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L EROCEEDINGS

2 MR. MATHIS: The meeting will now come to order.
3 This is a seeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor

4 Safeguards, Subcoamittee on TMI-2 Action Plans. I am W.

§ Mathis, Subcommit 2e Chairman. The other ACES members

8 present today, on ay left, are J. Ebersole, D. Moeller, and

J. Ray; and ¥r. Ward will be joining us later on this

~

8 morninge.

9 The purpose of the meeting this morning will be to
10 be briefed by the NRC staff on a proposed rule to 10 CFR S0,
11 "Licensing Regquirements for Pending Operating License

12 Applications.” This afternoon the Subcommittee will meet

13 here again starting at 1300 p.m. to discuss the systematic
14 evaluation program.

15 This meeting is being conducted in accordance with
16 the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the
17 Government in the Sunshine Act. M¥r. K. Major is the

18 desianated federal employee for this meeting.

19 The rules for participation in today's meeting

20 have been announced as part of the notice of this meeting

21 previously published in the Federal Register on Cctober 9,
22 1981, A transcript of the meeting is being kept and it is
23 requested that each speaker first identify himself or

24 herself and speak with sufficient clarity and volume so that

25 he or she can he readily heard.
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¥e have not received either written statements or

requests for time tc make oral statements from any member of
the public.

Ve will nowv proceed with the meeting and I will
call upon Gus lLainas of the NRC staff to begin.

MR. LAINAS: Good morning. I am with the Division
of Licensing, and with me tc share this presentation is Dave
Verrelli on my right, who is also with us in the Division of
Licensing, and J.T. Beard on my left, also with the Division
of Licensing.

We are here t2 talk about the status of the
proposed rule for the implementation of the TMI action plan
items for operating licenses. As you know, these are the
items from 0667, the TMI action plan, that vere approved by
the Commission for implementation.

If you don't mind, we won't use vugraphs, but talk
from the handouts themselves. Generally, the outline of the
presentation will be, we will give a background of how ve
got to where we are and we will talk about the content of
the propcsed rule itself and discuss some of the responses
that have come back since the rule was noticed. 1In
adéition, we will conclude talking about the plans and
schedules for where the rule is going to go.

MR, MATHIS: One other guestion, Gus. Are you

going to touch con a similar rule for OL's?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. LAINAS: I'm going to limit it to OL's. This

is for operating license applicants.

ns. It's

MR. MATHIS: I know, but the other is still behind
put to one side, anywvay.

MR. LAINAS: I think “his might come out in the

first slide.

MR. MOELLER: The material that was given us to be

read says for the operating reactors it will be cut in a

veek or so. Has that week gone by?

you whece

MR. LAINAS: I think we're going to try to show

ve are, okay. The first item was March 10, 1981,

During the review of the CP rule, it was decided between the

staff and

the Commission to develop a similar onerating

license rule to be applied to operating license plants. The

staff went back and developed this proposed rule and

16 completed its action on April 17, 1981.

17

On April 30, '81, the Commission approved a

18 proposed rule for OL's, and also there was an agreenment to

19 go on with the rule for operating reactors. The rule vas

20

21

22

23

4

25

published

ard wvas noticed on May 13, 1931, with a 90-day

comment period, that is the OL rule.

jeveloped
in August

-=- during

The proposed OR rule for operating reactors was
by the staff in June of this year. The Commission
-- it says Commission decision on proposed OR rule

discussions decided not to g0 forward with an

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




1 operating reactor rule.

2 The comment period for the proposed operating

3 license rule ended in August of 1981, Since that time ve

4 have gotten responses from the members of the public,

5§ licensees, applicants, and we are prepared to discuss what

6 those responses look like, the comments.

7 MR. MATHIS: Good.

8 “R. LAINAS: So that sort of leads you into where
9 ve are today with the OR rule. As far as the content of the
10 rule, I think just a very brief description cf some of the
11 things that are in there. The general objective of the rule
12 is containad in there as described, and it states the

13 Cormissicn determined that the NUREC-0737 raquirements

14 should be ~odifia2? into Cemmission regulations. Tt was felt
15 that codifying reculations simplifies certain things. One
16 thing is the enforcement. It makes enforcement a lot

17 easier.

18 The other, it finally puts to bed any arguments or
19 discussions, at hearings or otherwvise, as t> the technical
20 validity of these roquirements. In other words, you argue
21 but once.

22 The intent of this rule was not to change the

2c technical content of NUREG-0737, which was aprroved by the
24 Commission. The rule itself was attached as paragraph F to

25 Part 50.34, contents of application and technical

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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information. Essentially, it was broken into two parts and
it was those parts that would be immediately effective at
the time the rule wvas issued. And there were also iters in
there which were 1ated items, ve called dated items, which
gave later implementation dates. And the intent of that vas
to really parallel NUREG-0737.

If you remember, that had two parts to it. The
first part wvas the requirements and schedules for operating

reactors. The second part was, what do you do with

operating license requirements. So the rule paralleled
that.

And the way it was broken down was, for those
items in 0737 that were intended to be implemented during

fuel load, those items were bicken down tc be immediately
effective in the rule. So the other items, the dated
requirements, were separated intc a second part.

The way the rule is vritten nowvw is, ve estimate
that the rule will become effective, I guess this summer
sume time. We predicted when it would come out, so we broke
the two parts accordingly, paralleling the parts of 0737.

MR. VERRELLI: Basically, for operating license
applicants ve nsed a cutoff date of July 15. Anything that
came after that was a 4ated requirement and anything before
that vas in the first part of the rule. You have to do this

before you get a license. That was the cutoff because ve

ALZERSON REPORVING COMPANY, INC,
404 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D .C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




1 felt it could not pe effective before then.

2 MR. LAINAS: As we progress with the developmant

3 of the rule, this may change. You will see that.

4 MR. MOELLER: I have twvo comments I think are

5 appropriate at this point. One is, the proposed rule is not
6 daed. And I have come back on the NRC -- looked at the NRC
7 files on other proposed rules and none of them are dated. I
8 would enter a plea at this point to please put a date on

9 these things.

10 It says 10 CFR Part S0, licensing requirements for
11 pending lizense applications, proposed rulc. And there is
12 no date on it. And if you look at 10 CFR 100 draft, there
13 is no date on it.

14 MR. MATHIS: Dade, what you are saying is you need
15 a date on tha draft so you knowv which version you are

16 looking at.

17 #R. MOELLER: Oh, sure. How do you keep up with
18 them?
19 MR. BEARD: The date that we use is the

20 publication date. In other words, it was published March
21 13th of '81 as a propesed rule. It's been approved by the
22 Commission €or publication in order to obtain public

23 comments. We consider that as the proposed rule.

24 MR. MOFLLERs Right, and if we have a copy of it

25 as published in the Federal Register we alsc have a page

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S. W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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number, volume, and a date. PFut you give us these typed
drafts and you never date them, and it’'s very frustrating.

M%. BEARD: I'm scrry. I guess -~

MR. MOELLER: Let me hold it up. Where is the
date on this report?

This sn't for this Subcommittee meeting, but
another one says, "This action will be implemented on July
4, 1977." So when I read that I assumed this must not be

the most up to date draft.

MR. BEARD: Was it attached to a Commission
paper?

MR. YOELLERs fo, it's not -- well, yes. This is
attached to a transmittal memo. But you don't always have

the memo attache4d. And the memo now says something that I
don®t understand in terms of what you just told us. Let me
quotes "This evolving process has led the staff to conclude
that it should consider changing a number of requirements of
NUREG-0737. It would be the staff's intent to thoroughly
conduct a re-reviaw of each item in NUREG-0737 during the
public comment period on the proposed rule and make
appropriata changa2s in the final rule based on such a review
of the putlic comments received."”

That helps a little bit, the second sentence. But
you have just told us the rule is to implement or parallel

vhat's in NUREG-0737. Well, if it's still under review and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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still being changsd, then ve have a moving target.

2 ME. BEARD: We are going t¢ cover that subject in

w

just a second on the agenda.

4 MR. MOFLLER: Well, do0 -e get someone to start

5 dating these things?

8 ¥R, LAINAS: We'll make & note of that.
7 n3. BEARD: It is a good comaent.
8 M2. LAINAS: Okay. Sort of parallel with that

9 comment, in developing this proposed rule the Commission has
10 recognized there are a number of items from 0737 that merit
11 additional consideration prior to being implemented in the
12 final ruie. That's item C on the handout.

13 There vere certain things that we recognized at
14 the time of the issuance of the rule where changes might be
15 made. They really fell into four categories:

16 The first was with respect t> sufficient

17 information received, and that is in the tiame it takes to
18 issue the rule, the ongoing time, ve are getting a better
19 idea, vwe are getting information being submitted on

20 operating reactors. So as a result of this, the rule may
21 indeed change.

22 The second is that some items with respect to

23 emergency prepareiness and support facilities, there is

24 ongoina regulatory action. Some proposed rules have been

25 issued, and thersfore the intent would be not to duplicate

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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10

that in this particular rule, or at least recognize it.

The third is that some of the positions and

recommendatioas in 0737 may be revised as vwe gain additional

information. I have to say that each of these changes have

to be approved by the Commission. Reconsideration and the

need for modification; again, this is related to getting

additional informatior and nnderstanding the problems

petter.

This will bde reflected in the final rule.

The last item that's recognized is that some of

the items are perhaps entirely too detailed, like specifying

the failure modes and effects analysis for ICS. That may be

getting into more detail than you should in a rule. And

certainly with the manufacturer of the PORV, which wvas

identified in the rule.

30 these are the things that are ongoing today.

MR. RAY: Do you have any idea when these

revisions might be effected?

slide.

Nov.

I

MR. LAINAS: We have a schedule. That's the last

don 't know if it's worth getting int~ perhaps

YR. RAY: Take your time.
NR. LAINAS: Okay.

¥R. BEARD: T wanted to add something along the

lines of what Dr. Moeller commented on. That is, the

information on the slide that was just presented is the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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information that wvas developed in the process of the staff
ieveloping the proposed rule that wvas put in the Federal
Register. In other words, we vere saying that wve develcped
a rule and it's got a lot of items in it, some of which ve
want to reconsider before we go final with it ourselves.

MR. VERRELLI: 1In that sense, we solicited
industry and public participation. So in the preamble, if
you have the notice, it lists a bunch of items and examples
of these five categories. We call out these and say, hey,
public, give us your view on this approach.

MR. MATHIS: This is one of the things that has
given us a problem in reviewing this, and that is there seen
to be so many loose ends throughout all of the 0737 makeup.
But you have to say, well, why a rule now? Are you ready
for it or are you just trying to get ahead of the gun?

My own impression -o far is that you are not
ready. That's why ve're here today. Yaybe you can convince
USe

ME. LAINAS: I think that's why we put some of
these caveats in there when ve issued the rule. I think
you're right, there were some items in there we felt would
probably chaunge and we hichlighted that, and that's what wve
did.

But ycu're absolutely right. I think some of

those loose ends are indicated in the rule.

ALJOERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 MR. MATHIS: Okay.

2 MR. LAINAS: T guess for your information vhat ve
34id vas, we tried to break out or at least list those itees
4 that vere in the first part of the rule, that is those items
5§ that would take effect when the rule becamc effective.

8 In the second purt of it, page 5, are those iteas
7 wvhich would he implemented -- which are what ve call dated
8 requirements. Now, again this is paralleling NUREG-0737.

9 The note on the bottom of it, these dates might change

10 depending on when the effective date of the rule is.

1 Now, Dave Verrelli is ready to go in and discuss
12 soue of the comments that ve received, and to this end I

13 think we have some additional handouts. I don't know

14 vhether you rec2ived them or note.

15 MR. VERRELLI: Jim's got thenm.

16 MRE. BEARD: Do you vant to give them out now?

17 MR. LAINAS: Sure.

18 What we did was takes each part of the requirements

19 and list what the public comments were, so you have that for
20 your information.

21 MR. VERRELLI: As you can see, we are not at the
22 decision point as to where we might go. This is really a

23 status report of the types of responses we got from

24 industry. I have a slide here thut says "resronses.”

26 Basically, we had 49 responses and T tried tc give you a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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feel for the number of commenters we had. 37 fronm

applicants were licensees; they have both an operating plant
3 and they are an applicant.
4 Then I tried to break it into vendors,

5 architect-engineers. And tnhen there are others, such as the

8 AIF, UCS, NRDC, and citizens, if you will. So it gives you
7a distribution of the types of responses.

8 Generally, most of the people vere against

9 rulemaking ~-~-

10 (Slide.)

1 -=- for a number vf reasons.

12 MR. MATHIS: That was no surprise.

13 (Laughter.)

14 MR. VERRELLI: 39 of the 48 or 49,

18 MR. LAINAS: Excuse me. Let me interrupt you.

16 Naybe I should have made the point that the Commission in

17 August of '81, wvhen they decided not to proceed with an

18 operating reactor rule, their fundamenta’ problem with it

19 vas a lack of flexibility, and that's pretty consistent with
20 the comments that we are jetting now.

21 MR. VERRELLI: One of the main comments was lack
22 of flexibility. This is both technical and schedule.

23 Schedulevise, an applicant is ready for his license and the
24 vay the rule is written he would have to have certain things

25 installed. And he may say, I can't get the equipment on

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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1 that schedule, I don't really need it until I go to high

2 pover operation, so therefore I lose that schedule

3 flexibility if the rule were effective in this form.

4 Technically, people like Westinghouse, an NSSS

5 vendor, said, look, if vyou codify these requirements you

8 remove some technical flexibility on alternative solutions.
7 Maybe the solution that you have written in NUREG-0737 is

8 not the best. So now 1f I have a different alternative I

9 now am in 3 legal chain as well as a technical discussion
10 between the staff aad the engineers. And that's what ve

11 meant by the lack of flexibility.

12 Another argument is, it negates previous

13 agreements. An example of this may be, take an operating
14 applicant now who is in a hearing and maybe a Hearing Board
15 has made a decision that may be less or more or alternative
18 to what NUREG-0737 says. So if you codify Jjust 737 you may
17 be negating things that you had agreed to before based on
18 staff evaluation, analysis and SER.

19 The third area of c.zwents, duplicates other parts
20 of the regulation. We have things like operator training
21 and emergency planning, and the public said, vhy put it in
22 two places? You stand the risk of ambiguity of

23 differences. The operator who is applying for an operator's
24 license now has to look in places cther than Part 55. 1f

25 you need this requirement, maybe you should have it in a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 different form. Ani that's what they mean by it

2 duplicates.

3 Other examples are Appendix X versus the item in

4 IT.K -- really, that's a part of that common reference level
5 for boilers. They say that‘s really a part of GDC-13. So

6 it's that type of duplication, is the type of comments ve

7 have.

8 The third one was too detailed. MNr. Lainas gave

9 you the example of this particular PORV that was tested and
10 going to be put on McGuire, I believe, that failed. So

11 anybody that wants to use that type of PORV has got to

12 justify it.

13 Certain items they say have been resolved. A

14 number of your itams like TI.K.2, which was the BEW orders
15 or BLW provided the analysis, they say, you provided the

16 analysis, the s%aff has issued an SER, the item is closed,
17 why clutter up the regulations on something ve should not

18 have to provide additional information in the future? Such
19as, in 1990 why should an applicant for a BEW plant svbmit
20 that information, that type of argument.

21 We also received the comment that the acceptance
22 criteria is not really finalized by the NRC. And to give

23 you an example, say the human factor aspects of control roonm
24 habitability. This is already in the resgulations, but maybe

25 not all that NUREG-0737 is looking for.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 These are the general comments of the people who
2 argued against going to rulemaking. I think it’'s only fair
3 that there were four -- three utilities and one private

4 citizen, or one citizen, if you will -- vho vere feor

5§ rulemaking on 737. Their arguments are:

6 One, yes, it looks like the NRC is trying to

7 enhance safety.

8 Number two, it defines the things we applicants

9 may have to satisfy, as opposed to additional things coaming
10 down the road. In certain cases they say it would reduce
11 the number of litigations. Let's litigate it once; let's
12 not do it 13 diffesrent times. Those type of arguments.

13 There were five that ve classified as not really
14 for or against. In other words, we did rot want to

16 interpret whether they were for or against, but they

16 commented nn the rule and said it should be there or it

17 shouldn't be ther2, but we diidn't want to classify them as
18 for or against rulenmaking.

19 For example, the BWR Owners Group we classified as
20 not for or against. They gave us many detailed comments and
21 said, here are advantages or non-advantages. Rut they

22 specifically said, we are not going to take a position, it
23 should be licensees' position and we don't want to address

24 1t.

25 Now, I think it's important to cover the tyres of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 comments we got. I have listed ter of them here.

2 Basically, you have a list of the comments, but I thought
3t ey would be worth covering.

4 The first two, we got a very large number of

5 comments on stzffing. We received 50 comments. On staffing
6 there are two problems licensees have: Cne is on the

7 manning; the other 1s on overtime.

8 In manning, they cay the shift technical advisor

9 vas intended to be an interim solution pending the upgrading
10 of opera‘srs; therefore, it shouldn't be in the rule. They
11 are saying the STA vas required to be on call and be there
12 within ten minutes. He wvas required to be there for

13 consultation. Why should T put him in a manning tabie as

14 beiiig on shift? That's a change Iln requirement.

15 On the emergency response, where there is

16 tabulation after an emergency, different types of people

17 have to arrive at different times. They say in a remote

18 site that's kind of difficult, for pecple to get there

19 within (2n minutes or 30 minutes; it really ought to be an
20 hour.

21 They also made comments that the certification of
22 non-licensad people should be eliminated from the rules. In
23 other words, the certification of health physicists and

24 things of that sort.

25 The second mcst commented on was training, number

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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1 tvo. I guess basically most °f the people said, ve agree on
2 upgraded training, bdut don't put it in the application, put
34it under Part 55. %o +hat again, ac operator who's applying
4 for an ajelication, wheti.er it be an RO or SRO, knows just

§ exac'ly wha''s to be satisfied in the initial iicenve in the
6 sense +* re:raining.

7 M%. MOELLER: Excuse me. You mentioned overtime
#in the st2fiing. Cou’d you ra2fresh me on the controvarsy

9 the:2?

10 MR. ¥TRRZW.LIs On overtime limits NUREG-07137,

11 #-ich is basi~ally » ropy of the lette. we sent to licensees ‘
12 back in July, as we'l as the rule, says you should limit ‘
3 overtime. And tre guidance says basiccliy you shouldn't

14 vork sore :hap 12 hours.
15 fou*:i: goirg (o get a .ot of good comments om this ‘
16 £-om 4ctual people who have eyperience. So that's viy I

{7 refeired tc llceansees, even though we are talking about

8 G.'s. They say, I don't work people a shift and a half, I

10 1imit overtime and I make special previsions as to when I

20 vill authorize overtime. Hut [ can't really live wity 12

21 hours; 1 aeed 16. 1'll take compensatory measures some

22 other way. I'll make sure he’:; off three days n four

23 days. Alternatives tu what the s-aff criter:: w s. The

24 staff has not really finslized the criteiia, ir are

25 accepting these comments to¢ see what we should do in the

A'LERSON F6PORTING COMCANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W , WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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overiime area.

MP. BEARD: Let me add a comment if I may. The
staff fully intends to limit overtime, there's no doubt
about that. It's obviously in the best interest of safety
in plant operations. The issue today is swnould it be 12
hours, 14 or 13 hourc. After a man has worked overtinme,
let's say for two days, should he be allowed off or required
that he be given off 24 hours, 28 hours, 30 hours for crew
rest, tihat kind of consideration.

So the only issue at this point is what should bde
the best numbers to achieve a good improvement in safety,
but at the same time not interfere with the man's capability
to operate the plant.

MR. RAY: Is the 14 and 16 in our example that you
mentioned a containment of superior service or is that
accumulated over each period?

MR. BEARL: No, we're talking about a case shere a
man has worked a shift and he's required to stay Jover, a
double shift, if you will. If I hav: to double shift him, I
would like to, since the union in nost cases requires me to
pay him for a full shift also, I'd like him to wvork a full
shift.

MR. EBERSOLE: What's the airline companies’
requirements on this for pilots and so forth?

MR. BrLARDs: I can‘t give ycu a specific ansver

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 other than just to> tell you off the %top of my head, they

2 have limits that relate to the duration of the flights. For
3 example, if he's going to fly from Boston to New York to

4 D.C. to Piami, that may be a 12-hour tripe.

5 The k2y thing is to have general limits on that,
6 on the flexibility, but more important in my experience is,
7 give them plenty of crew rest before they go again. And wve
8 are considrring the approaches used by other agencies here
9 in town.

10 MR. EBERSOLE: Well, however you get that

11 accomplished to keep on being effective, it's arbitrary,
12isn't it?

13 MR. BEARD: I personally think so, sir. You can
14 make a case that says 12 hours is safe and 13 hours isn't,
15 but that's hard to defend.

16 ¥E. VERRELLI: You have to be conzerned what the
17 operator is doing. You would never let him sit 16 hours at
18 the control board. You have to have some relief and rotate

19 those people. But these are alternatives, again.

20 MR. MATHIS: Are you closer to some finite numbers
21 now?
22 MR. VERRELLI: I don't¢ think we're prepared to

23 apsver tha- nowe.

24 MR. BREARDs The answver is we are definitely

25 closer.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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(Laughter.)

""Re

Did

ER.

VERRELLI: What 4id I say, we were making

I answer your guestion on manning?

MOELLER:s Yes.
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1 ME. VERRELLI: The next item was the small break

2 LOCA problenms, and you're discussing specific tests, and

3 they really should be in Appendix X. There is really no

4 difference. Just a tuning of Appendix K.

5 The fourth item there is for cooling. I'm sure

6 evaryone kncows that's the reference to water level. The

7 licensees are saying two things, two types of comments under
8 inadequate core cooling. Applicants say, number one, vater
9 level may not be the best answer, it may be ambiguous. and
i0 it really may add nothing.

1 The seccnd thing they said is under this item you
12 have a lot of training to recognize inadeguate core cooling,
13 and again, this belongs somerlace else. not under the

‘4 contents of the application.

15 Independent safety evaluation group, the next

16 item., This is very similar to comments they made on the

i7 SThe They say this wvas really to be an interim requirement,
18 it was to be tested for a year or two years and then

19 re-evaluted, reassessed, and should not be in the

20 regulations at this time. We are not prepared to defend

21 that.

22 Containment isolation, not surprisingly is on the
23 list. The way the 737 is written and is published, where it
24 says that a3ll ron-essential systems should be isclated,

25 applicants and licensees argue that there are cases where

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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certain systems should not be isolated. The second part
deals with the radiation signal to isolate purye valves. It
vas principally comments from BWR's, not all BWR's. But the
majority of them say we really satisfied the intent of
containment isolation withcut a radiation signal.

MR. MOELLER: Excuse me, is <hat where you isolate
on safety injection?

MR. VERRELLI: No. In the BWR czse, the way the
regquirement reads is that for containmen® Isclation you must
have diverse signals. One of ther must be radiation,
radiation before it is released. So if you have radiation
in the dry well, you will isolate those pur,e and vent
valves on that spa2cific signal.

In addition, you have others. You have the water
level containrent and the pressure.

Pesition indication received a number of
comments. I classified them basically as editorial. People
ver2 saying the vords are in 737 it says direct indication
of valve position, ana really you mean a positive indication
because you have a~cepted things like acoustic monitors.
That's not a direct indication.

MR. ERERSOLE:s That was limited to POPVs. Was
there any indication about any valves that needed better
indicators, other than PORVs?

MR. VERRELLI: No. We have valve vosition

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 indicator: or relief valves and safety valves also.
2 MR. EBERSOLE: I'm talking about other kinds of

3 valves, standard MOVs.

4 MR. VERRELLI: Standard MOVs.
5 MR. EBERSOLE: You had no comments?
8 ER. VERRELLI: No. Lots of disk failures and

7 shaft fallures and so on.

8 I don*t recall that.

9 ME. BEARDs There were no comments addressed to

10 this rule that brought up that. I think it was a good point
11 but it was not adiressed.

12 MR. EBERSOLE: I think there is a remark I'd like
13 tc ma%e. Lots of things are sharp-pointed toward one

14 objective but they have generic significance, and this is a
15 cace in point.

1€ MR. BEARD: I have t> agree with you absolutely,
17 but let me remind you of the prohlem we encountered at THMI.
18 The problem was that they had position indication. The

1¢ method where they chose instrumentation was, as you probably
20 remember, was the tailpipe temperature monitors.

21 What happens is, once you blow the thing, the

722 temperaturz goes up and =tays up because the tailpipe stays
23 up. But what we're trying to arrive at is a better method
24 that will give you more pocitive information. Is the thing

25 really closed, and is the temperature really hanging up or

AIDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 wvhat, to give the operator less confusion to deal with.

2 MR. EBERSOLE: Can't you do that by core design?
3 ¥R. BEARDs I would choose not to give a response
4 to that.

5 MR. EBERSOLE: Okay.

6 MR. RAY: I'r not clear on this reqguirerent. I'm

7 looking at item 12 on the details, and it reads, “"Direct

8 position indications open or closed for the relief and

9 safety valves shall be provided in the control room."” That
10 doesn't say it's only in the pressurizer. That's your

11 intent? It's all valves?

12 MR. BEARD: Yes, sir, it's not all valves in the
13 sense of like your MOV's that are in, say, the emergency

14 core cooling systems which only transport wvater. We're not
15 talking about those valves. We are talking about PORV's and
16 safety valves.

17 MR. EBERSOLE: And to that extent, it is ambiguous.
18 MR. RAY: Then this comment that it's not clear is
10 correct.

20 MR. VERRELLI: This is the Lessons Learned

21 Category A requirements that people had to put in.

22 YR. EBERSOLE: TMI generated a lot of reactions

23 where people do things along narrow lines, so I'll look on
24 this kind of like you used a loaded canon, it's full of huge

25 pieces and little bitty pieces and so on, and a lot of it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 has a stamp of being a compulsive generation cf things that
2 ought not to have been done. It's a bunch of patches on

3 probleas.

4 MR. RAY: Corrections after the problenm.

5 MR. EBERSOLE: Right. And I hate to see a rule

6 that perpetuates patches, rather than a rule that reallj

7 gets to the bottom of the fundamentals of why these things
8 really occurred.

3 MR. BEARD: I think it's a valid comment. I think
10 the Commission has taken a position along with the staff

11 that as a package underlining the package, that this is a
12 substantial improvement to the public health and safety.

13 Individual items could be yea or nay.

14 MR. FBERSOLE: But to an extent they're

15 compulsive, running up and patching holes in the barn; they
16 don't really get to the roots. You read them over one time
17 and look at the variation and substance and content and

18 scope of e2ach one of them. There's an infinite variety of
19 these things.

20 MR. BEARD: There is some order to the madness

21 that may appear. The requirements in TMI documents are

22 arranged and categorized into separate categories. The

23 first category I might remind you cf is called Operational

24 Safety and deals with administrative matters, training and

25 managemente.
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1 I might also remind the subcommittee that this

2 document, 737, originated from a steering group which

3 created 0660, the task action plan, or the TMI Action Plan.
4 Now, that came from an enormous set of recommendations aad

5 studies by very diverse, separate groups ranging all the wvay
6 from Congress, special inquiry groups, every citizen who

7 wanted to cast a vote, just about. And it was a very huge

8 assortment.

9 One of the problems that the steering group faced
10 vas how do you take these requirements, a number of which

11 you may essentially get the same requirement from a number
12 of different reports, but they are said a little bit

13 differently. The slant seems to be different, and how do

14 you get a handle on this. Furthermore, how do you decide

15 vhich requirements are worth implementing and which are not?
16 You know, one of the big decisions was do away

17 with it, the Commissioners, and get a single administrator.
18 So I guess the point I'm trying to get across is your

19 objective is a very good one. I wish we were there,

20 personally. We've come a long waye.

21 ME. EBERSOCLE: Well, I read these things -- you

22 know, I have to rmad these. I say wvhat is the extrapolative
23 content of this, what does it mean? Or broadly, what should
24 I 40 beyoni the scope of what I see here on each of these

25 points that have been made.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 MR. LAINAS: You know, these are very discrete

2 items and there's a weave going through them that says do a

w

modification to upgrade your aux feedwater that really

»

follows in schedule aftar an evaluation. It's implied that

()

I'm going to get an evaluation and will review it and not
6 just patch but solve that problem.

7 MR. EBERSOLE: Lots of these I saw say do it cn
8 BLW or Westinghouse or boilers. Really, the substance of
9 the comment, though, is it can encompass all reactors.

10 MR. BEARD:s One of the reasons why you find that
11 is you may find a requirement that says do it on boilers,
12 because we do it on the BEW's immediately on the

13 Westinghouse and on the PWR's promptly. And now 0737 in a
14 more deliberate way says well, some vant to lcok at the

15 boilers.

16 So the applicability is limited to maybe boilers
17 because evarybody else in the nation has already done it.
18 MR. EBERSOLE: Don't you read this as though this
19 is a thing that stands as a -- what I'm saying is it's not

20 just a point in time. This is going to apply over the long

21 tern.,
22 MR. VERRELLI: Over the na2xt 20 or 30 years.
23 MR. EBERSOLE:s 50 I say what happened to the

24 boilers or Wertinghouse? I read something in here about

2¢ cooling by injecting crude oil and design engineers don't

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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have design tclerances for that.

2 MR. VERRELLI: But they may have in the future.

3 MR. EBERSOLEs There are plans out now. I recall
4 ve just issued -- I can't think of which one; it doesn't

5 intent to even conceive the idea that feedwater is ever

6 going to be, period. It's not making any provisions for

7 primary coolant flow as the primary coclant. Which one is
8 that? 1Is it Offshore Power Systems? I can't remember.

9 MR. MATHIS: Jesse, I think the problem you're

10 pointing out here is it's just a bigger problem than what's
11 covered here. But it's aimed directly at 0737 and the TNI
12 Action Plan and it's not all-inclusive. And I guess for the
13 time being we have to accept it that way and say okay, this
14 is a step.

15 MR. EBERSOLE: I guess we'll go over point by

16 point anywvay.

17 MR, LAINAS: I don't want to leave this because I
18 don't think you're trying to make a point -- I don't think
1g we're trying to make a point -- that these are extraneous
20 requirements. I think generally these vere lessons learned
21 from the TMI accidents, and I think there are two problems.
22 First of all, the detail that's required; and

23 secondly is the implementatioun dates. We have been talking
24 to utilities, several utilities, in trying to understand

25 what their problems are, not only with respect to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W , WASHINGTON, D.C. 20074 (202) 554-2345




implementation of these particular TMI items, but l've heard

the expression "global considerations™ of not only these but
the requirements from bulletins and orders, I&E
requirements. And I guess you've seen the version of those
by the recent reorganization in the Executive Director's
office.

So I think wve're trying to be reasonable and
rational by applying these things, but I think it shculd be
made clear that I don't think anybody in this room thinks
these are extraneous. I think they're wvell-founded. I

11 think it's just a matter of the implementation tinme.

12 ¥R. MATHIS: First, there's the one problem that I
13 think we all recognize as difficult, and that's the one as
14 far as inadeguate core cooling is concerned, and how to

15 measure it. JI'm sure you're aware that we have written a

16 letter on that subject gquestioning how you do it. There has
17 never been a clearcut answer from the utilities or from the
18 vendors as to how it can be done.

19 Now, how are you going tc cover that particular

20 topic in this rulemaking? Maybe this is not the time to ask
21 for this.

22 MR. VERRELLI: You're asking for a resolution?

23 We're not there yet.

24 MR. EBERSOLE:s Are we going to take up that item

25 on its own later as a topical discussion? Is that the plan

ALDERSON RF JRTING COMPANY, INC,
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‘ 1 of action about the level problem or whatever? Are we going
2 to go down the line¢ here and take these things up?

. 3 MR. LAINAS: We're not really prepared to go into
4 the technical aspects of this requirement.
5 MR. EBERSOLE: I have some problem with the fact
6 that people can't believe the level gauges.
7 MR. VERRELLI: But yet, we received that comment.
8 That wvas one of the comments we received.
9 MR. EBERSOLE: I heard the comment 50 years ago,
10 and it was offered as an escape to not put these things in,
11 and I see it still is.
12 MR. MATHIS: Apparently ve aren't going to get
13 into that kind of detail here today, so why don't you go

' 14 ahead, Mr. Verrelli.
15 MR. VERRELLI: The next three items I just want to
16 mention to give you a feel for the number of comments on the
17 specific item, and those were the reference water level that
18 I discussed earlier. And people likened the boilers, and as
19 I said, it's already GDC-13-
20 On emerjancy procedures again they're saying it's
21 part of the rule. You have Appendix ©; why don't you modify
22 that and don't put it here.
23 And the final one is really an administrative one
24 on the problem of reporting leak valve failures and

25 challenges. They say that®s what the LER system is all
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about, so why here? Those are the types of examples on
those types of items.

A couple of general comments that ve received such
as from NRDC and UCS I thought you might be interested in.

I categorized them as against rulemaking for the followving
reasons. The arguments were, number one, this rule is not
adequate and not sufficient for a resumption of licensing
that new plants can be operated in a safe and efficient
manner. And they discussed a lot of the develcpment items
under NUREG-0660.

Secondly, they said it appears that the Commission
is attempting to prevent litigation in individual cases, and
ve don't think that's right. Thirdly, I characterized thenm
as saying there is no basis in this regulation for this
particular requirement as to why it is required and why it
is okay for the acceptance criteria.

That is the flavor of their response and I thought
it might be important to mention that.

From Westinghouse as an NSSS vendor they said you
shouldn't go to rulemaking. How about those plants that are
currently under review? What you're going to do is delay
the licensing process and negate previous agreements, along
with other such arguments as duplicating roles.

I mention also that the BWR owners group had

detailed comments ¢n each item but refused to take a
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position.

A number of examples on the boilers where they
sajid ve tried to solve this problem generically through an
owners group as opposed to going to individual applicants or
licensees. We think we are making process. The staff has
not yet accepted overnight soclutions, and therefore, we
think going to rulemaking is going to complicate that issue.

I have attempted this morning to try to give you
the types of responses we got in from home. The commented
on issues, and from that I think we have to say vell, where
are we and where do ve go from here.

ME., BEARD: Before we get into ¥r. Lainas' talk, I
think we may have given you a misimpression of what the
situation is. By that I mean we have told you that the vast
majority of the commenters say we are against rulemaking.
There still seems to remain a need to establish an
enforceable regulatory basis for requirements that
previously did not exist. T think in my own perscnal view,
therefore, some rule will be arrived at and many
requirements that will contain what detailed spec ficity,
and what else will be in it I can't say at this point. That
requires Commission action.

But T 4on't want yo to go away thinking that our
presentation here is that we are suggesting in some way that

the staff or the Commission not go forward with rulemaking.
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We are not making that suggestion today.

MR. BAY: But you have not indicated an unbending
attitude. I gather from your presentation that you wvere
open to some of the suggestions and may very well modify
this rule significantly.

MR. BEARD: I think the answer to that, sir, is wve
want the reguirements to be reasonable and enforceable. We
want to avoid requirements where there are not any needed.

MR. LAINAS: This was specifically mentioned in
the rule.

MR. RAY: The rule is not cast in stone, by any
means.

MR. LAINAS: That's right. I don't know whether
this has been done before, but this reconsideration is

explicitly mentioned in the rule.

Okay, where do we go from here? A change to the
rule -- that has been done, of course, as the rule did
reference some forthcoming action on operating reactors.
™he Commission has iecided not to go with the rule with
respect to operating reactors.

MR. EBERSOLE: Could you elaborate on why you

think that's the case?

MR. LAINAS: I think because of flexibility. I
think that was their comment, that it took away some

flexibilitye.
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1 MR. RAY: Once again, things are never cast in

2 stone and should never be cast in stone. Do you think this
3 decision is just as of this time, or from the viewpoint of

4 the need?

5 MR. BEARD: It's hard to say.

6 MR. LAINASs I wouldn't comment on that right novw.
7 The thing is with respect to this OL rule, we're going to

8 notice it. It has been noticed. But we're going to notice
$ it again taking out the reference to the forthcoming

10 operator reactor rule. And it's not out, but it's

11 imminent. The noticing is going to have a 30-day comment

12 period in it, and as indicated in the last slide,. this is

13 vhat our schedule locks like for the end of the comment

14 veriod and the time it takes to resolve the comments and

15 propose a finale rule.

16 (Slide.)

17 You will notice that the ACRS is included in it,
18and I think that a recent direction is that proposed rules
19 will be discussed with the ACRS, and this will certainly be
20 taken advantage of in development of this rule. And wve plan
21 to go to the Commission and see what their decision is and
22 our current estimates are for Yarch. And that's about it as
23 far as this presentation is concerned.

24 What we thought we'd try to do is come down and

25 explain the rule as best we can; maybe give you some of the
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background and tell you where we stand and wvhere ve're going.

MR. MATHIS: Gus, I have one guestion. Looking at
the schedule after what we've heard and discussed here this
moruing, you've got a lot of loose ends. Are you going to
get all of that, do you think, tied down by February? Or
late December, really? That's kind of optimistic in my
opinion, isn't it? Maybe I'm wrong.

MR. LAINAS: No, I think it is an optimistic
schedule, yes. But I don't see us slipping by more than a
monthe I don't think it's that optinistic.

MR. BEARD: And you've got Christmas holiday, anA
that could be a deterrent to schedule.

MR. MOELLER: I had a number of juestions that I
would like to ask about. This is, of course, a legal
document. I mean, the rule will be.

MR. BLiRD: It is definitely a legal document.
That's the reas.n why wve're going into this exercise, is to
pu* it into 10 CFR Part 50. It will become a federal
regulation.

4R. MOELLERs Okay. With that in mind, I'm not a
lawyer and would never claim to understa.ud it at all, but
are PWE's and BWR's legally refined? You know, you referred
to them in here. Is there a legal definition, so I know
vhich type my reactor is?

MR. BEARD: May I defer that to our counsel

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 sitting behind us hers?

2 MR. SHIELDS: I don't know, I don't think it's

3 defined anywhere in the regulations as far as I know.

a MR. MOELLER: And yet you apply certain things

5 only to PWR's and only PWR's. Let me give you some more.

6 You talk about BEW designed plants. Now, I could see a day
7 when, you know, someone else might build a plant or take up
8 some features of BEW plants in Westinghouse. Are BEW

9 plants, designed plants, legally defined?

10 MR. SHIELDS: I dom't think any of these things
11 are defined in the regulations now. If there is any

12 possible source of ambiguity as to this rule as wve're going
13 to final rule, it's possible that we can clarify it here.
14 We've gone through this sxercise recently in the CP rule

16 which is not yet out in final form. And in that case, since
16 the class was very limited, we actually listed the plants
17 that vere convered. In this rule, we could probably do the
18 same thing by a footnote, I suppose, in the “-ont, since it
19 vould cover persons whose application for an operating

20 license had been docketed as of a certain date.

21 You can always put a footnote up front and say who
22 is covered by it. I'm just not aware as of now that there
23 is any source of ambiguity in the way those categories --
24 that kind of designation was taken from, as I recall, the

25 NUREG, and I don't recall anyone noting that there was any
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possible ambiguity as to how the NURUG applied. But if
there were such a thing, I think we could easily clarify it.

MR. BEARD: I think this kind of comment that you
bring up is the kind of thing ve will clean up in fipalizing
the rule. We feel like at the time it is a proposed rule
and a non-legal document, and for the purpose of soliciting
comment it wasn't necer~.ry to polish the language to that
extent. Bat we 1o intend to 1o so as far as I know before
ve finalize it. So there will not be these kinds of
ambiguities.

MR. MOZLLER: Like on page 27 you say, quote,

"This evaluation shall consider the LOFT test.”
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1 Let me comment toc on a few other things. I have
2 certain, I suppose, idiosyncrasies in reading these things,

371 try to be as qritical as I can be.

4 Like on page 7, you have to begin at the bottom of
5 page 6.
8 MR. BEARD: Since we're all dealing with different

7 versions, zould you give us an item number? We're dealing

8 vith the copy that appeared in the Federal Register and

9 looks something like this one. I'm holding it in front of
10 you. T think what you have is a copy that wvas attached to
11 the Commission paper.

12 MR. MOELLER: I have the copy of the memo that wvas
13 attached to the Commissioners fruw Dircks.

14 MR. VERRELLI: What was published is slightly

15§ different.

16 MR. MOELLER: Okay. Wers we providsd what wvas

17 published?

18 MR. BEARD: I happen to have ten copies here.

19 MR. MOELLER: Perhaps you have corrected this, but
20 in this particular thing it sayss “For exampl-, there are
21 several items for which the ongoing Commission review, based
22 on submittals by operating reactors, may do,"” so forth. I'm
23nitpicking at words, but I don't know a single operating

24 reactor that can submit anything. I know an operating

25 reactor licensee that might submit something.
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1 MR. BEARD: VYou're absolutely correct, sir.
2 MR. MOELLER: I'm trying to be helpful here.
3 Well, the pages mean nothing. Well, it's

4difficult to cite it, but there was a typographical error on
5 page 17, line 8, of the draft that I am using. Let me see
6if it's on these others.

7 Oh, this one. Again I'm nitpicking, but it's

8 talking about the control roor and it's on page 29 of the
9draft. It says: "Analysis based upon the final as-built

10 condition shall be provided to demonstrate that airborne

11 concentrations of such hazardous fumes will permit control
12 room operators to do" thus and so.

13 Therefore I am, T realize, extending my criticism
14 to the ultimate, but I found I didn't know what a control

15 room operator was. I know what a reactor operator or a

.o plant operator is. You realize I'm nitpicking, but again I
17 was looking at it as a legal document.

18 MR. EBERSOLE: Before you leave that topic, GDC-19
19 in its own right has bee. a monumental problem for the last
20 20 years. As long as we're going to bring it up, I think wve
21 ought to deal with it once and for all in many respects. I
22 can go back 20 years and remember the arguments about

23 operating the re2actor from a point external thereto, and I
24 imagine you could go out on the street and ask the man on

26 the street, what doces that mean to you, does that have any
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connotation that something's happened in the control room
that should enable you to operate the plant from a distant
point competently?

And believe me, the man will say, yes, it's burned
out or blown up or destroyed, or fixed. And then you tell
him no, it means. . . you get a derisive laugh from the
general public, which you deserve. And yet that still
stands.

And this, I get back into my general point. To
fiddle around with a tiny point like GDC-19 without going in
and fixing the damn thing I think is stupid.

MR. BEARD: I think that the guestion raised has
been around for a long time. I am also sympathetic. I
understand and am aware of some of the extremely
astronomical costs of making it maybe the way you would like
to make it because of those considerations.

But the thrust of my comment is merely, the
operation that we are reporting on today was restricted very
severely to taking a NUREG document with the reguirements
contained therein, translating that document into a rule.
Now, we did receive one comment, for example, that says you
ought to be including in the rule additional items.

I'm very sympath tic to that, and as we can get to
those kinds of considerations I'm sure the staff will

undertake those. T think your comment is very important.
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1 It*'s a similar item. But I'm under restriction from the
2 Commissioners that ve do not add things to 737 that they
3 have not specifically approved for implementation.

4 MR. EBERSOLF: Therein lies the basis for patching
5 and you're patching a little part of 19. That's a problem
6and I think it ought to be called out and recognized, and we
7 Teave behind us chaos. We are like the national debt. We
8 are wallowing in these types of things and wve will wallow

9 wvorse and worse as long as we perpetuate this process.

10 MR. MATHIS: We can't do very much about* that

11 either, Jesse.

12 MR, BEARD: 1I'm very sympathetic.

13 MR. EBERSOLE: I can go back to the Browns Ferry
14 fire and why -- why many things wveren't sai.. about the fire
156 wvhich are very pertinent to GDC-19, and one of those is the
16 extraordinary astronomical cost it was presumed to take to
17 £ix suzh matters. It's not astronomical. It’'s modest

18 compared to the benefits to be derived from doing those

19 things in this area.

20 The fact it was astronomical, it was typical of
21 the fact that applicants tend to make these estimates in

22 order to avoid doing things they ought to 10, and they can
23 convince the regulatory people that those estimates are real
24 vhen in fact it's not.

25 MR. MATHIS: Jesse, that leads to one other
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1 question I had, and that is the deletion of the OF rule

2 leaves something kind of dangling. is there any more

3 thinking as to, okay. here does that go from here and how
4 does it intertwi~ <+ .th the OL?

5 4R <RRELLI: Basically, your comment is saying
61f we're ¢ going to rulemaking for cperating reactors,

7 what nethod are we going to use to implement NUREG-737

8 regquirements on operating reactors, is fundamentally what

9 you're saying.

10 Most of the schednlie in 737 for cperating reactors
11 will have zome and gone by the time ve even project this on
12 an optimistic schedule, with the exception of I think there
13is a 1-1-83 date on emergency planning. There's only about
14 one or two items for next year. So therefore you must have
15 already taken some position, rather than going to rulemaking
16 for operating reactors. And we are tackling that problem

17 right nowv.

18 In looking at operating reactors, we uave kind of
19 broken them into various categories of things that are

20 scheduled. And we asked licensees to do certain things, and
21 things tiat we asked them to do come 1 January '81. We

22 covered those and staff issued orders for them to do those
23 items, and ve are now looking at the rest o: the items. And
24 the staff will be recommending to the Commission maybe an

25 alternativ> as to how we should be implementing these things
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in operating reactors, giving consideration, as Mr. Lainas

.

[ V]

said, to all the otiuer requirements that they had.
. 3 MR. MATHIS: But those same comments apply to OL's

4 pendina.

5 MR. VERRELLI: But we should have solved the

problem for OR's long before that. I just offer that for a

rationale, as opposed to waiting for a rulemaking on

-~

operating reactors.
9 MR. MATHIS: I guess my guestion is, if you can
10 cover OR's as they are today and the pending OL's are
11 covered by the same action plan, then why isn't that
12 sufficient for tomorrow?
13 MR. BEARD: You need to establish the basis for
. 14 the regulatory applicant who walks in the door in 1992. He
15 needs to be informed that there was an accident and tlere
16 are no requirements, and from a legal viewpoint we need a
17 vehicle t2 tell him, this is required when you apply for a
18 plant CP or OL in 1992. We can't depend on a NUREGC item wvay
19 back there.
20 MR. MATHIS: I hear you, but --
21 MR. EBERSOLE: The applicant will always say, you
22 should give me more room in which to make intelligent
23 decisions. Don't confine me to the narrow confines of the
24 rule. And he will then tell you later on that you weren't

25 specific enough to keep him out of trouble.
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So you bonnce between these two walls. So within
the experience vou get for operating reactors you must for a
better basis for operator rules for the coming plants liike
this. Would it not be prudent to wait for your experience
and warn the forthcoming applicants to read the papers and
see what's going on and come forth with thelr conservative
interpretations and see if they really mean what they say?

MR. VERRELLI: This is one of the reasons for
recommending an additiunal 30-day comment period, because
there may have been licensees and operating reactors waiting
for that to offer us their substantive comments.

MB, EBERSOLE: In part, then, you are waitirg to
see what happens.

MR. VERRELLI: That's true. And the staff itself
is doing what ve said we were going to do in the sense of
re-revieving the schedule to see whether that item has been
resolved or not, this is going on concurrently.

MR. BEARD: Another advantage I believe wve have is
the same people who are dealing with the operating plants
for the technical alternative solutions and the schedule
relaxations to get to the next refueling and the rulemaking
process are all in one organization headed by ¥r. Lainas.

So we get the advantage of cross-fertilization in that way.

MR. SHIELDS: Let me mention one other distinction

in terms of letting the operating reactor rule go by the
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1 board. The other two rules we were working on, which is

4 this rule and the CP rule which the Commission has approved
3 and not yet published, is that these two rules have direct
4 e“fect on the hearing process in particular.

5 In the operating reactor context, ycu are not

6 worried about what might happen in hearing. So at least I
7 think part of the intent of this rule and the CP rule is to
8 state what issues are available for litigation related to

9 TMI and licensing hearings, operating and comstruction. In
10 the operating reactor context, you're dealing with

11 individual licensees trying to resoslve outstanding issues,
12 and a rule in some wvays gives you some additional

13 enforceability.

14 But on the other hand, you are not worried about a
15 hearing draqgging on for years over what should be a

16 necessary and sufficient set of TMI-related items.

17 MR. EBERSOLE: We seem to swing between two bounds
18 here., If we issue a rule we've got something definitive

19 that you can avoid a lot of litigation. If you leave it in
2) the other context we have here, then it appears it shows up
21 and is a delaying and costly thing on individuval licensing
22 applications.

23 In short, any applicant will have to fight this
24 thing out in the field, surrounded by probably superstition

26 and emotion rather than factual content of the arguments
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more often than not. And it's not a very good battleground
for reaching any very good decisions out in the boondocks
where the hearing is being conducted.

Doesn‘'t this suggest som2 other process ought to
be developed where that sort of litigaticn could be made in
an environment where the issue is taken up as an issue on a
generic basis and fought out without burdening the
individual applicant for fighting it out just for his
cause?

¥R. SHIELDS: I don't know of any other wayv. We
only have a few ways of 2nforcing recuirements in a legal
sense. One is through the adjudicative process and one is
through the rulemaking process. Ouiside of those two
specific authorities the agency is given, we don't have any
enforceable pcwers. We have to draw from one of thoce two
sources, and in fact even the adjudicatory powver has to be
based on a set of rules.

The point of generic rulemaking is to allow the
fight to be done just once for everyone and not to fight out
issues in an individual case. What we found in the CP area
vas that as we went into proposed rulemaking, a near-final
rule when everybody knew what was going to be in it, the
people that were affected by it were ready to make their
submittal satisfying the provisions of the rule long before

the rule wvas even approved by the Commission.
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And I expect that the same thing is true of people
vho are now in the operating license proceedings, that those
applicants are aware of the content, the basic content of
this rule and NUREG-0737, and knowing that nothing is going
to be addedi, although some things may be subtracted, and are
probably ready to make those submissions to boards where
they are besfore a board.

So I suspect the delay that would be involved is
really small, and it's possible that this could introduce, I
suppose, some delay into the review process. But if these
are gcing to be reguirements during the review process, I'm
not sure it makes much difference whether it's a rule or a
staff pocsition.

MR. EBRZESOLE: Thank you.

MR. MOELLER: I had one other comment on a word,
and I'm really not trying to be critical as much as to point
sut to you words that gave me a personal problem. In
paragraph 14, very near the end of the proposed rule, you
talk about a new iesign for the automatic depressurization
system.

It*'s the next to the last paragraph, at least in
the draft that I had, and it goes on after a couple of
sentences. In patagraph 14 it says: "For operating
licenses issued prior to April 1, 1983, the design shall be

installed not later than” such and such a date.
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1 Now, probably in the field the word “"design®™ has a
2 meaning. To me again, I would have said "the newly designed
3 system aust be installed™ Ly such and such a time.

4 NSow, in terms of broader, and I hope perhaps more
5 constructive, types of comments, I had a couple. On page 7
6 -- again, it doesn't help you, but one 2f the things you

7 called for is for the ACRS as well as all reviewers of the

8 ruie to snocifically address the guestion: Are there iteas
9 in the rule that should not be covered?

10 Did you summacrize vhat your comments to da%e have
11 said? What wvere the main items in the rule that the public
12 or the licansees or so forth say should not be included?

13 ¥R, BEARD: Maybe I can address that. We had

14 broken out, as you can imagine -- the stack of comments that
15 we've got sitting over here on the left is a stack of

16 material approachina six inches thick. The comments are

17 from wide sources with diverse opinions on about 7) of the
18 requirements, plus general subjects.

19 We 1i1 40 another crosscut that identified the

20 nature of the comments, such as -- I'm trying to give you a
21 good example to more directly ansver your comment. But let
22 me give you one on the tcp of the page. The cosment is the
23 regquirement is too detailed. Okay. The way we did our

24 search was, how many times did wve get that particular

25 comment, and we got it 107 times.
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We asked ourselves the following gquestion: How

many items in the rule drew that kind of comament? It turns

out there were 25 items that got 107 comments that said

either too detailed or inflexible, too rigid. We went down

through them this way also.

MR. MJDELLER: That reall:r doesn't say, though,

that we do not believe this item should be included in the

rulz, does it?

MR. BEARD:
in the very broadest
the item be deleted.

knowledge 2f looking

We did no crosscut, I don't believe,
sense of where a commenter suggested
1 can tell you from my own personal

over these comments that a number of

them say, delete it from here because it's already covered,

or addressed at least, in some other part of the

regulations.

MR. MOELLER: So in those cases they are saying,

don't cover it here,

like you were saying for emergency

planning, operator training.

MR. BEARD:

Control room designs and the

habitability or human factors. And I think again, you have

to recognize that people giving you the comments have a

certain bias.

MR. MOFLLER: I find your comment interesting,

inasmuch as it says:

"Comment is specifically solicited on

items that may not need to be included.” You would have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPA“IY, INC,
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thought more of the pecple would haye said, here is the list

of items that we 1o not believe should be included.

MR.

VERRELLI: NUREG-660 was drafted and then 737,

which was shortly over a year ago. And at that time the

document was submitted. There was about a year between that

time and when we drafted *his proposed rule.

When we drafted that we said to the staff, are

there certain items that maybe should not be in there. And

we rece:ved these examples that you will have in your paper,

that say for various reasons maybe they should not be in the

rule, based on our best judgment at the time. We have a

report from an owners group or a submittal or the item

appears to be resolved, and th2 staff had not signed off on

¢t at that time.

So we tried to highlight those items, to solicit

the public’'s comment on the staff's thinking at that time,

recognizing they had not been resolved at that point. So

that was the source of the list of examples.

MR.

BEAPD: What we found was they were scattered

among the specific comments. The, said, if they wanted us

to delete these 16 items with no /asis it wouldn't go very

far. So what they did was say, fcr item number 12, was to

say, delete this, it's already covered, anil give a

reference.

MR.

MOELLER: Okay. That is helpful.
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1 On page 16 of the draft that I have, you have the
2 statement: “The training program for all operating

3 personnel shall include training to recognize. control and
4mitigate the conseguences of accidents in which the core is
5 reverely damaged.”™

6 1 wonder, who arte all operating personnel? In

7 other woris, should the health physicist know something

8 about this?

9 Mk, BEARD:s Let me again try to address that one,
10 and Dave can help me as I need it rare. The intent was the
11 operating staff as licensed. This comment drewv a lot of

12 flak that said, make it more clear you're talking about

13 licensed people.

14 We're not talking abcut auxiliary operators

15 running around the turbine building. We're ni* talking

16 about HP's. We're talking about licensed people up to == I
17 guess I have to put one caveat on that, and that is it

18 probably would include the STA, the shift technical

19 advisor. But with that single exception, basically the

20 licensed people.

21 MR. EBRERSOLE: Dade, are you going to go to

22 another point?

23 MR. MOELLER: VYes.

24 MR. EBERSULE: Before you leave that one, I have

25 some notations on that. Consistent with our concert that we
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1 ought to prevent and mitigate, I think that particular

2 sentence reflects the compulsive nature of many of these

3 things where we are tryinag to do things to, to accept

4 TMI-2. So the emphasis is on recognize, control and

S mitigate in accida2nts in which the core is sevarely

6 damaged.

7 Why shouldn®'t it say the training for operating

8 personnel shall iInclude training to iientify the significant
9 initiators of potentially serious failure, test gauges; and
10 then, two, if they failed in that, do wvhat you say,

11 recognize, contro! and mitigate the consequences of their
12 failure?

13 MR. BEARD; With all due respect, sir, having had
14 some direct experience in training operators, there are

15 people who would put forth the counterargument that they go
16 through a very extensive and 2xpensive twvo years of

17 training, all of which is intended to do just that.

18 MR. ERERSOLE: I know, but that's our problem.

19 Has it done that?

20 MR, BEARD: I think our track record for safely
21 operating reactors is admirable.

22 MR. EBERSOLE: You mean you would still say that?
23 MR. BEARD: Even with TNI, it's my personal

24 opinion, y2s, that it's outstanding.

25 ¥R. EBERSOLE: I on the other hand would disagree

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



54

1 that the ability to recognize cascade initiators is not vell
2 done, because operators are not given the engineering

3 knowleuge on how our systems are designed and the

4 peculiarities of the systems as they affect each other.

5 They are more often than not told which knobs to turn and

6 which buttons to push.

7 MR. BEARD: You raise a very good point, sir.

8 I'11 be very glad to talk with you during the breaa and give
9 you some of my personal opinions.

10 MR. MATHIS: Dade?

1 MR. MOELLER: On the bottom of page 18, again of
12 the draft, you have a paragraph about, "A managemeni systenm
13 shall be provided to i1adependently verify the proper

14 perfor.ance of operational and maintenance activities as a
15 me_ns of reducing errors that could result in or contribute
16 to accidents.”

17 This is paragraph 8. Here's the sentence I Aidn't
18 understand: "The system shall include automatic status

1@ monit rcine or verification by two gqualified individuals."

20 Could you help me a little bit about that?

21
22
23
24

25
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1 MR. VERRELLI: The guestion regarding the two

2 qualified individuals, this requirement was tne one vhere we
3 said vhen you put a safety system back on the line you ought
4 to have a double verification that it is lined up properly.
5 And in the NUREG we said we really haven't made up our mind
6 yet on what a "qualified” individual is.

7 So the obvious gquestion is, do these two people

8 have to be licensed or is one of them iicensed and one of

9 them just adegquately trained on that system? 7hat is not
10 yet resolvad and that is why you will see in the preamble
11 that particular item, which is 1(c)(6), is particulacly

12 called out, because we are not really sure and we have not
13 deveioped 2 position on what a qualified individual is.

14 Obviously we wouid accept twoc licensed people.

15 MR. MOELLER: Thank you. That's helpful. Just a
16 couple more, Mr. Chairman, and then I'll be through.

17 On page 33 you cite the TID-1340 source term.

18 This is under paragraph (a). It's paragraph iii, with the
19 subparagraph (a), and you know fifty percent of the noble
20 gases and one hundred percent of the noble gases and €fifty
21 percent of the halogens and so forth.

22 Now 10 ZFR 100 is also undergoing rulemaking and
23my question is, is this going tc be compatible with the

24 current tr2nd in the siting rulemaking.

25 MR. VERRELLI: That's our intent. There are other
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. ! rules, for exampla2, the things we have had on the street for
2 what I call the interim degraded core that talks about
3 vents. Obviously this requirement in 737 is identical with
4 that +nd they would have to be consistent.
5 If you go to rulemaking on Part 100 oI the source
6 term you would ‘ust refer to that other position -- approved
7 posit.o.
8 MR. MOFLLERs: Okay, so you ar¢ trying tc make sure
9 that they are all compatible?
10 MR. VFRRELLI: VYes, s=ir.
11 MR. MOELLER: On page 37 of my copy, which is vii,
12 subparagraph (a), it‘'s about inadeguate core cooling. And I
13 did not under;tand paragraph (a) as contrasted to paragraph
. 14 (¢). It says each boiling and pressurized lightwater
16 nuclear power reactor licensee shall develop and implement
16 procedures and training to be used by the operators to
17 recognize the existence of inadeguate core cooling and low
18 coolant level in the reactoer core using available
19 instrumentation.
20 Now I could read that several wayss that he must
21 be able to do this using the instrumentation that's there
22 right now, that which is available; or he must install --
23 install adeguate instrumentation so that in the future he
24 can 40 this with what is available, because he’s put is in.

25 And your paragragh (c) says, then, tc put in the
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instruments to be able to do paragraph (a).

¥R. VERRELLI: If he has to do (a), (b), and (c)

before he gets the license he obviously must train a --

under (a) he must train wi‘h the instrumentation that is

ander (c). That was the philosophye.

MR. MOELLER:

In my initial reading, as someone

not wrapped up in the subject, if I read paragraph (c) first

8 it would have helped re.

9

MR. BEARD:

I would remind you also that the

10 question of inadeguate core cooling has been subject to some

1

controversy as to whether or not what's installed to date in

12 those plants is adequate or whether it needs to be

13

14

15

16

£ ¥ 4

18

19

20

21

supplemented.

MR. MOELLER:

MR. BEARD:

MR. MOELLER:

You're right.

So that thought is related to this.

That's a very good point.

Lastly, it's not your problenm, it in some of the

material that ve were provided to study for the meeting ve

vere reminded that the NRC Staff is supposed tc be providing

the ACRS with a gquarterly report on rulemaking progrecs. I

guess this is supposed to be a complete updating every

22 quarter on the status of all] rules and so for-h.

23

24

25

Are we receiving these reports?

MR, VFRRELLI: We have a representative who can

speak to that.
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MR. MOELLER: Let me guote. "The NRC Staff will
provide the ACRS a status repo:it on proposed rules on a
guarterly basis”™, and I'd like to know when these are coming
out and what they look like.

¥R. CLEVELAlﬁx There is a publication coming out
each guarter updating the status of all regulations, either
in process or proposed. It's published by the Office of
Administratioun. T don't know whether you're actually
receiving it or not, but I can't believe you're not.

MR. MOELLERs Well, I have seen perhaps one memo
along these lines, but I just couldn t remember seeing them
evary guarter. Maybe we are.

MR. MATHIS: I can't answer the guestion. Rich,
40 you know?

MR. MAJOR: I'll find out for you.

MR. MATHIS: We probably have it someplace and
just haven't loocked at it.

MR. CLEVELAND: I will add I notice that this vas
just updated about one month ago. The current edition
should be available about this time.

MR. MATHIS: Thank you.

MR. MOELLERs Thank you.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Chairman, we seem to have
gotten into the practice here of making a few comments.

MR, MATHIS: If it's substantive.
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¥MR. EBERSOLE: On page 19 of the same document, as
a matter of fact the samse paragraph -- this is paragraph M
-- a plan for collection of data shall be provided that will
establish for ECCS systems and equipment outage dates, et
cetera, et cetera.

All I wvant to comment on is that is pointed at
ECCS systems and equipment -- emergency core cocoling
equipment. Those systeas, as identified in PSARs and SARs
and so forth, are peculiarly those after scme sort oi
depressurization accident. They do not include AC/DC
systems, vater service systeas, component ccoling, all of
the accessory systems wvhich are actually having a higher
demand t!'an the ECS systess which are on duty to meet an
occasional and houpefully rare challenge.

There are many systems out there which must wvork
24-hour~a-day for another year which may wvell nct be
interpret2i to be ECCS systems, but they should in fact Dbe
put in a higher category than the ECCS systems. But they're
not even a2ntioned.

¥R. VERRELLI: Would you interprec diesels as an
ECCS system?

MR. EBERSCOLE: VYes, I would, or in a higher systenm
vhich is no". yet defined, which are completely performing
emergency functions in a quiet manner, wvhose failure may be

disasterousr if the total function fails.
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MR. VERRELLI: The use of the word "ECCS™ may not
be consistent with the intent of the requirement.

¥R. EBERSOLE: And that they would per®orm =-- such
as constant moving of water and DC and AC powver supplies,
constant environmental control, things that go on when you
are running the unrmal mode and m continue to go on in
the emergency mods and naver cease.

¥R. LAINAS: I think a general comment is there is
too much eamphasis on mitigation.

MR. BEARD: I think the intent of that particular
comment was, sir, that in some cases the ECCSE system, which
is stand-by in nature =-- say a valve fails and had *o be
repaired or had to be ordered and replaced, sometimes that
can stretch out a little further than ve may like for it to
see. And ve would like standby systems to be put back into
an operable condition as soon as practicable.

So the point of this particular requirement wvas go
back, Mr. Licensee or ¥r. Applicant, and have a sy<tem that
you can identify how often it's gone out, how long it's
taken you to put it back and see if there is anything you
can do to improve that.

ME. EBERSOLE: There should be a paragraph
addressed to this.

MR. VERRELLI: Which would be a separate

rejuirement.
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MR. EBERSOLE: And a great deal more important.

MR. VERRELLI: One of the concerns that developed
this request for that type of information was our whole
method of permitting HPCI systems to be out for seven days
and then you put it back in service. It could go back out
and be another seven days.

Maybe we should change our whole approach to
outages to be cumulative, as opposed to differential. So
this was an attempt to obtair a certain type of data on
outages of systems to see if we should revise our system.

MR. EBERSOLE: What if you put a battery on charge
and you isolate the plant and you know perfectly well you
don't need an accident. If that battery system fails you're
going to have an accident.

MR. BEARDs I think we also have to bear in mind
that . don't think anybody would disagree with your point
that there are other areas beyond 737 whers we need to make
improvements.

¥R. EBERSOLE: This bit about an output from
TMI-2. We found that we need emergency output from heaters
and ve put that on the heaters, not remembering that they're
not environmentally gualified. And, for that matter, the
PO2Vs are not environmentally gqualified for the hostile
environment within which they sit to do their duty. PBut ve

out the half-page on that says get emergency power on and
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presumably that's the best we can do now without creating a
convulsion in the industry.

You recall that BWRs have to -- over here it will
be mention2d later on that you did require that for BWEs
only. There's no valid reason there should be any
difference. As a matter of fact, there might be a
considerably better reason that the BWRs have better means
to blow down because the boilers have about fifteen wvays to
do it. In the PWRs frequently you only have about two.

MR. MOELLER: Jesse, can I comment on that?

On page 24,490, ir paragraph xliv in the center
column at the bottom, in the center column it talks about
the analysis shall be provided to demonstrate that for
anticipated transients complicated by the wvorst single
failure, and assuming proper operator actions, the core
remains covered or no significant fuel jamage results.

Then it's applicable to BWRs only. Why would that
be? Is it all right for the PWRs to do this?

MR. EBERSOTE: Let me see that again.

YR. MOELLER: It's right here. There must bhe
sometning in this that I don't see.

MR. EBERSOLE: That's a classic example of what I
see.

MR. VERRELLI: The II.K items were developed as a

result of independent evaluations by the Bulletins and
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1 Orders task force on each of the venders. The PWEs, which

2 was NUREG-626, was a report for Westinghouse and one for CER
3and one for BECW. This was their evaluation of the boilers

4 after the TMI accident.

5 So having been identified, they are coupled with

6 some experiences at Oyster Creek wvhere they thought they had
7 reached trouble with water level. We thought it was

8 important to put it into NUREG-737. Thus, it appears here

9 and why it did not necessarily appear as applicable to other
10 plants.

1 You always have the guestion of identifying a

12 problem and then saying how doces it apply generically as

13 opposed to a problem on a particular vendor. And a perfect
14 example is Fort St. Vrain. Obviously you were involved in
15 that. Are you adeguately applying the lesscns learned to

16 something that is needed?

17 MR. EBERSOLE: There was sowmething generated, by
18 the way, that came out of Oak Ridge in March cf this year

19 about PWRs and their problems with the thermal shock which
v is followed by repressurization trnsients, and I notice as I
21 read through here, there are numerous examples where you

22 invite the operator to create that problem, whereas in this
23 other area, you're inviting him he's betier not create it.
24 So somewhere along the line we've gnt to

26 rationalize the differences.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554- 345



64

1 ER. VEREELLI: For the fixes you propose you are

2 introducing a different problem. You have to be very

3 careful, right.

4 MR, EBERSOLE: We're worried about oigh

5 repressurization following a thermal transient and most of

6 the language in here doesn't identify that as a problem.

7 And, as a natter of fact, it didn’t exist except way back in
8 history.

3 MR, BEARD: I don't remember the number on it, but
10 the thermal mechanical stress reguirement is in there. I

11 recognize, and you are correct, that with that lofty

12 hureaucratic title it doesn't mean much. But when ycu read
13 this reguirement in the rule it references you to the NUREG
14 item and there there are guite a few pages of information

15 provided so it is clear.

16 MR, EBFRSOLE: One other little point on xxxviii,
17 the desiyn of the system , steam line, pipe break protection
18 circuitry shall be such that pressure spikes resulting from
19 EPCI and RCIZ system initiation will not cause inadvertent
20 isolation 2f those systems. That's fine.

21 But I think really the predominant or certainly

22 one of the significant causes of HPCI and RCIC isclation,

23 has been the fact that the pipe galleries generate high

24 temperatures in the state of need, the AC powver system

25 frequently fails, and the ambient temperatures detection
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! circuity wvhich was used for breaker d:tection malfunctioned,
2 and you get isolation when you least need it.

3 MR. BEARD: As you recognize, one of the

4 considerations has to be given to the fact that your safety
5 system could be a source of the break, and there are

6 provisions in there to detect potential breaks. High

7 temperature is one of those.

8 Unfortunately, like "ot of other things around

9 here, vyou don't get something for nothing, so there a~« some
10 drawbacks.

1 MR. EBERSOLE: When you have high temperature

12 initiation, surely AC power failure will cause rising

13 temperatures and shut the steam supply off when you

14 precisely need it. So to permit that to be perpetuated by
15 just this limited requirement here is not right.

16 MR. BEARD: I would remind you also> there is

17 another reguirement that has to do with -- just below there,
18 it's item x1i, which I guess is 41, is just below the item
19 you were talking about, which says the HPCI and RCIC systems
20 shall be designed to withstand and operate satisfactorily

21 following a complete loss of off-site power for at least two
22 hourse.

23 Now if you read the NUREG-737 description, it

24 specifically points out to the reader that the major concern

25 vhen that requirement was written was for a ventilation
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1 ccoling in the space arcund that systenm.

2 MR. FRBERSOLE: €So it's covere ., then, in more
3 detail?
- MR, VFRRELLI: The first item you talked about, a

5 lot of that outgrowth came from a program that has to --

6 they had inadvertent isolations and had to go in and fix

7 that. So they wanted to go out to the other boilers and see
8 if you have that same problenm.

9 MR. MATHTS: Any other comments? Dade? Jerry?

10 W ° - think we've covered this reasonably wvell
11 and apparentl - the draft is still being changed as it rolls
12 along. And I gather that you are being responsive as you

13 can to the comments you have received.

14 We will have a new draft out in two, maybe three,
15 months, which we will be asked to loock at at that particular
16 time.

17 There's cne other comment. I guess it seems to me
18 that there is no guestion about this winding up as a rule.
19 I think that decision has been made and there's no sense

20 discussing that one any further.

21 MR. LAINAS: I think the Commission is going to

22 take another shot at it.

23 ¥R. MATHIS: That's right, but it's going to be a
24 rule. I think that's the target you are working towards.

25 MR. LAINAS: Exactlye.
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1 ¥R. MATHIS: So I guess from the Subcc "mittee's

2 position, do we want to make any formal comment on this? Do
3 you want to> take it to the full Committee, or do we wait for
4 the final rule?

5 Do you have any comment on that?

6 MBE. RAYs I can comment. There's no guestion but
7 that endorsement is going to be needed in its final form, if
8 not befors that., I just wonder if wve would be justified in
9 taking the time of the full Committee at the stage it's in
10 now. I think the changes might be more appropriate to

11 schedule it to go to the full Committee after the changes

12 have been made in more or less final form.

13 You could report, for instance, at the next

14 meeting that you have been over this gquite thorouchly today
15 and it was discussed in complete aspects and it looks like
16it's on course and we're satisfied with th2 progress we're
17 making.

18 In fact, even if your schedule slips a month, as
19 ycu indicated, I think you will have created a new track

20 record that's unigue within NRC activities and it very vell
21 could be held up as an example of what could be done.

22 MR. FEARD; We keep reminding the Pover Division
23 about that.

24 MR. EBERSOLE: If this goes to a rule I would like

25 to make some cualifying statements when we b-ing this to the
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1 Committee along the lines that I've generally mentioned

2 here, that we've jot lots of things in here which reflect on
3 general matters that should be cleaned up in a better way

4 than they are here.

5 Whether it's practical to do it and we've got to

6 make a rule because somebody says we've got to make rules,

7 all richt. VYou've got to play the game. But that doesn’t

8 mean the game is what it ought to be.

El MR, MATHIS: Well, I think when we get to .=

10 point, Jesse, we can remind people once again.

11 MR. RAY:s You're saying another rule should be

12 taken other than the rule changes, perhaps GDC changes?

13 MR. EBRERSOLE: Whatever.

14 MR, MOELLER: It would seem to me that it would be
15 very helpful, perhaps, to go beyond a Subcummittee Chairman
16 report at the next meeting. If the full Committee is going
17 to be revizwing this in February or January and writing on
18 it, some sort of a preliminary orientation or a preliminary
19 progress report might be in order.

20 I agree with Jesse there are going to be a number
21 0f Committee members that are going to have opinions on
22this. I don't mean to try to write anything, but if wve

23 could obtain an hour's time =* the November ~-- that's

24 probably too late, but, say, the December meeting just for a

25 progress report by you and by the Staff.
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1 MR. MATHIS: Well, I think that is d.rinitely in

2 order, but I think, again, it depends on when you'~e goiang
3to be ready. You have indicated here on your schedule that
4 you will have a copy to us in December. Well, as ve

5 discussed earlier that may be a little optimistic.

6 MR. LAINAS: That may be optimistic. It's also

7 predicated on the noticing. Now it's not out yet, so if the
8 thing doesn't go out =--

8 MR. BEARD: I guess I'm sort of sympathetic to

10 vhat appears to be your desire to brief -‘he larger group if
11 they're going to write something on it.

12 MR. MOELLER: If you hit them cold in January or
13 February without a little warning -- I mean, if nothing else
14 it will call it to their attention and they'll begin to read
15 it and be ready to respond.

16 MR. BEARD: Yes. The only hesitation I have in my
17 ovn mind is that the status report in December may not be a
18 vhole lot different than the one ve presented today

19 ¥R. MOELLER: That's all right with me. It

20 do2sn't bother me. But .t least you aler. the full

21 Conmittee where you stand and where you're headed.

22 MR. VERRELLI: A summary of today's meeting is

23 what you're saying?

24 MR. MOELLER:s [es.

25 MR. MATHIS: But I think many of the items we have
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1 discussed here today are obviocusly going to wind up being in
2 the final draft and I think to do anything prior to the time
3 we get that would be just premature, that's all.

4 MR. LAINAS: I think that many of the comments

5 that wve've noted are the same sort of concerns that we have
6 and the same sort of concerns that were alerted in the cule
7 itself, and we specified that these things would be under

8 consideration and development.

9 We'll be glad to come back in December and tell

10 you wvhere we stand. I don't imagine the comments will be

11 any different to the full Committee than the ones ve heard
12 today or the ones that ve recognize. Put we'll be happy to
13 come back.

14 MR. RAY: This is a suggestion. Perhaps at the

15 November meeting you could make a report on today's meeting
16 and indicate the general character of what went on and ask
17 the full Committee if they would like to have an interinm

18 report in December or January or scomething consistent with
19 what this revised schedule wcoculd permit.

20 Therefrom you would get a pulse indication of just
21 how they feel about it and they might also indicate the kind
22 of thing they would like to have, wvhich woul. help you to

23 prepare for it.

24 MR. MATHIS: The kind of specific gquestiocns and

25 things c£f that nature?
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‘ 1 ¥R. RAY: Yes.

2 MR. MATHIS: Well, if there are no other comments
3on that, that's the ronte we will take.

- As far as the specific date, I think we will let

5 that dangle for the moment and we'll be in touch so we'll

6 know when to plan for another session and see where ve go

7 from there.

8 MR. RAY: I would like to comment that the handout
9 you made today with the various items in th~» rule cited at
10 the top of the page and then the comments that were made and
11 the respoases you had is very useful, particularly for the

12 next sessione.

13 MR. MATHIS: Yes, I would agree with that, Jerry.
. 14 Ckay, do you have anything else, Gus?
15 ¥R, LAINAS: Nou, I don't. I want to say that I

16 thank you for listening to us and ve have noted your

17 comments and we'll certainly take it into consideration when
18 ve redraft.

19 MR. MATHIS: We appreciate ycur taking the time to
20 come down and explain to us, because I'm sure you can gather
21 from our comments there have been some guestions in our mind
22 and we will take it from ther=.

23 And with *hat we will adjourn.

24 ( Wher=upcn, at 10325 o'clock a.m., the neetinn wvas

25 adjourned.)
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A. GENERAL OBJECTIVE

® COMMISSION DETERMINED T=AT NUREG-0737 REQUIREMENTS SHOULD
BE CODIFIED INTO COMMISSION’S REGULATIONS

® NO INTENT TO CHANGE TECHNICAL CONTENT ofF NUREG-0737

B. GENERAL FORMAT

® NEW PARAGRAPH (F) ADDED TO SeEcTionN 50.34 "CONTENTS OF
APPLICATION; TECHNICAL INFORMATION"

® TWO SUB-PARTS:

(1) I1TEMS TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY ISSUANCE OF OPERATING
LICENSE (AFTER EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULLE). (5% 1TEMS)

(Z) 1TEMS TO BE IMPLEMENTED EITHER B: 0.L. 1SSUANCE OR
BY SPECIFIC DATES, WHICHEVER LATER, (1.E.,, “DATED
REQUIREMENTS”) (15 17EMS)

C. 1IEMS MERITING ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION
DELETE CERTAIN TYPES OF ITEMS:

@ SUFFICIENT INFORMATION RECEIVED; NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
FROM APFLICANTS REQUIRED (E.G.,, BENCHMARK ANALYSIS OF
SEQUENCE AFW rFLOW)

@ ITEMS MAY ALREADY BE SUFFICIENTLY CCDIFIED (E.G., EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS AND SUPPORT FACILITIES)

o PosiTioN IN -0727 may BE REVISED (E.G., OVERTIME LIMITS)

® RECONSIDERATION ON THE NEED FOR MODIFICATIONS (E.c., AUTO-
TRIPPING OF R(CPs)

@ ITEMS ARE T0O DETAILED {(E.G., FMEA on ICS, CCI PORV)

PAGE 3



D.

TECHNTCAL CONTENT

1,

ITEMS TO BE IMPLEMENTED PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF O.L. (THAT
OCCURS AFTER EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE

A,
B.
C.
D.
E.
Fo
G,
H.
L,
Jo
K.
L.
M.
N.
0.
P.
Q.
R.
S.
T,
U,
V.

W,

SHIFT MANNING
TRAINING
ADMIN!STRATIVE

PROCEDURE /DESIGN REVIFAS AND ANALYSES OF SB-LOCA
PORV'S AND SAFETY VALVES

PID CONTROLLER

AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEMS
EMERGENCY POWER SUPPLIES

CONTAINMENT H2

SAFETY INJECTINN INDEPENDENT OF PRESSURIZER LEVEL
ANTICIPATORY REACTOR TRIPS

AUXTLIARY HEAT

REACTOR VESSEL LEVEL JNDICATIONS

CONTROLS

PENETRATION AND ISOLATION

REMOVAL SYSTEMS PROCEDURE

FMCA ON ICS SYSTEM

EFFECTS OF SLUG FLOW ON OTSG'S
RCP SEAL DAMAGE ON LOSS OF SITE POWER

AUTG TRIP OF RCP'S

HPCI AND RCIC SYSTEMS

PRIMARY COOLANT LEAKAGE OUTSIDE CONTAINMENT
AIRBORNE 12 RADIATION MANITORING

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS - FACILITIES

NATURAL CIRCULATION ON REACTOR DEPRESSURIZATION

ADS ACTUATION
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2. 1TEMS TO BE IMPLEMENTZD BY DATE INDICAIED OR BEFORE THE

ISSUANCE OF 0.L. === WHICHEVER IS LATER

A. Eggﬁgsgc¥l7§9§§?ynss TO PREVENT INADEQUATE CORE

B. REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM VENTS (7/1/82)

C. PLANT sHIELDING (1/1/82)*

D. POST ACCIDENT SAMPLING (1/1/82)*

E. RELIEF & SAFETY VALVE QUALIFICATION TESTING (7/1/82)

F. ACCIDENT MONITORING INSTRUMENTAYION (1/1/82)*

G. INSTRUMENTATIQN FOR DETECTION OF INADEQUATE CORE
COOL.ING .1/1/82)

H. VOIDING IN RCS-ANALYSIS (1/1/u.)*

1. ANALYSIS OF SEQUENTIAL AFw FLOw (1/1/82)*

J. AUTOMATIC PORV ISOLATION (1ST REFUELING OUTAGE 6 MoS,
AFTER STAFF APPROVAL)

K. QUALIFICATION OF ADS AcCCuMuLATOrs (1/1/82)*

L. PLANT SPECIFIC ANALYSIS OF sB-LocA (1/1/83)

M. RCIC SUCTION AUTOMATIC TRANSFER (1/1/82)*

N, ﬁg?sgugggéllc ACTUAT%ON (1sT REFUELING OUTAGE & Mos,

FF APPROVAL
0.

CS AND LPCI REACTUAT&ON (1ST REFUELING OUTAGE 6 Mos.
AFTER STAFF APPROVAL

*THESE ITEMS WILL MOVE TO SUB-PART (1) WHEN RULE IS PUBLISHED IMN FINAL
FORM (1.E., LATER THAN Januvary 1, 1982)
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C.

RESPONSES

COMMENTS RECEIVED =ROM:

® APPLICANTS, LICENSEES, OWNERS GROUPS
® NSSS VENDORS, ARCHITECT-ENGINEERS

® OTHERS (A'F, UCS, NRDC, CITIZENS)

TOTAL

GENERAL NATURE OF PESPONSES
® 39 GENERALLY OFFUSE KULEMAKING

LACK OF FLEXIBILITY
NEGATES PREVIOUS AGREEMENTi
DUPLICATES OTHER PARTS ofF 10 CFR 50
TOO DETAILED

ITEMS RESOLVED

CRITERIA NOT FINALIZED BY NRC

-
N

GENERALLY FAVOR RULEMAKING

WILL MINIMIZE L'TIGATION IN HEARINGS
WILL FURTHER SAFEGU®RD PUBLIC SATETY

® 5 NO GENERAL COMMENT EXPRESSED

OFFERED ITEM-SPECIFIC COMMENTS ONLY

SPECIFIC ITEMS RECEIVING MOST COMMENTS
(1) (1) STAFFING

(1) (i) TRAINING

(1)(x1i11) sB-_0CA MODELS

(2)(vii)  INADEQUATE CORE COOLING

(1) (iv) INDEPENDENT SAFETY EVALUATION GROUP
(1) uxvii) CONTAINMENT ISOLATION
(1)(xii)  VALVE POSITION INDICATION
(I)(x1i1) REFERENCE WATER LEVEL

(2) (1) EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

(1) (xxxii) REPORTING VALVE CHALLENGES

PAGE b

(6C)
(36)
(24)
(24)
(23)
(17)
(16)
(16)
(16)
(15)

N
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49



PLANS AND SCHEDULE
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ExTenpeD CoMMeNT PERIOD ENDS
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(copy 10 ACRS)
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Commission Decision on FinaL O.L. RuLe
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KJUCLEAR REGULATCORY
COVIL'SSION

10CFI Pert SO

Licensing Requi~ements fcr Pending
Operaimg License Applications

#GENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commicsion.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

sunmMaRY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commiscicn is preposing to add to its
power reecin: safcty resuletions a set of
licensing reguiieme ats eppliceble to

reguirements stem fromn the

Commission’s ongoing effort io spply
the lessons learned from the sxciden’ at
Three M.le Island to power plant
licensing Each applican! covered by the
rule would have to meet these
requirements, together with the existing
regulations, in crder to cbtain an
opcratirg licease.

DATE: Comments must be received on or
before Avgust 12, 1981,

ADORESSES. Comments shou'd be sent
to the Secre ery of e Commission, US.
Nuclear Reglatory Commission,
\Warkington, D.C. 20558, Attention:
Docketirg e~d Service Branch.

FOR FURTHER INFOFWVATION CONTACT:
John A. Oishinski, Chief, Operating
Reactors Assessment Branch, Division
of Licensing. Office of Nuclear Reactor
Reguletion, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Weshington, D.C. 20555,
Telephone 301-492-8069.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
March 28, 1879, the Three Mile Island
Unit 2 (TM1-2) nuclear power plant
experienced a loss of feedwater
transient, complicated by a set of
circumstances and events, culminati

in the equivalent of a smallbreak loss-
of-coolant eccident with substéntal
core damage. The circumstances and
events that caused the feedwater
transient to develop into an accident
include design C'eficiencies, equipment
failures, and humen errors.

In April 1979, the Commission
established the Bulletin and Orders
Task Force as the focal point for those
TMI-2 related stafl ectivities necessary
to assure the immediate safet of all
other operating power reac’ors. During
May 1979, the efforts of this group
resclted i e issuance of several IE
Bul'etins &: d Commission Orders
covering ¢ wiae range of topics.

In May 1579, the Commission
estebliched the TMI-2 Lessons Learned
Task Force to identify and evaluate
safety concerns reguiring prompt
licensine actions for operating reactors
(beyond the .mmediate actiors taken as
a result cf the Bulletins end O Jers Tesk
Ferce efiort) and for pending cperating
licerse applicetions. A sct of shiort-term
recommeandetions cifered by this task
force wes publiched as NUREG-0378 ia
july 1079.

in addition to these special NRC task
forces, severel other oflicial groups have
investigeted the accident at TMI-2 and
develcped rec~mmendations. These
groups include the Cengress, the
Genere! Accounting Office, the
President's Commission on the Accident
at Three Nile Island, the NT2C Special
Inquiry Group, the NRC Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, the
Specizl Reviews Group of the NRC Oifice

of Inspection and Enforcement, the
NRC's staff's Tuck Force on Enierpency
Fiarning, end the NRC Office of
Standards Development and Nuclear
Reguletory Recearch Each of the
investigating groups, acting
independently, crganized their
recommendations in a different way. A
steering group was appointed to
organize and essess the many
recommendetions imd to devclop the
“TMI-2 Acticn Plan”, whick would
provide u comprehensive ard integrated
pian for ail ections necessary to correct
or itapro+e the regulation and operai.un
of nuclear /acilitica. The items identified
by the Lessons Learned Task Force and
many loager term generic items
identified by the Bulletins and Orders
Task Force were included in the Action
Plan program. This Action Plan was
published as NUREG-0660 in May 1980.

In reviewing the technica!, schedular
and cost aspects of the numerous items
of the T™] Action Plan, the Commission
has epproved & number of actions that
provide substantial additiona!
grolection which is required for public

ealth and safety. The Commission
asked U.e staff to obtain industry
commen's on the approved Action: Plan
items end to make appropriate revisioas
prior to finalizing the requirements.

Actions to improve the safety of
ouclear power plants now opercting
were judged to be necessary
immediately afier the sccident and
could not be celayed until the Action
Plan was developed, although they were
subsequently included in tlie Action
Plan. Before these immediate £clions
were epplied to operating plints, they
were ( rproved by the
Manry of the required imnica.ate sctions
have alre:dy been taken by licencers
and most are scheduled (o be cox vieted
ir the near future.

On May 15, 1960, after review of the
last version of the Action Plan, the
Comrmission approved o st of
"Requirements for New Operating
Licenscs”, contained in NUREZG- 64,
Cn October 28, 1980, the Cummirsrn
appreved a “"Cizrification of TNl Artien
Flan Requiremenis”, now corta: 2 in
NUREG=0737, which supercedes
NUREG-06%4. Un Decembir + 19, 38060,
the Commission issued a rigtement of
policy, “Further Commission Gu:dance
for Power Reactor Operalirg Licenses”,
wlich replaced a previous policy
statement issued on June 1€, 1960,

On September 5, 1980, the NRC sent
letters regarc.ng the new regu sements
epproved by the Cominiseion in its
cons.Ceration of the Th Aston Flea io
ell licensees of operating reactors,
applicents for opereting licenses, and

PRL el 3 U 3 904 o8
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holders of construction permits. During
the week of September 22, 1980 regional
meetings were held to ?rovido more
detailed explanation of the new
requirements and to oblain industry
comments. Based upon these
discussions, the finalized Action Plan
requirements were issued on October 31,
1980, as NUREG-0737, which included a
summarizing letter. The letter noted that
NUREG=0737 includes in tabular form
and with technical clari/ cation all the
post-TMI-2 requireme. ‘s that had been
approved at that t_me by the
Commission, but does not constitute the
totality of the TMI-2 Action Plan.

Since NUREG-0737 was issued. the
Commission has detarminec that the
new requirements should be codified
into the Commission's regulations.
While there is no intent tu change the
technical content of these requiresents,
the NUREG-0737 items have been re-
written ic language appropriate for the
Commission's regulations.

Substance of the Rule

This rule, which addresses the same
set of items contained in NUREG-0737,
imposes new safety requirements for
operating license applications. The
Commission has determined that these
requirements must be met by all
applicants for operating licenses. it
should be noted, however, that there are
maay elements in the TMI Action Plan
(NUREG-0860) not included in NUREG-
0737, that have not yet been developed
by the staff or acted upon by the
Commission. There are also items that
the Commission has directed to be the
subject of further study. This rule will be
augmented in the future to add new
requirements as they rre approved.
Opportunity for put:‘c comment will be
provided when such additional
requirements are contemplated.

For the sake of completeness, all of
the basis requirements of NUREG-0727
are incorporated in this proposed rule. It
is recognized that some of the items
individually sre or may be the subjec’ of
other rulsmakings (e.g . shift manning,
operator qualification, and interim
degraded core cooling). The Commission
does ro! intend to issue duplicative
rules. Consolidation or other appropriate
action will be taken before final
rulcmaking to be sure that each = ject
is eddressed in only one place in the
rules

While this rule contains the basic
regquirements set out in NUREG-0737, it
does not incorporate the entirety of the
document. In particular, the rule does
not contain the deta.led criteria, stefi
positions, and guidance contained in
NUREG-0737 for satisfying many of Je
requirements. To have included such

detail would have resulted in an
excessively detalled and restrictive rule.
However, the Commission has reviewed
NUREG-0737 and has concluded that
the pusitions contained therein provide
a basis for responding to the experience
of the TMI-2 accident. Applicant: may,
of course, propose to satis{y the rule's
requirements by @ method other than
that detailed in NUREG-0737, but in
such cases must provide & basis for
determining that the requirements of the
rule have been met. N

In developing this proposed rule, the
Commission has recognized that there
are a nwnber of items from NUREG-
0737 that merit additiona! consideration
prior to being included in a final rule.
For example, there are several i‘ems for
which the ongoing Commission review,
based on subziit'~ls by operating
reactors, may resolve the concern such
that no additional information on these
items wowd be needed for operating
Lzense applications. Some iterrs may be
reduncant with existing regulations.
Somg .'ems are preeently under
Commission review with preliminary
indications th.at =ither the requirement
may not be neeced or the specific
criteria iz NUREG-0737 for meeting the
re-,uirement may be revised. Finally,
<ome items are 3o specific and of limited
applicability that their inclusion in the
regulations may not be warranted.
Accerdingly, while the proposed rule
presently cor tains all items from
NUREG-0737 applicable to operating
license applications, comment is
snecifically solicited on items that may
1.0t need 1o be Included for the reasons
ciscussed above. The following are
examples of items that have been
identified as candidrtes for such
reconsideratlion.

Generic items for which sufficient

Information may have airea een
received and no agdidonal hﬂomuigp

TMay be needed rom OL applicants:

11K.215 Effects of Slug Flow on OTSG
Tubes.

UK.217 Voiding in RCS (complete for B&W
only).

NK.219 Benchmark analysis in Sequential
AFW Flow to the OTSC.

@l!ems that mn% already be

sulficiently codilied’in Uie reguiationg:

11K339 Upgrade of SBLOCA Model.

11K.231 Plant Specific Analysis to Show
Contormance with 10 CFR 50 48.

111 A12 Upgraded Emergency Support
Facilitics

ILA2 Emergency Preparedness—Long
Term.

D34 Control Room Habitability.

@X:v* 5 for which the Commissi

S — —
siion on aceeptabiuly in i 2
0737 may be revised:

JA13 Overtime Limitationc.
LC8 Veriiy correct performance of
Opera’ing Activities.

K35 Automatic RCP Trip for PWRa

X121 Anticipstory Trip on LOFW,
Turbine Trip and Low S/G level (B&W).

K210 Samess K121

11K1.20 Procedures for Manual Trip on
Specific Events (B&W).

@ tems that ma too detailed or of
W&Mﬂ
e regulations:

11K 2.2 Initiation and Contral of AFW
Independent of ICS (BAW)

11K 2.9 FMEA of the ICS (BaW)

MK 39 Modifications to the PID Controller
for W-getigned Plants

[1.K 310 Antcipatory Reactor Trip Bypass
Setpoint

11K 2 11 PORVs Manufactured by CCI, Inc. -~

The proposed rule includes a
provision that the Comsrission may, for
good cause shown, grant relief from the
required implementation echedules on 8
case-by-case basis. The Commission
recognizes tha! this rule may affect
open:h%ltccnu P now
pending before the adjudicatory boards.
While this may often be true when a
new rule {s promulgated, the broad
scope and relative detall of this rule

d cause a greater than usual impact
on pe.iding proceedings. This irapact
might be particularly severe on
prnce: dings where the record has been
clu’2d. The Commission solicits
comments on the potential impact of this
rule, and its implementation schedule,
on pending operating license
procee dings.

Based upon its extensive review aud
reconsideration of the issues arising as a
result of the Three Mile Island accident,
the Commission has decided that
applications for an operating license
should be measured by the NRC staf?
and Presiding Officers in adjudicatory
proceedings egainst the existing
regulations, as augmented by this rule. It
is the Commission's view that tis new
rule, together with the existing
regulations, form a set of regulations,
conformance with which mee!s the
requirements of the Commission for
issuance of an operating license. Thz
Commission seexs public commen! o0
the reguirements contained in this rule.
It should be noted that the Commission
intends to sugment its regulaticns with a
similar rule for operuting reacters. The
proposed Operating Reactor Ru'e will be
published for comment withii two to
three weeks'of the publication of this
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proposed rule for Operating License
Applications.

b
Fenerwors Reduction Act
The proposed rule will be submitted
to the Office of Munagesicntand dudget
{vr clearence of the appliceticn
revuitements that may ke epprorsicte
vad r e Foperwork Reduction Act

(P, L %6311} The SF-83 "Beguest for
Cletanee,” Suprorting §.tene st and
riored docemiontation sebmtied to

OMVE vl be placed i1 the NRC Public
Docurient Reom at 1717 H Street, N7
Weehington. D.C. 20555, The rizterial
v, be avail.ble for inspcciion end
copy.ng for a fee. No license may be
issued unless @ completed appl.cetion
form heas been received that ©oee's the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.534/0) (42
U.S C 2201, 5641. 5844)

Regulatory Flexibility Act

In accordance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1880, 5 U.S C 605(b),
the Commission hereby certifies that
this rule will not, if promulgated, have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of sma.l entities.
This proposed rule i.!fects only the
licensing and operation of nuclear
power plants. The companies that own
these plants do no! fall within the scc »
of the definition of "small entities” seq
forth in the Regulatory Flexibility Act or
the Small Business Sii» Standards set
out in regulations issued by the Small
Busiress Administration ¢t 12 CFR Part
121. Since these companies are
dominant in their service areas, this
proposed ru's does not f&'! withia the
purview of the Act.

Pursuant to the Atomic Energr Act of
1954, as amended, the Ene- 2y
Feo:ganization Act of 1974, as emended,
and Section 552 and 553 of Title 5 of the
Urited States Code. the Commission
proposes 10 amend Part 53« " Chupter L
Title 10 of ihe Code cf Fede, ul
Repulations as follews:

The authority citation for Part 50
reads as follows:

Authority: Sccs 107 104 161 162 163 €5
Stal €3, 937, 847, 052 833 ar armended (42
LC.SC 2183.2.3¢, 2001, 2232, 23547 siecs. 202
205. 8L Stat, 1243. 1236 {32 US C. 5042, 58:¢)
uniess otherwise poted Section SC78°° elso
issued under sec 122 68 511, €52 2 USC,
2152 Sections 50 B0-50 8) glsg iseued under
soc 184 68 Stat G54 asamended 2USCL
2234, Sections 50.100-50 102 issued under
186, 68 Stal §°5. 42U SC 2056 For the
purposes of sec. 223 68 51t €58 A
smended: 42U SC 2273 § 39583]1) 1ssued

sed.

-t

under sec 1811, bk Stat. 849 42 US C 2201(i).
wnd §§ 50 70-50.71 and § 50.78" " issued under
cec 1810, F8 S1ut 850 as amended. $2USC.
2:01c)and e Laws referred to in
Appenci.ces.

1 A rew peregraph () is added to
¢ torccd as follows:

f .. Contents of sppiication, technical
e metoh

- - - - -

() Additional TAfl-related
cequirements for cpplications for cn
opcrating license, In addition to the
requirements of paragreph (b) of this
section. each application for an
operating Feense that is to be issued
siter (* * *insert effective date of this
rule * * *) shell meet the requirements
in paragraphs (f) (1) and (2] of this
section. If the applicant contends that
implementation of an item on the
schedule set forth in this rule is
impractical {or its facility, the applicant
may provide informetion to support this
contention. The Coramission will
evalyate this informetion and, based on
its determination of esrnes® efiort and
good cause shown, may grant relief from
the implementation schedule, on a case-
by-case basis. In such cases, the
Commission will impose allernative
schedule requirements suitatle for that
farility.

(1) For the following requirements, the
app cation sha!l describe hcw each
requirement will be implemented or

sstisfied prior to issvance of un
operating license.

(1) The minimum shift etafling {or
operatore. licensed and non-licensed,
shial!l be ss shown in Table 1. In eddition
to the e'r ffing requizements stated in the
Teble. each operating shift, except
curing periods of cold shutdown, shall
include a qualified Shift Technical
Advisor (STA). In addition to the
staffing requirements steted above, shift
crew assignments shall include a
licensed senior reactor operater to
directly supervise core aiterations. This
licensed senior reactor operatc r may
have fuel handling duties but s, «li not
have other concurrent operational
duties. The amount of overtime w rked
by plent staif members perfurming
safety-related functions ehall be limi'ed.
Cther onshift staffing and emergency
response capabilities ehall be as shown
in Table 2. The capability for
eugmentation of resources for
emergency response functions shall be
equivalent to that shown in Talle 2.
(LA11:'LALS; m.m.zl

(ii) The operator initial training and
requalification programs shall include:
heat transfer, fluid flow. and
thermodynamics; and emphasis on
reactor and plant :;ansients.

' Alpharumeric des gna’ions correspond to the
related action pien ftems in NUREGQ737,
“Clanfication of the TMI Action Plan
Reguirements” and NUREG-O66. “NRC Action
Pan Developed se o Resu't of the TMI-2 Aceident.
They ure provided herein for information only
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Table 2.=Afnimum Stating Flequi-emer s for NAC Licensees for Nuciear Power Plart Emergencies
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The training program for all oper. iting
personnel shall include training to
recognize, control and mitigate the
consequences of accidents in which the
core is severely damaged. In addition,
each applicant shall support the
development of its training program,
emergency procedures and control ronm
hardware, with applicable human
enzineering data. Additicnally, intensive
and comprehensive training exercises
are to be cenducted dur'ng low-power
testing programs to provide expenence
for each cperating shift. The principal
instructors shall be qualified at the
senior reac’or operator level 2nd shall
period.cally thereafter demonstrate their
continued competency. An applicant for
a senior reactor operator license shall
have had experience as an operator and
shall participate in an NRC approved
training program. In addition to the
wrilten examination and the oral
exanination adninistered in the plant,
and operational examinations on an

administered by the NRC. The minimum
passing grade shall be 80% overall with
a minimum in each technical category of
70%. (1A21:1A23,1A31:1G11B4)
(iii) Corporate management directives
shall be issued that emphasize the shift
supervisor's role in the control room as
the primary onsite manager responsible
for safe operation of the plant under all
conditions. Such directives shall clearly
define his responsibilities and authoniy
including his command decision
authority, relative to other plant
ranagement personnel, over plant
operations personnel. The shift
supervisor's responsibilities shall
include limiting persennel access to the
control room during emergencies: his
udministration duties shall be such that
they do rot detract from or are
sutardinate to the management
n sponsibility for assuring th2 safety
operation of the plant. Training
programs for shift supervisors shall
strengthen botk managzement and
operational capabilities (1A1.2, 1C3;
LC4)

{iv) An onsite independent safety
engineering group of technically
qual.fied personne! shall be provided to
perform continuing systematic reviews
of plant activities. including operating
experience information that may
indicate areas for ir proving plant
safety. Tliis group shall also provide
recommenuations and advice to an
offsite high level corporate technical
officer, not in the management chaia for
power production. (1.3.1.2)

(v) Analyses of sruall-break loss-of-
coolant accidents and of transients and
accidents that involve postulated
multiple failures, consequential failures,
and cperator errors, whica if
unmitigated cov!d lead to inadequate
core cooling. shall be provided. The
analy+es shull be carvied suificiently
into the event to identify all significant
thermal/hydravlic/neutronic
phenomena and to address possible
failures and oparator errors during tie
long-term cooling phase. Emerzency
procedure guidelines to mitigate these

l
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(xxvi) A fsilure modes and efferts
analysis of the integrated control system
(ICS] shali be provided. (Applicabie to
Babcock and Wilcox-designed reactors
only ) (1K.29)

{axvii) A detailed analys:s of thermul.
hydraulics conditions in the reactor
vesse! during recovery from a small-
break LOCA. with an extended loss of
.a!l feedwater, requiring the use of the

coo'er high-pressure injection system
water, shall be provided to confirm (hat
vesse! integrity is not jeopardized.
{Applicable to PWRs only.) (1 K.2 13]

(xxviii) An analysis shall be provided
of the effects of slug flow on the once-
through steam generator tubes afi.r
primary system voiding (Applicable to
Babcock & Wilcox-designed plan's
only ) (I1k213)

(xxix) An evaluation shall be
provided of the potential for and impact
of reactor coolant pump seal damagze
and leakage upon loss of offsite power.
If such damage is indicated, an analysis
shali be provided of the limiting smali-
break loss ,f-coolagt accident
complicated by subsequent reactor
coolant pump seal damage (11 k.216 and
11k.3.25)

(xxx) For Westinghouse-designed
facilities where the reactor trip is to be
bypassed when operating beiow 50
percent power, an evaluation sha!l be

rovided to verify that the probability of

small break LOCA resulting from a
stuck-open PORYV is not significandy
gruter than the case where this trip is

ypassed only when operating below 10
percent power. (11k.3.10)

(xxxi) An analysis shali be provided
that defines the probabiiity of & small-
break LOCA caused by a stuck-open
power operated relief valve (PORV). If
this probability is a significant
contributor to small-break LOCAs from
all causes, provide a design description
for an automatic PORV isolation system
that would operate when the reactor
coolant system pressure falls after the
PORV has opened. (Applicable to PWRs
oniy)(ILk3.2and Nk31)

(xxxii) Any failure of a safety or relief
valve shall be reported promptly to the
NRC and all challenges to such valves
shall be reported annually. (Appiicable
to PWRs only.) (11.k.3.3)

(xxxiii) An evaluation shall b2
provided of the automatic tripping of the
‘uctor coolant pumps in the case of a

mall-break loss-of-coolant accident.
{Applicable to PWRs only ) (I1.X.2.5)

{xxxiv) If a proportional integeral-
derivative controller is installed in the
power operated relief valve (PORV)
control system. the control system shall
be operated so s to preclude opening
the POPV due to derivate action.

(Applicable to Westinghouse-designed
reactors only.) {11k.3.9)

(xxxv) Complete jusification shall be
provided for the use of any type of
pressure-operated relief valve that has
failed during testing (such as those
supplied by Contro! Compenents, Inc.,
thatailed during hot functional testing
at a plant). (Applicable to PWRs only.)
(l1k311)

{xxxvi) An anticipatory reactor-trip on
turbine-t:ip shall be provided.
(Applicable to Westinghouse-designed
reactors only.) (11 k.3.12)

(xxxvii) An evaluation shall be
provided of the safety effectiveness of
initiating the reactor core isolation
cooling system at a higher water level
than that for the high pressure coolant
injection system and of restarting both
systems on low water lovel, (Applicant
to BWRs only ) {11 k.3 13) ;

(xxxviii) The design of the HPCI/RCIC
steam line pipe-break detection circuitry
shall be such that pressure spikes
resulting from HPCI and RCIC system
initiation will 1.0t causg inadvertent
isolation of these systéins. (Applicable
to BWRs only.) (11k.3.15)

(xxxix) An analysis shall be provided
to identily practicable system
madifications that woeuld reduce
challenges and {ailures of relief valves,
withou! compromising the perfurmance
of the valves or o'her systems, shall be
provided. {Applicable toc BWRs on'y.)
(11k.3.16)

(x1) Pen ling the implementation of
automatic transfer features, clear and
cogern:t procedures shall exist for manual
transfer of RCIC system suction to the
suppression pool when the condensate
storage tank level is low. (Applicable to
BWRs only) (11.k.3.22) :

(x1i) The HPCI and RCIC systems
shall be designed to withstand and
operate sa‘isfactoriiy following a
complete loss of offsite power for at
least two hours. (Applicable to BWRs
only ) (11.K.3.24)

(xlii) The scales of the varous reactor
vessel water level instruments shall be
referenced to the same point.
(Applicable to BWRs only.) (I1.K.3.27)

{xlii1) Sma!ll-LUreak loss-of-coolant
accident analysis methods used to
comply with Appendix K to 10 CFR Part
50 shall be revised and provided that
account for experimental data, including
data from the Loss-of-fluid-test (LOFT)
and Scemiscale Test facilities. This
evaluation shall consider the LOFT test,
(L3-6). (11 X.3.30)

(xliv) Analysis shall be provided to
demonstrate that for anticipated
transients complicated by the worst
single failure, and assuming proper
operator actions, the core remains
covered or no significant fuel damage

results from core uncovery. (Applicable
to BWRs only). (11.K.3.44)

(xlvj Analysis shall be provided to
suppost depressurization methods, other
than by full actuation of the automatic
depresscrization system, that would
reduce the possibility of exceraing
vessel integrity limits during rapid
cooldown. {Applicable to BWRs only )
(11K.3.45)

(xlvi) Each boiling and pressurized
light-water nuclear power rractor
applicant shall implement leak reduction
measures to that leakage, from systems
outside containment {systems that
would or could contain highly
rad oactive fiuids during and K
serious transient or accident), s
e.iminuted or minimized to the
maximum extent practicable to prevent
the rclease of significant amounts of
radioactive material during and
following an accident. Consideration
shall be given to reductions of potential
relcace paths that could result from
design or operator deficiencies.

(xlvii) Each boiling and pressurized
light-water nuclear power rsactor
Jicensee shall esta ri:h and implement a
program of preventive maintenance to
eliminate or minimize, to the maximum
extent practicable, leakage from
systems outside containment. This
program shall include periodic
{integrated) leak tests of these systems
at intervals not to exceed each relueling
cycle and also include (as-well-as) the
reduction of potential release paths by
appropriate operator training. (111.D.1.1)

xlviii) Each boiling and pressurized
light-water power reactcr shall be
provided with instrumentation,
equipment and associzted training and
procedures for determining, under
accident conditions, the airborne
radioiodine concentration in areas
within the facility where plant personnel
may be present during and following an
accident. (lI1.D.3.3)

(xlix) The control room and
associated habitability systems shall be
decigned to adequately protect the
reactor operations staff against the
effects of accidental release of toxic or
radioactive gases such that the nuclear
plant can be operated or safety
shutdown under accident conditions.
Analysis based vpon the final as-built
conditions shall be provided to
demonstrate that airborne
concentrations cf such hazardous fumes
will permit control reom operators to
remain in the control room to take
appropriate safely actions. (111.D.3.4)

(1) Dedicated emergency response
facilities shail be established and
maintained for command and cor'ml,
support, and coordination of onsite and

~~inga
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offsite functions during reactor accident
conditions. The Technical Support
Center is to provide an appropriate
‘near-the-control-room location {or those
individuals who ere knowledgat'e of
and responsible for engineering and
management support of reactor
opera‘:ors. to diagnose und evaluate
plant cenriiticns and for more orderly
conduct of plant ectivities during
emeryoncy conditions. The Operational
Support Center is to provide an arca
seperate from the control room for shift
and other support personnel (e.g.
euniliary operator, technicians, healia
ph: sics persoanel) to report for
instructions {rom the control room staff.
The near-site Emergency Operations
facility is to provide (A) a center for
analysis of plant effluents,
meteorological conditions, offsite
radiation measurements and for ofTsite
dose projections, and (B) a center for
coordination of all licensee onsite and
offsite activities and coordination with
Federal, State, end local suthorities for
implementation of offsite emergency
plans.

(1) Plans and facilities for coping with
emergencies shall be n accor dance with
the requirements set forth in other
sections of 10 CFR Part 50. (lLL.A.1.1.;
LULA12: 11LA2)

(1ii) The design shall ensure the
capability of natural circulation in the
event that depressurization of the
reactor vessel, during a small break
LOCA, ir required (11.K.3 46)

(Liii) A feasibility study and risk
assessment shall be submitted that
defines the optima. approach for
eliminating the need for manual
actuation of the automatic
depressurization system 1o assu.e
adequa'e core cooling (Applicable to
BWFs only) (1.K.3.18)

(2) These requirements shall be
implemented either by the date
indicated or before the issuance of an
Cperating License, whichever is later.
The epplication shall describe how each
requirement will be implemented or
satisfied.

(i) Emergenc, ‘-ovedures shall be

provided to mitixate small-break Joss-of-

coolant accidents, and transients and
sccidents that involve postulated
multipie failures, consequential failures,
and en operator errors, which. if
unmitigated, could lead to inadequate
core cooling. (January 1, 1882) (1.C.1)

(ii) Each boiling and pressurized light-
water nuclear power reactor shall be
provided with high point vents for the
reactor coolant system and reactor
vessel head and other systems required
to maintain adequate core cooling if the
eccumulation of noncondensible gases
would cause their loss of function,

remotely operated from the control
room, 10 provide improved operationsl
capability to naintein adequate core
cocling following an accident. High
point vents are no! required, however,
".r the tubes in U-tube steam generators.
Since these vents form a pait of the
reactor coolant pressure beundary, the
design of the vents and essociated
controls, instruments and power sources
must conform to the requirements of
Appendix A and Appendix B to this Part
50. I particular, the vent system shall
be designed to ensure a low probability
that (A) the vents will not perform their
safety functions and [B) there v.ould be
inadvertent or irreversible actuationof a
vent. Furthermore, the use of these vents
during and following an accident must
not aggravate the chalienge to the
containment or the course of the
accident (July 1, 1962) (11.B.1)

(iii) Each boiiing and pressurized light-
water nuclear power reactor shall be
provided with both adequate access to
areas that may be used during and
following an accident and protection of
safety equirment so that an eccident
that results in the release of large
amounts of radioactive materia! will not
limit personne! occupancy or deg-ade
safety equipment by the redicaction
fields that may exist during and
foliowing the accident to the extent that
required safety functions cannot be
accomplished.

(A) The facility design must be based
on & release of radioactive material from
the fuel to the primary coolant sy<tem
that is not less than 100% of the core
equilibrium noble gas inventory, S0% of
the core equilibrium halogen inventory,
and 1% of the remaining core fission
products. For equipment and areas
affected by the reactor coolant, it shall
be assumed that the above distribution
of racdioactive material is intimately
mixed with the coolant water e: cept
that recirculated, deprescurized coolant
water may be essumed to contain no
noble geses. For equipment and areas
affected by the containment
stmosphere. it shall be essumed that not
less than 100% of the core equilibrium
noble gas inventory and 5% f the core
equilibrium halogen inventory are
uniformly dispersed in the containment
atmosphere and an additional 25% of the
core equilibrium halogen inventory and
1% of the remaining core fission
products are uniformly distributed on
surfaces exposed to the containment
atmosohere.

(B) The facility design basis must be
such that an individual operator will not
receive more than a 5 rem whole body
dose, or its equivaient to ar v part of the
body, while performing a necessary

safety functior during and fc!lowing un
accident. (January 1, 1982) (II.B.2)

{iv) Each boiling and pressurized light-
waler nuclear power reacio: sha!l be
proviced with the capability for
personael to obtain and quantitutivel,
analyze a reactor coolant or
containment atmosphere sample curing
and following an accident.

(A) The facility design must be bascd
on the radioactive material relcase
terms described in paragraph (f)(1)(iii} of
this section.

{B) The design basis for the plan:
equipment that provides the capabilit
to obtain and analyze a sa: ple must ge
based on the assumption that [t will be
done promptly, and without incurring a
raciation exposure to any individual in
excees of 5 rem to the whole body, or it
equivalent to any part of the body. -

(C) The capability to quantitatively
analyze a sample must be based on the
use of either in-line monitoring or an
onsile radiological and chimical
anelysis facility. If in-line monitoring is
cl.csen, 8 capability must be provided
for backup samplir.g using grab samples,
end must include the capability for
analyzing the samples a! either an
onsite or offsite facility. The analysis
capability must rrovide, as needed.
quantification of the following:

(1) Those radioisotopes ne: essary to
indicate the extent of core damage;

(2) Hydrogen in the containment
atmosphere; .

(3) Total dissolved gases or dissolved
hydrogen gas in the reactor coclant:

(4) Boron in the reactor coolant; end

(5) Chloride in the reactor coclant.
Chloride analyses may be perfornied
offsite and are not reguired 1> be done
prompily. (January 1, 1982) (1L.B.3)

(v) Qualification tests shall be
conducted on the reactor coolent system
relief and safety valves and, for PWRs,
block valves, for all fluid conditions
under operating conditions, transients
and accicdents. Block valves for each
relief valve shall be qualifed to isolate
not only a leaking reliefl vaive under
normal conditions, but also any fluid
flow conditions generated by a stuck-
open relicf valve under norral operating
or accident conditions. The results of the
qualification tests shall be submitted.
(Apgplicable to PWRs only) (July 1, 1982)
(iLD.1)

(vi) Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation shali be provided for
each boiling and pressurized light-wa'er
nuclear power reactor and shall have
the capavility during end followirg an
accident for:

(A) Providinz end recording in the
contro! room a continuous indication of:

(1) Containment pressure;
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(2) Hydrogen concentration in the
containment atmosphere:

(7) Containment water level.

(¥) Containment radiation level; and

{7 Radioactive noble gas
concentrations in the plant gaseous
efluents at all notential accident release
paths effective,

(B) Quantfying the concentration of
radiviod.nes and radioactive
particuiates in plant gasecus effluents at
al! potential accident release paths.

(C) Performing their function following
an sccident characterized by the
radicactive matena! release terms
described in paragraph (f)(2)(ii1) of this
section. [Ja~uary 1, 19882) {IL.F.1)

(vii) {A) E «ch boilicg and pressurized
light-watzr nuclear power reactor
lictrsee shall develop and izjlement
nrocedures and traiming to be used by
the nperators 1o recognize the existence
of inzdequate core cooling and low
coalant level in the reactor core using
avaiiable instrumentation.

(B) Each pressurized light-water
nuclecr power reactnt shall be provided
with 4 primary coolant saturation meter
(subcooling meter) that provides in the
control room a continuous, recoced, on-
.in2 indication of the primary ccolant
saturation condition.

(C) Each boiling a~.d pressurized light-
water nuclear power reactor shall be
provided with an instrumentation
system, for example, reactor vessel
water level indicators for pressurized
water rea~tors that augment the incore
thermoco. piey; and incore
thermocou,les for boiling water reactors
that augment the reactor vessel water
leve! indicators. The instrumentation
system must supply to the centrol room
a recorded, unambiguous, easy-to-
interpret, indication of inadequate core
cooiirg The indication must cove- the
complete range from normal operation
to complete core uncovery and give
advance warning of the approach of
inadequate core cooling. (January 1,
1982))

(D) All instruments used to detect the
existence of inadequate core cooling
shall be designed and qualified to
perform their function following an
accident characterized by the
radioactive material release terms
described in paragraph (f)(2){iui) of this
section. (January 1, 1982) (ILF.2)

(viii) An analysis shall be provided
that defines the potential for vciding in
the reactor conlant system during
anticipated transients. (Applicable to
PWRs cnly) (lanuatx 1, 1982) (1 K.2.17)

(ix) An analysis shall be provided of
sequential auxiliary feedwater flow to
the steam generators following a loss of
main feedwater. [Applicable to PWRs

only) (january 1,1982) |11 K.2.19)

(¥) If determined necessary as a result
of the analysis required by paragraph
f(1)(} Li) of this section, an automatic
power-operated relief valve isolation
system shall be installed that will
avtomatically cause the block valve to
close when the reactor coolant system
pressure falls after the PORV has
openad [Applicable to PVWRs only).
(This requirement shall be implemented,
if found to be necessary, by the end of
the first refueling 6 months alter stalf
approval of the design.) (11.K.3.1}

(x1) The automatic depressusization
system, valves, accumulators and
associated equipmen! instrumentation
shall show to be capatile of performing
their intended safety functions during
and following exposure 1o the hostile
environment of an accident situation,
taking no credit for non-safety related
equipment or instrumentation. and
taking account for air (or nitrogen)
leakage through valves. (Applicable to
BWRs only.) (January 1, 1582) (11 K.3.28)

(xii) Plant-specific calculations for
small break loss of coolant accidents
shall be provided consistent with the
revised models development pursuant to
item f(1){xLiii; of this section. (January 1,
1983) (1.K.3.31)

(xiii) The RCIC system shall
automatically transfer its suction to the
suppression pool when the condensate

_storage tank level is iow. (Applicable to

BWRs only). (January 1,1982) (11 K.3.22)
[xiv) The design of the automatic
depressurization system shall be such
that any operation of this system needed
to assure adeguate core cooling will be
initiated automatically. The design
descriptior shall be submitted to the
NRC for approval by April 1, 1982, or as
part of the FSAR, whichever is later. For
operating licenses issued prior to Apnil
1, 1983, the drsign shall be installed not
later than the first refueling outage that
is at least six months subsequent to staff
approval of the design. For operating
licenses issued on or after April 1, 1983,
the design shall be installed not later
than the start of power operation (ie.,
greater than 5% of rated pow ).
{Applicable to B\VRs only) (1L K.3.18)
(xv) The core spray and the LPCI
systems shall automatically restart upon
low water level, if an initiation signal is
still present, to assure adequate core
cooling. The design description shall be
submitted to the NRC ior approval. For
operating licenses issued prior to
January 1, 1982 the desizn shall be
installed not later than the first refueling
outage that is at least six months
subsequent to sta‘f approval of the
design. For operating licenses issued on
or after January 1, 1982, the design shall

be instalied not later than the start of
power operations {i.e. greater than 5%
rated power) [Applicable to BWRs
only) (ILK.3.21)

Dated at Washington, D C.. this 7th Jay of
May 1981

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel |. Chulk,
Secrelory of the Commission.

Note —Commissioner Bradford’s dissenling
views are a:.ached

10 CFR Part 50

Licensing Roguirements for Pending

Operc.ing License Applications
Commissioner brad ord dissented from the

publication of the propos~d rule on the

grounds that the subject matter was too

broad to be dealt with coherer.ly and

efectively in & singie rulemaking.

|FR Doc #3-14282 Fuled 51281 845 am|

BILLING CODE 7550-01-M

ELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
3ACFR Ch. XVI

Impyoving Government Regulati
Sem\annuat Agenda

SMM&: The purpose of t
to repor’ e proposed rulegfaking
activit ‘-& the Selective

that migut
registrants

participate in
decisionmaking §! aff early stage.

agenda is pu
requirementf of E.O. 122

dministration by the System of the
reedom of Information Act (5 U.S.



PRUPOSED 0.L. RULE

ON TMI ACTION PLAN (NUREG 0737)

SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC ITEM COMMENTS



Item No. (f)

Additional TMI-related requirements for applications for an operating license. In
addition to the requirements of paragraph (b) of this section, each application for
an operating license that is to be issued after (* * * insert effective date of this
rule * * *) shall meet the requirements in paragraphs (f)(1) and (2) of this section.
If the applicant contends that implementation of an item on the schedule set forth
in this rule is impractical for its facility, the applicant may provide information
to support this contention. The Commission will evaluate this information and,
based on its determination of =arnest effort and good cause shown, may grant relief
from the implementation schedule, on a case-by-case basis. In such cases, the

Commission will impose alternative schedule requirements suitable for that facility.

Public Corments

0 the word "Commission" should be changed to "NRC staff.”
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Public Comments

delete - no flexibility to fit licensee's design or organizational needs (12).

delete - emergancy planning covered by existing rules and regulatory quides (4).

delete - table 1 contained in Technical Spectfications (2).

delete

STA requirement may be temporary (17)
limitation of overtime is too ambiguous (7).

time requirements in table 2 will cause probiems for plants sited remotely -
change to 60 minutes for all (11),

do not need technician level Health Physics and Rad Chem personnel - cross
train operating personnel (2).

requirement for SRO to supervise core alterations should not exclude a foreman
with an SRO limited to fuel handling (2)

delete - STA training requirement deta!ls have not been established.

STA not required during cold shutdown, but that may be when he is needed most
due to abnormal lineups/tests.

previous guidance was that STA did not have to be actualily on shift, but within
10 minute call.




Item No. (1)(ii)

The operator initial training and requalification programs shall include: heat trans-

fer, fluid vlow, and thermodynamics; and emphasis on reactor and plant transients.

The training program for all operating personnel shall include training to recognize,
control and mitigate the consequences of accidents in which the core is severely
damaged., In additicn, each applicant shall support the develroment of its training
program, eme-=gency procedures and contrgl voom hardware, with apnlicable human

engi” ~ering data. Additionally, intensive and coriprehensive training exercises

are tu be conducted during low-power testing programs to provide experience for each
operating shift. The principal instructors shall be qualified at the senior reactor
operator level and shall periodically thereafter denonstrate their continued
competency. An applicant for a senior reactor operator license shall have had
experience as an operator and shall participate in an NRC approved craining program.
In additicn to the written examination and the oral examination administered in %he
plant, and (SIC) operational examirations on an appropriate simulator will be administered
by the NRC. The minimum passing grade shall be 80% overall with a minimum in each

technical category of 70%. (I.A.2.1; 1.A.2.3; 1.A.3.1; 1.G.1; 11.B.4)

Public Comment

o consideration of the importance of the tested area should dictete the minimum
grades required.

o human engineering data is relatively ron-existert - term requires definition (6).
o delete - can be covered in 10CFRS5 and Appendi. A (4).

o add provision for use of site specific simulators for training (4),

0 add that minimum grades are for written examinations.

o delete - NRC does not have resources to administer simulator examinations (3).

o delete - requiremen* for instructors to be SRG's (5).

0 change requirement for operator training to apply to SRO's and RO's only - not
"all operating personnel” (8).

o operat‘onal exams on non-plant specific simulators can have a negative effect on
actual performance.




no provision to ensure honesty and accuracy of administered examinations.

delete requirement that SRO be RO first. This postpones the entry of college
graduates and other capable individuals. Because of unions, college graduate
would have to start at bottom - delaying move to nanagement - this discourages
them from field of operations.

it is not clear that the 80% overall score is justified in 1ight of the 70%
required in each area.




Item No. (1)(iii)

Corporate management directives shall be issued that emphasize the shift supervisor's

role in the control room as the primary onsite manager responsible for safe operation
of the plant under all conditions. Such directives shall clearly define his responsi-
bilities and authority including his command decision authority, relative to other
plant management personnel, over plant operations personnel. The shift supervisor's
responsibilities shall include 1imiting personnel access to the control room during
emergencies; his administration duties shall be such that they do not detract from or
are subordinate to the managemenrt responsibility for assuring the safety operation

of the plant. Training programs for shift supervisors shall strengthen both manage-

ment and operztional capabilities. (I.A.1.2; I.C.3; I.C.4)

Public Comment

o it is inappropriate to mandate the Shift Supervisor as being responsible for
gcgess to the control room during emergencies - use administrative procedures
\7).

0o delete - requirement is incorporated in ANS 3.2 and endorsed by Reg. Guide
1.33 (2).

o shift supervisor does not need to be in "the control room" to perform duties as
“primary on-c<ite manager."

P —




Item No. (1)(iv)

An onsite independent safety engineering group of technically qualified personnel

shall be provided to perform continuing systematic reviews of plant activities,

including operating experience information that may indicate areas for improving

plant safety. This group shall also provide recommendations and advice to an

offsite high level corporate technical officer, not in the management chain for

power production. (I1.B.1.2)

Public Comments

0

delete - ISEG is interim - will be reviewed to determine its effeciiveness in
~ 1 year (8).

delete - functions of the ISEG already bteing performed by various groups in the
organization (3).

delete provisions to report to off-site personnel di’utes responsibility and
authority of those ensuring safety.

dclete - put in Technical Specifications and Reg. Guide 1.33 (2).

delete requirement for offsite officer not to be in the power production chain
of command.

allow members of ISEG to be assigned to offsite locations (2).
no guidance on what constitutes technically qualified personnel (2).
not comprehensive enough (2).

delete the requirement that the high level officer be "offsite" (2).

Staff Comments

0

no comments.



Analyces of small-break-loss-of-coolant accidents and of transients and accidents that
involve postulated multiple failures, consequential faflures, and operator errors,
which if unmitigated could lead to inadequate core cooling, shall be provided. The
analyses shall be carried sufficiently into the event to identify all significant
thermal/hydraulic/neutronic phenomena and to address possible faflures and operator
errors during the long-term cooling phase, Emergency procedure guidelines to mitigate

these transients and accidents shall be provided. (I.C.1)

Public Comment

i
\
Item No. (1)(v)

0o delete - too general - intervenors could extend 1icensing hearings ad infinitum

(8).
o G.E.'s analysis was a one-time effort and is complete.

0 delete - already covered in 10CFR50.36.



Item No. (1)(vi)

Adainistrative controls shall be provided to ensure adequate exchange of plant status

information between control room operations personnel during shift and relief turnover.

As a minimum, the exchanged informacion shall include: Values of key plant pcrameters,
wvailability and alignment of systems important to safety , identification of systems
and components in an acceptable degrided mode of operation, and identification of

systems out of service for maintenance or test. (I.C.2)

Public Comments

0 delete - already covered in Reg. Guide 1.33,

0 delete second sentence as first ser *ence adequate covers intent of NUREG-0660.



Item No. (1)(vii)

A management system shall be provided to perform the following functions: (A) Review

operating experience information originating both within and outside the facility;
(8) promptly supply information per .inent to plant safety, including proposed
procedural changes and plant modifications, to operators and other appropriate plant
personnel; and (C) Assure that such information is incorporated into training and

~equalification programs. (I.C.5)

Public Comments

o delete the word proposed in (B) - inform upon implementation.

o delete - these requirements are included elsewnere (?).




[tem No. (1)(viii)

A management system shall be provided to independently verify the proper performance

of operational and maintenance activities, ac = means of reducing errors that could

result in or contribute to accidents. The system shall include automatic status

monitoring or verification by two qualified individuals. (I.C.6)

Public Comments

0

0

delete - inconsistent with considerations of reducing exposure to individuals (7).
delete Tast sentence - too prescriptiv~ (2).

delete - too broad.

delete - not required in NUREG-0737.

delete - the requirement that “qualified personnel” per“orm independent verifi-
cations on redundant systems.

delete - management system far too cenfining (3).




Item No. (1)(ix)

Reviews of the proposed procedures for low-power test, power ascension tests, and

emergency procedures to verify the adequacy of procedures shall be obtained from

the nuclear steam svstem supplier. (I.C.7)

Public comments

0

delete - large amount of roney would have to be expended to obtain verification
from NSSS vendor.

make it clear that NSSS vendor provid2s comments, but licensee is responsible
for evaluation and determination of adequacy.

NSSS review may not be documented.

NSSS vendor does not have all details of each plant and is not informed of
revisions.

power accension test procedures can be verified prior to test performance -
there should not be a requirement to perform review prior to license issuance.

delete - rules should not be used to require reviews (2).




Item No. (1)(x)
Detailed reviews of the final design shall be performed to ensure that the design of

the control room and control boards are in conformance with guod human factors

engineering principles and that information for the control room (perators is presented

in a manner that facilitates recoyaition of developing off-normal conditions, and

mitigation of accidents. (I.D.1)

Public Comments

0 no 2cceptance criteria exists for compliance with this rule (4),
0 delete - rules should not be used to require reviews.

o0 not specific enough.



Item No. (1)(x1i)

A plan for coilectiorn. of data shall be provided that will establiish for ECCS systems
and equipment: (A) Qutage dates and durations, (B) Cause of the outage, (C) Systems
or components involved, (D) Specific corrective actions taken, and (E) Changes that

may improve ECCS equipment availability. (II1.K.3.17)

Public Comments

o delete - requirement already contained in Technical Specifications (5).

o delete - the collection of this data is a one time effort - does not need to
be codified (3).

0 chan-e "plan" to "plan and/or procedures.”

0 te~r ' _ited - should include all engineered safety features, reactor scram and
as ociated instruments, and auxiliury supporting systems.




Item No. (1)(xii)

Direct position indications {open or closed) for the relief and safety valves sh.:ll

be provided in the control room. (I1.D.3)

. Public Comments

o Replace "Direct" with "Positive" (8 .
0 Need to define "Direct position indication.”

0 Not ciear that this applies to pressurizer valves only - not all relief valves
in the plant (6).

o dJdelete - already in.luded in standard Technical Specifications.




Item No. (1)(xiii)

The auxiliary feedwater system (AFW) shall be evaluated including: (A) A simplified
AFW reliability analysis using event-free and fault-free iogic techniques; (B) A design
~eview of AFW; and (C) An evaluation of AFW flow design bases and criteria. {Applicable

to PWRs only.)(I1.E.1.1)

Public Comments

o delete - desfgn review and evaluation is usual for a safety grade system such as
AFW.

o delete - rules should not be used to require reviews.
n delate - already covered in construction permit requirements.

o should apply to all decay heat removal systems and acceptance criteria should be
established.



[tem No. (1)(xiv)

The protection system shall include automatic and manual initiation of the auxiliary
feedwater system and control room indication of system flow. {Applicable to PWRs

only.)(I1.E.1.2)

Public Comments

0 delete - detailed requirements inconsistent with cther Commission regulations (2).

o delete - already covered in elsewhere (6).

P — . e -




Item No. (1)(xv)

The design shall include the capability to promptly connect onsite electric power
to: (A) Pressurizer heater and assiciated controls sufficient to establish and
. maintain natural circulation in hot standby conditions, (B) Pressurizer power-
operated relief valves, (C) The block valves for the pressurizer power-operated
relief valves, and (D) pressurizer water level instrumentation. (Applicable to

PWRs only.)(II.E.3.1 & II.G.1)

Public Commen is

o delete - to prescriptive - would require all PORV's to oe Class 1E - B&W designs
upstream block vaive to be 1E (2).

o should use "emergency buse:z" vice "onsite electric power”.
0 delete - should be covered in Regulatory Guide or Standard Review Plan.

0 does not provide additional protection unless these components are classified
2s "important to safety.”



Item No. (1)(xvi)

Each power reactor that relies upon external recombiners cr purge repressurization
systems to satisfy the requirements of 850.44 of this part shall be provided with
containment penetrations for the external! recombiners or purge/repressurization
systems that either: (A) Are dedicated to that se-vice only, conform to the
requirements of Criteria 54 and 56 of Appendix A of this part, are designed

against postulated single failures and are sized to satisfy the flow requirements
of the external reccmbiners or purge/repressurization systems, or (B) Are of a
combined design for use by sither external recombiners or purge/repressurization
systems and other sys ns, conform to the requirements of Criteria 54 and 56 of
Appendix A of this part, arc designed against postulated single failures both

for containment isolation purposes and for operation of the external recombiners or
purge/pressurization systems, and are sized to satisfy the flow requirements of the

external recombiners or purge/pressurization systems. (II.E.4.1)

Public Comments

0 delete(-)hydrogen criteria given in 107FR50.44 and Appendix A - this should be
there (9).




Itom No. (1)({xvii)

The containment isolation svstem design shall provide that: (A) A1l non-essential
systems are isolated automatically, (B) Each non-essential penetration (except
instrument lines), has two isolatfon barriers in series, (C) The overriding (resetting)
of the isolation signal shall require deliberate operator actions of at least two

steps and no singie sequence of operator override actions shall cause the reopening

of the containment penetrations associated with more than one system or more than one
purge or vent isolation valve, (D) The containment high pressure set point for
initiating containment tsolation is as low as is compatible with normal operation,

and (E) A1l containment purge and vent isolation valves will receive an

automatic clusure signal .n contaimment high radiation. (II.E.4.2)

Public Comnments

o Item A - should recognize that certain exceptions are allowed.

o Item C - delete "overriding (resetting)" substitute "resetting."

o Item E - delete "containment high radiation" substitute "high radiation."
o delete - covered in 10CFR50, Appendix A (8).

o Item E has not been determined to be required - should be chang:d to - "an
evaluation shall be provided to determine the feasibility and effectiveness
of automatically closing the containment vent and purge isolation valves on
a containment high radiation signal (4).

0o some "non-essential" systems e.g., main feedwater may be of value in responding
to transients - should be allowed to remain available.

o Item D - provides no specific requirement.



Item No. (1)(xviii)

A review shall be provided of all valve positions and positioning requirements and

positive controls and all related test and maintenance procedures to assure proper

Engineered Safety Features (ESF) functioning. (II.K.1.5)

Public Comments

0 delete - covare: elsewhere/should be covered elsewhere (2).
0 delete - thrust of requirement is unc.ear.

0 :lete - rules should not require review .




Item No. (1)({xix)

Procedures for removing safety-related systems from service (and restoring to servica)

shall be provided that ensure that operability staius will always be known by the

control room operators. (II.K.1.10)

Pul ‘ic Comments

o deiete - already covered elsewhere (4).
0 vague and inadequate.

o safety related systems should not be removed from service unless plant conditions
prevent an accident requiring the system from occurring.



Item No. (1)(xx)

Safety inject on shall be initiated when the pressurizer low pressure setpoint is

reached regardless of the pressurizer level. (Appliicable to Westinghouse-designed

reactors only.) (I1.K.1.17)

Public Comments

0 deiete - nardware f‘x without defining problem on criteria - already has been
accomplished.

o should apply to all PWks.

0 should state that pressurizer level indication shall not be used to inhibit
automatic initiatior of safety systems.







Item No. (1)(xxii)

An analysis shall be provided to verify that the power-operated relief valves on
the pressurizer will open during less than five percent of all anticipated over-
pressure transients for the range of plant conditions which might occur during

a fuel cycle. (Applicable to B&W-designed reactors only.)(1I1.K.2.14 and 11.K.3.7)

Public Comments

0 too specific - should allow other way of providing safety to PORV's (2).

0 delete - rules should not require analysis.

o PORV should be classified as safety grade.




Item No. (1)(xxiii)
‘ The design of the auxiliary heat removal systems shall be such that necessary

automatic actions will occur, and manual actions can be taken, when the main feed-

water system is not operable. (Applicable lo BWRs only.)(II.K.1.22)

Public Comments

0 should be in 1JCFR50, Appendix A (6)
o 1inconsistent with intent of requirement II.K.1.22 of NUREG-066C (5.

should be classified as system important to safety and instruments part of
Reactor Prctection System.



Item No. (1)(xxiv)

A description shall be provided of all reactor vessel level indications used for

automatic or manual initiation of safety systems. Other instrumentation that might
give the operator the same information on plant status shall also be described.

(Applicable to BWRs only.){(II.K.1.23)

Public Comments

0 was a generic - one time effort - any requirements should be included in appropriate
regulations (6).

o inadequate - system should be in RPS and should apply to PWR's also.




Item No. (1) (xxv)

"rocedures and training shall be provided for operating personnel relative to
initiation and control of auxiliary feedwater independent of the Integrated Control

System. (Applicable to B&W-designed reactors only.)(I1.K.2.2)

Public Comments

o delcte - ICS plays no role in AFW initiation and control for new B&W designs (2).
0 delete - too detailed/Timited applicability.

0 inadequate and vague.




Item No. (1) (xxvi)

A failure modes and effects analysis of the integrated control system (ICS) shall be

provided. (Applicable to B&W-design reactors only.)(11.X.2.9)

Public Comments

0 why is rule governing control system FMEA 1imited to one reactor supplier?
o too detailed/limited applicability (2).
0 delete - rules should not require analysis and evaluations.

0 no requirement tor the submittal of information similar to that already supplied
should be made until NRC has reviewed the information already provided.



Item No. (1){xxvii)

. A detailed analysis of thermal-hydrzulics conditions in the reactor vessel during
recovery from a small-break LOCA, with an extended loss of all feedwater, reguiring
the use of the cooler high-pressure injection system water, shall be provided to
confirm that vessel integricy is not jeopardized. (Applicable to PWRs only.)
(11.K.2.13)

Public Comments

o soften - differences in vessel material and design may not warrant detailed
analysis.

0 delete - rules should not require analysis and evaluations.

0 aelete - should be addressed in subsidiary Commission guidance pertaining to
the implementation of GDC-31.

‘ © not required in all cases - due to vessel material and design differences.




Item No. (1){xxviii)
. An nalysis shall be provided of the effects of slug flow on the once-through steam

generator tubes after primary system voiding. (Applicable to B&W-design plants only.)

(I1.K.2.15)

Public Comment

0 delete - rules should not reguire analysis and evaluation

0 no requirement for the submittal of information similar to that already supplied
should be made until NRC has reviewed the information already provided (2).



Item No. (1) (xxix)

‘ An evaluation shall be provided of the potential! for and impact of reactor coolant
pump seal damage and leakage upon loss of offsite power. If such damage is indicated,
an analysis shall be provided of the limiting smali-break loss-of-coolant accident
complicated by subsequent reactor coolant pump seal damage. (II.K.2.6 and
[1.K.3.25)

Public Comments

o delete - can be covered in 10CFR50 Appendix A or elsewhere (2).
0 should not be required if ieakage through the seal is less than makeup capacity.

o delete - rules should not require analysis and evaluations.




1) (xxx
For Westinghouse-designed facilities where the reactor trip is to be bypassed when
operating below 50 percent power, an evaluation shall be provided to verify that the
probability of > small break LOCA resulting from a stuck-open PORV is not signifi-
cantly greater than the case where this trip is bypassed only when operating below

10 percent power. (II.K.3.10)

Public Comments

o not clear if trip in question is the anticipatory trip on the turbine trip (2).

o delete - Westinghouse studies _now the probability of challenging the PORV's
was not significantly increasedi due to the bypass of reactor trip on turbine
trip below 50% power.

o too detailed/limited applicability (2).

o delete - rules should not require analysis and evaluation,



Item No. (1)(xxxi)

. An ana.ysis shall be provided that defines the probability of a small-break LOCA
. wsed by a stuck-open power operated relief valve “ORV). If this probability is
a significant contributor to small-break LOCAs from all causes, provide a design
description for an au“omatic PORV isolation system that would operate when the
reactor coolant sy<tem pressure falls after the PORV has opened. (Applicable to

PWRs oily.)(I1.K.3.2 and I1.K.3.1)

Public Comments

0 delete reference to Item [I.K.3.1 in NUREG-0737.
o implementation covered under 10CFR50.34(f)(2)(x).
o delete-rules should not require analysis and evaluation.

‘ o future guidance should be issued in form of subsidiary juidance to GDC-14.

P



Item No. (1)(xxxif)

Any failure of a safety or relief valve shall be reported promptly to the NRC and

all challenges to such valves shall be reported annually. (Applicable to PWRs

only.)(11.K.3.3)

Public Comments

0

reports should be via LER system (2).

delete - not appropriate and has no precedence as a rule (5).

Reporting safety and relief valve failures is 2lready required by 10CFR21 (6).
should indicate if applicable to all LWR's as in NUREG-0737.

not clear which safety and relief valves.




. Item No. (1){xxxiii)

An evaluation shail be provided of the automatic tripping of the reactor coolant
pumps in the case of a small-break loss-of-coolant accident. (Applicable to PWRs

only.)(I1.K.3.5)

Public Commer.ts

0 delete - implementation his been deferred by NRC pending completion of LOFT test
L3-6 blind post-test analyses (2).

o delete - temporary solution untii a better one is found (2).
o delete - rules should not require analysis ard evaluations.

o applicant should be allowed to show the RCP trip is not necessary or that if
necessary sufficient time is available to allow for manual Lripping (2).




Item No. (1)(xxxiv)

If a proportional integeral-derivative controiler is installed in the power . perateu

relief valve (PORV) control system, the control system shzl! be operated so as to
preclude opening the PORV due to derivate actfon. (Applicable to Westinghouse-

designed reactors only.)(II.K.3.9)

Public Comments

o delete - hardware fix without defining problem or criteria - already has been
accomplished.

0 delete - too detailed/limited applic... ity.



[tem No. (1) (xxxv)

(xxxv) Complete justification shall be provided for the use of any
type of pressure-operated relief valve that has failed during testing
(such as those supplied by Control Components, Inc., that failed during
hot functiona: testing at a plant). (Applicable to PWRs only.)
(11.k.3.11)

Public Comments

o Example cited should be deleted as the intent is clear without it
o delete - should be addressed as part of QA program rule
o delete - to detailed/limited applicability (3)

o Vague and inadequate



Item No. (1) (xxxvi)

(xxxvi) An anticipatory reactor-trip on turbine-trip shail be
provided. (Applicable to Westinghouse-designed reactors only.)

(I1.k.3.12)

Public Comments

¢ Should have provision for turbine-trip without reactor trip
at low power (10-15%) to reduce the number of reactor trip
cycles

o delete - some plants have 100% load rejection capability and
don't need a reactor trip following a turbine trip to maintain
safety requirements (NOTE: will result in more frequent
challenges to PORV's)



Item No. (1) (xxxvii)

(xxxvii) An evaluation shall be provided of the safety effectiveness

of initiating the reactor core isolation cooling system at a higher
water level than that for the high pressure coolan® injection system

and of restarting both systems on low water level. (Applicant (SIC) to

BWRs only.) (II.k.3.13)

Public Corments

o should be modified to reflect original intent of NUREG-0737
(reducing the number of thermal cycles to reactor vessel and
intervals resultirg from HPCI initiating) (4)

o delete - rules should not require evaiuations

o delete - generic inforn.tion submitted by BWR Owner's Group to
MRC for review



Item No. (1) (xxxviit)
(xxxviii) The design of the HPCI/RCIC steam line pipe-break-detection

circuitry shall be such that pressure spikes resulting from HPCI and
RCIC system initiation will not cause inadvertent i.olaticn of these

systems. (Applicable to BWRs only.) (II.k.3.15)

Public Comments

o needs clarification - applicable to BWR 6 with HPCS vice HPCI?

o delete - generic data submitted by BWR Jwners Gro:~ for NRC
review (2

o delete - could be addressed in 10 CFR 50, Appendix A




Item No. (1) (xxxix)
(xxxix) An analysis shall be provided to identify practicable system

medifications that would reduce challenges and failures of relief
valves, without compromising the nerformance of the valves or other

systems, shall be provided (Applicable to BWRs only.) (II.k.3.16)

Public Comments

o delete - generic date supplied t . BWR Owner's Group for NRC
review (3?

o delete - last three words as they are superficious

o delete - Rules should not require analysis and evaluations



Item No. (1) (x1)

(x1) Pending the implementation of automatic transfer features,

clear and cogent procedures shall exist fcr manuail transfer of RCIC
system suction to the suppression pool when the condensate storage

tank level is low. (Applicable to BwRs only.) (I1.k.3.22)

Public Cocmments

o delete - not appropriate to require interim operating procedures
in a rule (4)

o dejete - RCIC transfer orocecures shoild be located with the item on
automaiic RCIC transfer [(f)(2)(xiii)] (2)




Item No. (1) (xii)
(x11; The HPCI and RCIC systems shall be designed to withstand and

operate satisfactorily following a com; ‘ete loss of offsite power

for at least two hours. (Applicable to BWRs only.) (II.K.3.24)

Public Comments

o delete - covered in 10 CFR 50, Appendix A.

o modify to reflect original intent of NU"EG-0737 (maintain pump
room temperature limits within limits on joss of offsite power).

o clarify applicability to BWR 6 with HPCS vice HPCI system.




Item No. (1) (x1ii)

. (x1ii) The scales of the reactor vessel water level instruments

shall be refarenced to the int. (Applicable to BWRs only.)

(11.K.3.27)

Public Comments

0

0

delete - covered in 10 CFR 50, Appendix A (6)

Add scope of item II.K.3.27 to criterion 13 in 10 CFR 50,
Appendix A. (5)

delete the words "The scales of" and “various” (4).

Some indicators perform special functions which require referencing
to a different point.




Item No. (1) (x1iii)

(x1111) Small-break loss-ot-coolant accident analysis methods used

to comply with Appendix K to 10 CFR Part 50 shall be revised and
provided that account for experimental data, including data from the
Loss-of-fluid-test (LOFT) and Semiscale Test facilities. This evaluation

shall c.asider the LOFT test, (L3-6). (I1.K.3.30)

Public Comments

o delete - cuuld be covered in 10 CFR £0, Appendix A (4).

o delete last sentence and change first sentence to read "... account
for applicable experimental data." (§)

o justification of current models should be permitted (4).
o delete - already covered in 10 CFR 50, Appendix K (6).

o delete - was a generic, one-time effort. Section 2 item xii provides
adequate followup.

o delete until NRC has complete review of B&W models.

delete - rules should not require analysis and evaluations.

(]

o delete - has been completed for PWR NSSS and 1ittle or no further
data is required.




Item No. (1) (x'iv)
(x1iv) Analysis shall be provided to demonstrate that for antic’pated

transients complicated by the worst single railure, and assuming proper
. perator acticns, the core remains covered or no significant fuel
damage results from core uncovery. (Applicable to BWRs only).

(I1.K.3.44)

Public Ccmments

o does not analyze for multiple failure (i.e. mechanical and human).

0 delete - requiring snalysis for transient glus a single failure
goes beyond current design basis as given in 10 CFR 50, Appendix A,
Criteria 10 and 20 (2).

o delete - "Applicable to BWRs only" (4).

o delete - could be specified in Standa~d Review Plan, Section 15.6.
¢ delete - rules should not require 2nalysis and evaluations.
0 delete - generic data supplied ty BWR Owners Group for NPC review.




Item No. (1) (xl1v)
(x1v) Analysis shall be provided to support depressurization methods,

other than by full actuation of the automatic depressurization system,
that would reduce the possibility of exceeding vessel integrity limits
during rapid cooldown. (Applicable to BWRs only.) (I1.K.3.43)

Pubiic Comments

o reword - "Provide aralysis to examine the reduction ir vessel
stresses and the impact on coie cooling margin tha. results due
to slower depressurization rates for the automatic depressurization

system." (5)

o BWR Owners Group submitted the position that alternate depressuriza-
tion methods would not enhance safety of the plant. (Approved
by NRC) (7).

0 Vague a d inadequate.



Item No. (1) (xlvi)

(xivi) Each boiling and pressurized light-water nuclear power reactor

applicant shall implement leak reduction measures to that leakage,

from systems outside containment (systems that would or could contain
highly radioaciive fluids during and following a serious transient

or accident), is elimins ted or minimized to the maximum extent practic-
able to prevent the release of significant amounts of radiocactive
material during and following an accident. Consideration shall be
given to reductions of potential release paths that could result from

design or operator deficiencies.

Public Comments

o delete - can be covered in 10 CFR 50, Appendix A (7).

o wording not clear - changing to wording and intent of NUREG-0737
Item II1.0.1.1 preferred (7).

o delete last sentence of paragraph.

o should read "... measures s0 that laakage ..




Item No. (1) (xlvii)

(x1vii) Each boiling and pressurized light-water nuclear power reactor

licensee shall estahlish and implement a program of preventive i.dintenance
to eliminate or minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, leakage

from systems outside containment. This program shall include periodic
(integrated) leak tests of these systems at inrtervals not to exceed

each refueling cycle and also include (as-well-as) the reduction of

potential release paths by appropriate operator training. (III.D.1.1)

Public Lommerts

0 ?eletg - gntent of first sentence in embodied in proposed rule
xlvi) (7).

o delete the word "integrated".
o delete - can be covered elsewhere.

o vague and inadequate.



Item No. (1) (xlviii)
(x1viii) Each boiling and pressurized 1ight-water power reactor shall

be provided with instrumentation, equipment and associated training
and procedures for determining, under accident conditions, the
airborne radioiodine concentration in ar ‘s within the facility where

plant personnel may be present during and following an accident.

(111.D.3.3)

Public Comment

0 No comment




[tem No. (1) (x1ix)

(x1ix) The control room and associated hatitability systems shall be

designed to adequately protect the reactor operations staff against

the effects of accidental release of toxic or radioactive gases such
that the nuclear plant can be operated or safety (SIC) shutdown under
accident conditions. Analysis based upon the final as-built conditions
shall be provided to demonstrate that airborne concentrations of such
hazardous fumes will permit control room operators to remain in the

control room to take appropriate safety actions. (II1.D.3.4)

Public Comments

o delete - already covered in 10 CFR 50, Appendix A (11).

o delete - NUREG-0737 list documents which establish NRC require-
ments on this concern (all pre-TMI) and admits there is no

change.

0 vague and inadequate.



Item No. (1) (1)
(1) Dedicated em-vgency response facilities sizll be established and

maintained for command and control, support, and coordination of onsite
and offsite functions during reactor accident conditions. The Technical
Support Center is to provide an appropriite near-the-control-room
location for these incividuals who are knowledgable of and responsible
for engineering and management support of reactor operations, to
diagnose and evaluate plant conditions and for more orderly conduct of
plant activities during emergency conditions. The Operational Support
Center is to provide an area separate from the control room for shift
and other support personnel (e.g., auxiliary operator, technicians,
health physics personnel) to report for instructions from the control
room staff. The near-site Emergency Operations facility is to provide
(A) a center for analysis of plant effluents, meteorological conditions,
offsite radiation measurements and for offsite dose projections, and

(B) a center for coordination of all licensee onsite and cffsite
activitie: and coordination with Federal, State, and local authorities

for implementation of offsite emergency plans.

Public Comments

o does not distinguish between interim capability and (6) upgraded
capability (presently required by October 1, 1982).

o delete - incorporate in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E (3).

o define "dedicated" - one facility per unit, per site or one per
utility?




Item te. (1) (1i)
(11) "lans and facilities for copiny with emergencies and schedules

shall be in accordance with the requirements set forth in other

sections of 10 CFR Part 50. (II1.A.1.1; I11.A.1.2; I71.A.2)

Public Commants

o delete - does no more than reference existing requirements
already codified (10).

o delete - too general - does not identify portions of 10 CFR 50
to be complied with.




Item No. (1) (1ii)

{111) The design shall ensure the capability of natural circulation

in the event that depressurization of the reactor vessel, during a

small break LOCA, is required (II.K.3.46).

Publiic Comments

o add - applicable to BWRs only (as ir NUREG-0737) (3).



Item No. (1) (14ii)

(iii1) A feasibility study and risk assessment shall be submitted that
defines the optimal approach for eliminating the need for manual
actuation of the automatic depressurization system to assure adequate

core ccoling. (Applicable to BWRs only) (II.K.3.18)

Public Comments

o delete - analysis has been submitted by BWR Owner's Group to NRC.
o should refererce 11.K.3.18.a only.

o delete - rules should not be used to require studies.




Item (2) (1)
. (1) Emergency procedures shall be provided to mitigate small-break

loss-of-coolant accidents, and transients and accidents that involve
postulated multiple failures, consequential failures, and an (SIC) operator
errors, which, if unmitigated, could lead to inadequate core cooling.

(Janvary 1, 1982) (I.C.1)

Public Comments

o delete - too broad in scope - could require procedure for every
conceivable accident or operator error (2).

o delete "small-break loss-of-coolant accidents" (6).

o Criteria for multiple failures to be postulated are not specified

(3).

. o Should reference Items [.C.1.2.b and I.C.1.3.b in NUREG-0737 not
[.C.1 in toto.

o To be consistent with NUREG-0737-implementation should be first
refueling outage after January 1, 1982 (2).

o delete - short term upgrading - covered in C CFR 50.3§.

o Transient and accident conditions analyzed go beyond the design
basis of the plant.




Item No. (2) (ii)

(ii) Each boiling and pressurized light-water nuclear power reactor

shall be provided with high point vents for the reactor coolant system
and reactor vessel head and other systems required to maintain adequate
core cooling if the accumulation of noncondensible gase: would cause
their loss of function, remotely operated from the control room, to
provide improved operational capability to maintain adequate core
coolina following an accident. High point vents are not required,
however, for the tubes in U-tube steam generators. Since these vents
form a part of the reactor coolant press: re boundary, the design of
the vents and associated controls, instruments and power sources must
conform to the requirements of Appendix A and Appendix B to this

Part 50. In particular, the vent system shall be designed to ensure

a low probability that (a) the vents will not perform their safety
functions and (b) there would be inadvertent or irreversible actuation
of a vent. Furthermore, the use of these vents during and following
an accident must not aggravate the challenge to the containment or

the course of the accident. {July 1, 1982) (II.B.?)

Public Comments

o delete the last two sentences - design details inappropria.e for
regulation.




Item No. (2) (iii)

(iii) Each boilirg and pressurized 1ight-water nuclear power reactor

shall be provided with both adequate access to areas that may be used

. during and following an accident and protection of safety equipment so
that an accident that results in the release of large amounts of
radioactive material will not limit parsonnel occupancy or degrade
safety equiprent by the radioaction (SIC) fields that may exist during and
following the accident to the extent that required safety functions

cannot be accompiished.

(A) The facility design must be based on a release of radioactive
material from the fuel to the primary coolant system that is not
less than 100% of the core equilibrium noble gas inventory, 50% of
the core equilibrium halogen inventory, and 1% of the remaining core
. fission products. For equipment and areas affected by the reactor
coolant, it shall be assumed that the above distribution of radio-
active material is intimately mixed with the coolant water except
that recirculated, depressurized coolant water may be assumed to
contzin no noble gases. For equipment and areas affected by the
containment atmosphere, it shall be assumed that not less than 100%
of the core equilibrium noble gas inventory and 25% of the core
equilibrium halogen inventory are uniformly disparsed in the containment
atmosphere and an additional 25% of the core equilibrium halogen
inventory and 1% of the remaining core fission products are uniformly

distributed on surfaces exposed to the containment atmosphere.




(B8) The facility design basis must be such that an individual operator
will not receive more than a 5 rem whole body dose, or :is equivalent
to any part of the body, while performing a necessary safety function

during and following an accident. (January 1, 1982) (I1.6.2)

Public Comments

o delete - percentages proposed have not stood the test of time and
scientific examination - use present Regulatory Guide.

o Analyze realistic scenarios and arrive at envelope values for
equipment and compartments.

o delete - conflicts with 10 CFR Part 20.

o delete - requirements being resolved in the degraded core
rulemaking.




Item No. (2) (iv)
(iv) Each boiling and pressurized light-water nuclear power reactor

shall be provided with the capability for personnel to obtain and
quantitatively analyze a reactor coolant or containment atmosphere

sample during and following an accident.

(A) The facility design must be based on the radioactive material

release terms described in paragraph (f) (2)(iii) of this section.

(B) The design basis for the plant equipment that provides the
capability to obtain and analyze a sample must be based on the
assumption that it will be done promptly, and without incurring a
radiation exposure to any individual in excess of 5 rem to the

whnle body, or its equivalent to any part of the body.

(C) The capability to quantitatively analyze a sample must be based
on the use of either in-line monitoring or an onsite radiological
and chemical analysis facility. if in-line monitoring is chosen,

a capability must be provided for backup sampling using grab
samples, and must include the capability for analyzing the samples
at either an onsite or offsite facility. The analysis capability

must provide, as needed, quantification of the following:

(1) Those radioisotopes necessiry to indicate the extent of core

damage;
(2) Hydrogen in the containment atmosphera;

(3) Total difsolved gases or dissolved hydrogen gas in the reactor

coolant;



(4) Boron in the reactor coolant; and
(5) Chloride in the reactor coolant.
Chloride analyses may be performed offsite and are not required to

be done promptly. (January 1, 1982) (I11.8.3)

Public Comments

o delete requirement for sampling chloride in the reactor coolant
system for plants using only fresh water heat sinks and make.p. (2)

o Change (iv)(A) to read (f)(2)(ii1) via (f)(1)(ii1) (3).
o delete requirement to sample boron in BWRs.

o delete requirement to sample for radioisotopes - they determine
extent of clad damage NOT core damage.



[tem No. (2) (v)
(v) Qualification tests shall be conducted on the reactor coolant

system relief and safety valves and, for PWRs, block valves, fer

all fluid conditions under operating conditions, transients and
accidents. Block valves for each relief valve shall be qualified

to isolate not only a leaking relief valve under normal conditions,
but also any luid flow conditions generated by a stuck-open relief
valve under normal operating or accident conditions. The results of
the qualification tests shall be submitted. (Applicable to PWRs
only) (July 1, 1982) (11.D.1)

Public Comments

o Reword to be consistent with NUREG-0737 Item II.D.1. (6)

o should be applicable to BWRs also (6).

o delete - adequate data exists concerning these valves.

o0 delete - GDC-14 already requires testing of reactor coolant

pressure boundary - any further requirements should Le incor-
porated in GDC-14,




Item No. (2) (vi)
(vi) Accident Monitoring Instrumentation shall be provided for each

boiling and pressurized light-water nuclear power reactor and shall

have the capability during and following an accident for:

(A) Providing and recording in the control room a continuous indication

of:

(1) Containment pressure;

(2) Hydrogen coacentration in the containment atmosphere;
(3) Containment water level;
(4) Containment radiation level; and

(5) Radioactive noble gas concentrations in the plant gaseous

' effluents at all potential accident release paths effective.

(B) Quantifying the concentration of radioiodines und radioactive
particulates in plant gaseous effluents at all potential accident

release paths.

(c) Performing their function following an accident characterized by
the radioactive material release terms described in paragraph (f)(2)(ii1)

of this section. (January 1, 1982) (II.F.1)



Public Comments

0

)

Does not accurately reflect intent of NUREG-0737 Item II.F.1 (2).

Revision to General Design Criteria 64 would be more practical
alternative.

Record data at location other than control room.
delete - too confining.
delete - covered in proposed rule or degraded core rulemaking.

Modify to defer strict compliance unti]l reasonable time after
“qualified" instrumentation is available (2).



terial release

Jan Jary




Public Comments

o Applicant should be permitted to determine best means of monitoring
inadequate core cooling (2).

o Instrument should be prominently displayed and able to perform
under ext ‘eme heat conditions.

o Does not represent position of NUREG-0737 Item [I.F.2 (10).

o Technical justification for requiring incore thermocouples for
BWRs has not been provided (8).

o Delete reference to core coolant level - feel indication can not
be either useful or provides unambiguously (2).

o Support (A) - feel (B), (C) and (D) covered in Regulatory Guide 1.97,
Revision 2.



Item No. (2) (viii)
(viii) An analysis shall be provided that defines the potertial

for voiding in the reactor coolant system during anticipated tran-

sients. (Applicable to PwWRs only) (January 1, 1982) (I11.K.2.17)

Public Comments

0 delete - no additional information needed.

o delete - rules should not require analysis.

o delete - specifically tailored to relieve short term consideration.




[tem No. (2) (ix)

(ix) An analysis shall be provided of sequential auxiliary feedwater
flow to the steam generators following a loss of main feedwater.

(Applicable to PWRs only) (January 1, 1982) (il.K.2.19)

Public Comments

o delete - irrelevant t-. B&W plants.

o delete - not applicable to Westinghouse plants (2).
o delete - no additional information is needed (3).

o delete - rules should not require analysis.

o delete - addressed in FSAR.



Item No. (2) (x)

(x) If determined necessary as a result of the analysis required

by paragraph f(1)(XLi) of this section, an automatic pcwer-operated
relief valve isolation system shall be installed that will automatically
-ause the block valve to close when the reactor zoolant system

pressure falls after the PORV has opened (Applicable to PWRs only).
(This requirement shall be implemented, if found to be necessary, by

the end of the first refueling six mont!.: after staff approval of

the design.) (11.K.3.1)

Public Comment

o delete - ro acceptance criteria exists for this rule.
o Reference should be to (f)(1){xxxi) vice (f)(1)(x'1) (2).

delete - under review by NRC staff.

2



Item No. (2) (xi)

(xi) The automatic depressurization system, valves, accumu:ators
and associated equipment instrumentation shall show to be capable

of performing their ‘ntended safety functions during and following
exposure to the hostile environment of an accident situation,

taking no credit for non-safety related equipment or instrumentation,
and taking account for air (or nitrogen) leakage through valves.

(Applicable to BWRs only.) (January 1, 1982) (II.K.3.28)

Public Comment

o delete - covered in 10 CFR 30.46 Part b(5). (€)




Item No. (2) (xii)

(xii) Plant-specific calculations for small break loss of coolant

accidents shall be provided consistent with the revised models
development pursuant to item f(1)(xLiii) of this section. (January 1,

1983) (II.X.3.31)

Public Comments

o delete - already covered by 10 CFR 50.46 (6).

o delete - rules should not require analysis.

o delete - addressed in FSAR.




Item No. (2) (xiii)

(xiii) The RCIC system sha!l automatically transfer its suction to

the suppression pool when the condensate storage tank level is Tow.

(Applicable to BWRs only.) (January 1, 1982) (11.K.3.22)

Public Comments

o should reference Item II1.K.3.22.b in NUREG-0737 not II.K.3.22
in toto.



Item No. (2) (xiv)

(xiv) The design of the automatic depressurization system shall be such
that any operation of this system needed to assure adequate core cooling
will be initiated automatically. The design description shall be
submitted to the NRC for approval by April 1. 1982, or as part of the
FSAR, whichever is later. For operating licenses issued prior to

April 1, 1983, the desigr shall be instalied rot later than the first
refueling outage that is at least six months subsequent to staff
approval of the design. For operating licenses issued on or after

Apr:i 1, 1983, the design shall be installed not later than the start
of power operation (i.e., greater than 5% or rated power). (Applicable

to BWRs only) (II.K.3.18)

Public Comments

o Should reference Items [1.D.3.18.b and ¢ in NUREG-0737 not I1.D.3.18
in toto.



Item No. (2) («v)

(xv) The core spray and the LPCI systems shall automatically restart
upon low water level, if an initiation signal is still present, to
assure adaquate core cooling. The design description shall be su mitted
to the NRC for approval. For operating licenses issued prior to

January 1, 1982 the design shall be insta/led not later than the first
refueling outage that is at least six moaths subseque.t to staff
approval of the design. For operating licenses issued on or after
January 1, 1982, the design shall be instailed not later than the

start of power operations (i.e., greater than 5% rated power) .

(Applicable to BWRs only.) (II.K.3.21)

Public Comments

o delete - BWR Owner's Group has concluded that modification would
not enhance public safety (3).




