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Pear Pr. Carbon:

This was the first meeting after the review had beer {rter-

rupted in 1977,

Btaff showed the NRR CRBR review organizatior. set up « &
Program Office with licensing and technical review sectiors

This reviev represents the effort toward =P, hence expheiis 4ir
Placed on criteris rather than on the design approval. Urusua)
Sspect about this review is that significant amount of hard-are has
elready been manufactured.

Two letters sumsarize the prior history:

1. Denise to Caffey letter (May 6, 1976) provides guidance
to the applicant relative to the safety approach, site sovrce
term and containment functional requirements.

2. Gammil) to Caffey letter (Wov. 19, 1978) provides staff;
Sssesamant of the review status at that time.

A significant wmodificeation of the Sesign was the change of
the otre from lnprm to heterogeneous. This appears to ir-
prove breeding ratio and te provide arguments for reduction of the
enargy release in the cese of a COA. Questions ralative to the
mn'o built-up and leakage rate from the containment after

ore difficuit to resclve and even the factors affecting this
result are mot all fully wnderstood.
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It was agreed that the NRC staff with its contractors will
1ok ot the in detai]l and bring to this BSubcomw . tties & SuUmNA’
describing COA's probles reisted status and the list of the imports
fosves yet %0 be addressed. Target Sate Of May 1, 1982 for Staff
technical evaluation of CDA was set.

A number of items to be addressed by staff anéd by applicant
were discussed. As & minimue 1 would suggest that the foliowing
stion be transmitted to the staff for consideration (this is J
Méition to the CDA, and the criteria-prin-ipal and special)

1. Definition of the construction st.tus of safet; related
aystems and components. This discussior should ipclude referance
0 the criteris and specificiations these components we.e designe
to satisfy.

2. BRatural circulation - discussicn of basis for conclusicr
that natura) circulation will take place in various loops. Fumre
of snalysis done to date, discussion of tests (such as FFTF &' ¢
why are the FFTT results appiicadble to C'BRF) should be made part
of the response.

3. Provide discussion of resiZual heat removal systems in va
modes of operation. This discusrion sliould show hect balances at
warious points in the system, identify the conditions for operatic
of heat sinks (such as need for off-site-power, Diese] powerel,
passive, etc.). The heat balances should be shown as snapshots
An time and at the onset of Steady Btate operation, indicating ho.
such time is needed to reach the Strady State and the temperature
geached in various locations at the heat transport eq. libraw
Sstate.
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