accidents

Interim | 1ab ty Evaluation Program

Continuation of Interim Reliability Evaluation

Program
Systems Interaction

)

Reliability Engineering
"

Research on Relief and Safety Valve Requirements

Update Standard Review Plan and Develop Regulatory
Guide

systems Reliability

Coordinated Study of Shutdown Heat Removal Require-
ments

Alternate Concepts Research

Regulatory Guide

Integrity Check

issue Letter to Licensees Requesting Limited Purging

Issue Letter to Licensees Requesting Informiation on
[solation Valve

[ssue Letter to Licensees on Valve Operability
Evaluate Purging and Venting During Normal Operation

Issue Modified Purging and Venting Requirement




TMI Action Plan
[tems

(Cont™d)
11.F.3

I1.H.1

I1.H.2

I1.H.3
IT.H.4

I1.4d.1.1

I1.J.1.2
I1.J.1.3
‘l'J.‘ .‘

I1.9.2.1
I1.J.2.2

11.J.2.3

11.J.3.1

11.4.3.2
11.J.4.1
IT1.A.1.3(1)
I11.A.1.3(2)

-8- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 1 (Cont'd)

Title

Instruments for Monitoring Accident Conditions

Maintain Safety of TMI-2 and Minimize Environmental
Impact

Obtain Technical Data on the Conditions Inside the
TMI-2 Containment Structure

Fvaluate and Feed Back Information Obtained from TMI-2

Determine Impact of TMI on Socioeconomic and Real
Property Values

Establish a Priority System for Conducting Vendor
Inspections

Modify Existing Vendor Inspection Program
Increase Regulatory Control Over Present Non-Licensees

Assign Resident Inspectors to Reactor Vendors and
Architect-Engineers

Reorient Construction Inspection Program

Increase Emphasis on Independent Measurement in
Construction Inspection Program

Assign Resident Inspectors to All Construction
Sites

Organization and Staffing to Oversee Design and
Construction

Issue Regulatory Guide
Revise NDeficiency Reporting Requirements
Workers

Public



TMI Action Plan

[tems

(Cont'd)

111.A.3.1(1)
111.A.3.1(2)

I11.A.3.1(3)

111.A.3.1(4)
111.A.3.1(5)

I11.A.3.2
I11.A.3.3(1)
111.A.3.3(2)

111.A.3.4
I11.A.3.5
111.A.3.6
111.8.]
111.8.2(1)
111.8.2(2)
111.D.1.2
I11.0.1.3(1)

I11.D.1.3(2)

I11.D.1.3(3)

-9- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 1 (Cont'd)

Define NRC Role in Emergency Situations

Revise and Upgrade Plans and Procedures for the
NRC Emergency Operations Center

Revise Manual Chapter 0502, Other Agency Procedures,
and NUREG-0610

Prepare Commission Paper

Revise Implementing Procedures and Instructions
for Regional Offices

Improve Operations Centers
Install Direct Dedicated Telephone Lines

Obtain Dedicated, Short-Range Radio Communication
Systems

Nuclear Data Link

Training, Drills, and Tests
Interaction of NRC and Other Agencies
Transfer of Responsibilities to FEMA
The Licensing Process

Federal Guidance

Radioactive Gas Management

Decide Whether Licensees Should Perform Studies
and Make Modifications

Review and Revise SRP

Require Licensees to Upgrade Filtration Systems




-10- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 1 (Cont'd)

TMI Action Plan

[tems Title
(Cont"d)
111.D.1.3(4) Sponsor Studies to Evaluate Charcoal Adsorber
111.D.2.4(1) Study Feasibility of Environmental Monitors
111.D.2.4(2) Place 50 TLDs Around Each Site
111.0.2.6 Independent Radiological Measurements
111.0.3.1 Radiation Protection Plans
111.D.3.2(1) Amend 10 CFR 20
111.0.3.2(2) Issue a Regulatory Guide
111.0.3.2(3) Develop Standard Performance Criteria
111.D.3.2(4) Develop Method for Testing and Certifying Air-
Purifying Respirators
111.0.3.5(1) Develop Format for Data to be Collected by
Utilities Regarding Total Radiation Exposure
to Workers
111.0.3.5(2) Investigative Methods of Obtaining Employee Health
Data by Nonlegislative Means
111.D0.3.5(3) Revise 10 CFR 20
Iv.C.1 Extend Lessons Learned from TMI-2 to Other NRC Programs
IV.E.] Expand Research on Quantification of Safety Decision-
Making
IV.E.2 Plan for Early Resolution of Safety Issues
IV.E.3 Plan for Resolving lssues at the CP Stage
IV.E.4 Resolve Generic Issues by Rulemak:ng
IV.E.S Assess Currently Operating Reactors

IV.H.1 NRC Participation in the Radiation Policy Council




June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2

LIST OF ITEMS FOR WHICH THE ACRS

AGREES WITH THE PRIORITY RANKINGS

PROPOSED BY THE NRC STAFF, BUT WITH COMMENTS

Issue No: 7

Title: Failures Due to Flow-Induced Vibrations

Progosed NRC

ta riority: DROP

ACRS Comments: The Staff makes an adequate case for the types of failures
they consider. However, they do nct appear to have con-
sidered the problem of flow-induced breaking loose of flow

deflectors of the sort that the Office for Analysis and
Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD) has brought out.

Issue No: 21

Title: Vibration Qualification of Equipment

Proposed NRC
Sfa;T Priority: Covered in USI A-46

ACRS Comments: The scope appears to be too narrow. A review of the dynamic
loads to be included should be performed. Specifically,
flow-induced vibrations should be evaluatad and valve
dynamic loads under faulted conditiors (i.e.: rapid closure
of main steam isolation valves under main steamline break)
should be included. It should be noted that the scope of
US1 A-46 does not appear to include this issue as indicated
by NUREG-0933.




Issue No:

Title:

Progosed NRC
a riority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Progosed NRC
ta riority:

ACRS vomments:

-2- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

23

Reactor Coolant Pump Seal Failures

HIGH

Coolant pump seal failure is a part of the small LOCA
generic category. The utilities need to improve their
ability to forstall these by design. and by better failure
symptoms to signal for corrective maintenance actions. This
does not appear to be a matter for NRC Staff work other

than surveillance of licensee progress. Seal failures are
not of more concern than LOCAs from power operated relief
valve leaks or small line failures. The rate of coolant
loss is the principal issue. Suggest that minor level of
Staff effort be assigned.

A-13

Snubber Operability Assurance

RESOLVED

The Staff has imposed inspection requirements on the licensed
plants. Effectiveness of these measures is not yet known.
What frequency of snubber malfunction is tolerable? Does the
test and inspection requirements satisfy the reliability
requirements? To resolve this issue would require a study of
failure trends over a period of time. Should be assigned to
the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) for reporting.
Does not need Staff resources. This is only resolved in the
sense that the NRC Staff believes that their requirements will
meke the failure rates OK. Should be listed as “"resolved
with qualifications".



[ssue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
Stagf Priority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
§tagT Priority:

ACRS Comments:

-3- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

A-18

Pipe Rupture Design Criteria

DROP

This was never on the ACRS generic list but, because of

the concern for pipe whip restraint problems of reliability
and inspection access, it deserves attention. The Staff is
rexdy to take a position on Westinghouse PWR primary piping
that would eliminate double-ended pipe breaks as a design
basis. To be useful, this action would have to extend to
all PWRs and should address other piping systems which
represent the bulk of the problem.

Not worthy of effort unless th: results can he made available
within a couple of years. Existing Westinghouse PWRs would
probably not be altered by a change in criteria. The

problem needs attention mainly because the case for reliable
pipe whip restraints is weak and it would be better to build
the safety argument on ductile inelastic response of piping
systems. (The matter of most importance is the mode of
rupture and potential locations. Not all restraints need be
eliminated.)

A-21

Main Steamline Break Inside Containment - Evaluation of
Environmental Conditions for Equipment Qualification

LOW

The NRC Staff has codified the interim criteria (NUREG-0588)
in the new Rule, 10 CFR 50.49. The environmental conditions
inside containment appear to be based on successful operation
of isolation devices such as the Main Steam Isolation Valves
(MSIVs), turbine stop valves, and control valves to preclude
the blowdown of more than one steam generator inside contain-
ment. The reliability of these valves to perform their
isolation function should be evaluated. The ACRS will

follow implemertation.




Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
§tagg Priority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
§tag? Priority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
StagT Priority:

ACRS Comments:

June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

A-23

Containment Leak Testing

REGULATORY IMPACT ISSUE

The ACRS agrees with the Staff's proposed priority, but only
within the strict context of the issue as described, not
with the broader context of the title of the issue,

8-1

Environmental Technical Specifications

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE (RESOLVED)

The ACRS agrees with the Staff's proposed priority. However,
it urges that, in revising these Specifications, the NRC
Staff attempt to minimize the accompanying work load on the
utilities. Data that are not necessary should not be
required. Consideration should also be given to changing
the title of this issue. The current title could imply that
it pertains to the environmental qualification of safety-
related nuclear power plant equipment.

B-5(b)

Buckling Behavior of Steel Containments

MEDIUM

If buckling could lead to early failure of the containment
in some of the core-melt scenarios, the consequences could
be changed more than in the analyses limited only to design
basis accidents. This might justify a higher priority.
However, research is now under way and probably cannot be
accelerated much.




-5- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

Issue No: B-6

Title: Loads, Load Combinations, and Stress Limits

Proposed NRC

§tag7 Priority: HIGH

ACRS Comments: This continues to be a matter of controversy between the
Staff and licensees. It is a broader aspect of the issue
A-18, "Pipe Rupture Design Criteria," applying to all
structures. This has to be dealt with probabilistically.
The work to date is confusing and the requirements lack
consistency. Needs Staff work but should address all types

of structures (piping, containments, supports, equipment,
instrimentation, and controls) as influenced by structural

loads.
Issue No: B-16
Title: Protection Against Postulated Piping Failures in Fluid

Systems Outside Containment

Progosed NRC
ta riority: Covered in A-18 which has a priority ranking of DROP.

ACRS Comments: Requirements for these piping failures have been in place

for a long time but questions have been raised about the
interpretation and applicability of the requirements to

older plants. The issue needs clarification. The Interim
Reliability Evaluation Program (IREP) studies should indicate
what is needed. No current basis exists for judging need

for priority attention.




Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
3ta$7 Priority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:
Title:

Proposed NRC

taff Priority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
Sfagg Priority:

ACRS Comments:

-6- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

B-26

Structural Integrity of Containment Penetrations

MEDIUM

If the research on penetration integrity in severe accidents
shuws that the penetrations are weak spots and containment
is breached at lower pressure than gross failure, tne
consequence estimates in the Staff's analyses may be in-
creased significantly. The cost of a fix might also be
increased greatly. For these reasons, it is hard to
prioritize the narrow issue defined here. MEDIUM may be OK
for now, but the more general (and probably more important)
issue of containment and penetration is clearly of HIGH
priority.

B-27
Implementation and Use of Subsection NF of the ASME Code

LICENSING ISSUE

This requirement for structural supports is intended to
assure adequacy of materials on which Code vessels are
supported. This needs follow-up by the Office of Inspection
and Enforcement (IE) and should be covered in the Interim
Reliability Evaluation Program studies.

B-47

Inservice Inspection of Support Classes 1, 2, 3 and MC
Components

DROF

This issue is not clear. The need for inspection depends on
the safety concerns. The Staff needs to clarify the
issue.




Issue No:

Title:

Proggsed NRC
ta riority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
Stagf Priority:

ACRS Comments:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
§tagT Priority:

ACRS Comments:

7= June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

C-1

Assurance of Continuous Long-Term Capability of Hermetic
Seals on Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment

RESOLVED

This problem appears to be resolved by the codification of
NUREG-0588 and the Division of Operating Reactor (DOR)
Guidelines. Requirements have been established and are

being implemented. Apparently, during the equipment
qualification evaluation, maintenance procedures are
reviewed. However, details of the NRC Staff requirements are
not known. In addition, this issue appears to be limited to
moisture ingress through damaged hermetic seals. Other
areas, such as moisture ingress through conduits should be
evaluated.

c-7
PWR System Piping

RESOLVED

The interpretation of this issue is unclear. BWR piping
systems have prcblems but PWRs have no identifiable diffi-
culties unless they are in pressure-letdown circuits.

c-10
Effective Cperation of Containment Sprays in a LOCA

RESOLVED

It is not clear that the evaluation of damage to equipment
by inadvertent actuation has been fully resolved. The
documents cited as resolving this issue (SKP 6.5.2 and
ANSI/A%S 56.5-1979) do not address damage to equipment.

It should be noted also that chemical addition systems

for cortainment spray are considered optional.



Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
Stagg Priority:

ACRS Comments:

June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 2 (Cont'd)

I11.D.1.4

Radwaste System Design Features to Aid in Accident
Recovery and Decontamination

DROP

Experience shows that radwaste systems in existing nuclear
power plants are inadequate to meet post-accident decon-
tamination requirements. Although this situation does

not justify backfitting such systems on existing plants, the
ACRS believes that this issue should be "flagged" for
reconsideration if and when applications for construction
permits are forthcoming.



Issue No:

Title:

Progosed NRC
ta riority:

ACRS

Recommendation:

Reasons:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
§ta$? Priority:

ACRS

Recommendation:

Reasons:

June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 3

LIST OF ITEMS FOR WHICH THE ACRS

DISAGREES WITH THE PRIORITY RANKINGS

PROPOSED BY THE NRC STAFF

8-32

Ice Effects on Safety-Related Water Supplies
LICENSING ISSUE

MEDIUM

The ACRS believes that interference with supply of
cooling water to safety-related equipment could
decrease the reliability of ultimate heat sink to
adequately cool the core. An evaluation is required
to determine what contribution a reduction in ultimate
heat sink reliability makes to overall core melt.

i.F.2(1)

Assure the Independence of tnhe Organization Performing
the Checking Function

LOW

MEDIUM or HIGH

Why is this issue ranked LOW when significant IE resources
are being expended on related QA initiatives, particularly
those looking at designated representatives and third party
audits?



Proposed NRC
Sta;f Priority:

ACRS

Recommendation:

Reasons:

Issue No:

Title:

Progosed NRC
ta riority:

ACRS

Recommendation:

Reasons:

2= June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 3 (Cont'd)

1.F.2(4)

Establish Criteria for Determining QA Requirements for
Specific Classes of Equipment

LOW

MEDIUM or HIGH

Why is this issue ranked LOW when resources are being
expended in this area? This issue is being addressed by
the study required under P.L. 97.415, Section 13b(1). The
Commission is required to report to the Congress with the
results of that study by April 1984, The Staff has sche-
duled study completion accorcdingly. IE also has ongoing
research related to a graded QA approach to assuring plant
quality. In addition, the ACRS has expressed its interest
in this general area (Ref. NUREG-0963, Section 2.3).

I.F.2(5)
Establish Qualification Requirements for QA and QC Personnel

LOW

MEDIUM or HIGH

Why is this issue ranked LOW when significant IE resources
are being expanded on related QA initiatives, particularly
those related to the qualification and certification of

QA/QC personnel?



Issue No:
Title:

Proposed NRC
Stag% Priority:

ACRS
Recommendation:

Reasons:

Issue No:

Title:

Proposed NRC
Stagg Priority:
ACRS
Recommendation:

Reasons:

-3- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 3 (Cont'd)

I1.A.1
Siting Policy Reformulation

MEDIUM

LOW

Because of the lack of applications for construction
permits for new nuclear power plants, and the existence
nf a regulatory basis for reviewing and approving sites
for such plants, the ACRS recommends that consideration
be given to downgrade the priority of this issue from
MEDIUM to LOW.

11.8.5(3)

Effects of Hydrogen Burning and Explosions on Containment
Structure

MEDIUM

HIGH

Why is this ranked MEDIUM in view of the fac® that
extensive and expensive research on this subject
is either in progress or p'anned?



Issue No:

Title:
Proposed NRC
§ta$7 Priority:

ACRS
Recommendation:

Reasons:

-4- June 20, 1983

ATTACHMENT 3 (Cont'd)

111.0.2.1
Radiological Monitoring of Effluents

LOW

MEDIUM or HIGH

The ACRS is concerned that the NRC regulations currently

do not require that monitors for airborne effluents be in
duplicate. As a result, when such monitors are out of
service, little or no information on release to the environ-
ment would be available. Although frequently both low-range
(for routine releases) and high-range (for accidental
releases) monitors are available in the same effluent line,
the low-range units would provide no useful information for
high-range releases. In addition, the Subcommittee believes
that the high-range instruments should contain the capabi-
lities for specific radionuclide analyses.



