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5 ---
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2

O i e a a c. t t a 1 1 s. s.

2 MR. SHEWMON: This is the 26e th meeting of the

3 Advisoty Committee on Reactor Safeguards. During

4 toda y's meeting the committee will hear reports on and

5 discuss the NRC long-range research program plan, the

6 ACRS Subcommittee report on the Ginna Nuclear Plant,

7 quantitative safety goals, reactor pressure vessel level

8 indicators or instrumentation.

9 The items scheduled f or discussion on tomorrow

10 and Saturday are listed in the schedule for the meeting

11 which is posted on the bulletin board at the back door

12 of the meeting room.

13 The meeting is being conducted in accordance

14 with the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee

15 Act and the Government in the Sun nine Act.

16 Mr. Fraley is the designated federal

17 employee.

18 A transcript of portions of the meeting is

19 being kept and it is requested that each speaker first

20 identify himself or herself and speak with sufficient

21 cla rif y that he or she can be readily heard.

22 We have received no written statements or

23 requests to make oral statements from members of the

() 24 public regarding today's meeting.

25 What I would like to do for openers, I guess,

O -
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() 1 is we have had a few new staff members. Some of been

2 here for a couple of meetings. Let me start with

- 3 Stanley Shauffer, who I think of as replacing Hugh

4 Borees, but I am told Jim Jacobs held that job for a

5 while, and his official title is Chief of Technical

6 Inf ormation Group, and maybe if we think of him as

7 Hugh's replacement, we will understand what he does.

8 Another is Anthony, or Tony Capucci, who is in

9 the Engineering Branch. Would you stand up. What have

10 they given you to do so far?

i

11 MR. CAPUCCI: Right now I as working on

12 equipment qualification and the structural aspects of

13 the CRBR, plus about four operating plants and six

14 plants coming up for OL.

15 MR. SHEWHON: Thank you. -

16 MR. OKRENT: When are they going to give you

17 something to do?

18 (Laughter.)

19 MR. SHEWMON: And last-but not least, Ms. Ruhn

20 Kahn, who is an engineer in Branch 1. What are you

21 working on?

22 MS. KAHNs I just started Monday. I do not

23 know yet.

() 24 [ Laughter.)

I think my-branch chief will assign somethir.925

O
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(} 1 to me very shortly.

2 MR. SHEWMON: I am sure he will. Thank you.

3 MR. WARDS You could take some of Tony's work.

4 MR. SIESS: I think you ought to go through

5 the whole staff.

6 [ Laughter.1

7 MR. SHEWMON: You mean the NRC or the ACRS

8 staff ?

9 MR. OKRENT: Just don't ask the members.

10 [ Laughter.1

11 MR. SHEWMON: One other item of minor

12 interest , gentlemen. There is a rumor, and I do not

13 t hink it has to do with a date, that if we behaved

14 ourselves, we could be done Friday night. So you might

15 think of that some and how we schedule or how long we

16 talk about things.

17 You might also look into whether getting out

18 at 7 o' clock Friday night would buy you anything. It

19 will buy me Saturday in Washing ton, D.C. , I think, but

20 m a y b e -- o k a y .

21 Are there any other items before we -- I

22 think that is all I had for a report. Then I will turn

23 the meeting over to Chet Siess, then, for the NRC

() 24 long-range research program plan.

25 MR. SIESS Gentlemen, this is the second

O
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(]) 1 long-range research plan we have had an opportunity to

2 review, and the second, of course, that the staff has

3 attempted to prepare. The plan covers the period of>

4 fiscal years 1984 through 1988.

remind you, at least,5 Just to give you some --

6 to have some perspective, we are now in fiscal year

71982, about halfway through it. We have ,iust completed

8 a review of the proposed research program and budget for

9 fiscal year 1983, which begins October 1 of this year.

10 Neither we nor the staff know what fund' will be
11 authorized or appropriated for the 1983 program, and the

12 staff is beginning its planning and budgeting process

13 for fiscal year 1984.

14 In July we will be expected to supply the

15 Commission 's own comments on the 1984 plan and budget

16 and, of course, at the end of the year, some similar or

17 additional comments to the Congress on the fiscal year

18 1984 and perhaps on the fiscal year 1985. It is not

19 clear, and we'have had no direction from the Congress as

20 to whether they want a biennial report from us, although

21 they presumably will still be on a biennial

22 authorization as they were for the 1982-83 budget.

23 For 1982, 1983, as you know, we did not do a

() 24 biennial review. We reviewed those two years

25 separately, and for the time being, that is what we will

O
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(]) 1 do in the future, plan to do in the future unless

2 Congress tells us to make it biennial. And if they do,

3 I hope they would do it a little more formally, and ther

4 changed the date from December 1931 until after we get

5 the budget.

8 The law says by the end of the year, but ther

7 asked us to delay it, but if they want biennial reports,

8 I assume they will change the law, and I doubt if that

9 will be soon. So at least for the time being, in our

to other process of reporting the condition of the budget,

11 we will be looking at fiscal year 1984, and, of course,

12 fiscal year 1984 is the immediate first year of the

13 long-range research plan, and it goes five years.

14 As we pointed out last year, it is not really

15 a long-range research plan, it is a five-year projection

16 of the current plan in terms of the current set of

17 questions that research is addressing. I m ak e th at

18 distinction because some of the current questions a re

19 not~ being addressed in the first year of the plan,

20 although for all practical purposes you see current

21 questious and proposed &nswers, and as you wculd expect,

22 with no new questions it is a program that decreases in

23 size f rom year to year over the five-year period.

) The first year calls for a substantial24

25 increase in funding over the current fiscal year 1985

O
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(]) 1 year, but that is a standard procedure. You would

2 always like to have more money than you have now.

3 The status of our review of this is not

4 completely clear. The Commission has asked us to review

5 it and in the original procedures for endorsing research

6 contracts that came out in 1980, a memo from Chilk to

7 Dircks, a copy of which has just been handed out to you,

8 which has a cover sheet on it, a memo from ACRS staff

9 members, from Tom McCreless.

10 Part of the process was Research would develop

11 a long-range research plan and tha t in February of each

12 year the ACRS would review and comment on the plan and

13 the Commission would review the plan for approval. Also

14 the user of fices would comment and presumably would

15 endorse it. So that put us on track.

We had an exchange of correspondence and16 -

17 discussion with the Commission a few months ago on our

18 review of the research program. This material is in the

1g fcider, I believe. This was on your chair when you came

20 in this morning, the exchange of letters.

21 As you recall, va discus:cd thic with the-

22 Commission. The three letters that we have are dated

23 October 20, 1981, December 10 and December 14 , and they

() 24 are on your chairs this morning. The October 20 letter

25 was the result of questions I brought up about the

O
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() 1 multiplicity of reviews we were making on the research

2 programs, and we add ressed the three reviews we will

3 sake and one involved with the report to Congress in

4 February, the report to the Commission the preceding

5 July, and then the long-range research plan which we

6 were supposed to review in the preceding February, I

7 guess.

8 In connection with the long-range research

9 plan, the comment we made in the letter was that the

10 first long-range research plan developed was little more

11 than a five-year pro 3ection of current programs and

12 current needs and provided little to review in addition

13 to the reviews we had already made of ongoing programs

14 a nd those planned for the next one to two years.

15 We believe, therefore, that reviewing

16 long-range research plan would not be an effective use

17 of our time unless a more meaningful plan is developed.

18 In response to that, Joe Palladino wrote back agreeing

19 with our general proposal to conduct only one thorough

20 review each year, but he said in connection with the

21 long-range research plan, and this is in his letter of

22 December 10 addressed to Carson Mark, th at at this stage

23 o f the game that means when the long-range research plan

) 24 is being developed, that normally, he says, we should

25 get it in December.

O
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(]) 1 This year is said to be unusual because we did

2 not get it until March. Whether it is unusual, we will

3 find out next year. He says at this time, meaning when

4 it is developed, the research programs are in the

5 formative stage and are more amenable to guidance and

6 advice than at any other stage.

7 The planning effort can benefit from the

8 perspective of a group of experts in nuclear safety

9 problems who are in intimate contact with the current

10 regulatory challenges, and I believe he means us. He

11 does not say so.

12 He goes on to say a thorough review by ACRS at

13 this stage should provide all of the background and the

14 material needed to allow the fulfillment of your

15 obligations to the Congress and would be sufficient to

16 provide my fellow commissioners and me the benefit of

17 Your advice for our review of the research budget in the

18 summer.

19 Normally the plan would be available for your

20 review in December, with sufficient time for you to hold

21 subcommittee meetings in January. Now, what Joe seems

22 to be asking for there is a thorough review at this

23 stage of the game, which is in his mind would start in -

() 24 December, and that that would serve for the Commission's

25 budget review, our review of the budget later on, and

O
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() I would also serve for our comments to the Congress.

2 I think that is completely unreasonable

3 because a thorough review involves at least one meeting

4 of each subcommittee and preferably two, which are hard

5 to hold in that short a period of time. And if we got

6 the plant in December, we would be trying to do that at

7 the same time we were writing our report to the Congress

8 on the previous year's budget, which, if physically

9 possible, would at least be confusing because we would

|
10 be talking about two different budgets at the same'

11 time. We probably would not write one any differently

12 than the other.

13 So this year where we are getting it in March,

14 and obviously we would like comments fairly soon, I just

15 do not see how that would work, and I do not see how it

16 would work in any case.

17 .Now, we replied to that request from Joe in a

18 letter dated December 14, and we said it is perhaps too

19 late to use the new long-range research plan as a basis

20 for our report to Congress -- that was last year we were

21 writing it -- since that report is well on the way.

22 N evei-th eless , we intend to review the plan and to the

23 extent needed and praticable provide you and the
w

24 Commissioners with our comments.

25 It is likely that our comments this year could

O
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(]) 1 be based primarily on the reviews we have carried out in'

2 the preparation of our reports to Congress. Extensive

3 interaction with Pesearch staf f should not begg
V

4 necessacy. That was in effect saying maybe we could

5 comment on the fiscal year 1984 th ro ugh 1988 on the

6 basis of what we did looking at fiscal year 1983, which

7 is entirely unreasonable because 1984 to 1988 is

8 primarily an extension of 1983 as modified in part by

9 comments on the 1983 budget, although not entirely. On
,

10 the other hand, that is exactly what we would be doing

I

11 when we looked at the 1984 budget.

| 12 Now, I do not think there was ever any

13 implication that we approved a five-year plan. We can

14 approve one year or look at one year at a time. That is

15 about all we can hope to do. And the long-range plan

18 that we have provides an excellent basis for our review

17 o f the fiscal year 1984 program.

18 It has follars in there for 1984, some for

19 1985. They are essentially the dolla rs that the staff

20 will submit to the EDO for the A pril budget. EDO will

21 do something with them. We will tell the Commission

22 wha t we think.

23 It is a good basis for that review, not by

() 24 itself but as a place to start. It does not have enough

25 detail for the kind of review that we expect our

O
.
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1 subcommittees to make, but it does give them some ideas

2 of the scope of the program and it tells them where they

3 can ask questions about more details and go as far as

O 4 they wa n t .'

5 We had a meeting yesterday to discuss the

6 plan. It was supposed to be a meeting of the Research

7 Subcommittee. We had anywhere from two or three or five

8 members present. We had a couple of other meetings in

9 competition. The staff went th rough the plan,

10 essentially decision unit by decision unit, and in some
s

11 cases sub-element by sub-element, and there were a lot

12 of questions, many of them asking for details at what I

13 would say the subcommittee level, not the Research

() 14 Subcommittee but the next subcommittee level.

15 The staff included in their presentation their

16 responses to our comments on the fiscal year 1983

17 budget, the changes they had made as a result of our

18 recommendations on the 1983 program. That is, they did

19 not change them in 1983, or some of them were, but

20 changes for the future and chsnges they did not make in

21 response where they disagreed with us or Commission

22 policy told them to do something dif ferent.

23 We had some lively discussions, many of them

() 24 related to things that they were not doing that we

25 thought they should do, that they were doing that we

O
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(]) 1 thought they should not do, things they were not doing

2 f ast enough , and how they were spending money in some

3 places and not in others.

U
4 There was very little of that discussion that

5 I thought would not have been equally active if we were

8 only looking at an fiscal year 1984 budget rather than

7-- an fiscal year 1984 program rather than a fiscal year

8 1984 through 1988, and almost nothing that would not

9 have been covered in a 1984-85 program review.

10 So it is not at all clear to me just wha t you

11 might want to learn from a long-range research plan and

i 12 j us t what kind of useful comments we can provide to the

13 Commission or to the staf f over and beyond those that we
l
I

14 would provide in the process of reviewing the fiscal

15 year 1984 program budget, a review which we should be
|

| 18 starting quite soon and will have a major log up on that

17 July process when the Commission looks at the budget,

18 and maybe something else in February of next year for

19 the' Congress.

20 MR. MARKS Che t?

! 21 MR. SIESS: Yes?
.

22 MR. MARK: I think a few years ago we were

23 disturbed -- I was disturbed, certainly, by the fact

() 24 that RES was only to spend money if and when some user

|
25 of fice said they wanted it. Tha t got changed. Now it

O
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'

() 1 is graciously allowed that RES might spend up to 15

2 percent of its total on its own volition, and the rest

3 of it to come from user office requests.

4 Now that is, in my view, an improvement.

5 However, the Commission reserves the right to sit on and

6 step on and squash a ny purely RES-proposed proposal. I

7 am not against that. It does not in its plan for

a procedures for endorsing research contracts have a

g similar statement about sitting on SSMN proposals or NRR

10 proposals or others, which in my view it ought to have.

11 MR. SIESS: I am sure it does. It approves

12 the budget.

13 MR. MARK: It may, but it does not say so. It

14 says we will look at all RES-proposed things with an

15 especially jaundiced eye, and it does not say we will

18 look at other things with an equally jaundiced eye, and

17 tha t leaves me thinking that they do not really

18 understand research at all.

19 MR. SIESS: Well, I would argue with some of

20 the first statements but not the last, but I think Denny

21 will address some of this in the remarks he has prepared

22 to introduce this. But it is not as cleancut as you

23 indicated. In the first place, at one time the

() 24 reliability po:: tion of research was not subject to user

25 need, and I think that might have been changed to some

O
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() 1 extent.

2 For another point, one of the offices that was

3 designa ted a user of fice, the Of fice of Standards

4 Development, is now integral with Research, and

5 presumably -- I do not know whether that is good or bad,

6 whether they are now subject to the 10 or 15 percent

7 limit or whether they are sort of free. But the user

8 need thing still exists and the long-range research plan

9 is a device for getting a user endorsement on a broad

10 level, and I think Denny will cover that.

11 We have seen some details of it. None of us

12 really know how it works out.

13 Now, what I have said is intended to introduce

OkJ 14 this. Denny has some comments to tell us how he thinks'

!

15 we 'should treat this and what they would like to see

18 f rom us. The Commission, or the Chairman of the

17 Commission seems to think our detailed review at this
18 time is important. I do not agree with him and I do not

19 think it is possible to make a detailed review at this

20 time. I do not know how the full committee does that.

21 The Research Committee never gets together all at one

22 time. It takes the responsible subcommittees to do it.

23 I think the document is useful for a basis for

() 24 1984 review or 1984-85 review.

25 Now, Denny Ross is representing the Office of

A
(_)
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1 Nuclear Regula tory Research today. He has some()
2 introductory remarks that will put this in perspective

p

3 f rom his point of view and will answer some questions as

4 to how it fits into the planning process and the user

5 need process. He has with him his division directors,

6 at least, and they will present the long-range research

7 plan in somewhat of an outline form, with not too much

8 detail, but will be open to questions.

9 As you ask your questions, you might try to

10 keep in mind the relation between the fiscal year 1984

11 program and the fiscal year 1984 through 1988 program.

12 Now, I will have some more to say after I hear

13 the discussions and the questions about what we might do-

14 a t this meeting and in the future on this. I am still

15 concerned about three reviews a year, and even this much

16 time I think may be more than we need to spend, but we

17 will talk about that later.

18 Are there any questions?

19 Yes, Dave.

20 MR. OKRENT: Well, I guess I as trying to

21 understand what we expect to do as a result of this

22 meeting. If we are not going to write a letter, I am not

23 even sure why it is on the committee agenda, frankly. I

() 24 am not sure why we spent all of yesterday either. If we

25 are going to write a letter this month or next month,

O
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1 for whatever reason, even if it is an extra letter, in()
2 your opinion, then we ought to decide it and initiate

3 whatever steps we are going to do. I, for one, will not

O
4 be here Saturday even if you do not have a meeting.

5 MR. SHEWHON: Even if you do, you mean.

8 MR. OKRENT: I would like to see a draf t of a

7 letter, you know, tomorrow morning if it is going to be

a this meeting. If you decide to put it off till the next

9 meeting to write the actual writing, that is different.

10 The next meeting looks somewhat busy, but --

11 MR. SIESS: Well, Dave --

12 MR. OKRENT: It seems to me we ought to nave

13 some idea. Are we trying to write a letter on this

14 topic or not? I sm a little up in the air right now.

15 MR. SIESS: Well, I know, and I a m, too. The

18 reason it is on the agenda is because I did not think I

17 could decide whether we should write a letter and that
18 is up to the committee to decide, and it still is. I am

19 sure we can write a letter.

20 We can take this as a third opportunity to

21 tell Besearch what we think they should or should not be

22 doing. We have three times to do that during the year.

23 We can repeat the things we told them in the report to

() 24 Congress which is addressed to the staff, those things

25 they have not acceded to or not completely, or we can

O
,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

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



18

1 simply write the Commission and tell them we hate

2 reviewed it and we will give them our more detailed

3 comments on the 1984 program in July.

4 Now the staff would like some comments on the

5 concept of the long-range research plan, and Denny has

6 some things he will tell us he would like to have us

7 comment on. I do not think we are in a position to

8 prepare such comments at this meeting. And the staff

9 says as f ar as the long-range research plan is

10 concerned, not the 1984 program, but as f ar as the c

11 long-range plan is concerned, if we can get comments to

12 them before they start preparing the next one, which

13 will be about September of this year, they would be

14 quite useful, and Denny will tell us what kinds of

15 things they would like commented on.

16 Now, I think at the end of the staff

17 presentation we can decide whether we want to write a

18 letter. If it is a short letter, I will attempt to

Ig prepare it. If it is a long letter, I cannot prepare it

20 because I do not have anything to say. Somebody else who

21 has something to say can prepare it.

22

23

24

25

O
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(]) 1 MR. OKRENT: It seems to me Chairman Palladino

2 for whatever reason -- and I did not try to explore his

3 reasons -- did want committee comments on the long-range

4 plan. And my recollection of it is it is this one, not

5 the one that the staff is going to start preparing for

6 next year.

7 Am I missing something?

8 MR. SIESS: You are absolutely right. He

9 would like to have comments. What he asked for, he says

10 a t this time the research programs are in the forwative

; 11 stage. Now, he is talking about five-year programs.

12 They are in the formative stage. Also, the '84 program

13 is in a formative stage. And are more amenable to

14 guidance and advice than at 'any other stage. And a

15 thorough review by the ACRS at this stage should provide

16 all of the background and material needed to allow the

17 f ulfillment of your obligations to the Congress and

18 would be suf ficien t to provide my fellow Commissioners

19 and ' me the benefit of your advice for our review and of

20 the research budget in the summer.

21 Now, what Joe *.s saying -- and it might be

22 possible that if we get the long-range research plan in

23 December and if the subcommittees have been on top of

() 24 things -- between December and about March we make a

25 thorough review and a complete report with emphasis say

O
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*( ) 1 on the upcoming year sni what other comments on the out

2 years that we want to make, we make a complete report in

3 March, and tha t serves as a basis for the Commission's

4 review of the budget in July, and we do not make any

5 more comments. They do not ask fo; them like they did

6 in the past.

7 And if that serves as a basis for our report

8 to the Congress, and if that is true, then we can write

9 the report to the Congress probably in February without

10 spending ten hours in January and several subcommittee

11 meetings in November-December.

12 Now, that is Joe's cor. cept, that we make a

13 thorough review at this stage. It would mean a

14 dif ferent approach to-the report to Congress because

15 that thorough review would occur at the time we were

16 writing our report to Congress. We would get this in

17 December and start reviewing it with the report in

18 March, but somewhere in between we would have to write a

19 report to Congress on the previous year's budget.

20 I do not think th a t, is practical. I cannot

21 quite see that we can work that way. It may be. In any

22 ca se , we cannot do it this year because we do not have

23 the period between December and Ma rc h . We got this

() 24 thing in March, and they want an answer essentially at

25 this meeting.

I

O
|
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Q 1 Ray.

2 MR. FRALEY: Well, Chet, the '84 and I presume

3 '85 budget will be going up to the commission in July
,

4 approximately. The first call for the budget goes out

5 in May, and the staf f really sta rts seriously thinking

6 about the '84 '85 budget. It seems to me that if your

7 report to the Commission in May or June could address

8 the '84 '85 budget and how it relates to the long-range

9 plan, that would be useful to the Commission.

10 MR. SIESSa That is not what he is asking for.

11 MR. FRALEY: But you have already missed the

12 boat on what he is asking for because the plan was not

13 ready . I think we ought to look to wha t you are going

14 to do now.

15 The point is that it is going to take you --
I
'

MR. SIESS Nobody is asking what we are going16

|

17 to do now. The only question I have been asked is what

18 letter we are going to wri te.

19 MR. SHEWMON: Dave asked what we are going to

20 do now or wh y we are doing anything now.

21 NR. SIESS: If you want to know what I would

22 propose to do about the review of the 1984 budget and

|

| 23 the long-range research plan, I will give you a -

() 24 proposal; but I cannot tell you what kind of letter we

25 are going to write at this meeting.
:
|
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() i NR. FRALEY: Well, I do not think you are in a

2 position to write a letter at this meeting.

3 MR. SIESSa I would propose we take the
)

4 long-range research plan as the basis for our review of

5 the FY 198u budget or '84 '85, as the case may be. It

6 is what the staff will use as their '84 budget. I think

7 the dollar figures and the programs that we see in the

8 plan for '84 are wha t they will be submitting to the

9 executive director with their 1984 budge + request.

10 MR. OKRENT Approxima tely .

11 MR. SIESS: They may make some changes, and if

12 ve give them advice over and above the advice we gave

13 them in February, which was, you know, a month ago or

O 14 two months ago, there may be some changes.

15 I would propose that the subcommittees that

16 have various parts of the program meet between now and

17 the time we have to submit a report to the Commission on

18 the '84 budget using the '84 part of the long-range plan

19 as s basis.

20 I would propose that the subcommittees try'to

21 mee t again between tha t time and the time we write the

22 report to Congress to follow up on the changes th~at have

been made as a result of the Commission action on the23

() 24 budget. They may not get what they are asking for.

25 They do not usually get it. And that we write a report

O
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O i to coaore==-

2 I would f urther propose that sometime bet Jeen

3 now and September the research committee with advice and

4 help from the subcommittees as they have looked at it

5 try to prepare s report on the long-range plan, the

6 nature of the plan, as well as some of the projections

7 in it of the kind that Denny will be asking us, the kind

8 of advice he will be asking us to give him before they

9 start on the next long-range plan.

10 Now, that is my ides of how we can go about

11 reviewing the research program for the Congress and the

12 budget for the Commission, but that is not what Joe

13 Palladino thinks we can do. Joe thinks we should do it

O 14 all at the long-range research plan stage and then just

15 follow it from there, and I do not think that is a

16 practical way of doing it.

17 MR. MOELLERa One thing I think would help

18 clarify the situation is if they changed the title of

19 the ' report. You know, to different people long-range

20 means different things, and to me it is not a long-range

21 research plans it is simply a research plan for FY 84

22 through 85 or something like that.

23 , MR. SIESS4 It is a projection. We told them

() 24 pha t last year, they admitted.j
: .

| 25 # MR. MOELLERa Then if they would ti tle it
!

O
|

|
'
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(]) 1 according to what 11. truly is, this, I think, would

2 remove some of the confusion.

3 MR. SHEWMON: What title are you proposing?

4 MR. SIESSa That is the kind of advice we can

5 give them on that, but if they get that advice before

8 next September, they can change the name.

7 MR. MOELLER: I am simply saying that when I

8 look to read a long-range research plan, I anticipate

9 seeing a report that could have very little in the way

10 of specifics. It would have to be rather general. It

11 might talk about fusion research. It might talk about

12 f a s t breeders and so forth.

13 MR. BENDERa Isn't this a five-year plan or is

'14 i t a two-year plan?

15 MR. SIESSs No. It is a five-year plan

18 so-called, 1984 to '88. But it is not a long-range plan

17 in the sense that Dade is talking.

18 As I said at the very beginning, it is simply

to a projection of ti:o programs and the expenditures that

20 vill be required to answer the questions that are before

21 them today. A true long-range plan would not show a

22 constantly decreasing budget, beca use experience tells

23 y ou that it is not going to be that way. But if you

() 24 base that on simply the present problems, then we would

25 expect that we would solve some of them within five

()'
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(]) 1 yea rs and that the program would go down.

2 So it is a projection, and I cannot recall

3 where I read it, whether it was in the PPPG or the PPG

4 or whatever it is called, that is essentially wha t the

5 Commission is asking fors a projection of the programs,

6 how long they will last, how much money is going to be

7 spent on them. They did not ask the staff to address

8 potential f uture problems.

9 Now, we identified problems that we think

10 might come up in the future, things thst they ought to

11 be working on, and some of those are not in there; but

12 they are the kind of things that we would want to see in

13 F Y 84 There are very few things that we have

14 identified that we would be willing for them to start in

15 '85 or '86 or '87 and '88. And when we have looked at

16 t h i s -- a n d yesterday in the somewhat truncated meeting,

17 a t least truncated in terms of the people there, most of

18 the questions were the same questions that we would have

Is addressed if we were looking at an '84 budget. There

20 were very few that related to the out years. There were

21 some instances where we cotid see something was going

22 through '88 where we thought it ought to be finished up

23 in '86.

() 24 MR. SHEWMONs Chet, can I come back to I guess

25 in a senre paraphrasing wha t I think Dave's question was

O
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(]) 1 or str+1ng what I think your answer is?

2 When it gets down to what we are going to try

3 to do here, we all agree that we cannot do this year

4 what Joe has requested, so presumably if we write a

5 letter we can say we cannot do it this year. We can put

6 in comments we may have on the document we have as one

7 category , and the other would be some proposal on

8 whether we think we could do what he requested next year.

9 Is that what you see in the letter?

10 MR. SIESS I do not see anything yet. I have

11 not heard the committee's questions on this. I have

12 heard the subcommittee's questions, and I think I will

13 know better in about two hours.

14 MR. SHEWMON: You heard two of us ask what you

15 think ought to go in the letter. Do you have any

16 response or not?

17 MR. SIESS: No.

18 MR. SHEWMON: Okay. Then maybe we should go
'

(

|,
jg on. What is it we want to do this morning?

20 MR. SIESS I think you want to hsar the

21 long-range research plan and decide what you want to

| 22 do. You are not going to take my recommendation.

23 MR. SHEWMON: We often have been known to do

O 24 such wi1d thino= eefore.

25 MR. SIESS: No. I think that you could not --

O
;
'
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() 1 my recommendation I think would be that we write to the

2 Commission and say we have reviewed it, a letter

3 somewhat like we wrote last year, that we think it is

4 interesting; we will use it as a basis for our review of

5 the '84 '85 program; that we cannot give them any

6 detailed comments at this time because we have not had
7 the tise, but they will hear from us more at 'he tima

8 they consider the budget, and --

9 MR. SHEWMON: Since they are changing the

10 schedule on us, I think we ought to comment on wh e the r

11 we will go along with the new schedule or whether we

12 think it is impracticable.

13 NR. SIESS: I would rather discuss that with
,

14 the Commissioners. I think what Joe has proposed is

15 possible but impractical; and I think we need some -

16 discussion -- arid I am not sure this is the time for it
17 -- to see whether we could possibly start in December on

18 say the -- if last year in December we had had this,

19 whether we could have started reviewing the '84 at the

! 20 time we were writing the '83 to Congress and not stumble

|
21 all over our feet trying to do it, and whether we would

22 save any effort in July and November-December by doing

23 it. It is hard to visualize.

() 24 MR. SHEWMON: Okay. Can we -- yes?

25 MR. OKRENT: Just one or two observations

O
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() 1 about the current status of the report.

2 If I understand correctly, the re port tha t we

3 have seen is still a draf t. There have been some fairly

4 substantive comments from the licensing group on this

5 draf t. We do not know how th e research office is going

8 to respond to these comments, and so if we were to write

7 something which was more than generalities at this

8 meeting it would be in terms of the draft, presumably

9 indicating the way we wanted the report to go. If we do

10 not try to write on it this time, maybe next month -- I

11 am not sure what their schedule is -- they will have

12 wha t they think is their final version. And it might be

13 we would want to look at that to see whether it was

14 responsive to those things NRR recommended that we liked

15 or other things. And maybe at the time in July or

16 whenever it is we are going to write to the Commission

17 again , we could include this year specific comments as

18 well as general comments on whatever was the final

19 version of what the staff put out this year.
~

20 MR. SIESSa For '84 or'for '84 th rough '88?

21 NR. OKRENTa I assume we are going to be

22 writing something in July to the Commissioners this year.

23 HR. SIESS: Yes. On the '84 budget.

() 24 HR. OKRENT: Yes, on the '84. I would suggest

25 as a possible modus operandi the following rather brief

O
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() I thing to the Commissioners this month saying we do not

2 have the final thing. There are substantive comments

3 from the staff. They got some comments from the

4 subcommittee. Our proposal for this year is in Julywhen

5 we write comments for the '84 budget we will also

6 include some comments on the final version or whatever
7 it is of the staf f's long-range plan that comes out this

8 year. And then in the same letter tha t you write here

; 9 you try to propose a futuro schedule, unless you want to

10 really talk -- you can propose it on a tentative basis

11 and say we would like to talk to them about it, do they

12 lik e this, if not, what would.they like. And so this,

13 the letter that you would write at this meeting would be

14 wha t I would call procedural in nature.

15 Does that sound at all --
.

I 16 MR. SIESS: I agree. That is exactly what I

17 pro pose.

18 MR. OKRENT: Oksy.

19 MR. SIESS: I suspect what we write in July

20 vill be 99 percent '84 because anything beyond that does

21 no t make much difference. And as far as trying to say

22 w ha t we are going to do next year, I think I could find

23 some weasel words that we will work out. We have

() 24 slready said it in the last letter to Joe. We said it

25 is perhaps too late to use it for the '83 program, and

f
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() I we will see what we can do in the future.

2 And I think trying to switch this whole system

3 around is going to take a lot of thought, but what I

4 proposed was that we start with this document for our

5 subcommittee reviews, get then scheduled between now and

6 June, and obviously comment on the '84 and as much

7 beyond as we want.

8 I will buy that. That is exactly what I would

9 like to do.

10 MR. SHEWMON Shall we start hearing from the '

11 staff now, or are we ready to?

12 ER. SIESS: Yes. I will start drafting the

13 letter. Denny Ross is going to --

0 14 MR. SHEWMON: Maybe we can get his perception

15 of how we should be going about this.

16 MR. ROSS: First, considering what today is, I

17 would like to form -- we have just agreed to rename the

18 plan the comprehensive research advance plan, and you

19 can ' work the acronym out for yourself.

20 (Laughter.)

21 I think I summarized yesterday's meeting, by

22 the meeting.

23 (Laughter.)'

() The long-range plan was developed to ensure24

25 that the agency's resources are being properly

O
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1 d irec te d . At least this is the goal towards areas of(}
2 importance in licensing e.nd inspection and some of the

3 features of the plan are supposed to be. It is revised

O 4 and updated annually. It undergoes agencywide review.

5 It gets Commission approval for use as a planning

6 document. And when that is done it should assist the

7 Commission in establishing priorities and alloca ting

8 resources.

9 The plan is intended to and is supposed to

10 identif y issues and to describe approaches for

11 resolution. The plan is supposed +.; be guided by

12 various documents f rom the Commission, including the
.

13 annual PPPG.

14 Now, if you go down one tier in management, we

15 have some procedures from the executive director on the

is research process, and I am referring to a meno which I

17 hope the committee has, dated February 3, 1982, from Mr.

18 Dircks to the office directors. It states therein that

19 the primary user office endorsement comes from two

20 processes. One is a review of the long-range plan, and

21 the other is the budget prepara tion phase. And for both

22 o f these phases or processes the senior office

23 management review is given, and that is the motivation

() 24 f or sta ting that that is where the primary endorsement

25 comes f rom.
.

O
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() 1 Subsequent to that, when you are in a budget

2 year covered by the long-ra nge plan, the Research Office

3 prepares statements of work. These are sent to the

C4
4 appropriate user of fice for review, and there are no

5 exemptions.

6 There were questions earlier about a so-called

7 15 percent. In terms of this process everything goes to

8 some user of fice.

9 Now, the ED0's direction are at this point

10 that there should be a reasonable balance -- and of
11 course that is open to interpretation -- between

12 near-term and long-term activities, and there should be

13 a reasonable balance between user requests as

14 distinguished from research or other requests. And

15 "other" is not given further enlightenment, but

16 presumably could include the ACRS.

17 That, of course, refers to self-initiated

18 projects. So even if the Research Office decided and

19 initiated a statement of work, an idea, a theory, it

20 would go to some of fice f or review.

21 Now, the long-range plan is supposed to have

22 in general terms an estimate of the resources to

23 accomplish the objectives therein, and a description of

() 24 the end use or the application. As input in preparing

25 the long-range plan there will be various expressions of

O
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(]) 1 interest from the Commission, the EDO, ACRS, various

2 program offices. During the long-range plan review we,

3 the Research Office, are supposed to resolve to the
7

4 extent we can differences with the user office.

5 Dr. Okrent has stated that we have at present

6 a set of significant comments from one user officer. In

7 the next few weeks we have to either resolve those

8 differences so that our office, NRR, can endorse the

9 plan. However, tne procedure calls for and includes the

10 possibility of appending to the document, to the

11 long-range plan separate views in the event we cannot

12 resolve the dif ference '.

13 Eventually it is intended that the long-range

14 plan be formally approved by the Commission. Wei

15 prepared a budget on the basis of the long-range plan,

18 again paying attention to specific guidance from the

17 PPPG. Of course, the budget is endorsed by the user

18 of fice.

1g If you turn back to the statement of work

20 theory, once we prepare a statement of work within the

21 Office of Research, it is sent to the user office where,

| 22 according to the procedures in the aforementioned Dircks

23 memorandum, the user office has ten working days to -

() 24 review it. No response is taken for approval. That is

i
25 built into the process. So the user office can by

|

O
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() 1 silence assent to the statement of work being issued to

2 the contrs: tor.

3 However, there have been instances where the

4 user office objected. The procedures called out in the

5 EDO memorandum call for appeal at successive higher

6 layers of management, and if necessary, eventually to

7 the EDO.

8 This is a fairly new process. There are a few

9 examples of how this is working, and I do expect that we

10 will get statements of work, and we have indeed gotten a

11 f e w already that are in effect denied in whole or in

12 part. And we are beginning to exercise the system of

13 appealing a t various levels of management. As far as I

14 know we have not yet had to go to the EDO for

15 adjudication .

16 In consonance with the procedures, NRR has

17 recently told its personnel in a memorandum dated March

18 25 what the contents of the Dircks memoranda were, and

19 these then tell the reviewing authorities in the Office

20 of NRR what to do and how to do it when a statement'of

21 work comes over for either comment or concurrence.

22 MR. OKRENT: Can I ask a question?

23 MR. ROSS: yes.'

( MR. OKRENT: Does the Of fice of Research f eel24
|

25 that it is its responsibility to look at a request from

O
|
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(]) 1 NRR and to arrive at an opinion, first as to whether it

2 is important in some way to the regulatory process; and

3 secondly, whether it is doable; and thirdly, whether it

4 is doable in a cost effective way; and to then provide

5 some kind of a comment back on the NRR request which you

6 do not really say everything is hunky-dory. At least

7 give them your comment and give them a chance to

8 reconsider, revise it if they wish, or so forth.

9 MR. ROSS: Well, generally yes. We certainly

10 do not beesuse NRR said we do it. That is not the

11 attitude we would take. And there are cases where I

12 think NRR sent over -- in f act, I am sure I have sent

13 over some things that were just not practical, so there

14 is interaction. However, when you look at the

15 documentation, you will not see too much of this because

16 it has all been worked out at lower levels first so that

| 17 by the time NRR sends over something that Mr. Denton

18 signed , most of the work has already been done, and

|
19 there is general agreement that such a letter should be

|
20 sent , and Research is ready to do it, so the paper trail-

21 will not back up, the intensive and frank discussions

22 t ha t go on at various levels.

23 MR. OKRENT4 Well, more than once in response

() 24 to questions that I posed to the Research staff as to

25 why were they doing some pa rticular program , the only
,
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() I answer they would give was it is a user request, de not

2 ask us.

3 MR. ROSSa That is a poor answer. If your

4 question was is that a good answer, the answer is no, it

5 is not a good answer.

6 MR. OKRENT I am only citing the facts.

7 MR. ROSS: I thought you were asking my

8 opinion of such an answer, and I gave you my opinion.

I 9 MR. OKRENTs But* --

10 MR. ROSS: That sounds like 'the def ense of

11 some high level generals forty years ago. They were

| 12 j us t following orders. That is not a very good reason.

13 Now, we have had some discussion already of
|

14 the exchange of correspondence between the Commission

15 and the committee in the last few months. October 20

| 16 last you wrote to either -- yes, you wrote to the

17 Chairman and you had two comments, well, really one

18 comment.

19 You proposed not to review the long-range

20 plan , but there was an important phrase following that,

21 unless it was more meaningful. I do not think from what

22 I heard this morning there has been any discussion about

23 that phrase as to what it meant. At any rate, two

() 24 months later you got a response back, and there has been

25 a lot of discussion of that already this morning, that

O
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() I the long-range plan was the foundation for the research

2 program . It was s way to give directions to the s+aff,

3 to get user endorsement. It pointed out that at the

4 formative stages the plan was more flexible, more

5 amenable to your guidance and advice. The Chairman

6 thought that the plan vould benefit from a review of a

7 group of experts and eventually be of benefit both to

8 the Commission and to Congress.

9 Now, as an understatement, this year is not an

10 exemplary year in terms of schedule. We are several

11 months late. There are various reasons. I do not

12 believe it is very productive to go into that.

13 The '84 budget cycle is on us. It is on us.

14 It is on you. And also, '84 is the new year of the

15 draf t plan in front of you. I think the Commission

16 guidance is clear. It wants a substantive review by the

17 ACRS. However, I think you have to take the position as

|
18 a committee that the timing is variable for this year.

I 19 There are some options open, For example, the

20 research subcommittee could at some near future meeting

21 have some more discussions on such things as agency

22 goals, criteria f or research. It could inevitably
|

| 23 include how safe is safe enough, philosophy of
I

() 24 resea rch . A lot of that discussion, however, could be

i 25 on the basis of a final document. I do not know any --

O

|
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1 since we are at this stage and this close to the budget{)
2 cycle, any particular reason why your review would be

3 lessened if it were done on a document that had been

O 4 sent to the Commission having been rectified to the

5 satisf action of the program offices, and it would be --

6 even if it were a draft document -- and in some

7 instances your process might even ce better if you were

8 reviewing "our best shot."

9 Sometimes the quality of c document is

10 lessened just because it has "draf t" stamped on the

11 front. And if the research staff and indeed the other

12 offices are told this is it, indeed we might put out a

13 higher quality document.

14 I think that is true in this case, and it is

! 15 probably true in general. " Draft" is sometimes a crutch

16 for saying I will do it better or do it right next

17 time. However, the Commission did say that review early

18 is better in terms of flexibility, which means, at least

19 as f ar as the Research Office is concerned, we have to

20 admit, say repent and do better next year.

21 Now, for some specific suggestions you could

22 write a general letter now, and now I have in

23 pa rentheses "M a y? " , "Maybe it is equal?" .

(]) 24 You could indicate -- of course, you would

25 have to qualify it to the extent y o t* have had time to
.

O
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() 1 look at it and to the extent it is a draft and to the

2 extent that you have had or feel you are aware of some

3 office substantive comments, and you have not seen other

4 of fice comments which may or may not be substantive.

5 But you might indicate any particular policy issue that

6 troublor, you. For example, we talked yeste rda y about

7 the lack of a visionary role for any connection with the

8 safety goals, or indeed, you might even want to put in

9 something about the entire comparative risks of'

10 alterna te energy sources or the use of PBA or the lack

11 of a program to evaluate conceptual alternate designs or

12 wha tever.

13 Meanwhile, we could proceed with finalizing

14 the ideas, taking into account user office comments and

15 getting user office endorsement. We could finalize the -

16 report and send it to the Commission.

17 Very soon we will be preparing the '84 budget,

18 and we would prepare it in accordance with the document

19 as amended. Later on -- and I have not later than 1

20 September, but I as really not sure tha t is the right

21 d a t e , b u t it must be close. You could give comments to

| 22 the Commissio'n in detail on the plan. You could

23 construct these comments by gathering information during

() 24 your '84 cycle, by telling your specific research

25 subcommittees that while you are doing your '84 cycle

(2)
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(]) 1 work,. pick up your '84 to '88 stuff in the long-range

2 plan as published say in May.

3 Now, one additional comment I noticed and--

4 that was yesterday, but that was not the first time.

5 There seemed to be some elements of surprise or

6 disappointment tha t the plan does not have certain

7 features.

8 I think to a larger degree we could eliminate

9 the surprise or disappointment if we had with the

10 research subcommittee sometime well in advance of

11 prepara tion of next year's version a process meeting

j 12 where we would discuss with the research subcommittee
|

13 the role of the long-range plan , what the ideal schedule
,

h*|

14 is, what the ideal format is, contents, research theory,

15 the lim'its of the plan, the theme of the plan, and in

16 general just perhaps a day-long discussion such tha t the

17 nex t time you open the document, the '85 to '89

18 document, at least you know in advance what is going to
.

19 be there and what is not going to be there.

20 We probably could not ~ come to full agreement,
t

|
| 21 but we could come a lot closer than we are. And there'

1

22 would be an opportunity for a more reasonable expression

23 from the Research Office as to why we are not doing what

() 24 we are, and there would be more reasoned expression for

25 the ACRS as to what you want.
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() 1 We really have not had, as far as I know,

2 these policy meetings. And then wha t happens is we come

3 to the specific meeting. We try to wing it, give an

4 impromptu response, and it is probably not as well

5 thought out as it should be.

6 One final note. There are crosscuts that are

7 -- that appear from time to time on research plans. For

8 exa mple, there exists an equipment qualification program

9 plan. Perhaps you have seen it. It goes out several

10 years and year by year it states what we are doing.

11 Obviously that is just a crosscut or should be of the

12 research plan. Other examples are various unresolved

13 safety issues like pre ssuri zed thermal shock or like

O 14 severe accident research.

15 I do not think that it is necessary for the
.

16 research subcommittee to comment on these things in

17 these separate crosscuts, but certainly if that appears

18 a ppropriate, we can work out some procedures for that.

19 Now, that is the end of my introductory

20 remarks. What we had planned in the approximate two

21 hours is to expose division representatives for brief

22 periods of time with one or two page summary charts, but

23 not have too much direct presentation, and sort of

() 24 explore as we go as to what the interests of the full

25 com mittee are.

O
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(]) 1 So I will pause a t this point and see if that

2 process is acceptable.

3 MR. SIESSs Denny, in connection with

4 Palladino's comment that this was a formative stage and

5 a good point for us to get input and where the planning

8 effort can benefit from the serspective of this group of

7 experts', could you indicate to what extent your planning

8 effort benefited from the ACRS comments in the 1983

9 budget report to the Congress?

'

10 I mean that was a report on the '83 budget.

11 It probably had some influence on the '83 program or

12 will have some influence on the '83 program. But to
,

13 what extent did that congressional report provide input

O 14 to you in preparing the long-range plan't

15 MR. ROSS I would have to think about it. I
,

l

18 cannot give you a quick answer. You may want some

17 e xa mples, b ut I could not give you a complete answer.

18 MR. SIESS: Yesterday you went through

jg responses to ACBS comments, and those were comments from

20 the report we just made to Congress.

21 MR. ROSSa I understand the question, but I

22 would have to do some research to give you the answer.

23 MR. SIESSs I do not want examples. What I am

() 24 getting at is our comments on the '83 budget in many

25 cases apply down the line to '84, '85, et cetera, and
|

O
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(]) I those are available to you when you work on this program.

2 MR. ROSS Yes.

3 MR. SIESSs In fact, you had some comments on

4 the '83 budget from last July.

5 MR. ROSSs Yes.

6 MR. SIESSs Now, what Joe is suggesting is
;

7 tha t comments would be most helpful to you after you

8 have prepared the draf t at this stage of the game. And

9Iam wondering how useful the comments that you have got

10 on the previous budget were as opposed to what you might

11 get at this stage.

12 MB. ROSS: Okay. I understand. In terms of

13 his key word, which was formative stages, and as f ar as

14 '84 to '88 plans are conc'erned, we are as formative now

15 as we will be in September, so a few months' delay would

16 not result in our becoming rigid in proposals and

17 attitudes and postures and plans.

18 This is a half answer. If you were going to

19 af f ect the research plan, you can affect it as much in

20 August as you can in April.

21 MR. SIESS: I really wanted to --

22 MR. SHEWMON: Will you please let somebody

23 else get involved?

() 24 MR. PLESSETs Let's let that lay. I think we

25 have beat it around enough.

O
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() 1 MB. SIESS: Somebody else is going to w ri te

2 the letter, Mr. Chairman.

3 MR. SHEWMON Maybe we can just drop the

4 meeting here.

5 Milt, go ahead.

6 MR. PLESSET: I just wanted to ask you to make

7 sure that the Commission recognizes the dif ficulty in

8 making plans out to '88. You get locked into things

9 that you can regret, even though they are just

to preliminary and vague decisions. Well, you know, about

11 the 3-D program. You know, that is like trying to run a

12 race ca rrying a hundred-pound bag of lead on your back,

i

|
13 but we are stuck with it. 'And I think this is something

14 that they should appreciate, that you cannot make a
!

15 really intelligent, useful plan out to 1988.

16 Now, if you think you can, we are in worse

17 trouble than I think we are. I think they should be

18 aware of that.

19 MR. ROSS: There are a few areas where indeed

20 you not only can but you should plan that far, and I

21 think those areas are also the big dolla r items. For

22 example , if ,e want to build a model vessel and subject

23 it to various thermal mechanical transients, it is going

| () 24 to take that long to build a vessel and test it and
, ,

|.
- 25 analyze the data. There are some cases where you can

O
|

~ -. -
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(]) 1 and should do it.

2 Is that what you are referring to?

3 MR. PLESSET: Let me ask, are you proposing

4 such a program?

5 MR. ROSS: There is some, what do you call it,

6 Larry, the intermediate vessel?

7 HR. SHAO: Intermediate test vessel.

8 MR. FLESSET That is seriously being proposed?

9 MR. SHEWMON: If it wsce seriously proposed,

10 it would be a multi-year project. It would be amenable

11 to this sort of review. I think that is the main thing.

12 NR. PLESSETs Yes. Okay. That is f air enough.

13 There are many things you can't do that, you

14 do not need to do that.

15 MR. ROSS Yes. The life cycle for most of

18 the topics is shorter than five years. The life cycle

17 means when you first decide to do it until you have

18 written the final report. The life cycle is shorter

jg than the length of the plan.

20 MR. BENDERS I wanted to pick up on a point

21 that Denny had mentioned earlier, having some discucsion

i 22 of the end process development of the plan. It seems to

23 me that one of the things that always creates a problem -

| () 24 for us, as you pointed out, is the surprises that are in

25 it; and they have to do, first of all, with how to

O
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() 1 establish the priorities associa ted with what is going

2 to be in the plan. And secondly, to some degree it has

3 to do with developing a rationale under which the plan

4 was put together in the first place. I think there

5 would be sos e advantage in trying to have that sorted

6 out a little earlier than when we get the plan in f ront

7 of us.

8 And I guess a third point that seems to me to

9 be worth thinking about is whether we have the right

to format f or this five-year plan.

11 MR. ROSSa We are willing to discuss it.

12 MR. BENDER: And it seems to me that if we

|
13 could agree to do that sometime, it might make the

(
| 14 review process a little easier. We always get in here
|

| 15 a t the end, and everybody is wondering well, why is this
t

|

16 being done this way; and it is mainly because we have

I 17 not -- we do not understand the process very well.

18 MR. ROSS: I would like to point out -- and

1g this may be one area where the next plan gets better, at

least as far as the high dollar office is concerne'd, NRR20

21 -- the letter NRR sent its own people with respect to

22 dealing with research and the research program', in the
I
| 23 future if any NRR person wants to initiate a request for

() 24 a new research program, there will have to be a number

|
25 of things in the request before the office director

O
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(]) 1 signs it; and it includes a value impact discussion of

2 the expected results of the research whf ch would justify

3 the program.

4 I am not exactly sure what we are going to get

5 out of that, but it is a notable and ambitious goal, and

6 it will be interesting to see how it is -- if in fact we

7 have a VI study for each item in the long-range plan, it

8 probably would be useful. It would be an onerous chore,

9 I assure you, but maybe it would be worth it.

10 Mr. Chairman, what we would do then is we

11 would have a representative for the decision units have

12 one or two slides highlighting the decision unit with
'

13 the idea of cutting down the verbal presentation and

14 allowing some freewheeling questions, if that is okay.

15 MB. SHEWMON4 Ch e t , i s th a t - -

16 MR. SIESS: Yes.

17 MR. ROSS. Okay. We are going to go through

18 this in order, and the first four units Bill Beach has a

1g few ' slides from the Division of Accident Evaluation on

20 LOCA and transient LOFT accident mitigation and whatever

21 and advanced reactors. And following him will be Larry

22 Shao, I believe, on the actual facilities.

23 MR. BEACH 4 I might say that there is also

() 24 another use for the long-range plan just in general that,

25 you do not see happening, but it is very therapeutic for

O
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() I the staff to have to go through the process of thinking

2 about what is going to happen in years beyond.

3 Now, that is something, you know, you just do

4 not see, but it is very good for, you know, each one of

5 us to have to sit down and think about the future. We

6 complain many times that we just do not have the

7 opportunity to think, we are so busy running around

8 putting out fires and so on.

9 (Slide.)

10 I am just going to have a very few slides on

11 each decision unit. As Denny pointed out, there are

| 12 four decision units which f all under the Division of
| 13 Acciden t Evaluation. And we were the big spenders, but
|

t

14 as LOFT and other things go down, ';hy, we are getting to
,

l

15 be small potatoes.

16 You have a package in front of you which is

17 called Chapters 2 through 5, and I am just goir.g to pick

18 out a few slides from that package, two or three from

19 each decision unit, and in the case of LOFT just one,

20 SEMISCALE.

21 This is the LOCA and transient decision unit.

22 It encompasses the SEMISCALE. Actually, within tha t

23 same subelement is the BWR FIST program, separate

() 24 ef f ects experiment and model development.

| 25 I am sorry. I am wrong. SEMISCALE is just

O
I
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1 SEMISCALE, and FIST f alls under the second subelement[}
2 there, the 3-D program, which we are trying to wind down

3 as quickly as possible.

O
4 Code application and improvement, which this

5 program, as you know, is going from the mode of

6 development to the mode of assessment of the major LOCA

7 codes, and included in that program is the development

8 of an advanced plan analyzer as a sort of f orefront of

| 9 technology effort. And then fuel behavior under
!

10 operational transients which does also include some code

11 maintenance work and --
i

| 12 MR. PLESSET Let me ask you about the 3-D

l
13 program and the winding down that you mentioned. What

( 14 is happening there? It looks like a lot of money for

15 the next few years anyway. '84, $8 million; '85, $6

16 million . There is a lot of money for a program that a

17 lot of people do not think has any value.

18 MR. BEACH: Yes, that is. That is true. But

1g the United States did commit itself to a program, and we

20 have been reminded by the State Department several times

21 tha t the United States has also been known to try to

22 back out of its commitments; but we did agree to a

23 program.

() 24 MR. PLESSET: The long-range plan, that looked

25 ver y good at the time.

O
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(]) 1 MR. BEACHs Yes.

2 MR. PLESSET Now we are stuck with it. Well,

3 what do the Germans say?

4 MR. BEACH: They want to go through with the

5 program. As was mentioned in the subcommittee

6 yesterday, the Germans feel very strongly about large

7 break LOCA information, and we are going to get some

8 minor small break information f rom this program.

9 It is not a totally useless program. We are

10 getting valuable information in the blowdown phase -- I

11 am sorry -- the refill phase that we need for the

12 verifica tion of the TRAC code, particularly the 3-D

13 portions of the TRAC code. So it is important to us.

14 But probably if you pinned us to the wall on
|

| 15 cost-benefit --
|
t 16 MR. ROSSs Professor Plesset, there is one

17 thing that did not come out yesterday. The agreement,

18 the trilateral agreement expires in 1985. At the recent

19 steering committee which I attended in Tokyo, we agreed

20 to start work on the terms and conditions for extension,

21 which would cover the last three columns on that ch art .
22 There is no agreement now binding us to anything for

23 fiscal 86, 87 and 88. We also agreed to try to decide
1

() 24 by April '83 whether or not we wanted to extend it, and

25 if so, under what terms; so that is a decision not yet

O
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() 1 made.'

2 MR. PLESSET Who will help you with that
.

3 decision?

4 MR. ROSS4 Certainly the ACRS could. That is

5 a f ertile area to comment on.

6 MR. PLESSET: All right. Very good. I guess

|

| 7 we can leave that then.

8 Thank you, Denny.

9 (Slide.)

10 MR. BEACH 4 I would like to just briefly go'

11 through some of the highlights of that decision unit in

12 the plan.

13 An assessment -- no, actually that is a

14 misprint. The development of the TRAC codes will be

15 com plete in 1984 You should change that on our package.

16 Pressurized thermal shock will be completed in

17 '84. SEMISCALE LOCA ECCS tests will also be complete

18 then, large-scale flow tests. The PWR plant analyzer

19 will be completed in fiscal 85, and a version will be

20 demonstrated to the staff as to its initial operability.

21 Again, I would have to say that we are on sort

22 o f the forefront of the technology there.

23 MR. SHEWMON: Would you tell me wha t a plant

() 24 analyzer is in two sentences, no more?

25 MR. BEACHa In two sentences, all right. We

O
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(]) I hope it will be a simulation of a reactor accident in

2 faster than real time presented on a scope and with

3 interactive capabilities so that you can --

4 MR. SHEWMON: Okay. So it is not to help the

5 operator control a reactor; it is to help you simulate

6 accidents.

7 MR. BEACH: Yes.

8 MR. SHEWMON: Fine. Thank you.

9 MR. BEACH: LWR stability analysis complete.

10 Tests of BWR transients in FIST complete in 1985.

11 Yesterday we sort of stumbled on water hammer tests, and

12 we discovered that this was an item where the staff was
13 sort of thinking out in the future, and what it involves

14 is their thought that if required th e y would perform

15 some water hammer tests in the LTSF; that is the LOFT

to Test Support Facility. And it was just sort of a

17 daydreaming kind of thing. They are not firmly planned

18 yet, and they will be conducted --

19 MR. PLESSET: I sure hope we hear about it

|
20 before you spend any money, because there has been a lot

|
| 21 of water hammer work, and it still takes place.

22 MR. BEACH: Yes.

23 MR. PLESSETs And I am sure that after your

I () 24 tests there vill be more water hammer events.

25 MR. BEACH: The opinion of the subcommittee

)'

|
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(]) 1 yesterday was that we had not done enough in that area.

2 So anyway, we are going to take a very deep look at that.

3 A BWR plant analyzer will be complete, or that

4 is our plans snywsy to have that completed in fiscal

5 86. And then a wrapup of the analyzer program in '88.

6 And also the SEMISCALE program is envisioned to go on

7 out through then.

8 MR. PLESSETs What about the Mod V? What is

9 going to happen? I as sure you discussed that.

10 MR. BEACH Denny.

11 MR. ROSS: We have a conceptual design study

12 in process now at INEL. It is supposed to produce

13 design information in June or July, sometime this year.

14 There has been two parallel eff orts. Our effort has

15 been to do the long-range planning and the preliminary

! 16 design or conceptual design at INEL. Parallel to that

17 there have been efforts, mostly by NRR, to see if a

18 cooperative funding arrangement could be developed where

19 the ' owne'rs of BC'd reactors could pay for this, at least

20 in part.

21 There has been a lot of correspondence, and

22 most recently from NRR just last week, March 25, to the

23 chairman of the BCW owners group by Mr. Matimo from

() 24 SMUD, and it lists the -- well, it lists the staff

25 concerns with the BEW small break, but I think you have

O
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(]) 1 seen all of these. It is nothing new.

2 We are still talking about whether in the end

3 integral system da ta are needed , and it is pointed out

4 tha t in June of '82 is when the owners are supposed to

5 come back to the staff with a program for small break

6 model verification and discuss -- if they say they do

7 not need a new test facility, to show why not. So this

8 summer is going to be a pretty fateful time on Mod V.

9 We will know about what it will cost and about how long

'

10 it would take to do it. we will either agree with or

11 disagree with the BCW owners group on whether the

12 f acility is or is not needed. All the while we do have

13 a f ormal usar request from NRR for Hod V which includes

14 cooperative f unding.

15 My guess is -- no, my recommendation would be

16 tha t this facility ought to proceed like FIST and like

17 FLECHT SEASET. It should be a tripartite a rrangement

18 between us and some element of the BCW owners and EPRI.

19 And'EPRI, unless they have changed, would like such a

20 trilateral agreement. We would like it, and if we can

21 get the third element involved, the BEW owners, then we

22 are off and running.

23 MR. PLESSETs Thank you, Denny. I wish you

() 24 luck with the owners. It may be troublesome.

25 HR. BEACH: I would like'to move on to the

O
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() 1 LOFT program just very briefly. I am just going to have

2 this one slide.

3 (Slide.)

4 I believe you are scheduled to receive a

5 one-hour briefing on the proposed LOFT consortium.
!

6 MR. SHEWMONa Next month.

| 7 MR. BEACH: So it has been --

8 MR. SHEWMONa It has been delayed.

9 MR. BEACH Our current program is not based

to on the consortium. The current program, as ycu know --

11 and you have heard this many times, and I do not really

12 propose to go into it -- is to finish up testing next

13 February and then go into a plant closedown and

O 14 decommissioning phase with analysis and fuel examination

15 going on during the latter part of next year and early

16 part of the following- year and then a closeout.

17 Let's see. Is there anything else I need to

18 say on LOFT?

19 MR. PLESSETa Can I ask just one last question?

20 MR. SHEWMON: Yes.

21 MR. PLESSET: Did you ever propose to the

22 Japanese to put a B&W secondary on their ROSA IV? That

23 would be an interesting thing if it could be

() 24 rea sonable. They would not be intr, rested unless you

25 paid for it.

O
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() 1 MR. ROSS: In principle there is no reason not

2 -- it would be very difficult.

3 MR. PLESSET: It would? You are not

4 interested in BEW plants, I know, but --

5 MR. ROSS: Of course, you have to buy two new

6 steam generators, and you would also have to - you

7 would have to lower the pumps so that you get the loop

8 seal, and you would have to go into the vessel and put

9 in -- I did not discuss it. We could discuss it with

10 them. It seems like the money that we would have to put

11 in we might be better off in SEMISCALE, although the

12 scaling in ROS A with 10 megawatts electric is going to

13 be much bigger than Mod V.

O 14 MR. PLESSETs It would be very fine. It might

15 not cost more than Mod V, SENISCALE Mod V. They might

16 not be willing to let you do it.

17 MR. ROSS: Well, we vill think about it.

18 MR. PLESSETs Okay.

19 MR. ROSS: The thought had not come to me.

20 MR. EBERSOLE: May I ask a question of Denny?

21 Denny, we seem to be drifting toward a thesis

22 in CE that we will not require any primary PORVs and we

23 will let them go along without the thing, and we are

() 24 drifting, therefore, to the concept tha t we will always

25 have secondary feedwater. And along with that is a

)
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Q 1 further concept that we will provide advanced and more

2 reliable means for depressurization of the secondary

3 side so we can pump water into it from any place we can

4 find, like a creek or something, to guarantee that

5 source of wa ter, not having to deal with 1100 psi

6 feedvater.

7 Does this suggest that we need to do something

8 to see how these PWRs will perform on rapid primary

9 pressure letdown by utilizing fast blowdown on the

10 secondary?

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

-

23

O: 24

25

O
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2

(]) 1 MR. ROSS: I understand the question. I th'.nk

2 Mr. Mathis followed it anyway. When we were going to

3 Davis Besse about three years ago, there was a concern-

4 there because they had experienced temporary loss of

5 both turbine feed pumps into the short-term procedures
|

|
6 tha t let that plant restart.

:

7 There was a design that would blow down at

8 least one of the steam generators down low enough, it

9 was either 100 or 150 pounds, such that the

10 nonsafety-grade boiler feed pump which was there for

11 startup, would have enough -- the head would be enough |

12 so it could supply some certain amount of boiler

13 feedwater and thereby get the heat transfer out of the

14 system.

15 As far as I know, that has not been pursued.

16 I think almost every plant has a startup feed pump of

17 some sort with a discharge head, you know, like a 50 or

18 75 or 100 pounds, and I think they are all sitting there
| |

19 somehow.

20 But as far as using this, to the best of our

21 knowledge, Davis Besse is the only one that had to write
'

22 a procedure that said if you cannot get either of your

23 auxiliary feedwater pumps running, blow down the

() 24 secondary, turn on the boiler feed pump.

25 It is like the Browns Ferry fire, it is a
'I

O
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() 1 thing that is there. It is probably useful. If you had

2 a procedure, the plant probably would be safer. And it

3 sounds like something that would be worth pursuing, on

4 things like the SASA program.

5 MR. EBERSOLE: It is in contradiction to the

6 thermal shock problem to get it down that fast and

7 retain a pressurized primary. And besides, we do not

8 have any, on the general plant design, a really

9 qualified way of getting it down. You know, you cannot

to use turbine bypass because it is in the control

11 category. And the PORVs on the secondary have never

12 been qualified in any safety context.

13 MR. ROSSs I believe that Reg Guide 1.139

14 requires a procedure of some sort for opening that valve

15 in the event it cannot be opened remotely from the

16 control room.

17 MR. EBERSOLE: By hand, maybe.

18 MR. ROSSs Yes. And stay out of the way of

19 the steam while you are doing it. But I believe that is

|
20 part. of the procedure for some plants. That is

| 21 something you would have to check. I think the valve is
l
'

22 operable locally.

! 23 MR. SHEWMON: Gentlemen, there is an ECCS

| () 24 subcommittee on this thing, as I recall, and some of

25 these quest. ions might be brought up there.

,

!
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() 1 MR. PLESSET I was going to tell Jesse just

2 that while this particular CE question we are going to

3 go into in some detail. You have a very good point.i

|

|'
4 MR. SHEWMON: Mr. Beach, please continue.

5 MR. BEACH: All right.

6 HR. SHEWHON: Or terminate. I am not sure.

7 Whichever.

8 [ Laughter]

9 MR. BEACH: I have two more decision units,

10 but I will go very rapidly through those.

11 [S11 del

12 I have three slides on accident evaluation and

13 mitigation. It is our largest and more expanding

14 program in the division of accident evaluation. This is

15 the budget, projected budget, for the out-years for this

16 program. It is a very large and expensive program, and

17 I would like to go through it very quickly, and its

18 subelements.

19 [ Slide]

20 Ihe largest single subelement within this is

21 the subelement called behavior of damaged f uel. And

22 t ha t is the most expensive because that is where we are

23 doing the in-pile testing in PBF. And not shown on the

() 24 chart and finishing up this year are tests in -- well,

25 the testing actually is finishing up this year during

O
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() 1 calendar 1982 in NRU, providing us some -- we expect to

2 provide us and has already provided us -- ballooning

3 testing in full-length bundles as sort of a precursor
}

4 test to the PBF tests which will explore damaged fuel in

5 more depth.

6 MR. SHEWMON: Well, you have changed your

7 slides, but the behavior of damaged fuel was the PBF and

8 the f uel amount is non-PBF or are they all mixed up

9 together?

10 MR. BEACH: No. It is just about all of the

11 PBF work is paid for, not totally but just about all, in

12 the behavior of damaged f uel.

13 ISlidel

O 14 MR. SHEWMON: And those numbers presume that

15 Phase 2 vill go on, or what? I look at your next set of

16 bullets, and it says Phase 1 completed in 1984, yet the

17 budget peaks.

18 MR. BEACHa Well, oka y, th e TS , there is still

1g some f uel examination. I will need to get you a better

20 answer than this, but it is my impression that Phase 2

21 is not funded in this budget. That is my impression.

22 MR. SHEWMON: All righ t .

23 MR. BEACH: All right. The SCDAP Code is

() 24 developed under this subelement and is expected to be

25 complete in fiscal 1985 and the test program completed

O
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(]) 1 in PBF in fiscal 1986.

excuse me, fuel melt2 In the fuel element --

3 subelement, the hydrogen control assensment is complete

4 in fiscal 1984. Incid en tally, hydrogen mitigation comes

5 under another subelement, so that is not here.

6 The CORCON Code, complete in 1984, has the

7 large-scale retention test. CONTAIN Code development

8 also complete. Large-scale proof test and equipment

9 survivsbility will be complete in 1986, as will be the

10 f uel debris-coolan t-concrete tests, also complete in

11 1986.

12 (Slide]

13 In the other two subelements in this decision

O 14 unit, fission product release and transport, I will not

15 bother to read all of that. The most important thing is

16 tha t we are leading to the final assessment and

17 com pletio of the TBAP-MELT Code in fiscal 1986.

18 And then the SASA program will be going on.

19 And ' this is again in the SASA program, this is an area

20 where we just have to tell you that to the best of our

21 knowledge now, I would suspect that there will be new

22 problems that will come up that will need analysis under
i

23 this program.

() 24 So as best we can forecast the future right

|

25 now , we expect to complete that work in fiscal 1986.

O
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() 1 That is just due to our lack of ability to forecast the

2 future accurately.

3 (Slide],/

4 And the last decision unit that I will present

5 is advanced reactors, fast and gas. Curren tl y , our

6 program is strictly for the CRBR. We have been asked by

7 the Commission to do this work and confine the work
8 strictly to CRBR. And the gas-cooled reactor program is

9 being conducted in accordance with the wishes of

10 Cong ress.

11 (Slide]

12 A few bullets on that. As I indicated, our

13 program is entirely in support of the CRBR at this

14 tim e. We will be doing a risk analysis, instrument and

15 con trol work , control room design, human f actors,

16 containment design, and fuel melt studies.

17 We will go on. Fuel melt studies are being

18 conducted at Sandia. And they are being done by the

19 same people who are doing the light-water studies

20 there. And so these two programs dovetail with one

21 another. And then the HGTR program, as listed there.

22 If there are no questions, it is the end of

23 w ha t I have .

() 24 HR. SHEUMON: Then I propose we take a

25 ten-minute break here.

O
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() 1 [Brief recess.]

2 HR. SHEWMON4 Who is next on the agenda here?

3 Please go ahead.
)

4 [ Slide]

5 MR. SHAO: My name is Larry Shao. I will try

6 to cover Chapter 6, reactor and facility engineering.

7 Since there were not too many ACRS members present --

8 MR. SIESS: Larry, please refer to decision

9 unit as well as chapter.

10 MR. SHAO: Okay. GAar, decision unit number

11 5, and long-range research report Chapter 6. Since there

12 were not too many ACRS nembers present yesterday in the

13 meeting , and my presentation was reasonably short, I am

O 14 going to use it again today.

15 Research has in the past been criticized for

16 not working on practical problems and for not providing

17 research results that are really useful to the licensing
.

18 process.

19 With these comments in mind when we developed

~

20 the long-range research plan for this decision unit, we

21 reviewed the past experiences and tried to anticipate

22 what kind of problems we may face in the future. And we

23 came up with this list.

() 24 Age-related degradations: as the reactor gets
,

25 older, age-related degradation will be one of the most

Ov
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() 1 important problems. When the reactor vessel operates

2 for several years, the material has a tendency to lose

3 its toughness due to irradiation and thus is more

'

4 vulnerable to pressure and thermal loadings.

5 We are now faced with the pressurized thermal

6 shock problem. The problem will be even more acute in a

7 few years when the material gets even weaker. There has

8 been a lot of steam generator tube cracking incidence in

9 the past ten years. The most recent ones are at Ginna

10 and Three Mile Island 1.

11 The degradations are mostly age-related, and

12 they are in the form of stress, corrosion, cracking,

13 wastage, intergranular attack, denting, erosion,

14 f atigue, and lately caused by loose parts.

15 These steam generators are supposed to

16 f unction for 40 years, but only after a few years of

17 operation steam generators at Surry 1 and 2, Turkey

18 Point 3 and 4 are being replaced. And many tubes have

been pl'ugged or sleeved.19

20 We believe these problems will continue. The

21 past experience has shown us that the BWRs have pipe

22 cracking on the primary side, and the PWRs have pipe

23 cracking on the secondary side. We believe the pipe

() 24 cracking incidents will con tinue as the plant ages. We

25 cannot completely avoid them, but we can try to minimize

O
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(]) 1 them.

2 MR. SHEWMON: Larry, if I might paraphrase the

3 NBC position in the past, it has always beens we do not

4 care if they go to hell as long as they plug them early

5 because it is not a safety issue if they degrade. Is

6 there coming a change now in that?

7 MR. SHAO: That is why, as you know, we try to

8 have an NRC industry group to look at the whole

9 problem. Maybe we should try to fix right at the

10 beginning. Maybe we should look at the water
'

11 chemistry.

12 MR. SHEWMON: Maybe it is a safety issue.
,

13 MR. SHAO: A safety issue. So we are going to

14 try to look at the whole issue.

15 MR. EBERSOLE: Comparing all of the PWRs, do I

16 understand that CE has not had any problems, ombustion

17 Engineering. It has always been BEW and Westinghouse.

18 Or is that wrong?

19 MR. SHEWMONs I cannot imagine it is righ t.

20 , MR. EBERSOLE: I think I heard in a recent

21 discussion that they really have not had any problems.

22 MR. KERR I thought Palisades had plugged

23 some tubes.

() 24 MR. EBERSOLE: Is it across the board?
|

i 25 MR. SHAO: They also have denting problems.
|

| ()
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() 1 MR. EBERSOLE: There is no pattern then

2 between the designers?

3 MR. SHAO: No CE vessel has had cracking

4 problems.

5 MR. SHEWHON: Please go on. I am not sure you

6 are giving a fast enough overview for the time you are

7 allotted .

8 MR. SHAO: It will be about ,13 minutes.

9 MR. SHEWMON: 13?

'

10 MR. SHA0s Yes.

11 MR. SHEWMON: A lot faster.

12 MR. SHAO: Similarly, in the
.

13 mechanical / electrical components area, as we have seen,

14 pumps, valves, and electrical cables do not function

15 properly as they are supposed to. When a person gets

16 older, you have to have more physical examinations. In

17 the same way , the plant has to be inspected from time to

18 time for flaws and degradations.,

(
I

19 There have been questions on the capability of

20 severely degraded components in resisting accident

21 loadings. But past experience has shown us to detect

22 and characterize flaw s is not an easy task. Design,

23 construction , and computer code errors. The Trojan

t( ) 24 plant was shut down a few years ago because a design

25 error in the control building was discovered. It took
|

|
|
|
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() 1 slmost a year before the plant opera ted. Five plants

2 were shut down cue to computer errors.

3 Due to IE Bulletin 79-14, it was found that

4 most of the piping in the plant was not constructed as

5 analyzed. Errors in seismic calculation were recently

[

6 discovered in Diablo Canyon. We expect to encounter

7 these kind of errors again in the future.

8 We have a lot of experience in using loads or*

9 increasing design loads. The typical examples are

to M ARK-I and M ARK-II con tainments. The containments were

11 designed many years ago. Later on it Weas realized that

12 these containments were not designed for hydrodynamic

13 pool swell loads. It took a tremendous effort froa NRC
'

(~)l' 14 and industry to resolve this issue.

15 Another example, the Three Mile Island

16 accident indicated to us that the containment may be

17 subjected to hydrogen burn and explosion. All the

18 containments were no t designed for hydrogen burn.
!

19 In licensing Sequoyah we had all kinds of

20 dif ficulties in deciding the saf tety margins of

21 containments . It is our belief that this kind of

22 problem would continue and our research program should

23 add ress this kind of problem.

() 24 Changing criteria. Most of the operating

25 plants were designed many years ago, and they were not

O
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() 1 designed for current criteria. For instance, earthquake

2 load of some of the older plants were designed based on

3 static analysis. The current requirement asks for

4 dynamic analysis. The question is are these plants still

5 safe in view of the current requirements?

6 NRC has a systematic evaluation program to

7 review the older plants and our research should support

8 this program. Both Humbold t Bay 3 and GE test reactors

9 were shut down because there was a possibility that

10 earthquake f aults may exist at or near the plants. Both

11 San Onofre 1 and Diablo Canyon earthquake loads have

12 gone up since the orignal design.

13 Right now the USGS and our geologists are

O 14 saying the Charleston eartqhquake may not be limited to

15 the South Carolina area. It may move along the eastern
'

16 region. This means the earthquake load for many plants

17 in the eastern region may go up.

18 In the past we have found equipment adn

1g components had not been properly qualifed for the
,

20 environmental and postulated accident conditions that

21 they are supposed to be; for instance, the connector

22 problems that we f aced a few years ago.

23 Right now there are questions regarding has'

( 24 the equipment in the operating reactor been properly

25 qualified? What backfitting should be required for the

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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



70

() 1 new plants what equipment should be qualified? And wha t'

2 conditions for which the equipment should be qualified?

3 What sequence of testing should be performed?

4 The Zion probabilistic risk assessment shows

5 that seismic is the dominant risk. According to the

6 recent Indian Point PRA study, the largest risks are

7 attributed to the external events, such as earthquake

8 and fire, both of which are within this decision unit.
|

9 When the plants age, there is a larger

10 possibility that some of them will go out of service and

! 11 be decommissioned. They will present unique

I 12 opportunities to validate many analyses and methods that

j 13 have been developed.

14 [Slidel-

15 Now I will talk about the general direction,

16 and I will make it very short. Although our proposed

17 research program places some emphasis on operating

18 plants, a small but significant effort must continue to

19 be directed at new facilities. It sould be noted that

20 much of th e research on operating plants are equally

21 applicable to new plants, and vice versa.

22 The general direction is to understand the

23 time-related effects such as age-related degradation.

() 24 We want to look at the methods of exanination and
25 testing to determine the conditions of components. We

,

(
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() 1 want to interpret the result of these tests for

2 appropriata actions. We want to look at the need to

3 reevaluate operating plants in view of changing

4 criteria. We want to develop new methods of analysis

5 such as PRAs.

6 We regard aging as one of the most important

7 items to be worked on. We are going to develop a

8 comprehensive program to deal with the overall aging

9 problem. We will. identify in a systematic way all the

10 aging mechanisms and components that are most vulnerable

11 to these mechanisms.

12 Priorities will be established based on

13 potential impact on reactor safety. However, the major

14 portion of research associated with aging will be

15 carried out through individual component research. As

16 advised by the ACRS, we are organizing a workshop on

17 plant aging, which will take place in August.

18 All our primary system integrity programs are

19 related to aging. In the primary system integrity

20 program we will study how reactor vessels, steam

21 generators , and piping will degrade under various
|

22 conditions, how will the cracks initiate and grow,

23 whether these cracks will arrest or not, can the

() 24 degraded components withstand various accident
|

25 loadings. . If modifica tions or repairs are necessary,

O
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() 1 how can they be performed safely, or will they have any

2 adverse effects?

3 vur aging program will also include electrical

4 and mechanical components.

5 Another important research area is

6 nondestructive examination. Through in-service

7 inspection, we can find out how badly the components are

8 degraded so that appropriate actions can be taken in a

9 timely manner.

10 Hopefully, our proposed' inspection program

11 will help us identif y and characterize various flaws

12 auch better than we are capable to do at the present

| 13 tim e . The requirements continue to chage as the
|

14 technology progresses. We may discover the original

15 design loads may be underestimated. The seismic loads

to should be la rger, the loads were completely missing, or

l 17 the design criteria had been altered.

18 The questions that the NRC will f ace is with

19 these findings whether the plants are still safe to

20 operate , what backfitting should be required. The

21 results of our safety margin programs in the structural,

22 mechanical, and seismic areas will be useful in

23 evaluating whether the structural and mechanical

() 24 components can withstand these overall loads or
,

' 25 increasing stresses.,

,,

.
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() 1 The licensee staf f can then use these data to

2 decide whether the plants should be shut down or allowed

3 to operate.

4 We anticipate tha t fission product and

5 hydrogen source terms will change in the future, and

6 systems to cope with these new conditions will be

7 proposed, thus requiring NRC decisions on the ,

8 acceptability of other systems in place or those newly

9 proposed.

10 We anticipate fire protection will continue to

11 be an area of changing current requirements. We expect

12 that the issue of control room safety will be raised,

13 and our program reflects this. Depending on the outcome

O 14 of the review of the Indian Point PRA, we may have to

15 give more emphasis on fire protection in the future.
|

16 Our probabilistic programs in the reactor

17 Vessel piping, seismic, and load combination area vill

~18 also give 'us insights into general reactor safety

tg issues.

. 20 We have a long-range decommissioning program.

~ 21 One element of that program is to address facilitation

22 of decommissioning for future plants, although it is
|

' 23 equally applicable f ur operating plants.;

24 More operating plants and longer period of

N
'\ 25 operation mean more spent fuel vill be generated. Since

f

|
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(]) 1 dry spent f uel storage appears to be more flexible and

2 less costly than vet storage, we anticipate applications

3 f or dry spent fuel storage in the near future.

4 We feel component and equipment qualification

5 will be an important issue in the future, and therefore

6 we propose an extensive program on the mechanical and

7 electrical qualifiestion, which will not only be

8 applicable to operating plants but also help the

9 standardization effort for future plants.

10 Another standardization effort includes

11 standardization methods of analysis.

12 THat concludes my formal presentation.

i

| 13 MR. SHEWHON: Larry, I had the impression that

14 this is a long list of areas where on might possibly

15 find things where research would be helpful, but that it

to is sort of three stages removed from a research program,

17 because you have not really gotten down to any place

18 where you are sure research is, A, essential, or, B,'

f
Ig would be helpful, or, C, should be done by the NRC.

20 NR. SHAO: The purpose of long-range plan is

21 to think ahead. Okay. Looking at our past experience,

| 22 thinking of the future, wha t kind of program we should'

23 come up with so that we help. The problem may come up

() 24 in three years or four years, and I anticipate this

25 problem have occurred some have occurred, some have not

O
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() 1 occurred, but we think it may occur in three or four

2 years or five or six yeers.

3 MR. SHEWMON: I would submit that the purpose.

4 of the long-range is not to identify possible global

5 problems, but to identify problems in which NRC research

6 is necessary and beneficial. And it seems to me you

7 have not gotten down to tha t pa rt of it yet. And I

8 would be delighted to be educated. But the presentation

9 has not done that, I guess.

10 MR. SHA0s Okay. Maybe -- I thought I tried

11 to list the problems I can see that hopefully we are --

12 aost of them, we have. programs. We tried to have --

13 some of the programs we have started, some programs we

14 have not started. But the long-range program, the'

15 purpose of the program is, hopefully, you have some kind'

16 of planning , the general direction where we are going.

17 That is what I as trying to do.

18 MR. SHEWMON: Okay.

1g MR. SHA0s I may not do the job but --

20 MR. ROSSs Let me expand on that a minute. We

21 have proposed in the past, and we have not proceeded

22 rigorously, three criteria for deciding when the NRC

23 should sponsor research. And these three are not in any

() 24 particular order of importance. I think they are all

25 equally important. And any one of the three is

O
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(]) I sufficient, according to our theory.

2 The first is we need to do some research to

3 expand the knowledge, awareness, and expertise of the

4 regulatory staff. In other words, there is an area that

5 ve have not worked in. And I think a good example of

6 tha t might be fire protection. We might well do fire

7 protection recesr h such that at the end of that time we

8 know more about fire protection in areas where we have

9 not previously worked.

10 Another criterion is the possible audit role

11 where a regulator, no matter whether it is NBC or

12 another regulator, audits applications and submissions

13 and positions that are advocated by their regulating

O 14 tea m.

15 The third one is the preparation of new or*

16 modification of existing regulations. We need research

17 for the base of those regulations.

18 Now, what we have not done, or what Larry has
.

19 not' done but I thought it was implicit, was that the

20 program he is describing should meet one -- each program

21 should meet one or more of those criteria. I do not

22 know if we can cross-cut it right now and say the fourth

23 bullet meets the second criteria. But I think, you

() 24 know, on reflection and provided at a later date we

25 could do what you just asked, why are we doing these

O
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O i items.

2 MR. SHEWMON: Well, there was a comedian back

3 when by the name of Sherman, and he had a routine. He

4 happened to be rather plump. And he said, you know why

5 I am fat? Well, I came up during the war and my mother

6 said, clean up your platw, children are starving in

7 Europe.

8 And we have identified that children are

9 sta rving in Europe. We have not gotten to where we are

to coing to do anything about it.

11 So insofar as how we en identify a program

12 which will indeed help the " starving children" or be

13 responsive to the program. I would very much like to

O
14 see .

15 Okay, Mike.

16 HR. BENDER: I will be a party to your remarks

17 a nd not try to duplicate them. But in listening to the

18 story that is presented here, I did not find tha t i t wa s

19 vsstlhr dif f erent from what we have been doing already.

20 There may be a difference in the sense of level of

21 emphasis which does not come through very well in the

22 general discussion like this.

23 We have been working on aging right along, for

24 example, in the pressure vessel business, and in

25 discussions about the qualification of equipment. And

O
|
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() 1 if we are going to deal with the matter of how an aging

2 program is to be assessed, I think I would like to have

3 a little bit better understanding about what is it that

4 is new and different about what you are t'..i n k in g now

5 from what it was last year.

6 MR. SHAca Okay, let me look at the aging

7 problem here. Okay. We are doing just exactly what we

8 did before, but the comprehensive aging program is new.'

9 We did not have that last year. This is a systematic

'

10 program. We try to identify some of the components

11 maybe we are missing right now.

12 This program is completely new. If you will

13 notice, in the last year it was not there. The primary

14 system integrity program is the same as before, but we

15 are putting more emphasis on repair and modifications,

18 which we did not have that much in the past.

17 So the subjects are still the same, but the

18 emphasis is a little bit different now.

19 HR. BENDER Let me pursue my point a little

20 bit further. That helps a little, I think. Sta rting

21 out with some kind of analytical effort in the

22 comprehensive aging area to see whether there are other

23 matters that are affected by aging is an appropriate

() 24 question, and I agree with it.

25 MR. SHAO: Yes. Right.

A
V
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(]) 1 MR. BENDER: The matter of repair and

2 sc 'ification, I would have to ask is that a proper role

3 for the regulatory, aging --

4 MR. SHA04 We are not going to deal with

5 repair right now. I do not know whether you are

6 familiar with it, in Sequoyah when they repaired a pipe

7 weld and one of the members said, when you gepair this

8 vay you damage the pipe, and the ACR?, committee aisc --

9 MR. BENDERS I recall that.

10 MR. SHAO: We would look at this kind of

11 problem. We will come up with certain things so that

12 the staff can evaluate the repair procedure that

13 industry proposes.
'

14 MR. BENDER It sounds like it would have to

15 be a very specific type of activity where you take

16 certain events and look at them.

17 MR. SHA0s Yes.

18 MR. BENDER: But I guess I would accept the

19 possibility of doing it. I am less comfortable with

20 continuing on this business of flaw detection and

21 evaluation unless you have some avenues that seem really

22 likely to bear fruit. Have you given thought as to

23 whether --

() 24 MR. SHAO: We feel that we have some fruit -

25 right now in-service inspection is a big problem. First

O
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() 1 of all, inspection is every 10 years. Like Three Mile

2 Island 1 on the generator, first they say it is one

3 thing, then they say another. There is a big problem-

4 whether they are using single frequency, multipla

5 frequency. Also, the tube sheet area is a complete

6 blank.

7 MR. BENDER: We have been working on these

8 things f or 10 years now.

9 NR. SHEPHON: NRC has had a research program

10 out at Oak Ridge for 10 years which is quite

11 successful.

12 MR. SHA0s There are a lot of other areas

13 where we still have problems. For instance, how they

O
.

14 inspect the nozzles, how they inspect the certain

| 15 internals.

16 HR. BENDERa I guess what I as trying to say,

17 really, I do not think anyone could complain about the

18 general nature of the approach. It seems to me that you

19 should narrow it down, the avenues that you are
l

| 20 exploring, a little better than you have up to now. I

21 could not discern a difference really in your

22 presentation this morning from what I heard last year or

23 the year before and the year before that.

() 24 MR. SHA0s Remember, this is a long-range

25 plan. We would like to get the ACRS input. A lot of

| (
t

.
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() I the programs are not formulated.

2 MR. SHEWMON: How do you expect to get ACRS

3 input if they are not formuisted yet? That is our{},

4 complaint at this point.

5 MR. BENDER: The only reason to make comment

6 is to try to draw attention to where we think the

7 program needs to be clarified. I will not say direction

8 change. I do not know that it needs to be. But to some

9 degree, I do not find very much clarity in the direction

10 in which you are going, except to say we are going to

11 keep on doing what we have been doing.

12 MR. KERRs I think you could refer to this as

13 dry bones.

O
14 MR. BF3 DER: I am not too good on the Bible,

15 but I am sure it could be used for most things. One

to last point and I will quit.

17 Fire protection is s f avorite su'o ject around

18 here. Everybody says we need to research it more. But

19 the product of such research is not very useful, has not

20 been very useful up to now. Unless you are able to show

21 some way in which the results have a bearing on the

22 regulatory process, I have to challenge the usefulness

:

23 o f i t . And I think tha t ma y generally apply to most'of

24 the things.

25 If you are doing it to educate people about

O
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() 1 fire protection, this may not be the best way. That is

2 all.

3 MR. ROSS: Larry, let us take Mr. Bender's

4 comment and go on.

5 MR. SHEWHON: Harold, you have a question?

8 MR. LEWISs Two quick questions. One was, you

7 had a throwaway line early in your presentation about

8 the f act that as we get older we have to have more

9 physical exams. I think that usually means we are

10 richer and the doctors want to take more of our money

11 away as we get older.

12 MR. ETHERINGTON: I disagree.

13 [ Laughter]

O
14 MR. SHEWHON: Let us settle that this

i 15 evening.

18 MR. LEWIS 4 But quiF.e seriously, the issue of

17 how often you have to inspect an ancient object is a

18 very complex issue. And in particular, in aircraft it

19 is not regarded as more important to inspect more

,

20 frequently as it gets older. I wonder if your throwaway
!

21 line reflected an NRC position on the subject.

22 MR. SHAO: Reg Guide 1.83 in-service

21 inspection of generator tubes, usually, you know, you

| 24 only look a t 3 percent of the tubes and everything like

| 25 that. And then if you constantly inspect the tubes,
_

1
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() 1 then your frequency, your numbers do go up and your

2 f requency is closer to'
--

3 MR. SHEWMON That is a different criteria

4 than straight age. The ASME code, I think, says it must

5 be completed every 10 years.

6 MR. LEWIS: That is very reasonable.

7 MR. SHA0s The ASME code says every 10 years.

8 Reg Guide 1.83, depending on how you find out --

9 MR. SHEWMONa That is still not age.

10 Okay, did you have another qu'stion?

11 MR. LEWISa One other quick question. Denny

12 described the three criteria for supporting research.

13 and as I recall, one was education of the staff. Number

14 two was the audit control. And number three was in

15 support of regulatory positions or something.

16 I was not all that clear about the third. The

17 first two do not strike me as normally what we call

18 research , and I wonder if there is -- because, you know,

19 educating the staff can occur by sending them to

20 sch ool. You do not have to create new knowledge to

21 improve the knowledge of the staff unless it is already

22 perfect in all existing knowledge.

23 I wonder if there is a subtle change in the

() 24 Philosophy of the research program that I have missed,

25 because when two out of three do not match wha t I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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

--- -
- _ . - - -



84

1 normally mean by research, I worry a little bit. Am I(}
2 missing something?

3 MR. ROSSs No, no. I do not think so. I used

O 4 fire protection specifically. I did not mean education

5 in the sense of scholastic route. But the -- let me

j 6 see, the magnitude of destructive fires as it might

7 aff ect a nuclear power plant is something that I do not

8 think in 1975 we were prepared to regulate. I do not

9 think we knew how to regulate fire protection. And I

10 think it took some physical research as well as, I am

11 sure, ccme analysis before we felt comfortable

12 regulating it.

13 Now, I think there are a number of other areas

14 tha t fit the criteria. Just because a new safety

15 problem had cropped up and we had not dealt with it and

16 one way to become technically competent as a regulator

17 is to engage in a research program. That is what I

18 meant s to enhanca competence.

19 MR. LEWIS: I am a little bit confused. If I

20 m a y , just one second. The way you described the intent

21 o f the fire research program -- leaving aside my good

22 friend Mike Bender -- whether it does any good is really

23 wha t I would put under number three, helping to

() 24 formula te regulatory , rational regulatory postures.

25 Ihen right at the end you came back to

O
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O ' 1 proviaa tae au 11tr or ** =t **- ^=a ro= xao -

2 these may be interrelated, but they are really quite
,

3 dif ferent. And I well understand, since I work at a

4 university, that we always say you cannot learn a

5 subject without doing original research in it.

6 But I wonder if that is a proper posture for

7 the NRC. And if it is a proper posture, I wonder if it

8 has been here all along and I never noticed it before.

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

| 21

l

| 22
l

23
~

l 24

|

| 25
|

O
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(]) 1 MR. ROSS: Two comments. First, it is this

2 type of discussion I was suggesting in my opening

3 remarks that I think would be appropriate to assume

4 within six months more detailed and deliberate

5 discussion with the research subcommittee. Also, if you

6 notice, as time progressed we did move f rom fire

7 protection " education" into Appendix R, so we were then

8 f acing in another criterion, how do we write a good

9 regulation on fire protection and indeed, research may

10 be needed for that as well.

11 HR. LEWIS: I will drop this subject, but let

12 the record show that I am not against improving the

13 quality of the staff.

14 MR. EBERSOLEs Ye ste rd a y , Denny, we were

15 talkingabout the AC/DC systems, the DC system in
|
l

16 particular, and eventually, we came to a mutual'

17 understanding that if we fix the DC system to make it

18 perf ect, we would put another large patch on a

19 continuing problem, which is the fact that it is only

20 part of the process that we.are trying to protect, which

| 21 is shutdown heat removal capability.

22 If we have a DC system failure that is the

23 thing it is going to threaten -- the shutdown heat

| () 24 removal capability. So it would be useless to make

25 either the DC system or the fire protection concept

O
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()' 1 perfect in the context that you would never do quite as

2 good a job as you would if you went out and did a

3 diversionary move, or you, in essence, crea ted dedicated

4 systems which will be inviolate in aspect to combined

5 simultaneous fires occurring at distant parts in the

8 environment.

7 In short, even if you protect fire protection

8 and understand it completely, unless you advance the

9 concept of dedication of the shutdown heet removal

10 process to render it immune from a common fire, I think

11 you are working vsy out of the research area. The DC

12 system is only part of a larger problem. Understanding

13 fire, as long as you permit, distribute vulnerability to

14 fire, is a long-term useless process. You will never

15 perfect it. You have got to go to a dif ferent stra tegy

18 which is to make your shutdown capacity invulnerable to

17 the fire threat.

18 On the second thing, I was worried about the

19 Watts Bar finding that they had to take their water

20 piping, even though they have not gone into operation

21 yet , and line the piping with masonry inside to keep it

22 f rom rusting out at a hasty rate. I do not know whether

23 o r no t there are many plants in place now which have

() 24 streaks of rust or such things as service water piping,

25 a nd have, in essence, lost all of their seismic

O
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() 1 competence, and we do not know that. And I do not see

2 anything up in here in the aging where you have primary

3 system integrity which looks liks effects like that,
O.,

4 which are growing in to our old stations. Do you intend

5 to look at that? How do I know I do not have a bunch of

6 old rusty pipes coming from the river to the plant? If

7 you shake them a little bit they will disintegrate.

8 MR. SHA0s Okay. We have a so-called degraded

9 piping program. The purpose is to assess the age of

| 10 piping a t either a nuclear facility, or maybe it is in

11 conventional f acilities which is similar in nature, and

12 then we test the pipings how much those degraded piping

13 -- what is the capability of the degraded piping.

14 MR. EBERSOLEa Are those carbon seal?

15 MR. SHEWMON: Could we get onto to that one at

16 some other time, please? If there is an LER from the

17 Wa tts Bar incident I would be interested in hearing

18 about it. But are there any other general questions on

19 this?

20 (No response.)

21 Okay, thank you, Larry.

22 MR. MORRIS 0fs My name is Bill Morrison, I am

23 Deputy Director of the Division of Facility Operations.

() 24 I will be talking about decision unit number 6, which is

25 entitled Facility Operations and Safeguards. This is

O
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(]) 1 covered in Chapter 7 of the Long-Range Research Plan.

2 Most all of the items in this decision unit are handled

3 by the Division of Facility Operations. I have to

4 a pologize f or not having viewgraphs this morning. When

5 Carl Galler, the Division Director, finished his

6 presentatica shortly before 7:00 last night, we all

7 bailed out in the rainstorm to rescue our cars before

8 they were impounded for the night. No transfer of

9 viewgraphs took place. However, I believe you all have

10 a set of the viewgraphs that is labeled Facility

11 Operations and Safegua rds.

12 The subalements in this decision unit are

13 human engineering, plant instruments and controls,

14 occupational radia tion protection, emergency

15 preparedness, safeguards and quality assurance. The

18 second page provides a summary of the dollars for

17 research in this decision unit.

18 You will note that for fiscal year 83, the

19 congressional-approved budget for the decision unit was

20 $ 13.5 million. In fiscal year 84, we are planning on a

21 budget of $19.4 million, a 44% increase. From 84 to'87

22 it shows a relatively stable projection of expenditures

23 a nd then dropping off for fiscal year 88.

() 24 The first element I want to briefly cover is

25 the human engineering research. This was budgeted at

O
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() 1 $3.9 million this fiscal year. It goes up to $4.8

2 million in fiscal year 83, and goes up further to $6.9

3 million -- it is projected to go up to $6.9 million in

4 fiscal year 84. This is one of the highest priority

5 items that is identified in the Commission's PPPG. It I
1

6 was also given a high priority in the recent memorandum

7 f rom Harold Denton commenting on the long-range research

8 program as well as in the ACRS report to Congress.

9 The programs in this element under human

10 engineering are, number one, human factors. That

11 primarily concerns research on th"; operator / machine

12 interf ace. Next is a program on licensee qualifications

13 which will include not only qualifications but research

O 14 on what training methods -- how training methods can be

15 improved. New ideas in training to make sure or provide

16 further assurance of operator competence.

17 Another item is on plant procedures; research

18 on what can be done to improve procedure preparation to

19 minimize chances of error and assure that the procedures

20 can indeed be carried out correctly.

21 And the last item is on human reliability.

22 This gets into research on just what is human

23 reliability , how much can you count on the operator

() through means such as simulator experiments. And of24

25 course, along with that is what we find -- tha t

O
i
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() I improvement is need6d in human reliability. It will get

2 into methods to obtain such improvement.

3 MR. MOELLER: Excuse me. On that particular

4 item, do you assume in evaluating each one of these

5 f actors that the -- fo r, sa y , the operators chemselves,

6 do you assume that the control room is habitable? In

7 other words, someone else is taking care of that?

8 MR. HORRISON: Yes. In all the research that

9 is planned now with regard to the control rooms, I

10 believe yes, we assume that the control room is

11 habitable.

| 12 MR. MOELLER: Where is there any cross-linka ge

13 to be sure that the environment in the control room is
O 14 at a stage or in a state where the people then -- where

15 the humans can be reliable,' where the humans can apply

16 good human f actors and so forth? Does someone talk back

17 and forth on that?

18 MR. MORRISON: I cannot answer that question

19 specifically at this time. I know it not in our

20 decision unit. At least, I cannot identify it.

21 MR. MARK Do I understand from something that

22 you just said that staff imagines that it can pick up a

23 quy who is 20 or 25 years old, and by talking to him,

() 24 make him more reliable, or what? That is absolute

25 nonsense. You can pick him up at the age of 2 or 3.

O
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() 1 MR. KERRa I assumed they were going to design

2 a new class of people, Carson.

3 MR. MARKS Oh, I see.

4 MR. MORRISON: I do not remember saying any

5 such thing, unless I --

6 MR. MARKS You said reliability of the

7 operator. You are going to have to do research.

8 MR. MORRISON: Research on human reliability

9 to find out, first o f all, given existing control rooms

to through slaulstor experiments --

11 MR. MARKS Oh, you make the control room more

12 compatible with his motions. You are not going to

13 cha nge the character --

0
14 MR. MORRISONs We are not going to change the

15 ope ra tor. I did not mean to indicate -- when you find

16 out that human reliability is less than it should be,

17 that we are going to change the makeup of the human

18 being , we may well -- it ma y well lead to improved

|
19 training, increased emphasis on training in certain

20 a re as .

21 MR. SHEWMON Human engineering has to do with

22 the engineering of the environment, not the human,

23 a ppa rently.

() MR. MARK: I am just learning.24

25 MR. MORRISON: It can also get into what I

}
|
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(]) 1 mentioned a t the start here. The operator / machine

2 interface.

3 MR. MARK Fine.
)

4 MR. MORRISON: It may not be the operator's

5 f ault, it may be the interface.

6 MR. WARD 4 Bill, isn't that last item really

7 directed towards quantifying human reliability?

8 MR. MORRISON: Yes, a lot of it is identified

9 as quantifying human reliability.

10 Okay, the next element is on plant instruments

11 and controls. This is broken down into four areas. The

12 first is on plant control, protection and electric
.

13 systems. The research area will get into work that is

O 14 already started but will go into this period, on the

15 safety implications of some of this -- the systems and

to equipment which have not previously been considered to

17 be safety related or safety grade by the staff.

18 I should indicate that this element, the plant

1g instruments and controls, is another one with an

20 increasing research expenditure. It was $2.7 million

21 this fiscal year; it is planned to go up to $3.6 million

22 in fiscal year 83, and $6.4 million in fiscal year 84.
.

23 Another program is on plant instrumentation

() 24 components. This is to do research to make sure that

25 the equipment such as the instruments to monitor the

O
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() 1 course of the accidents, instruments such as a reactor

2 pressure vessel water level, what can be done to improve

3 the perf ormance of these instruments.

4 Another program is on diagnostic

5 instrumentation methods. For example, noise signature

6 diagnostics. And last is the research on advanced

7 concepts. A lot of this primarily involves greater use

8 of computers, microprocessor controls and so forth.

9 The next subelement is occupational radiation

10 and protection research. There is a slight increase

11 f rom 83 to 84 from $2.1 to $2.5 million. We intend to

12 add ress things like occupational, ALARA, research on
,

13 health physics measurements improvement, research on

14 internal dose control, research on personnel performance

15 improvement, primarily the health physics personnel and

16 research on dose rate reduction, methods of achieving

17 dose ra te reduction.

| 18 HR. MOELLER: Excuse me. To comment on that

19 just briefly, it seems that the items that you have

20 11sted there, perhaps the middle one, internal dose

21 con trol, could give you some improvement. In other

22 words, better protection. And certainly the last one,

23 dose rate reduction could make a major impact on the

() 24 doses, the occupational doses.

25 What I am wondering as I read this is whether

O
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(]) 1 you are working in a vacuum or whether the emphasis is

2 on the right subject. It seems to me that in the most

3 recent years, you have been fighting a losing battle.

4 In other words, the source term is increasing. The

5 plants are more and more contaminated, and you can run

6 I' aster and f aster, but all the ALARA in the world that

7 you can implement will never reduce the dose as fast as

8 the source term is increasing.

9 So, the two areas, without having studied it,

10it would seem to me the two areas that should receive
11 priority in terms of emphasis would be the last one,

12 dose rate reduction, where the situation has gotten out

13 of hand, less source term control meaning prevention to
-

*
14 try to get the people, the group that 1s doing the

15 research on the control of the source term within
16 reactors, to do a f ar better job there, so that you have

17 at least a fighting chance of accomplishing something.

18 But you certainly cannot do it alone.

19 MR. MARKS Would you say, Dade, that this ties

20 in with a remark tha t Larry Shao made, as things get

21 older, they have to be maintained or inspected more and

22 more? That is expensive from that point of view, and it

23 should be just as much of a concern as to whether one

() 24 needs to inspect them that often, or can afford to

25 inspect them less often, or improve the means of

O
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1 inspection.

2 MR. M3ELLER: Yes.

3 MR. MARKS Those reductions could come about

4 that way. That would be part of the research, I presume.

5 MR. MORRISONs Yes. I think your comments are

6 very appropriate. The dose ra te reduction -- of courso,

7 there is a lot going on on decontamination of the plants.
.

8 MR. MOELLER: Well but, now wait, there is a

9 lot going on and then we read that at Dresden, which of

10 cource is not an NRC project, but we read it is

11 postponed once again. So I think it might not be

12 research but one of the best things the NRC could do

13 would be to scream loud and clear to get DOE and the

14 utility to move forward with that experiment and find

15 out whether it is going to work.

16 MR. MORRISON: Yes, I also agree with your

17 comment that one of the best ways to reduce the dose is

18 to consider that aspect in the original design of the

19 pla nt , the sensibilities of maintenance.

20 MR. SHEWMON: The operation influences it a
|

21 fair amount, too.

22 MR. MORRISON: Yes.

23 MR. MOELLER Well, Chairman Shewson's

() 24 concepts on water chemistry and so forth can play a big

25 role in the control of the source. So I think in order

O
|
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() I to solve this problem there has to h a a loo k a t the

2 total problem.

3 MR. MORRISON: Okay, going on, the next item

4 which is a low budget ites as far as NRC is concerned

5 because a lot is being done by FEMA, this is in

6 emergency preparedness research. The resea rch there is

7 intended to look a t, as I said, monitoring, ways to

8 monitor radiological releases, look at the

9 organizational and individual responsibilities and their

10 interf aces, inf ormation-filtering incidents and other

11 means of protecting the public health and safety during

12 a radiological emergency.

13 MR. MARK: In the things I have seen about

14 t hat, one sees frequently references to evacuation. I

15 suppose that the study involved there is to find out

16 what roads there are and whether they can be blocked one

17 way so you can run two lanes of traffic in the other
|
| 18 direction and so on. And I never see anything that

1g brings to my mind the thought that people are raising

20 the question of sheltering, which would probaby be

21 better, and certainly, less exhausting. Get in your

22 house and stuff towels in the windows and sit there
23 until you hear f rom us. - Is that ever given any thought?

() 24 MR. MORRISON: Yes, I think it is given

25 thought. I think that would be covered under the

|

|
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() 1 protecting of the public health and safety during a

2 radiological emergency.

3 MR. MARKS I would think it should. It has

4 never been clear to me that it is.

5 MR. MORRIS 0Na Evacuation, of cou rse, is a

6 very traumatic experience, and it itself will probably

7 result in injury and so forth.

8 MR. M0ELLERs Well, to comment on this again

9 briefly, one of the best things in the world you could

10 d o , I believe, would be to work with the people who are

11 responsible for the instrumentation, determine the

12 nature of and the course of the accident. Now, if they

13 know the nature of and the course of an accident, there

14 is a much better probability that they can provide you

15 the information you need well in advance of when you

16 need it, to implement whatever protective measures must

17 be applied to the population.

18 So that may be the area that really needs the

19 major emphasis. Now, you say information flow. Maybe

20 you are covering it there.

21 MR. MORRISONa Okay, the next --

22 MR. WARD: I do not want to get into too much

23 detail, but your comment that the evacuation might in

() 24 itself result in injury -- and that is always factored

25 in, that is sort of a conventional wisdom, but didn't

O
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1 the Canadian experience a couple of years ago at' the ,

"2 plant up there -- I forget where it was, near Toronto

3 where I think there was I chemical release anI they ~'

4 evacuated successfully a very.large population withou't

5 any of these fearsome things happening.
-

-

6 Is that experience being factored into the

7 attitudes that the -NRC and FEMA have toward evacuation?

8 MR. HORRISON: I am sure -- I cannet answer
. -

9 your question specifically, but>I an almost. positive it

10 is. Of course, the question is, in a major nuclear

11 power plant accident, are the numbers of people involved -

12 compa rable to --

13 MR. MARK: It was a quarter of a million in J

O 14 Toronto, more than the populati on of Harrisburg.

15 MR. MORRISON: The next element is on
-

16 safeguards research. This is a declining expendituro.
s

17 It was $2.2 and will be 52.2 in ' fiscal year 83. It will
.

18 go down slightly to $2- aillion in. fiscal year 84. The

19 research here vill De primarily on protection, research

20 on protection of- nuclear material from theft, and also

21 on protection of nuclear f acilities from sabotage.

| 22 And the last item in this decision unit is on

23 research on quality assurance.. The objective is to

|
24 improve quality assurance program activities-in.'the

| design, construction and operat' ion of nuclear
|

25

'
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2 guidance on implementing a graded quality assurance

p 3 program', see if we can learn something from other
~

4 ,a'g e .cie s ' programs such as NASA and their systems
/

#/ 5 reliability program, and also to research on required
..

6_ qualifications of personnel performing quality assurance-

7 f unctions.
i

8 C '-
',.

That briefly outlines the elements in this

9 decision ' unit.
_ , - i-

10 'MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.
,L -

'
11 - ,,.MR. WARD: One question.

,

~

12 ,' IEk. SHEWMON: Yes.

13 MR. WARDa On the quality assurance research
,

14 you brought' up a point yesterday about the possibility

15 of doing some research on whether traditional quality'

- 16 assura,nce programs have been effective in improving
i
' 17 plant reliability. And it is not really clear to me

18 t ha t that fits under any of the three items you have
,

,

1 9 s h'o w n t h e r e .
,

20 I guess there was some indication yesterday

21 that you might take that suggestion seriously. But have

. 22 you. -- has a nybody thought anymore about it?

23 MR. MORBISON: Yes, I thought more about it.

24 Maybe I' could say a few words about it. I listened to

25 the discussion yesterday afternoon. When you say

.
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1 traditional quality assurance methods, whether this is(}s

2 really on the right track. ..I am not sure I really
~

3 understand that.

O
4 The traditional quality assurance methods that

5 sre used toda/, both se-required by NRC regulations in

6 Appendix P and as employed by DOD, NASA and, in fact,

7 anybody that is involved in the high technology program,

a basically uses the same so-called traditional Q A.
.

9 As you pointed out yesterday, they may not

10 call it quality assurance. In fact, the Department of

11 Defense does not call it quality assurance; they talk

12 about a quality program. Other people do the same thing'

10 and they do not call it anything. I was involved with

14 naval reactors for nine years and that is where I

15 lea rned about quality assurance, except we did not call

18 it' quality assurance.

17 NRC adopted the so-called NASA terminology

'

18 where they called it quality assurance. In some

19 respects I think that ias a major mistake in that it
,

20 would have been better I think to call it a quality
.

21 program .

22 'J h a t are the traditional quality assurance

23 progranc? They are things like requiring that people be'

() :24 proviced wcitten documents such as instructions and

25 procedures f or doing the work so you have confidence ina

O
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(]) I what they are going to do. There are things like

2 controlling documents such as those instructions and

3 procedures. Things like controlling the design and

4 making sure you control the design changes and they get

5 properly reviewed and approved.

6 They are things like making sure that

7 identification is maintained on the material and

8 equipment so that you do not use the wrong part. So I

| 9 do not know that -- that is why I call traditional

10 quality assurance programs, which we require -- and

11 anybody will use it; they have to use it make washing

12 machines, for example. And as we also indicated

13 yesterday, we were very dissatisfied with some of what

'

14 is taking place in the industry and in NRC for that

i 15 matter, because of the results.

16 When we get into the fiascos like Diablo
;

|

17 Canyon and so forth, it indicates that something is

18 vrong. They are not implementing a program that they

19 should. And I should also mention that the Office of

|
20 Inspection and Enforcement does have the lead on this

21 whole area of improving quality assurance. They are

22 working on a commission paper that will address new

23 initiatives on quality assurance. Our quality assurance

() 24 section leader has been working full time in helping

25 them get together this program.

O
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O i MR. WARo. Okar, I do not think roo oot ar

2 point, but I do not think this is the appropriate forum

3 for it. We will bring it up again. I need to state it

4 more clearly.

5 MR. EBERS01Es Mr. Chairman?

6 MR. SHEWMON: Bill?

7 MP, KERRs I assume that quality assurance is

8 not an end in itself. That the quality is the end. It

9 seems to me if you conclude that you are dissatisfied

10 with the quality being produced, one could loo'k at a

11 number of things to see if they could be improved. And

12 one of the things that one,might look at is to see

13 whether the QA program is indeed accomplishing its

O -

14 purpose , which is not just to be a QA program, but to

15 improve quality.

16 MR. MORRISON: That is the end result. That

17 is the ultimate test of the quality assurance program.

18 If you do not get the quality, something has gone wrong.

19 MR. WARD: And I guess the point I raised

20 yesterday was suggesting that there migh t be some

21 research that can be conducted to tell us whether that

22 indeed is happening. And it does not look to me like --

23 MR. KERR: I do not think it would take a lot
%

(V
,

24 of research personally.

25 MR. MORRISON: Yes. There is -- '

O
.
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() 1 MR. BENDER: It is more likely to be which

2 parts of the quality assurance program are effective as

3 opposed to which ones are not. And the sost of us are

4 getting more turned off by paper and audits every day,

5 but that does not mean that there are not some elements

6 in the quality assurance program tha t are effective, and

7 ve probably need to know what they are.

8 MR. MORRISON: Maybe a lot of is

9 psychological. I know, I have-been involved with

'

10 quality assurance for a long time and just because the

11 regulator requires a quality assurance program it turns

12 out some of the people in the industry think this is

13 something we have to do because the regulator requires

O '

14 i t , but not something that is essential for them to do '

15 to achieve quality.

16 MR. KERR: It seems to me one of the reasons

17 they may draw this conclusion is because the NRC itself-

18 does not have a QA program. And it would seem to me

19 tha t one would have to conclude that if the NRC took QA

20 very seriously, it would ha ve its own QA program. Since

| 21 it does not, it seems to me about the only conclusion
l

22 tha t one could draw is that the organization that is

23 requiring all this does not really think it is very

24 eff ective.
I

25 MR. SHEWHON Why don ' t we leave that one?

O
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(]) 1 MR. MORRISON: That point has been made

2 before. It was made by the Sandia --

3 MR. KERR I have made it before. I shall

4 con tinue to try to make it.

5 MR. SHEWMON: Denny, we have 15 minutes to

6 cover six speakers or four. Chet does not seem to -- he

7 thinks he has heard this too many times before to help

8 us out with it, so if you could help me at this point.

9 Just tell me a little bit about what comes yet in this

10 presenta tior: .

11 MR. ROSSa There are two speakers remainings

12 Mr. Podolak will discuss decision units 7 a nd 8, vaste

13 management and site and environment. The last speaker

14 will be Bernero on system unreliability. We can just

15 ration them to five minutes each.

16 MR. SHEWMON: Mr. Knightog is sitting here

17 because he is so interested in what you have to say or

18 because he has something to say yet, too, maybe.

19 MR. ROSS: The best evidence is the speaker

20 himself.

21 MR. KNIGHTON: I am here really at your call.

22 We just delivered to your subcommittee yesterday Mr.

23 Denton 's le tter to RES. If the ACRS would like to

() 24 comment on it, I can be here to answer questions.

25 MR. SHEWHON: And that letter deals with your

O
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() 1 comments on the long-range plan?

2 MR. KNIGHTON: That is correct.

3 MR. SHEWMON4 Why don't we get on with the

4 next one and try and make it brief, I guess.

5 MR. PODOLAK4 My name is Ed Podolak, I am

6 Frank Arsenault's technical assistant in the Division of

7 Health, Siting and Waste Management. I am going to

8 discuss two decision units very briefly, decision unit 7

9 and Chapter 8 in the long-range research plan, the vaste

to management decision unit.

11 In the slide that characterizes the dollars,

12 you can see a slight bow wave in the 85-86 timeframe.

13 This is because the low level waste research program and

O 14 the uranium recovery research program will be turning

15 down. The high level vaste program is expected to have

16 a steady increase to about the $8 million level.

17 (Slide.)

( 18 .The high level vaste program has been
|

19 cha racterized to da te by the site characterization

20 phase. We are supporting the site characterization phase

21 of licensing review. There is a subtle shift in the 83

22 and 84 program to the construction authorization phase.

23 Two engineering factors -- sealing bore Moles,

( 24 fracturing of rocks, that continues in the out years.

; 25 In lov level waste we are basically looking toward
i

l
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() 1 closure, decommissioning, low level waste burial sites

2 in the outer years.

l
3 Alternative methods for low level waste

4 disposal has been confined in the planning stages to

5 intermediate depth disposal, and this is a program which

6 tends to get pushed out each year. We hope to get

7 started on it in 83.

8 in uranium milling and mining we are basically

9 looking at characteristics of tailings that can be used

10 -- we are looking at processing and looking at what

11 characteristics of tailings can be used to our advantage

12 in disposal, how much you change the process.

13 In the area of remedial actions for inactive

O 14 sites, you see the old story of covers, con trol of air,

15 water erosion and seepage into groundwater.

16 (Slide.)

17 The siting and environment decision unit. The

18 largest factor is the zeroing of the environmental

g impact research program. This is decision unit 8,

i 20 Chapter 9 of the long-range research plan. What was

21 formerly the siting element will now be called the

22 siting and environment element because there are some

'

23 aspects of research which have been called environment

() 24 which are really si tin g such as some radiological

25 protection.
,

O
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() 1 The earth sciences element shows a restoration

2 to the $7 million level, fully restored in 1985. Health

3 eff ects shows a restoration to the $3 million level in

4 84. This is a restoration over cuts which were

5 sustained in FY82.

8 (Slide.)

7 Characteristics of siting and environment

8 program and the long-range research plan are the

9 research which will be the basis of siting and

10 environmental decisions, s:cio-economic impacts. Now,

11 these two programs, there will be an expansion beyond

12 reactor siting and beyond the impact, the socio-economic

13 impacts of reactor siting into high level waste, lov

14 level waste and large materials licensees.

15 The area, seismic and geologic programs, will

18 continue and their funding vill increase. The

17 meteorological research will be basically to validate

18 meteorological models and that will show a downturn.

19 And'as Billy Hills presented to you some months ago, the

20 area of health ef fects, he is staffing to establish a

21 center of excellence within the Commission for health

22 effects assessment.

23 MR. AXTMANN: Does the socio-economic unit

() 24 involve any research on methods to limit population

. 25 growth in sites?

O
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() 1 ER. PODOLAKs I have to be careful of how I

2 characterize that. What they are examining is

3 alternatives. Okay? The effects post-licensing changes

4 and alternatives. There is no policy today. There is

5 no -- they are at the analysis stage. There is not set

6 policy on how that is going to be done. I believe that

7 there is no commission policy on how that is going to be

8 done.

9 For instance, it may be done through local

10 zoning changes. It may be done through --

11 MB. AXTMANN: My question was, are

12 considerations of this matter, or research on this

13 matter, included in that unit or somewhere else or

O
14 nowhere ?

15 58. P3DDLAKs The answer is yes, it is

16 included right there.

17 MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.

18 MR. MOELLER: Excuse me. Are you doing

19 anything on the problem of the loss of a major resource

20 such as a drinking >ater supply, following an accident?

21 MR. PODOLAK No, we have that question -- I

22 do not know the answer to that. We have that question

23 in hand from you yesterday and we are aware of it and

k 24 will certainly be looking a t that.

25 MR. MOELLER: Thank you.

O
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() 1 MR. SHEWMON: Bob. Chet, was it your idea

2 that we would hear from NRR on something, or do you want

3 to have that for questions or what?

4 MR. SIESS: We did not hear from George !
)

5 Knighton yesterday, but he has a f airly short

6 presentation I beliave based on the viewgraphs he had,

7 and I think it would be worthwhile hearing from him and

8 seeing if the committee has any questions of him.

9 MR. SIESS: Fine.

10 MR. BERNER0s Don't I get to talk ?

11 MR. SHEWHON: Oh, always.

12 (Laughter.)

13 We were only wondering what came next.

O
14 MR. BERNER0s I will be brief. I will be

15 brief . Let me just show you a couple of charts here.

16 (Slide.)

17 I am covering Citapter 10 of the long-range

18 plan which is decision unit 9; namely, systems and

19 reliability analysis or what most people think of as

20 risk analysis. It is an area at the heart of the

21 evaluatio of saf ety in that it is an orthogonal look at

22 the process when compared to our conventional safety

23 review. That is the principal reason we are doing the

24 research .

25 It is a natural arm for the regulatory

.
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() 1 process. And basically, we are developing methods for

2 risk analysis and ways to use them. And we also look

3 for improvement of the regulatory process itself,

4 associated with that. The budget here I can identify

5 with the anecdote that was leveled earlier about I

6 always clean my plate. We have had the funding in this

7 area -- the funding in this area has been constant for

8 two years there. And the year behind it wa s the same.

| 9 Some people call that a bow wave, you know, when you

10 have constant funding, and the next year that has not

11 been approved yet is substantially higher. It reminds

12 se more of what happens with the f at when you put on a

13 girdle; you know, it just kind of squeezes ahead and,

) 14 renlity is always going to bring you back down.

15 (Laughter.)

16 (Slide.)

17 But basically, if you look at the funding

18 trend, the key thing is that the reactor risk and

i 19 reliability analysis goes up and comes back down. The
1

20 others are much more flat. The methodology and data and

1
21 the transportation and material risk, which is the

22 smallest element.

23 So let me just overlay on this some of the

() 24 things that are happening. The trends or content.
|

25 (Slide.)

|
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() 1 As a matter of background, remember we are |
|

2 assuming th a t the national reliability evaluation

that is the systematic review, PRA review of3 program --

4 opera ting and pipeline plants -- is underway on the

5 narrow scope that we promotes namely, an IREP scope, a

6 system reliability analysis or a core melt analysis. We

7 are also presuming that Phase 1, the early stage of

8 severe accident research, is nearing completion. I will

9 talk a little bit on the second slide about that. But

10 tha t is the severe accident research that goes with a

11 rulemaking , if you will, or a pseudo-rulemaking if you

12 do not like the grandiose and ornate rulemaking process. -

13 And we are also assuming that we are

O 14 continuing our program and nearing completion of the

15 risk appraisals of transportation and mater'ials, which

16 includes the fuel cycle facilities. We have a companion

17 activity in that, companion to the reactor risk. Well,

|
18 in transport and materialc. We will complete risk and

| .

developmen t for waste management and the19 methodology'

20 fuel cycle in the timescale of this program so that we

21 will then have a risk basis for the regulation thereof.
l

| 22 We will weigh the complete evaluation of

23 severe transport accidents. However, in the

) 24 transportation area ve have a real problem because the

!
25 courts keep reaching decisions which you say you have to!

| C)

.
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() 1 do more, you have to do more, and we believe that in

2 this program we will develop revised regulatory

3 approaches, especially for the fuel cycle.

4 (Slide.)

5 Now, if I turn to the last chart in the

6 reactors, we will be completing the severe accident

7 appraisal. This is part of a document you have seen in

8 draf t form called NUREG-0900, the severe accident

9 research program. The basic structure we have in there,

10 you confine the elements. We are refining accident

11 sequences; that is, going back to existing risk analyses

12 and working on them to redraw the table of accident -

13 sequence probabilities. Namely, the identity of the

O 14 accident and the probability thereof.

'

15 We are also simultaneously working on improved

' 16 consequence models. We have the old MARCH code, the

17 CORRAL code and the CRAC code. We are elevating to

18 M A R CH 1. 2. CORRAL 2 becomes MATADOR, and CRAC is CRAC

19 2. And then lastly, we are going to evolve to a single

20 risk assessment code, MELCOR, which amalgamates all

21 three of them into a single code structure. And we use:

22 the redefine probabilities and refine consequence

23 analysis tools to restate reactor risks.

24 And on an essentially annual basis we will and

25 are developing a statement to the best of our knowledge

O
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() 1 and the best of our tools and analytical capability.

2 Here is a current statement of reactor risks for that

3 kind of a reactor, a boiling water reactor with a Mark

4 III containment or whatever we have. And with those, we

5 are doing generic value impact analyses for principal

6 design changes. A pressure management venting system

7 f or a Mark II containment or what we usually call

8 filtered vent containment system where you would have

9 pressure management plus a filter.

10 We are doing these generic analyses. The

11 preliminary results are coming out in 1982, and the

12 first major set in 1983. And we would complete these in

13 the plan in 84 and 85.

O
14 Now, along with the statements, we have what

15 amounts to restatements of reactor risk and the

16 principal uncertainties and risk and places where

17 research can significantly reduce the questions. And we

18 intend to use these as a principal means to direct or
.

19 prioritize research, along with the results.

20 Now, if we come up with conclusions that

21 generic value impact analyses say certain f eatures are

22 clea rly desirable to enhance containment performance or

23 whatever, and here is the technical basis, then we go

() through, in our regulatory alternatives, how do we do24

25 it, do we leave it as a technical basis for case-by-case

O
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() 1 decision, or do we go into what people call severe

2 accident rulemaking and do it something like we are

3 doing with hyd rogen.
)

4 So that is basically it. The principal thing

5 that is listed at the bottom here is that we would come

6 in this program, coming in after the IREP, NREP and

7 severe accident near-term programs. We have put in the

8 program the revised reactor safety study. That would be

9 basically the next step in the state-of-the-art. It

10 would be a major program that would attempt to take a

11 plant already studied, possibly two plants like the

12 original RSS and redo it from scratch to see how good we

13 a r e .
~

14 MR. BENDER: Excuse me, Bob. This whole

15 program hinges on how good the MELCOR code becomes.

16 MR. BER N ERO : I disagree, but --

17 MR. BENDERS Maybe it does not, but allow me

(
l 18 to state tha t premise anyhow. And to suggest that if we

19 are using something like MELCOR to determine the

20 consequences of the event, then this term which I heard

21 yesterday, how good is this better estimate, to me has

22 an important impact on how useful this program is. How

I 23 comf ortable are we going to be with developing these
l

( 24 improved consequence models in terms of their use for

25 the purpose you intend?

()l
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() 1 NR. BERNER04 In the year 1982 we are using

2 HARCH 1.1, CORRAL 2, CRAC 2 and we are using what people

3 call the W ASH-1400 source term, and the lateral physical{}
4 chemistry guidance we have is NUREG-0772. In the next

5 generation, calendar year 1983, the evaluation cycle

6 uses M ARCH 1.2. I will call it a temporarily improved

7 version of M ARCH. It will use HATADOR which is

8 virtually in hand now. That would have been COBRAL 3.

9 CR AC 2 and we will have NUREG-0772, Rev 1.

10 I do not know if it will be called that, but

11 in ' substance that is what it will be. If you go into

12 decision unit 3 or 4, whatever number it is, you will

13 find the revised source term statement coincident with

O 14 our firs't major re-evaluation. Now, that is the one -

15 before MELCOR. The 1983 evaluation uses MARCH, NATADOR,

is CR AC with the revised source term. MELCOR is a

17 longer-range thing and will not be in hand for that.

18 We hope we can make sound decisions with the
|

'

ig HARCH --

20 MR. BENDER: That is an important observation

21 b ut it only says we will not have HELCOR and CRAC 4 to

22 be useful so you are using some upgrading of the

23 existing.

( MR. BERNERO: Yes, in 1983.24

25 MR. BENDER: But it does not change the

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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



117

() 1 character of the question: given that you have all of

2 these computational models improved somewhat, how much

3 better are they? And how much better are we able to

4 measure the risk and consequences of events, because we

5 have them?

8 MR. BERNER0s Well, I think a whole better.

7 MR. BENDERS It is not a quantitative measure.

8 NR. BERNERO: I cannot give you a quantitative

9 measure. Now, as part of the program what we are doing

10 is benchmarking calculations, what is the result with

11 MARCH. Well, for instance, I was just talking to the

12 staff yesterday. At one point where you have MARCH,

13 MATADOR, CBAC and you redo the same problem with the

14 first version of MELCOR in order to get a quantitative

15 assessment. Just what changes and how much does it

is change I cannot give you the answer here.

17 MR. BENDER: I do not know that I care whether
i

|

18 you use MELCOR or the others. Really what I am

19 concerned about is when I do it this way, how well do I

20 understand the consequences.

21 HR. BERNER0s How real is it, how close to

22 reality is it.

23 MR. BENDER: Yes.

() 24 MR. BERNER0s And when you do it in the

25 con text of absorbing the revised source term information

O
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() I which is the technical input to these codes, I think you

2 will have --

3 MR. BENDER: What is the bottom line? Are youOv
4 going to show -- are we trying to show for sure that a

5 particular accident will have specific consequences?

8 MR. BERNER0s Well, no, you have two

7 questions. You want to know what is the best estimate

8 available for the level of risk that prevails with a

9 certain type of plan t. You want to know an estimate of

10 overall risk , but you also want to know in this con text,

11 is it worthwhile to require this whole class of plants

12 to stick filtered vent containment systems in place, or

13 is it worthwhile to require this whole class of plants

O 14 in a new generation to have core catchers or whatever.

15 You are trying to make a specific value in

18 tha t analysis f or a major design change which is very

17 expensive, so you are going to get a halfway decent

18 handle on impact. You have to know what it is worth and

1g you do not do that with bounding analyses; you do that

20 with realistic analyses.

| 21 MR. SHEWMON: A short one, Jesse, please.

22 MR. EBERSOLEs Yes, sir. Do I understand for

23 the first time we are going to get a fair and impartial

(G_) 24 comparative analysis between reactor designs and types?,

25 MR. BERNERO: I hope so, I think so.

(
t

|
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() 1 MR. EBERSOLE: With no doctoring of the

2 results to have them look f airly equal?

3 MR. BERNERO: We are objective. I mean

4 really, Jesse. No, truly, insof ar as the heart of this

5 effort is done oy the NRC and national laboratory

6 contractors who are known and recognized competent

7 authorities in the field, and we are using comparisons

8 to all the available risk analyses as cross-checks, I

9 think it will be objective.

10 MR. EBERSOLE: I was always interested by the

11 equivalence of the Surry and Peachbottom plants in the

12 W ASH-1400 study.

13 BR. BERNERO: But they are not really.

14 MR. SHEWHON: Okay, George. Thank you, Bob.

15 (Slide.)

18 MR. KNIGHTON: I will be just brief. Sorry I

17 do not have a copy of Mr. Denton 's letter for all of the

| 18 committee. Do you all have it?
I

| 19 To give you a little idea what we went through

20 in preparing this, let me point out that last October,

21 we provided informally comments to RES of our critique
~

| 22 of the previous year's long-range plan. The February

'

23 edition or draf t that was produced this year by RES did,

() 24 in f act, take care of most of the comments which we had

25 given. .

O
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() 1 When we recel:ad a draft this year, we then

2 initia ted our review of it, and the letter, of which you

3 have a copy, in fact produces or presents our comments
[}

4 on that February 1 LRRP.

5 Prior to coming down here I had reviewed it --

6 the letter against the never one that just came out --

7 and find that a significant number of the comments we

8 have in here have been, we believe, addressed

9 adequately. ,I am not sure I will be able to tell you

10 every one at this time.

11 HR. SHEWHON: Do not try, please.

12 MR. KNIGHTON: All right. I do want to point

13 out that I think it is a well-prepared document. One of

O 14 the important things is it is a single document tha t

15 allows us to look at all the issues tha t we are trying

16 to address, the objectives that they are attempting to

17 arrive at, but particularly, it does talk about the

18 relationship of our work with the RES work to other

19 programs, both within RES and with other agencies and

20 other organizations and industry.

21 In addition, it allows us to look and see

22 where we have been and where we are, and then where we

23 are planning to go. And the bottom line, of course, is

24 the program plan which they propose to work on from 84

25 through 88. And I can agree with the committee that

O
i
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(]) 1 going beyond 85 is certainly crystal ball-gazing.

2 But we have heard a lot of discussion in the

3 last two days of areas which could be commented on

4 because you have looked at the document. In responding

5 to our needs, one of the things we did in our review was

6 tha t we reviewed all of the research requests which we

7 have provided RES. We have looked at our USI, we have
.

8 looked at our generic issues. We looked at those

9 research requests which NRR endorsed, and those that

10 were genera ted by RES in this letter. The comments in

11 the letter are the result of this evaluation.

12 On February 2, I did make a few quick comments

13 when we first received the February 1 draft, and this

14 recent draf t does cover most of those comments.

15 Now, our letter indicates that we do concur in

|
16 the docmont that was presented. We did not say we

i
l 17 endorsed it, and the reason we did not was that at the

18 time we wrote the letter we did not have the resources

19 which we do need to make a final endorsement.,

|
| 20 One of the other areas of this letter is a
|

21 presentation of our priorities of our research needs.
.

22 HR. SHEWNON: Why don't you let us read that

|
23 one, or else ask if anybody has any comments on who is

() 24 on first and whet is on second, and then we could go on.

25 MR. KNIGHTON: All right.

()
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() 1 (Slide.)

2 MR. SHEWHON: Okay.

3 (Slide.)

4 MR. KNIGHTON: There were additional comments

5 provided in several areas. Now, I would like to point

6 out that it would appear when you read the letter that

7 there is only a few little areas that we commented on.

8 What happened to the rest of the report, and my earlier

9 comment was that the rest of the report does address our

10 previous comments, so these are, in fact, the remaining

11 ones that we wanted to attempt to address. Some are

12 pretty significant.

13 Severe accident research plan draft -- we are

O 14 ref erring there to draft NUREG-0900. On February 24 we

15 prepared some rather detailed comments on that plan, and

16 the documents that we have looked at do not reflect

17 those comments.

18 On the earth sciences area, there is a

19 significant list of areas of interest to us that we have

20 not yet firmly established our priorities on, that may

21 be significantly affected by the forthcoming USGS

22 letter. And I think the only other major one would be

23 some comments we do have on systems and reliability

24 analysis, and basically those comments are that in times

25 of tight resources, it may be beneficial to attempt to

O
l
|
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O i do some of the vroerams ther have h1 hu11 dine on the

2 IREP and NREP work that comes in, rather than completely

3 start from scratch, basically.

4 MR. SHEWMON: Thank you. Denny, do you have
\

5 any closing comments?
|

6 MR. ROSS: No.

7 HR. SHEWHONs Okay. Well, thank you both, and

8 I suspect we will get a letter out of this meeting. Why

9 don 't we take a five-minute break and then we wi11 go on

10 to Ginna.

11 (A short recess was take .)

12

13

O
14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O
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(]) 1 MR. SHEWMON: The next item on the agenda,

2 gentlemen, is a report on the Ginna Subco mittee. If

3 you make yourself heard, you can begin.

4 MR. MATHIS: Well, we can, I guess -- do you

5 vant me to jump up and down on the table and scream, or

6 just say, will the extracurricular conversa tions please

7 cease? How was that?

8 HR. SIESS: What?

9 MR. MATHIS: I said stop talking. Only I can

10 talk .

11 (General laughter.)

12 HR. HATHISs In a more serious vein, what I

13 thought I would do is just give you a brief summary of

O 14 the day and a half meeting we had at Ginna in Rochester,

15 New York, and then basically field questidns from you.

16 This was really a combined meeting of the

17 Operations Subcommittee and the Ginna systematic

18 evaluation program committee. Chet, who I guess

19 deserves this, was the co-chairman because he represents

20 the systematic evaluation program portion.

21 We started out'with an agenda that was to

22 cover the systematic evaluation program portion, a look

23at the incident itself primarily from the operational

24 activities standpoint. Then, in the afternoon we

25 visited the plant, basically to look at what the

O
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(]) 1 systematic evaluation program had accomplished or those

2 remaining items that needed to be taken care of. We

3 also looked at the steam generator mock-up and the work

4 that was going on as far as inspection and repair

5 techniques are concerned.

6 The second day was devoted to a continuation

7 of some more detail as far as the incident itself was

8 concerned, such as radioactive releases and things of

9 that nature, and then we got into what we intended to

10 do. What we intended to do, I should say, is get into

11 the more detailed review of the steam generator incident

12 in itself as to its cause and hypothesized, I guess you

13 would have to say, at some of the other problems therein.

14 We started out following that schedule, and

15 got a brief rundown from the suprintendent of the Ginna

16 station as far as a brief description of the plant site,

17 systems, and some history as to the plant's

18 perf ormance. The plant has been a good performer. They

19 have almost 34 million megawatts electrical to date.

20 They have a capacity factor of about 69 percent
:

1

21 availability at 75 percent, which is quite good.
i
l

22 They mentioned some of the important things
~

23 that have happened in their lifetime, power upgrade to

() 24 1,510 megawatts. They have put in a turbine building

25 flood protection system. They have modified a lot of

()
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1 the systems and so forth outside the containment for
)

2 protection against pipe breaks. They have put in full

3 flow condensate demineralizers. They have a new

O 4 security building with all the new requirements there,

5 and then there are numberous Three Mile Island

6 modifications.
,

7 We then got a briefing as far as the

8 systematic evaluation program is concerned as it applies

9 to Ginna. I will cut through this fairly quickly, but

10 there were only about 17 items that remain to be cleaned

11 up, and most of these involve low probability events,

|
12 but they do concern natural phenomena and some

13 red undancy issues. I thought it was important that they

14 had spent approximately $2 million on physical

15 modifications as a result of the SEP so far, about $3

18 million for analysis and engineering, and they projected

|
17 tha t the total cost of the systematic evala tion program

|

| 18 f or this plant will be in excess of $20 million.

19 I thought it was also significant that the

20 original cost of this plan t was $80 million.

21 HR. SIESSs Eig h t y-eig h t .

22 ER. MATHIS: Well, they said 80.

| 23 KR. SHEWMON: Those are not the same kind of

() 24 dollars, though.

25 MR. MATHIS: Well, that is true, but they

|

O
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O ' tt11 teet ta t the tave t eat of the ,20 m1111on is e

2 good investment, which I think says something of the

3 evaluation program.

4 MR. ETHERINGTON: And the 88 was even a better.

5 investment.

6 MR. MATHIS: That is a different --
,

7 MR. SIESS: That was different dollars. It
.

8 was Westinghouse dollars.

~

9 MR. LEWIS Those were not that long ago

10 dollars.
'

11 MR. MATHIS: The plant started operation in

12 1970.
.

13 MR. LEWIS: Sixty-nine.

*

14 MR. MATHIS: But the nameplate on the building

15 was 1967, wasn 't it, as far as construction was

16 concerned? Anyway, some of the SEP program revealed

17 deficiencies were kind of interesting. I think the one

18 thing that was most significant from my viewpoint was _

;

19 the' program for anchoring the electrical equipment,

20 including the control room. They did not bother,

21 apparently, to quibble about spending money or do a lot

22 of engineering work on design for strength.

23 I will tell you right now that the place is

24 held for stout. Would you agree with that, Chet?

l 25 MR. SIESSs Yes.

f

O
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({) 1 BR. 5ATHIS: They have things anchored, and I

'

2 mean they are anchored. It is kind of funny, in a way.

3 They did a lot of auxiliary room modifications to

4 prevent-flooding. Again, they have seismically braced~

5 battery racks. They have modified some other

6 containment isolation logic, and they have had a

7 complete piping upgrade raismic program.

8 The main items that remain that are

9 questionable have to do with potential flooding from a
-

10 nearby creek, and a screen house which takes care of the

11 input water from the lake. They have some problems

10 there , and' how they are going to resolve those I do not

13 know , but they are under careful study. They are 17to

O 14 the initial phases of the integrated assessment program,

15 and both the staff and Rochester are working together on

16 this very well.

17 As a matter of fact, I think the overall SEP

18 program is indicative of a good management attitude and

19 close cooperation with the staff in working through the
.

| 20 whole af f air. I think this is one of the reasons even

21 though they were not the lead plant they have caught up

| 22 with the lead plant, and are at least on par as far as

23 finishing the SEP program is concerned.

() 24 Af ter we heard from the Ginna staff, Bill

25 Russell of the SEP branch provided his comments as far
,

i O
I
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() 1 as the SEP program is concerned, and here again he

2 suggested that on our tour we look at three areas which

3 were still in the unresolved arena, and that is the

4 screen house, the auxiliary building, and condensate

5 storage tank. The condensa te storage tank is not a

6 Class 1E arrangement. It sits out in the open. But I

7 thought there was one other interesting facet of that,

8 and tha t is, they have everything piped, if you will,

9 and ready that they can hook a fire hydrant to, which is

10 close by .

11 MR. SHEWMON: They hook the fire hydrant to

12 what?

13 NR. NATHISa The condensate storage tank, so

O -

from the fire system.14 they can feed it

15 Well, I think tha t just about is a brief

16 summary of the SEP program. You can fire questions at

17 me later on on that. Late in the morning of the first

18 part of th e meeting, we got a surprise, at least it was

19 t o m e . We had had previously no indications from the

20 public of any desire to make comments or anything else,

21 but late in ttee morning, a gentleman representing the

22 Rochester Safety Energy Alliance requested that he be

23 permitted to question a Mr. Morris, who was giving us a

() 24 rundown of the incident itself and the operators'

25 rea ction.

O
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() 1 We suggestel that he give us some questions in

2 writing and we would consider them the following day,

3 which happened the next day. When we started the second{}
4 day's proceedings, we were informed that their legal

,

5 staf f requested that they could not -- or requested that

6 ve would have to close the meeting if we were to get a

7 lot of the information we felt desirable as far as the

8 steam generator rupture itself was concerned.

9 We finished up then with some of the other

10 radiological aspects of the incident, the contamination

11 release, which was very minor, and went into a

12 discussion of their emergency planning, their

13 organization , their communications system, with the

O 14 state and others, and a general rundown of that part of
i

15 the activity.

16 We then took a break, closed the meeting, and

17 vent into closed session as far as a detailed look at
18 the steam generator itself and what they had found so

19 f ar and what they were doing sbout it, and I think with

'

20 that kind of a rundown, does anybody else have any

21 comment , those of you that were there? Harold?

22 HR. ETHERINGTON: No.

'

| 23 MR. MATHISa Chet?

) MR. SIESS: Yes. With regard to the SEP, I am24

25 not sure you made it clear. The biggest problem I think

()
|
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() I they have right now is the fact that the plant was not

2 designed for s tornado of any kind, and their service

3 vater building, which is also their screen house, and
)

4 all of that stuff is not designed for a tornado. Now, <

S the rest of the plant -- they have already done some of

6 the fixing. It is like the one at Ft. St. Vrain, but

7 that is one of the big questions, and it is going to be

8 true of some other SEP plants. That was pre-tornado

9 design. They designed for a 70 mile-an-hou r wind , and

10 t h a t is it.

11 MR. MATHISa Well, and they have this creek

12 that runs down through the place.

13 MR. SIESSa That is minor.

O
14 MR. MATHIS: It is minor, but they are making

15 quite an issue out of it, the potential flooding of the

16 screen house. It would take an awful lot of water

17 coming f rom a very small creek.

18 MR. SIESSa But that is basically down to some

19 surveillance things, a culvert, some stuff to watch, I

20 think. It is not going to be a big issue.

21 MR, SHEWMON: Is there frequency of

22 tornadoes? I would think that is hilly enough country

'

23 so they do not get up there too often.

() MR. SIESS But it was designed for no24

25 tornado, and under current practice it would be. designed

O
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() I for Region 1 tornado, which would be 300 plus miles an

2 hour total rotational transition.

3 MR. MATHIS Ray, do you have any --

4 MR. FRALEYs I thought there were a couple of

5 interesting points about their transient, at least as

6 far as I was concerned. Mr. Mitchell brought to our

7 attention the f act that the pressure vessel had exceeded

8 allowable cooldown rates at one point in the transient

9 and Westinghouse was evaluating this, and I presume

to there will be something more about this in the staff's

11 final evaluation of the incident.

12 It was not clear to me at the time that this

13 was the result of the tube failing or something that the

14 operators did er did not do. They said that they were

15 revising their procedures to take that into account next

18 time. We also asked them if they had any plans to

17 revise their operating procedures to consider more than
.

18 a single tube f ailure, and they said, yes, that

19 Westinghouse was revising their generic procedures to

20 take into account more than a single tube failure.

21 I think those were both interesting points.

22 MR. SHEWMON: Wha t does procedures have to do

23 with it, as much as capacity?

() 24 MR. FRALEY: Well, it -- I presume you may in

25 fact run some of your equipment out to its limit, and
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2 and wait. I do not know. But they are looking at that.

3 MR. SHEWMON: Okay.

4 MR. SIESS: Charlie, did you tell them about

5 the mock-up?

6 MR. MATHISs Just the f act that we looked at

7 it. I did not get into any details.

8 MR. EBERSOLE: Can their diesel plant stand a

9 storm, since that is the first thing to go in a storm,

* 10 the AC power ?

11 MR. SIESS: I do not remember now whether it

12 has been fixed up or not.

13 MR. MATHIS: I do not know either.

14 3R. SIESS: Let's see. The diesels were in a

15 separa te building , weren't they?

16 MR. MATHIS: Yes.

17 MR. FRALEY The -- they did point out to us

la also that their technical response center, they were

19 very happy with it, they were glad they had it. It was

20 helpful. And there again, they are looking to upgrade

21 that in the future, but they said they were pretty happy.

22 MR. SIESS: They have three or four service

23 vater pumps just sitting there, side by side, but they

24 have fixes for that. They will probably just build

25 valls separa ting them.

O
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(]) 1 MR. MARKS Did the intervenors have anything

2 interesting to inquire about?

3 MR. MATHISs Their questions were basically

4 addressed to why did the operators do what they did,

5 this kind of thing. They raised the question that Ray

6 mentioned, the faster to cooldown than tech spec limits,

7 things of that nature. They seemingly were quite well

8 informed. I don 't know where they got all their

9 informa tion, but they had some good questions.

10 MR. SIESSs They probably read Thadani's

11 report.

12 MR. MATHISs Well, yes.

13 MR. OKRENT: For reasons not clear to me, I

14 started to receive a publication of the Professional

15 Reactor Operators Society. Did everybody here get it?

16 (A chorus of ayes.)

17 MR. LEWIS: Now you know the reason.

18 MR. OKRENTs I thought that was the reason.

1g But'in any event, one of the issues that we received had

20 some comments f rom the perspective of this group on

21 Ginna, and it looks to me like it may be useful for one

22 subcommittee or another to try to bring in opera tors,

23 no t necessarily the operators of a plant at which the

() 24 event has occurred, and to talk to them about their

25 reaction to both what occurred and how good the

O
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() 1 operating procedures seem to be, and so forth.

2 I mean, one of the comments was, in an article

3 by somebody named Bill Wagner, he said the NRC is going{) ,

4 to have to make up its mind. It can either have the

5 mindset of TMI or the diversions from procedures at

6 Ginna. It is possible to support both operating

7 stances. That is one kind of thing. Another kind of

8 thing, obviously, that was pointed up by this event,

9 once again we see this problem of different incentives

10 to the operator in the midst of an event. He has an

11 incen tive to keep the water running in the HPI. He also

12 has incentives to turn it off, and this is the result of

13 the complexities of the reactor. I do not think they

O 14 are going to go away in the present design. Well, I

15 will leave it at that.

16 MR. MATHIS: Well, I think, Dave, you have to

17 recognize that is life, and the way the procedures are

18 written , and they, by the way, are being reviewed and

19 rewritten. You have a tough decision to make, and in

20 this case the guy made the right decision.

21 I think there are a couple of other things

22 t h a t we should mention, and one is that come time

i 23 earlier they had moved some of their in-core

() 24 thermocouples up in the upper head, and this gave them

25 insight as to what was going on. They also indicated

O
P
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() I that they would very much have enjoyed having vessel

2 liquid level indicators.

3 MR. FRALEY: Well, in fact --

)
4 MR. MATHIS: They wanted one indication that

5 would. just give them one more piece of dats to help them

6 in their analytical approach.

7 MR. EBERSOLE: When you are blind, you ought

8 not to throw away a white cane.

9 MR. SIESSa Those thermocouples that were up

to in the head were utilized.

11 MR. MATHIS: That told them they had a steam

12 bubble.

13 MR. SIESS They knew where they were. They

O 14 knew what it meant.

15 MR. LEWIS: That is good. *

16 MR. MATHIS: And they would have liked to have

17 had something that would have confirmed tha t in addition

18 to that .

19 MR. LEWIS: But Dave's point, I do not know
.

20 whether this is the proper organization or not. I do

21 n ot know how many members it has, because I did not read

22 their newsletter, but the point that one ought to get an

| 23 input f rom reactor operators in whatever organized form

) 24 it should take is, I think, a good point.

| 25 MR. SIESS: Something interesting came up at
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1 the Clinton subcommittee meeting which has the Nucienet

2 control room and the CRT displays. They were explaining

3 how in some of the displays they had consulted with

O
4 operators f requently, they had consulted with operators,

5 and our human f actors consultant did not seem to think

6 that was such a great idea, that maybe the operators did

7 not know what was best for them.

8 MR. LEWISa In general, they do not, but it is

9 still good to -- we have that problem in everything, in

10 designing military command control systems, that the

11 people you ask are generals, but in the end generals are

12 going to upgrade the damn systems.

13 MR. SIESS: One thing, the comment in this

14 magazine, in this newsletter, of at least one operator's

15 perception about the requirement for simulator training

16 when it is not on a plant specific simulator, and he did

17 not like it. Now, maybe he is wrong. Maybe it is

18 better than he thinks it is, but if he does not think it

19 is good, maybe that is bad itself.
'

20 MR. LEWIS: I think it is interesting to get

21 their input.

22 MR. KERR I think it is a good idea to get

23 operator input, but I am not sure that this Committee

O 24 sho=1d ao it.br estkino to operators or br at 1 east

25 requiring them -- I get input that operators these days

O
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1 are feeling very harassed. They are being questioned,
(}

2 examined, required to go under oath for all sorts of

3 things. It is a tough enough job without all that, and

'
()i

4 I think we ought to at least take it into consideration.

5 MR. OKRENT: That is why I suqqested that you

6 do not ask operators to discuss something that happened

7 at their plant, because they could think back easily on

8 that kind of harassment, but they might be willing to

9 talk in a way that they certainly seem to be very free

10 to express opinions in this document about other plants.

11 MR. KERRs You know, the thing, would you like

12 to come tsik to us.

13 MR. SIESS: They made the point in here that

) 14 the operators vera getting blamed for doing things when

15 the control room was full of senior engineers.
'

16 MR. WARDS My guess is that the utility

17 management would have a pretty big problem in sending

18 some operators here to talk with us.

'

19 MR. LEWISs I was thinking, instead of getting

20 utility management, this is a professional operators'

21 society . I do not know if it is real or a facade, but

22 it is the analogue again in aviation of the Airline

23 Pilots Association. Getting them to come as part of

() 24 their semi-professional organization to talk to us f or

25 an hour, the way they see the whole system going, I

O
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() 1 think it would be extremely educational.

2 MR. WARD: They may be willing to do it in

3 tha t capacity. I guess they are writing the
)

4 newsletter. But again, I kind of wonder how the bosses

5 back home would feel about it.

6 MR. LEWIS: The same way the owners of the

7 airlines do.

8 MR. MATHIS I think there was one other part

9 of this that is going on at the moment, and that is,

10 INPO is getting into this kind of activity'in talking

11 with operators around the circuit, and they are very

12 active in working up th,e guidelines for pr ocedures, and

13 it seems to be fruitful. I think they are making some
'

14 progress.

15 MR. SHEWMON: Charlie, you have said almost

16 nothing about the steam generato". Is it clear -- I

17 quess it is clear that it was a flow detector that

18 caused the break, or is that under litigation?

19 MR. MATHIS: I did not want to discuss that in

20 an open meeting. Now, if you get into that in any

21 detail, we will be forced to close the meeting.

22 MR. SHEWMONa And this is proprietary because

23 it is under litigation. Is that the --

() 24 MR. MATHISa Right. Right.

25 MR. SIESS: Coming back to the operators for a

O
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() 1 minute, we keep talking about getting the operators for

2 plants. There are a lot of -- as I read this, I get the

3 impression there are a lot of ex-operators with a lot of-

4 plant operating experience that are now working for

5 training organizations or other things that are not nov

6 connected with a particular utility, and I think if you

7 vant to avoid getting a particular utility operator --
.

n
8 there are ads in here, incidentally, for people trying

9 to hire operators away from the nuclear -- away from the

'

10 utilities.

11 MR. MATHISs Did you notice the price ranges?

12 MR. SIESS I did. Pretty attractive. I did

13 not believe one of them. It said $75,000.

*

14 MR. MATHISa Sixty to seventy thousand range.

'

15 MR. SIESS: I thought they were hiring

16 basketball players.

17 (General laughter.)

18 MR. SHEWMON: Any other --

19 MR. OKRENT: That is just the scholarship.

20 (General laughter.)

21 MR . SHEWMON : Are there any other matters on

22 this issue?

23 MR. LEWIS: I think even at the risk of

() 24 closing the meeting, not necessarily now, but at some

25 other time, I think it would be very nice to hear what

()
!
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O i Cn clie h = to s 1 :
1

.

2 MR. SHEWMON: Wa run t'.e risk of dismissing 15

3 minutes ahead of schedule. We could close the meeting

4 and hear about the rest of it if you are interested.

5 MR. MATHIS: I would recommend that.

6 MR. SHEWMON: All right, let's go into closed

7 session .

I 8 (Whereupon, at 12 :35 o' clock p.m. , the

9 Committee went into closed session.)
|
|

10

11
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O
I'4

. .

15

16
|

17

! 18

19

20 ,

21

22

23

'

24

25
,

O

.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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



142

() 1 AFTERNOON SESSION

2 MR. SHEWMONs Gentlemen, the first item this

3 afternoon and, I guess, for the first half of the
)

4 afternoon is a report of the Subcommittee on

5 quantitative safety goals. Dave.

6 MR. OKRENTs By the way, Mr. Chairman, I am

7 not sure how much of this we want to have in the

8 transcript. I should note we will have Mr. Malsch, I

9 think, from the Office of General Counsel to talk about

10 some legal aspects. Then there is the executive session

11 part. I have no preconceived notion about that part. I

12 just mention it to you.

13 MR. SHEWMON: Okay. Thank you.
OO

14 MR. OKRENT4 You may want to look at Tab 4, if

15 you have not, and you all have a blue handout with blue

16 pag es. You have two blue handouts with blue pages,

17 quite right . You will recall that the Committee has

18 been ask ed by Chairman Palladion to provide comments

19 basically by the time of the Ma y meeting, because he

20 gave us a date like the middle of May, if I recall

21 correctly, to comment on the proposed NRC policy

22 statement and discussion paper on safety goals,

23 NUREG-0880, that was issued in Februsry, 1982, and while

( 24 we set up as a way of proceeding was to have a first
!

25 go-round at this mee ting, not with the intent of in any

,

{
l
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() 1 vay trying to complete action, but to begin a serious

2 discussion, because we are going to complete it next

3 mon th. We have to get pretty f ar down the road this

4 mon th. Next month looks like a pretty busy month.

5 There are cases, and so on and so forth and so on.

6 The Subcommittee met some time during the past

7 couple of weeks. During that meeting, we had some

8 discussion with the Of fice of Policy Evalua tion, some

9 discussion with those representatives of the NRC staff

10 who were willing to come in and offer personal opinions

11 in this area, and as part of the preparation for that

12 mee ting and for this meeting, various individuals

13 contributed written pieces that might relate to part of

'14 an answer to Chairman Palladino, and what I have done in

15 this thick blue handout is make an effort to put down

16 what I hoped were most of the important ideas that were

17 put down in the form of a paragraph or a possible

18 letter. I made no real effort to edit it or avoid

19 repetition or this sort of thing, because sometimes the

20 same idea appears in different' forms in different
I

; 21 submittals. This represents a collection of material
,

22 written by at least three different individuals, so it

23 is not a single piece.'

() 24 I made a crude effort to arrange the material

25 and my inten t was to have the more -- what might be the
,

| }

|
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() 1 more substantive part of the material in the first two

2 portions, and then narrower comments or perhaps general

3 comments that might be perhaps less substantive in the
)

4 latter two portions of this draf t, but that was again a

5 very arbitrary decision in some cases, and I am not

6 going to try to argue why one particular thing is

7 clearly in one section and not in another.

8 In one or two cases, you will see an

9 alternate. In fact, I think in connection with

10 paragraph -- Item Number 7, which is Paragraph 14 and 15

11 and 16, Mike Griesnerer prepared a possible tj-iternate
12 here which includes some of the ideas, the different

13 ideas in it, and we thought the easiest way to present

O 14 these differences was to just put the two side by side.

15 Now, one of the things that seemed to be on

16 people's minds at the Subcommittee meeting was what

17 sight be the legal implications of quantitative safety

18 goals or safety policy if the Commission were to adopt

19 one, and we did not arrange in advance for someone from

20 the legal staff of the NBC to be at the Subcommittee

21 neeting , so we thought it would be useful maybe today to

22 start out with a short discussion in that area, af ter

23 which the intent was to at lesst begin looking at the

24 possible response.

- 25 So there is an agenda proposed for actually

O
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() I today and tomorrow, as you will see in Tab u, and it

2 says, after we get some comments from Subcommittee

3 members if they want to, we would hear from a{)
4 representative of OGC for hopefully five or ten minutes

5 and see whst questions the members may have in the legal

6 area.

7 Then I would propose that we at least some

8 time today, and not defer it until next time, look at at

9 least what I would call the first two sections of this

10 d r a f t from the point of view of significance, and

11 absolutely no editorial comments accepted, Hr.

12 Chairman. If people have editorial comments, they put

13 them on their draf t and hand them to me to be considered

O -

14 for the next time, but you should rule out of order

15 anything that smacks of being editorial in nature.

16 MR. SHEWMON: If they do not understand it,

17 they just do not understand the English language, so it

18 is only --

|

19 MR. OKRENTs If they do not understand it in a

20 technical sense, that is important, but if they say, I

21 think you ought to have a hyphen here or whatever --

22 HR. SHEWHON: I get it.

23 MR. OKRENT: -- or I think this item ought to

24 be first and not eighth, that is editorial at the

25 moment. Okay. All right. So I guess what I would

O
V

|
|
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() 1 propose is to see if the Subcommittee members want to

2 make any comments now before we hear from OGC, er they |

|

3 prefer to wait until after we hear from OGC. Now, let's )

4 see, who was present at the Subcommittee meeting? Kerr,

5 Siess, and Mr. Bender. Oh, and by the way, there are

6 the proposed minutes for the meeting in the package.

7 So, right after the agenda, if you have not read it, you

8 might want to look through it, unless nobody --

9 MR. MOELLERa Could I offer just a question or

10 a comment?
.

11 MR. OKRENT: Go ahead.

12 ER. SIESS: He is going to do that without

13 having opened it, I want you to know.

O
14 NR. MOELLER: No, I have opened it. You refer

15 in here to risks that might be considered trivial, which

16 obviously is something that would have to be defined,

17 and I would simply want to call to the Committee's

18 attention, because I think it is relevant to the matter

19 on the table, I want to call to your attention this

20 report which hopefully will be distributed this

21 af ternoon, which was prepared -- it is a draf t report

22 prepared by the Edison Electric Institute, or under

23 their aegis, and it is titled The Feasibility of

() Establishing a De Minimis Level of Radiation Dose, and a24

25 Regulatory Cutoff Policy for Nuclear Regulation. It is

O
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1 a pretty good discussion of what is a trivial dose, and

2 I think it is very germane to wha t we are discussing

3 here, and I hope you will find it as interesting as I

4 did.

5 MR. OKRENT. Okay. Well, if I can offer a

6 comment, I can conceive of a situation where you think

7 of something trivial to an individual but not if 200

8 million are exposed to it, which is a case which EPA

9 f requently has to face.

10 MR. LEWIS: Could I ask you one question? As

11 we go through this, there are two things that I always

12 worry about. One is ALARA. I will not say any more

13 a b c , that. But the other I hope will get addressed is

14 this aaestion of whether the risk -- and this is related

15 to what Dade said, what the risk should be, acceptable

16 risk should be related to the individual most at risk or

17 the societal burden, and I was concerned when we heard

18 the first presentation about this, that it would be to

19 the' advantage of a utility to direct as much radiation

20 as possible at the general population in order to reduce

21 t he most exposed individual, and that would be

22 counterproductive to any rational societal goal, and I

23 hope tha t at some point we vill be able to discuss this,

O 24 deceose 1 eee tais o t exoo=ea 1=aiviau 1 ove ria 11

25 over the place.
.

O

|
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() 1 MR. OKRENT: I think you can bring it up when

2 we get into the question of both individual and societal

3 levels of risk. I think that is where the matter comes

4 up.

5 MR. LEWIS 4 I am just serving notice. That is

6 a ll .

7 MR. OKRENTs Okay, fine. Dr. Mark.

8 MR. MARK: I am sorry at this late date to

9 introduce this screvy and irrelevant sort of question,

10 but I suppose the more I have looked at them, the less

11 happy I get with any quantitative statements on safety

12 goals. I think qualitative ones may have a purpose.

13 Quantitative ones, we can understand what the numbers

14 m ea n . The public cannot, and we do not know if ther

15 apply or can be made to apply, and I like the idea of a

16 qualita tive goal. We will do our damnedest to do as

17 well as we can, and we want respect for the

18 organization. It has to be given serious attention.

19 The ' numbers that we write down do not matter. Nobody
.

20 will read them, and nobody will understand them, and we

21 will not be able to explain them, nor say if we know

22 that they apply.

23 We want to be at least as safe as this, and at

() 24 least as safe as we can. We do need a number. The

25 agency needs a number to attempt to make sense out of

O
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O i that beckfittino end design cnosces. 1t needs some kind

2 of a number, because if it did not cost $1 million, it

3 may be worth it if it is of importance and may not if it

4 is not. Now, this is a silly remark at this stage of

5 the game, but I guess it is expressing my concern.

6 MR. OKRENT: Well, I do not think you are

7 alone in the concern about whether the numbers can be

8 understood by everyone or even by most people when they

9 are in this range, or even if they could be understood,

10 whether there is a methodology to analyze in a

11 meaningf ul way. Certainly it is those kinds of concerns

12 tha t have been expressed since the beginning. They were

13 mentioned quite clearly in NUREG-0739.

O
14 MR. MARK 4 Yes. Look, I really thought 0739

15 was a nice job. I was not sure it was for,the public.
18 It was good for us. By the time you put two orders of

17 magnitude uncertainty, certainty, a factor of 30 on

18 certain ty, on any number we should attempt to write, we

19 are going to confuse ourselves and confuse everybody

20 else.

21 MR. OKRENT: If I can give another side, since

22 I find myself in the middle in this area, if the

23 Commission does not give a number, the staff is going to

24 use numbers. They are using numbers anyway.

25 MR. MARK For private consumption, we will

O
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() 1 need numbers.

2 MR. OKRENT: They say, well, this compares to

3 WASH-1400, and so on, and the Commission has not said

4 that is not acceptable, so we will assume it is

5 seceptable, and they just -- and people, some people at

6 least, do understand the numbers, and the range of one

7 in 1,000, one in 100,000, I find.

8 Mr. Kerr.

9 MR. KERRs Carson, I think I share some of

10 your misgivings tha t you have expressed, pa rticularly,

11 it would seem, the PRA's that have at least been issued

12 on Zion and Indian Point and have been under discussion

13 by groups of people who are both competent and, I think,

14 quite honest in their approaches, and there are wide

15 dif ferences in the results that they achieve. On the

I guess I am surprised. I16 other hand, I am surprised --

17 heard you say we should not try to get a number. We do

18 need some numbers to use on backfitting.

19 MR. MARKS We have to spend money. We have to

20 p ut i in some kind of balance. That is all I meant.

21 MR. KERRs Why don't you have .o make the same

22 decision when you are designing a plant to begin with?

| 23 MR. MARKS Oh, you may need to use the numbers

() 24 there, too, but they should be sort of a footnote, and

25 for agency use, and not part of the public presen ta tion.

I
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1 MR. KERR But they certainly should not be
(}

2 priva te.

3 ER. MARK: Oh, no. No, no.-

4 MR. KERRs You are saying when we talk to'

5 people -- tell me if I as misinterpreting -- when we

8 talk to non-technical or generalists, we do not talk

7 about numbers, we talk about doing the best we can with

8 the resources we have, or something of that kind.

9 MR. MARK: We do not write anything that says

10 0 .1 percent. -

11 MR. KERRs But we put a footnote, and say,

12 this year, here is what we mean by that.

13 MR. MARK: That is fine.

"

14 MR. PLESSETs I have a footnote for you. It

15 is a quotation f rom my father-in-law. "Living is very

|
18 dan gerous, and invariably fatal." Do you think that

17 would serve.

18 MR. KERR A friend of mine used to say, "Four

19 out ' of five people die." It expresses the same

20 sentimen t.

( 21 (General laughter.)
1

22 MR. OKRENT: Maybe we ought to hear from --

23 MR. MARKS I do not want to follow this up,

'() 24 but I was just expressing a nervousness.
|

;3 MR. LEWIS: There are concerns that are

O
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1 completely legitimate that you have expressed , Carson ,(}
2 snd it remains to be seen now well this can be

3 implemented. Certainly any numbers that become official

O 4 policy will be litigated and will be used in

5 litigation. We are going to hear about that. There are

6 all corts of traps involved in getting too rigid with

7 your licensing criteria.

8 MR. OKRENT: Well, if you read this blue

9 d raf t --

10 MR. MARKS In the blue draft, they are not'

11 underlined. They are not the way they were in 0739.

| 12 MR. OKRENT: The blue draf t certainly does not

13 -- well, le t 's he s t from the representative of OGC maybe

14 n ow .' I think that is germane to at least a considerable

15 part of the concern you have just been talking about.

16Mr. Malsch.

17 MR. MALSCHa I am Marty Malsch, deputy general

18 counsel in the Commission's general counsel's of fice.

19 Whatever small contribution I might be able to make to

20 this discussion I can probably best make in response to

21 questions, but let me just offer a few sort of opening

| 22 remarks that might serve to sort of focus some of the

23 dis cu ss ion .
,

() 24 The proposal that the Commission was to
.

25 publish the safety goals in the sta tement of policy , in

O
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l

() I the legal sense, the statement of policy means nothing.

2 It simply is a public indication of the policy which the

3 Commission presently intends to apply in the future.

4 The Commission cannot rely on policy statements in

5 making decisions later on, and in fact if decisions

6 later on rely upon one or more elements of a policy

7 sta tement, those elements have to be fully justified in

8 that case, just as if the policy statement had never

9 been issued.

10 So, a policy statement is kind of a very

11 o f f icial-looking press release, and really is not much

12 more than that. So, to ask the question, you know, what

13 will be the effect of the Commission issuing a policy

14 statement on safety goals is sort of trivial. The

15 answer is, it has no effect at all. The real question

16 will be, what will be the legal consequences of using

17 that policy statement in various contexts later on,

18 whatever the Commission may have intended originally

19 when it put out the policy statement.

20 Now, the papers that have been issued for

21 comments are a little vague on exactly what use is

22 intended to be made of the policy statement in

23 subsequent licensing decisions or rulemaking dncisions

() 24 for that matter. I guess that is kind of deliberate,

25 because people had not quite put their thoughts

O
.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

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

- -
_ _ _ __ __



154

() I together.

2 I have a few ideas. There are three kinds of

3 things, I think, three types of things you could use
)

4 safety goals for. You could use them for -- actually, I

5 guess, f our things. You could use them for rulemaking,

6 adopting new safety standards, or relaxing existing

7 standards, things of that sort. You could use them for

8 licensing decisions, and that would be initial decisions

9 on construction permits and operating licenses, on

10 amendments and things of this sort. You could use them

11 for what I will call enforcement actions, an,d that will

12 include in that what ordinarily is regarded as

13 back fitting, that is to say, imposition of requirements

14 by the NRC on unwilling applica nts, and then you could

15 usa them for sort of internal things, alloca tion of

18 resource priorities, staf f review priorities, and these

17 kinds of things, deciding where to put your resources,

18 on which safety problems appear to be the moso pressing.

19 Now, in terms of legal consequences,

20 rulemaking, and enforcement, and ordering of agency

21 priorities do not -- it strikes me, anyway, pose any

22 particular problems, because those kinds of issues are

23 ordinarily debated and resolved in an informal context.

() 24 The Commission almost never holds, in fact, never holds

25 formal hescings on rulemsking, and certainly never

O
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(]) 1 considers holding formal hearings on decisions on

2 alloca ting its own resources, and in enforcement cases

3 the scope of hearings that are permissible is so narrow

03
4 that the chances of litigation are kind of small except

5 in situations where the licensee is the one who is

6 asking for the hearing, in which case the chances of

7 litigation are quite high.

8 The principal problems that people seem to

9 discuss when they talk about applying safety goals to

10 the decision process are problems that arise from using

11 safety goals of one form or another as a part of a
,

12 decision that will be challenged in a formal hearing,

13 and here, I see two problems that are likely to como up.

14 The first kind of problem arises from the, fact

15 tha t the hearing process is not well suited to resolving

16 policy issues or let's say what might be called

17 trans-scien tific issues, issues that are no t susceptible

18 to a definitive answer applying data and generally

ig accepted scientific principles. In those situations,

20 the hearing process is kind of stilted. There is no

21 dialogue back and forth. It is sort of very formal,

22 with examination, cross examination, and what is more

23 troublesome from the staff's standpoint is, people that

() 24 the staff produces as witnesses for these kinds of -- in

25 these kinds of hearings are not the kind of people that

O
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1

|

() 1 are dealing with policy questions, and they feel very

2 uncomfortable defending Commission policy choices.

3 So, that would tend to suggest that if you are

4 going to somehow get yourselve involved in challenging

5 compliance with safety goals, you ought to somehow state

6 the goals in a way so that there is as little debate as

7 possible over policy or other kinds of questions that

8 are hard to answer. ,

9 For example, that consideration standing by

10 itself would tend to say, you are better off in the

11 hea ring process with quantitative safety goals than you

12 a re with qualitative safety goals, because qualitative

13 saf ety goals have a lot of value laden -- they are

14 susceptible to all kinds of interpretation and different

15 kinds of application, depending on how one might view

16 the various kinds of nuclear policy questions.

17 The other consideration kind of cuts the other
,

!

18 w a y . Ono problem with the hearing process is, it is

19 almost impossible to maintain perspective. In other

20 words, of the hundreds of issues people might raise, a

21 neutral observer might classify ten of them as

22 significant and let's say 990 as not so significant, yet

23 in terms of the actual process, you might have the exact

( 24 opposite taking place in which the main focus of the
l

.

25 hearing process is on the 990 that are not significant,'

l
'

i ()
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(]) 1 and no attention is paid at all to issues that in

2 context are significant.

3 Now, that sorts itself out in the decision

4 process. because when the board writes a decision or the

5 appeal board writes a decision, they can easily shift

6 out what is important and what is not important, but

7 while the process is going on, it is just about

8 impossible to focus or force people to focus on things

9 that are impo_' tant, so the danger there is that if you

10 apply safety goals that were quite detailed,'

11 particularly kinds of qualitative safety goals relying

12 upon the use of probabilistic risk assessment, you would

13 find yourself getting involved in all kinds of detailed
A
\- 14 debates about assumptions and methodology and things of

15 this sort, which consume a lot of time and resources,

16 but which in the end we would look back and say, this

17 h as not been very productive.

18 That sort of cuts the other way. I realize
|

19 tha t tends to suggest that you should not have detailed

20 saf ety goals, because you get bogged down in trivia. I
,

l
21 realize there is a trocaoff here ubich you have to sort

22 of engage in -- t ai n; sure exactly what the answer

23 is. I guess I sculd say that I would choose, if I had

() 24 to debate between the dangers of getting involved in

25 trivia and the dangers of getting involved in the

)
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() I hearing process and policy questions, I would take the

2 risk of possibly ending up getting involved in trivia,

3 but that is kind of a choice you have to make.

4 In terms of how to avoid problems with

5 a pplying saf ety goals, the easiest way to avoid them is

6 simply not to apply them in any context in which you are

7 likely to be challenged in any kind of formal sense or

8 any sense in which you have not so much control over the

9 decision process, so that would tend to say, okay, we

10 vill use them for rulemaking, we will use them for

11 alloca ting staff priorities, we may use them for

12 enf orcement cases, but we will not use them in routine

13 saf ety evaluations on CP 's and OL's.

14 Now, the important thing here is not whether

15 or not the goals are requirements. The question is

16 whether you are going to use them as a basis for a

17 decision, because even if the Commission does not impose

18 them as requirements, if in f act the staff is using them

to as a basis for decisions, they can be challenged as

20 such .

21 The only other consideration that I have is

22 tha t if you do decide that you are going to use safety

23 goals as a basis for decisions, one way you could do it

() 24 is sort of ease into the process gradually. That vo e1.d

25 be to, at least at the outset, only use let's say

O
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] 1 probabilisitic risk assessment as an alternative ground

2 f or decisions so tha t if you are challenged , we have a

3 choice of relying on detailed probabilistic estimates or

O
4 relying on more traditional kinds of judgmental

5 decisions, and you could sort of tailor your

|

| 6 presentation in the case depending upon which way the

I
7 winds are blowing, and that would give you some'

8 flexibility.

9 The only other option is one that I mentioned

10 bef ore, to make sure if you are going to rely upon the

11 safety goals, it is nice to have them promulgated in an

12 official way so that as many possible policy and

13 unresolvable issues are resolved when the rule or goal

14 is promulgated in the first place rather than leaving

15 them for resolution in individual licensing cases.

16 That is about all I have to say as a sort of

17 introduction to the subject. Why don't I just sort of

18 answer any questions you might have? It is kind of a

19 aurky , vague area. I am not sure I will be able to help

20 y ou .

21 MR. BENDER: Just one point. You used the

22 terms qualitative and quantitative in talking about the

23 types of goals you might have, and I wonder whether

O 24 a= atit tive e a= a==eric 1 i= rour =taa or --

25 MR. MALSCH: I guess what I really meant is,

O
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'

() 1 numerical goals, quite specific. Let me give you an

2 example of the kinds of things that a hearing process

3 might pose some difficulties for. Let's say that all

4 you had as a cos1 was the qualitative goal, individual

5 mem.bers of the public should be provided a level of

6 protection from the consequences of accidents so no

7 individual bears a significant risk to life and health.

8 You end up with endless debates as to, for example, how

9 much risk is s significant risk. I mean, there is

10 really no way to answer that question, just -- if all

11 the information you have is the goal.

12 On the other hand, if you took a quantitative

13 goal, let's say, looking at the proposal in effect

14 translated significant to .1 percent, then you sort of

15 resolve tha t issue. You know, there is no longer any

16 deba te about what a significant additional risk is. A

17 significant additional risk is one which is .1 percent

18 o r grea ter.

19 So when I said qualitative versus

20 quantitative , I am sort of distinguishing between goals

21 that are highly value-laden with all kinds of vague
!

22 language on the one hand and goals that are fairly

23 specific and capable of, you know, actual testimony and

() 24 expert opinion in a case as opposed to some that are

25 pure policy judgment.

i

l

,
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() 1 MR. OKRENTa Could I ask a question? If the

2 staff used some safety policy that the Commission had

3 adopted, and let's for the moment assume that it is

4 quantita tive, and they used it in one context, could not

5 others then say, since it has been used in this context,

6 it should also be applicable in whatever context I am

7 interested in? For example, the staff might say, based

8 on the .001 percent, we find it not unreasonable to

9 allow Reactor X to run despite the f act tha t the NDT on

10 the vessel is whatever it is, 270 degrees, because we

11 have estimated the likelihood of an accident occurring,

12 and the likelihood of a person being killed by this, and

13 it comes out much less than .001, or 1 percent of

O 14 something.

15 All right, suppose they use this then, and it'

16 micht even be in something that they send out to a

17 hearing board, although initially it could be a paper

18 that they sent to the Commission . Then , General
'

19 Electric says, well, we would like to say that when we

20 analyze $TWS we find that with our existing plants and

21 maybe even using the staff's assumptions, we do not

22 viola te that particular saf ety goal, and so we do not

23 think anything more should be done, and if the NRC says,

() 24 but we think you ought to fix up something in your scram

25 system, or whatever it is, your liquid poison system,

O
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(]) I they say, well, we are going to take you to court

2 because of using this saf ety goal. You know, even your

3 numbers -- I am postulating something tha t may or may

O
4 not be true arithematically. Let's assure it is. Once

5 it is used in one way, why shouldn 't General Electric or

6 Intervenor X or so forth be able to take the goal and

7 use it in another context? What is to prevent them?

8 MR. MALSCH: Well, certainly nothing is to

9 prevent them from trying. I guess the question is, you

10 have to look at the initial use to which the goal was

11 put. If it was relied upon ac some sort of a broad

12 principle, and let's say it derives from a narrow

13 decision in that particula r case, it is going to be

U-w 14 pretty hard to distinguish that case from other cases.

15 N ow , I mean, technically, the Commission does not have

18 to be consistent usually. As long as you have some

17 reason for departing from p rior decisions, you are going

18 to be upheld if you are challenged for not following it.

ig So, I guess the question is, how broad a

20 principle did the Commission establish the first time it

21 used it. If it keeps using it in very narrow contexts

22 s nd never establishes any kind of a broad principle,

23 then you really have not hemmed yourself in very much,

() 24 but if they used it even to reach a narrow decision, if

25 they use it in a way that makes it clear at least in the

O
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O i context of that case that ther are espousino a hroad

2 principle, at least for use in that case, then the !

3 question is what possible reason could the Commission

4 have if challenged for not using it in other cases.
|

5 Now, I do not know what there could be -- if

6 there is a good reason for not using it that the

7 Commission comes up with, there is no danger of getting

8 reversed. If the Commission -- all the Commission can

9 think of is, we did not feel like it, we do not have the

10 resources, that might be something else.'

11

12
.

13

O -

,,

15

16

17

18

|
l 19

20

21

22

23

24
|

25

O
|

|
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(]) 1 HR. LEWISs If they never use it at all, then

2 the policy statement has no effect. That is not the way

3 I run my life, but that is okay for a regulatory

O
4 agency. But is it possible, and in a legal sense is it

5 possible , if they issue a policy statement and never use

6 it, but do things.which contravene it, that someone can

7 take them to court for being arbitrary and capricious,

8 which I believe they are never allowed to be?

9 HR. HALSCH: That is - .yes, they are never

10 allowed to be. I do not think they can challenge an

11 action as illegal or arbitrary and capricious, as being

12 inconsistent with some other prerious policy. They are

' 13 free to depart from it as they wish in futu re cases.

14 HR. LEWISs I see. -

|
15 HR. HALSCH: Usually the Commission difficulty

16 goes the other way. The Commission tends to rely upon

17 policy statements rather than depart from them. So the

18 usual legal problem is justifying a decision to follow

19 it, as opposed to the other way around. But technically

20 there is no -- they would not be legally bound to follow

21 the earlier policy statement.

22 Now, on the other hand, you know, a follow-on

23 on the other question, it is a more serious challenge

() 24 if , let's say, GE points to some safety goal or approach

25 that was rel.ied upon in making sone decision for the
_

|O -
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() 1 previous 50 licensing cases involving Westinghouse and

2 asks, do the same thing f or us, and the only answer is,

3 we do not feel like it, or we decided not to. In that

4 situation, I think the court is going to says Hell,

5 gee, you know, we do not want to second-guess the

6 agency, but would you please tell us why it is, if you

7 did one thing in the previous 50 cases and another one

8 here.

9 The Commission can distinguish the cases or

10 decide it is going to change policy and not apply the

11 previous 50 cases to the next 50 cases. That is fine.

12 But if it looks like, you know, somebody is being

| 13 singled out for special treatment for some, you know,,
l

14 unwarranted reason, or the Commission is being arbitrary

15 in switching back and forth depending upon, you know,

16 wha t time of day it is, for some arbitrary reason, that

17 is something else.

18 MR. LEWIS: If you would allow me one obiter

19 dictum , I was impressed that you thought the hearing

20 process is not appropriate for settling large policy

21 issues, but you think it is okay for settling

22 quantitative scientific issues. We seem to think the

23 opposite.

() 24 MR. MALSCH4 I said better.
i

25 MR. LEWIS: You said better.

O
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(]) 1 MR. MOELLERa I do not want to get into

2 detail, but I do find I have some basic questions. I

3 wonder if you could help me with them. Lik e, you quoted

4 the objective of ha ving the risk to an individual not I

5 exceed one-tenth of one percent of the total sum of

6 prompt fatality risk from other things. Okay.

7 Le t me sa y that I accept that and now I an

8 going to apply it. Well, you have said that it would be

9 of the sum of prompt f atality risk generally to which

10 th e U .S . population is generally exposed. So I assume

11 you mean an average value. So I an okay there.

12 Now, the nuclear plant operates, let's say, 40
,

13 years , or I am going to presume that, and I hope to live
,

- 14 70 years. Now, is that for each year the plant is

15 operating or do you pro-rate the plant for 70 years? I

16 immediately -- and let's take automobile accidents. I
-4

17 have a risk or a probability of 2 times.10 of being

18 killed in any given year in an automobile accident, if I

19 assume 50,000 fatalities in a 250 million population.

20 Now, that is per year. But per time, per hour

21 that I an in the car, the risk is much higher. So I do

22 not know whether you are going to make me average the

23 car fatality over the entire year or just while I an in

O 24 the car.

25 You see, I would just have all kinds of

O
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() I things. I am all for you, but I do not know how to use
,

2 your --

3 HB. HALSCH: You are all for me. It is just

4 we have not gone far enough. All we have done is

5 resolve one little Ltty-bitty issue, perhaps a

6 significant .1 percent, 5 percen t. I have still left

7 unresolved another 50 issues, how you calculate it, what

8 would you give to various factors.

9 All I can suggest is when you have a problem

10 like this and you are determined tha t you are going to

11 rely on it, some formulation, in making licensing

12 decisions, you ought to sit down and think of all those

13 kinds of problems that you can imagine occurring, kinds

14 of problems in which you know anybody's judgment is as

15 good as anybody else's, things that are incapable of

16 proof in any kind of scientific sense, and try to

17 formulate whatever it is, so you resolve as many issues

18 as possible .

19 MR. BENDER Well --

20 MB. MALSCH: You can never be perfect about

21 that. You will always -- things will always arise that

22 you did not think of, or you'will think of things and

23 you will be unable to get the Commission to resolve-

() 24 t hem . So we are never perfect, but you can at least try

25 to do that so at least you are minimizing the problems,

)
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() 1 even if you are not entirely avoiding them.

2 NR. BENDER: I can interpret the advice you

3 are civing us righ now in a couple of ways. One is to

4 say, put out the policy and then. figure out what it

5 means, because that is what Dr. Hoeller is concerned

6 about. Or I could try to put some illustrative

7 interpretation on the policy before I presented it as a

8 policy that I understood.

9 I prefer the latter, but I an interested in

10 knowing what the legal approach is.

it HR. HALSCH: Well, I mean, legally you could

12 do -- the Commission could do whatever it wants to do.

13 It can put out -- well, it could issue the statement and

14 be silent completely on exactly how it is going to be

15 applied, and then sort of leave that for a case by case

16 resolution afterwards.

17 Some agencies do that. For example, the NLRB

18 has dealt in labor-management disputes for years and

19 almost never puts out rules. They only decide issues on

20 a case by case basis. It means decisions by the board

21 in one administration cannot be relied upon as precedent
|
' 22 f or another administration.

23 Technically you can do that. It may not make

() 24 any sense and I, you know, I do not think I have any

25 view as to whether the Commission ought to or ought not

O
!

!
'
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() 1 to accompany -- as I say, they could issue this thing as

2 a policy statement, sort of leaving it hanging around

3 there, and the staff would sort of gradually slide into

4 using it by developing this collection of case by case
.

5 precedents.

6 I do not know. Legally it can operate that

7 way. Maybe it is kind of sloppy administrative

8 practice, but legally you can do that.

9 BR. BENDERa What approach would be most

10 beneficial to the regula' tory process?

11 BR. MALSCHs The approach that would be most

12 beneficial would be to resolve as many issues as

13 possible in advance of issuing the policy statement, so
i

14 there was as little confusion as possible. I do not,

15 think you would be sued and lose for not doing that. In

18 terms of good administrative practice, generally it is

17 not a good idea to tra p some thing in the middle of a

18 process and sort of say, oh, well, we will see what

19 h appens .

20 It is best to think those things out in

21 advance and try to anticipate the problems and tailor

22 whatever it is you issue so they resolve as many of the

23 problems as possible. As I say, you cannot always be
1

| () 24 perfect about that. But you can at lear.t try.

25 HR. SIESS: I would like to return to Dave

O
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O ' "oe11 r = a= =*toa -- c== -- ret =ra to ta a= r

2 you gave to Dave Noeller's question. I asked

3 essentially the same question two weeks ago at the

4 Subcommittee meeting to another aember of the staff. I

5 do not remember who he represented, but he was not a

6 lawyer.

7 And I got the answer that the background

8 figure was an absolute deterministic or statistically

9 based, but it was one number. He just picked it out of

10 the mortality tables that somebody had prepared. There

11 was no question of what you took one-tenth of one

12 percent of.

13 So I would say the staff is not of one mind.

14 HR. NALSCH: Well, you could, just

15 h ypothetically, you could in theory -- well, let's say

18 the Commission were determined to rely upon qualitative

17 safety goals of the type that are set forth in

18 NUR EG-0 8 80. They could in theor in connection with,

19 promulgating those goals, also promulgate a collection

20 of assumptions that would be unchallengeable in

21 individual licensing cases, such as a number that would

22 be used for mortality risks from other causes.

23 I mean, it depends on how f ar you want to go

24 in resolving these kinds of issues. In theory, you can

25 go as far as you can go logically without, you know,

O
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() 1 relying on general kinds of information and not make it

2 dependent upon the facts of individual cases.

3 MB. OKRENTs Did you have c question, Mr.

4 Ebersole?

5 MR. EBERSOLE: I was going to inquire, how

6 does FAA operate? Don't they use quantitative goals to

7 a greater or lesser extent?

8 MB. HALSch: I am not aware they have actually

9 promulgated quantitative rules. They use them

10 internally, that may be. I am not aware that they have

11 done it in any kind of a formal sense. I have not

12 really checked.

13 MR. LEWISs I know a great deal about that and

14 it is a combination of deterministic specific strength

15 requirements , loading requirements, and also failure

16 rates, but there are special failure rates associated

17 with parts which f ailure can be detected and parts which

18 f ailure cannot be detected in normal in-service

19 inspection.

20 But none of these are directed toward a

21 specific casualty rate in the aviation business. They

22 are all deterministic. They are probabilistic in some

23 cases, but always for failures and for mechanical

O 24 tain -

25 There is a really excellent Academy report

O
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() I from about a year or two ago. Right after the Chicago

2 crash where an engine was lost, th e FAA asked the

3 Academy to put together a Committee to sort of ask

4 whether they are doing a good job of regulating. And it i

1

5 is an excellent report to read, beca use the substance of I

6 the report, if I can summarize it, is that it is a

7 system which on the surface looks lousy, but it sura

8 works well.

9 MR. SIESS: And it does not involve public

to hearings, though, does it?

11 MR. LEWISs It sure does not.

12 MR. HALSCH: It is a variation on systems tha t

13 work well in practice but not in theory.

14 MR. LEWISs Yes. Well, that is right.

15 There are many features of it which are quite

16 dif ferent from the way NRC functions. That is why the

17 report is worth reading.

18 MR. OKRENTs It works well except in isolated

19 cases, a nd there are some people who do not feel it has

20 worked well, and there are some people who have no more

21 feeling about it.
I

22 (Laughter.)

23 MR. LEWIS: In 1980 13 people were killed in

() 24 commercial aviation . It is working well.

25 MR. OKRENT: The members from UCLA were kiiled

O
|

|
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1 in one -- in one year. If I extrapolate that over --

2 (Laughter.)

3 MR. MOELLER I brought up earlier the Edison

O
4 Electric Institute report on an attempt to define a de

5 minimis dose or, in essence I guess, a de minimis risk.

6 This one-tenth of one percent, do you know if it falls

7 in that range or if it is four times that range or half

8 of it? Does anyone know?

9 MR. MALSCH: I just do not know.

10 MR. OKRENTs I am going to suggest that you

11 try to limit your questions now to Mr. Malsch to any

12 things tha t you think are important to whatever it is we

13 have to try to do in trying to respond to Chairman

14 Palladino. I think.he has given us some feeling for the

15 role safety policy would play if it were adopted.

16 Mr. Kerr?

17 MR. KERRa I though t he did, too. I thought

18 he said on the one hand yes, but on the other hand maybe

'

19 no .

20

21

22

23

24

| 25

O
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() 1 MR. SIESS: In which case the hearing would be

2 long, drawn-out. In neither case would it have a

3 significant effect on the health and safety of the

4 public.

5 NR. OKRENT: Well, are there any other points

6 you want to make?

7 NR. MOELLER: Well, are you -- I have not read

8 your complete draf t , but are you --

9 MR. OKRENT: You get a bad mark.

10 (Laughter.)'-

11 MR. MOELLER: Are you involved in the

12 implementation -- do you discuss the implementation of

| 13 the goal once it is established?

14 NR. OKRENT: There is a comment somewhere

15 af ter page one on that subject, yes.

16 MR. MOELLER: One question immediately comes

17 to mind, and this could have, of course, far-reaching

| 18 implications within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

19 because you are comparing things here, say to cancer,

20 immediate f atalities and also cancers. And you take the

21 existing siting rule, which states that you shall design

22 a reactor, place it on a site, and have engineered

23 saf ety features and so forth, so that the d ea ths to the

() 24 public in certain time periods and at certain distances

25 shall not exceed 25 rem whole body or 300 rem thyroid.

Od
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O ' " 11 i== at t ir it co to 1 = tad that 2s

2 rem whole body is not comparable to 300 rem thyroid in

3 terms of the cancer risk, or even certainly in terms of

4 f atality risk. So it is going to mean you would have to |

5 go back into everything, and I guess you realize that,

6 and totally re-evaluate and redo it.

7 If you want to compare them directly, the 25

8 ren to the whole body would be far more significant than

9 300 ren to the thyroid.

10 MR. MALSCH: That is the kind of issue that

11 would more likely be raised. Let's say, if someone

12 vanted to file a rulemaking position, he would point out

13 th a t Part 100 was promulgated a long time ago and that

*14 it is inconsistent in that respect. I guess the

15 Commission would have to respond to that somehov and

16 justify why it should continue with the current Part

17 100.

18 In a licensing hearing the answer to that

19 question would be, this is not our job. It is a

20 question of Commission rules. You have to follow them.

21 NR. OKRENT: Okay. Well, think you very

22 m uc h . I think we had better get on with the hard job

23 tha t we have to do.

24 If I may, I am going to suggest, Mr. Acting

25 Chairman , that we not take a transcript during the next

O '
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:

O i =utt taa2 11a itatai ==>$ect 1-

2 somebody thinks it is relevant.

3 MR. RAY: Any comments?

4 (No response.)

5 MR. RAY: Okay.

6 (Whecoupon, at 2:40 p.m., tite Committee met in

7 cloced session to reconvene in open session at 3:55 p.m.)
8
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