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PROCEEDINGS
(8:34 a.m.]

MR. CARROLL: Good morning.

The meeting will now come to order.

This is a meeting of the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards Subcommittee on Advanced Pressurized
Water Reactors.

1 am J. Carroll, Committee Chairman.

The other ACRS members in attendance are Carl
Michelson, Paul Shewmon, and Ernest Wilkins.

The purpose of our meeting today is to discuss the
ABB Combustion Engineering Licensing Review Basis document
and a staff Commission Paper, SECY~-90-353, regarding the LRB
for the System 80+ evolutionary light water reactor.

Dr. El-Zeftawy is the cognizant ACRS staff member,
and Tem Rotella is also here, since he will be taking over
this project eventually.

The rules for participation in today’s meeting
have been announced as part of the notice of this meeting
previously published in the Federal Register on October 18,
1990. A transcript of the meeting is being kept and will be
made available, as stated in the Federal Register notice.

It is requested that each speaker first identify
himself or herself and speak with sufficient clarify and

)

volume so that he or she can bhe readily heard.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

o

We have received no written comments or requests
to make oral statements from members of the public,

I would point out to the members that Tom and Med
have passed out an additional SECY, SECY-90-362, which is
pre~-decisional and is erroneously titled "sStaff Comments on
the Continuing Need for a Licensing Review Basis Document
for Each Passive Design."

Actually, it also discusses the staff’s views with
respect to System 80+, as well as the staff’s views on LRBs
for high~-temperature gas-cooled and ligquid-metal reactors,
but for our purposes this morning, the couple of paragraphs
ot interest are those dealing with Combustion System 80+,
and as I said, this is a pre~decisional document, which is
available only to the Committee members.

With that, unless other members of the
Subcommittee have things they’d like to bring up at this
point, I’d like to proceed with Combustion Engineering.

While Ernie is getting ready, I would mention one
other thing to refresh the Committee’s memory: We were
asked by the Commission, on December 15, 1989, in a staff
requirements document, to -~ it says "The ACRS should review
both the GE ABWR and the CE System 80+ LRB documents and
comment on each. The ACRS should pay particular attention
to the issue of whether the approach taken in the two LRB

documents is consistent."
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We, of course, have mentioned this from time to
time in the past, and 1 guess the full Committee has
indicated that Carl, ABWR, and myself, 80+, as subcommittee
chairmen, ought to deal with this at the appropriate time,
and obviously, if we’re going to make this kind of a
comparison, we’‘re going to have to wait until the Combustion
System 80+ LRB document is complete, but that is something
we have on our plate, at this time, to deal with.

Ernie?

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Good morning, gentlemen.

My name is Ernie Kennedy. I am the Manager of
Nuclear Systems Licensing for ABB Combustion Engineering
Nuclear Power,

I have with me today our lead licensing engineer
on System 80+, Stan Ritterbusch, and also, we are expectiig
to arrive shortly, if the fog lifts, Rick Turk from our
Light Water Reactor Program Office.

We did not bring a large crew today to go into a
lot of technical detail. We have had some technical
meetings with the Subcommittee, but I think, with the people
we have here today, we can answer the questions you may have
on the LRB.

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: What I would like to discuss today
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is that the System 80+ Licensing Review Basis document, the
last major revision we submitted to the staff was last
January, January 1990. That is the version we will be
discussing today.

We did send in a letter in August of 1990
addressing two or three issues which the staff asked us to
address, which commit to revisions to the LRB on some
specific issues, and I will discuss what those are today
with you.

The other thing is I would like to discuss what we
expect might change in the LRB as the result of what we
understand staff comments to be, and finally, very briefly =~
- you mentioned the comparison to the General Electric ABWR
LRB., 1I’d like, very briefly, just to touch on that for the
benefit of the Subcommittee.

(Slide. )

MR. KENNEDY: The idea of a licensing review basis
concept was initiated generally in ’86-'87 timeframe. It
was initiated by General Electric essentially. The purpose
of a licensing review basis document, at that time, was to
document administrative procedures for a review of a design
certification application and the approach to new technical
concerns.

In general, an LRB discussed the scope of the

design, which weould be submitted to the Commission, to the




staff, the anticipated review schedule, the administrative
procedures under which the review would be conducted by the

staff and the applicant and technj.al issues beyond those of

the existing body of the staruard review plan and regulatory
5 guides., That is what essentially an LRB was intended to do

and I must remark that I think LRB’s were kind of committed

out of the -~ you know, invented out of the blue. There is

e ——

no guidance that I know of that defines what an LRB should

or should have in it. So, they’ve been kind of created as

the need arose.

11 MR. CARROLL: To your knowledge, Ernie, is there

any requirement == or maybe Chariie can answer this =-- for
an LRB in Part 52 == is it part of the process envisicned by

Part 527

15 MR. MILLER: This is Charlie Miller from the

staff. Part 52 has no such requirements.

17 MR. CARROLL: All right.

(Slide.)
19 MR. KENNEDY: The System 80+ Licen-ing Review

Basis Document was initially drafted and submitted to the

staff in July of 1687, Between the issuance of that draft

and the issuance of 10 CFR Part 52 there were, in fact,

iﬂg several revisions which I have not put on the chart here,

just to keep the chronology brief. There were several

revisions in this timeframe.
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The saljent poiﬂ* is that in April of 1989 10 CFR

Part 52 was issued and we subsequently revised our LRB in
August of 1989vto roflqct_ourﬂanqgu;qndigghqtuthgmggtg_§2

roquitomcnt-. This is significant in that, prior to this

: timo, thor. were sone policy ditterence with tho staff that

we were arquing. In our view, those policy dociu}gqa were

rololvod with tho illuanco of Part 52 and with thi-

rcvision, e boliovo _we no longer had any significant policy

dilputes with the staff and the cOmmission._ So, we believe

this LRB was in compliance with Part 52.

In December of 1989, there wcre two Staff

Requirements Memoranda issued by the Commisslon. The

——— ot g

following month we revised the LRB once again to incorporate

some of the requirements of these SRM’s. 1In particular, the

Staff Requirements Memorandum asked for comparison to the

e m—

EPRI Requirements Document. We provided such a comparison

———

in this revision of the LRB.

This Staff Requirements Memorandum also put in
place a process by which the staff would identify policy
issues and bring those policy issues to the attention of the
ACRS and the Commission for resolution. We reflected that
process in this LRB revision in January of 1990.

Also in Januesx_of 1990 the staff identified

policy issues to the Commission in SECY=90-016. The cStaff

Requirements Memorandum on that was issued this past June of
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9
1990. Now, as it turns out, in this revision of the IRB, we
correctly anticipated 13 of the 15 policy issues that were
included in SECY-90-016, so we did not revise our LRB at
this point. We thought it was still adeguate, that we had
correctly anticipated the policy issues. Although, in
August 1990 we did send a letter, particularly hydrogen
control is the most important technical content of this
letter, and I’1l]l go into it; committing to revise the LRB in
a couple of specific places.

The last bullet here is we’re aware that the staff
has prepared a SECY paper on the combustion engineering LRB
that is not publicly available. We have not had a chance to
examine that yet. We believe we understand, in general,
through our discussiong with the staff, what is in it; but I
would caution we have not yet seen the words in the SECY
document itself.

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Now, in parallel with the continuing
discussions on the LRB, I want to puint out to the
subcommittee, that we have been proceeding, in parallel,
with completing the submission of our Standard Safety
Analysis Report CESSAR-DC, our Standard Safety Analysis

MApeYE, M BAgen SUBRITEAIS in Novenber of 1907..JNaY Ve

continued. You can see here the sections of the SAR -- the

topics which have been submitted and we have discussed much
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10
of this material with the lubcommittco.

[Slid.:iuﬂAm W

We just submit*ed, in fact, although we’ve given
an advanced copy to the staff, we just put in UPS yesterday
a large amendment that includes the general arrangements
which we discussed with the subcommittee at the last
meeting. It includes the final ECCS and containment
analyses and all of the Chapter 15 safety analyses are in
this amendment which is now coming to you. It also includes
all of the Chapter 14 start-up test requirements and
includes the final set of our PRA results. That amendment
is now in transit officially to the staff and they should be
receiving it shortly.

MR. MICHELSON: I wanted to ask Medhat, do you
know when I’m going to get a copy of the CESSAR document?
Amendments don’t do me any good. 1 mean, I won’t even have
a copy of the document. 1I’ve asked for some time now for a
copy .

MR. ROTELLA: VYes. I just heard about a weak ago
that it was on its way.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. I haven’t received it yet.

MR. KENNEDY: We took an action item at the last
subcommittee to send a set of CESSAR-DC’s to a number of

members of the Committee. We wanted to fold in this

amendment in the document before we sent it to you.
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MR. MICHELSON: Oh, it will pe in there already?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Oh, that’s fine.

MR. ROTELLA: They also had a problem with your ==
they had a problem with your address also, I believe, and I
gave them a different address.

MR. KENNEDY: We intend to file this amendment and
then send you the set of books, so you don’t get a book and
then a huge stack of papers.

MR. MICHELSON: That'’s fine because it takes a
secretary a while to file all that.

MR. CARROLL: On the next viewgraph, however, he’s
going to tell you about another =-- about the =--

MR. KENNEDY: We’re not going to save you all the
work. There is going to be some more work.

(Slide. )

MR. KENNEDY: We do plan, by the end of this year,

—atm et e ————————— ——

to submit what we hope will be the last planned amendment to

———————————. e e s s e

the document, Qlearly, thero will be amendments as we

B PR ————— e P —

{g{ggnd to staff review and statt ~questions. But by the end
of this year, we plan a submittal that includes the results
of the seismic methods, the seismic envelope and the seismic
criteria for the design, **e proposed technical

specifications, we will complete our write-ups on our

resolution of the unresolved safety issues and generic
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12
safety issues. We have part of that information in the
document now, but we’re continuing to update it.

We hope to close out a list of open items which
have resulted from the staff review to date, so there will
be some miscellaneous amendments to the document. We will
put in our program for environmental qualification and the
radiation and shielding assessment. So those are currently
planned for the Qgggggggm;gggmggpwigtal.

MR. MICHELSON: A little while back we had a
meeting where you discussed the layout of t. - plant. 1Is
that layout going to be reflected in this new addition, this
Amendment 147 I think it was a 14 or whatever the number
was.,

MR. KENNEDY: The October Amendment includes those
general arrangement drawings in it.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. KENNEDY: And I have not yet seen the print
quality of those documents. If I think they’re not quite
that veadable, I believe we’d be happy to send you some full
size drawings as well.

MR. MICHELSON: I just wondered if that was the
level, though =-- the whole document’s brought up to that
level.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. Thank you.
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MR. CARROLL: Are they going to be in color?

MR. KENNEDY: No.

MR. CARROLL: 1I’ve got colored pencils.

MR. KENNEDY: Let me point out for those of you
who ==~ you’ve been following this for some time =-- you will
note a deletion from this slide, and I should point it out
to you,

In previously showing this slide there was an itenm

here called Inspections Test Analysis and Acceptance
kst

Criteria -- the ITAAC required by Part 52. Given where we

s m—

stand today and with the Commission still deliberating on

———

the level of detail issue and whether Tier 1 or Tier 2

approach that NUMARC has recommended, there is no way that

we can meet a December 1990 submittal date for those

S ———————————

inspections tests and analysis. I removed it from th.s.

It will have to be a separate submittal to the

staff, and I'm not going to show a schedule of that until I

understand really where we’re headed. So you will note that
that is no longer here.

That’s an important document. It’s something we
need to keep our eye on, but I don’t know when to schedule
it right now.

(Slide.)

Okay. Let us turn to the licensing review basis

document itself. It’s got seven sections and an appendix.

- —————————
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"here is nothing unique about the organization. 1It’s fairly
straightforward. The appendix is a list of the design
differences that we have identified between the System 80+

design and the evolutionary requirements document produced
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by EPRI and under review by the staff.

And I will briefly go through each of these
sections of the LRB and talk about what’s in them.

MR. CARROLL: Before you do that, Ernie =--

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: == answer an even more basic
question. What ig it called? 1Is it called a Combustion
Engineering System 80+ LRB or is it the ABB Combustion
Engineering?

MR. KENNEDY: It is the Combustion Engineering,
Incorporated System 80+ standard design licensing review
basis document.

MR. CARROLL: No ABB.

MR. KENNEDY: No ABB. As a matter of legal
standing, Combustion Engineering, Inc. is still a legal
entity and is the organization applying for the design
certification. We are still Combustion Engineering,
Incorporated, although we are wholly owned by ABB. When I
use the phrase ABB Combustion Engineering Nuclear Power,
that is the name of a division. It is not a legal entity.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.
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MR MICHELSON: Just for claritication, as lonq as

there i- a short pause, can you toll me how complote your

dcsiqn 8 going to be in terms of the =-- you know -- what

o ——— ——————————— ——— ————— - ——
e e o s e+ v e —
——

parts of the design will not be detailed?

[Slide.)

<
MR. KENNEDY: We are providing an essentially :ZW'fzt" o
S A SR TS — *"7’)

MR. MICHELSON: Oh, wait. I see you’re there. by

MR. KENNEDY: Well, the slide doesn’t tell you :
much, but I’ll try to answer it in words. |

MR. MICHELSON: All right.

MR. KENNEDY: You will remember that Combustion
Engineering in the 1987-'88 time frame was arguing for a /
major portion of a plant. We started out with the nuclear /
steam supply system, expanded that to the nuclear power

7/
/

module. j§§é£:32'fédﬁifes.énwégi;ﬁgigllx_ggﬁﬁlégé;éi§§§;)/wg

are providing an essentially complete plant.

If you look at the LRB, there’s a two page listing
of all the systems and structures included in the plant. It
is a complete plant. There is a very short listing of
structures and systems for which a conceptual design will be
provided. Those are generally the site-specific structures
-= the intake structures, the warehouses, the administrative
buildings and that type of structures. It is a complete
nuclear power plant.

That argument is over. We are not arguing that it
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should be anything less than a complete nuclear power plant.
And the LRB, hopefully, says that. That we are providing an
essentially complete nuclear power plant.

The other thing that the introduction of the LRB
discusses is any exemptions which we take to current
Commission regulations. In the January version of the LRB,
we identified one potential exemption. That is the

requirement to address 100% zirc/water hydrogen generation

in the design. We were at the time of the LRB supporting

the EPRI suggestion that it be 75% zirc/water reaction. We

—————-

PR

identified that in the LRB.

———————————

In the August 19%0 letter which we sent in, we

commit to 100% hydrogen generation as required by SECY 90~
016. That will require us to put igniters in the design.

——

So we are currently evaluating now the type of igniters, the
location of the igniters, but we are not going to take that

exemption at the present time.

| —

e MR. CARROLL: 1In your consideration of the igniter

gquestion, are you looking at DC powered igniters?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes. We are looking at them. I
believe -- Stan, you can correct me =-- that the =-- right now
it appears to be that the preference is going to be AC
powered igniters, but we are looking at DC powered igniters.

MR. CARROLL: When we talk about powered, I’'m

talking about .ne ultimate power. &
\»\7)/'

e —— <
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MR. KENNtDY: Yeah., That evaluation’s currently

/ undergoing right now. Duke Enqineerinq Servicea il dozng

/

' that evaluation for us. ,

MR. CARROLL: Recognizing that many of the (g/‘»~"‘
accidents that are going to produce hydrogen are loss of AC
power, I would encourage a strong look at the DC approach.

MR. KENNEDY: Stan, would you like to add
something to that?

S——

MR. RITTERBUSCH: This ie Stan Ritterbusch. Yes,

—

I would, Ernie. We expect that our igniters will have \

e et 3 et S —— - — \

battery backups. 1It’s all but final. Dedicated batteries.

e e e P A - 4 S ———

MR. SHEWMON: Are the igniters glowplug or spark
or ==

MR. RITTERBUSCH: I believe they’re glowplug.

MR. SHEWMON: No catalytis acticn at all in this
country.

MR. RITTERBUSCH: That’s my understanding.

MR. SHEWMON: Okay.

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: The LRB does contain a schedule fgih

e

_review. This our requested schedule.. I would be less than

honest if I indicated tha* the statt was in agreement“with
thil schedule. Tr:c .s our requested schedule.
As I pointed out, we intend to complete our

Standard Safety Analysis Report by the end of this year.
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What we have askad for is staff issuance of an FDA by the
end of the following year, 12/91, followed by a design
certitication a year later, at the end of ’'92.

Charlie Miller, I think, and Tom Wambach can speak
to this later in their presentation, but I think it’s safe
to say that the pace of the staff review, as we perceive it
right now, probably doesn’t support this date. We would
very much like to increase the level of review and meet
these dates, but these are our requested dates.

MR. MICHELSON: You'’re aware, of course, that the L
gquestion of what the scope of your application should be has
not been settled yet. Until it’s settled, it’s hard to know
how much more work you have to do before you have completed
your application.

MR. KENNEDY: With regard to level of detail, we
understand that.

MR. CARROLL: 1Is that what you meant, Carl?

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, that was what I meant.

From your view of the situation thus far =-- you’re
aware of the level 1, 2, and 3 and 4 levels of design that

were in SECY-241. Where do you think your application lies

e va————

in that spectrum of level 1 through 4, your present f
application? C% Ll

MR. KENNEDY: Our present application I would

characterize, as general, level 3 and, in specific areas, 1
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level 2. There are areas where we exceed the level 3
information and do have level 2 information.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. WILKINS: Are there any areas where you exceed

level 2?

MR. KENNFDY: No.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: Did you have somebody here
yesterday?

MR. KENNEDY: I believe Mr. Brinkman was here
yesterday, but I have not had a chance to talk to him yet.
I am very anxious to know what may have been said here
yesterday.

MR. CARROLL: When you talk to him, you will find
that the staff’s position is going to be that it should be
level 2, with some stuff approaching level 1.

MR. MICHELSON: We’ll let the staff characterize
it. That was sort of my understanding.

MR. CARROLL: What does that do to the schedule?

MR. KENNEDY: I have to see what that’s going to
be. I don’t know.

MR. CARROLL: That, of course, is what the staff

0

MR. WILKINS: The areas where you get to level 2,
~do those tend, in general, to be those associated with the
' Nuclear Island or with the core? il

b
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is recommending. The Commission hasn’t acted on it at all.

MR. KENNEDY: Correct. Without having seen that,
I can’t make a good assessment ~f the schedule yet either.
The caution that the schedulr. can be affected by that is
well-taken; it will be.

MR. MICHELSON: To give you some appreciation for
what is thought to be meant by a level 2 effort, it’s
estimated that’s about half of the total engineering effort

for the final, completed plant, as I understand it, and so,

that gives you some criteria, and if you think you have done

about half of what you think you have to do to build this

plant, to engineer this plant, then you’re about, perhaps,

getting close. e —

Ll

piece of work left to do yet to get to 50 percent. That

just gives you some kind of an idea of where some people, at

least, think we may be at.

MR. KENNEDY: Okay.

To continue with the LRB, there is a discussion on

the format and content of the application. That section of
the LRB is not terribly enlightening. It references the
Standard Reg Guide on SAR format and content, as well as it
repeats the requirements in Part 52 on the content of

applications and says our application will contain that

information. But to a large extent, it’s just verbatim from

If you’ve done 20 percent, you’ve got a pretty big
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the regulation,

MR. CARROLL: So, basically, you’re saying you
going to follow the regulations.

MR. KENNEDY: Correct. There is a fairly long
discussion in Part 52 on the content of application, and
it’s reasonably clear.

[Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: There is in the LRB also a

21

're

discussion of proposed staff review procedures. In the LRB,

we had suggested that the staff issue draft SERs in

w—

segments, as they rovieggﬁﬂpartsmpt the design.

We now understand that gho staff would rather

e

———

not

do that; they would rather wait until the end and issue
——
combined draft Safety Evaluation Report. I don’t know t
I have any particular problem with that.

We and the staff can work closely together and
keep lists of open items and understand what’s open and

needs to be resolved without the issuance of incremental

SERs. So, I think that’s a manageable process.

S MR. MICHELSON: From our viewpoint, though, I

don’t see how it’s manageable to get the entire document

one point and expect to jet a letter out in a couple of

hat

what

at

i

W)
months. You know, if you can’t do this as we go along in <:,/

some kind of a reasonably coordinated effort, you have t

recognize a several months’ delay for us to review it.

o}

This

\
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is not a small or lightly-taken project.

MR. CARROLL: Presumably, during all of this,
we’ll be having meetings with the staff and the applicant
and really know what the issues are.

MR. MICHELSON: Oh, yes, but we won’t see any SERs
until the end.

MR. CARROLL: But the trouble with the piecemeal

SER, as we have s=een on the GE plant, is that it just {“

doesn’t do it for you. There is an awful of places where i
there is an open item, where it refers to a future SER
that’s going to tell you what you want to know. It’s a very

frustrating thing for me to read, at least.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s all quite true; I agree.

S ———

The frustrating thing for me, though, is to get to the end
of the game and the tell them that they’ve got a real
problem. It’s better to tell them they’ve got a real
problem up front.

You might be able to do that from briefings, but
briefings don’t carry the same substance as a review of a
document they have committed to writing already. In other
words, they’ve got their thinking that far solidified, and
we ought to see that as soon as possible and not at the end
of the game or it’s awfully late.

You know, briefings are one thing, but reviewing a

final safety evaluation is a lot different, and we know that
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for a fact, that we hear one thing in a meeting, and when
the SER comes out, it might be guite different.

MR. CARROLL: Charlie, you got any thoughts on
Carl’s dilemma here?

MR, MILLER: I have a lot of thoughts on it.

I think, having lived with this over the last few
years, the staff has come to the conclusion that if we were
to start over again, we would be back to where we were in
‘87, if you want to say lessons learned.

The concept of the modular, if you will, draft
SERs came about because, at that point in time, we were
receiving inputs in a modular fashion. 1In fact, I think for
the evolutionary plants and for the EPRI requirements
evolutionary submittal, without exception, that’s the way we
received the information.

Having dealt with that, I guess the staff feels
that, looking back on it, we didn’t find that to be a very
efficient way to do business. Lots of the things that you
just mentioned, I think, we encountered.

It’s very difficult to take Chapter 4 or Chapter
3, try to write a safety evaluation on it when there’s
information in a yet-to-be received chapter, yet-to-~be-
received information. So, we classify it as an open item in
some cases, in which case it may or may not have been an

open item had we had the additional information.
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For the technical reviewers, it becomes very
cumbersome, because your frustrations are borne out by themn.
They like to see everything in front of them so they know
what the whole plant looks like, and they can draw an
integrated safety conclusion.

So, it’s the staff’s recommendation, really, that

we do not do this in the tuturc"and I guess, to try make a

—————————— MDAt " ——————————

mid-course corroction. It’s not the staff’s intent to try

e A . e e
o —————

to dump a safety evaluation on the cOmmittoe and say that we

s o s i —————————

need you to turn it arcund in a week.

—— ————————————————. S————

.+ mean Carl’s comments are very valid there. We

——

recognize it’s going to take some time. But I think we need

to get an intograted safety evaluation drafted so that we

e ——

know, from the staff’s standpoint, what we’re shooting for

———————

with regard to open issues.

———————————————

Remember that a draft safety evaluation is just
that. If other issues are developed or identified by the
Committee along the way, we’re going to have to rectify
these things in finalizing our safety evaluation.

I don’t think I can emphasize enough the
frustrations that I have had with trying to deal with
piecemeal submittals. 1It’s just very difficult to do.

You know, we have had many, many, many
Subcommittee meetings and several full Committee meetings

with it, and we found it very difficult to try to write off
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on things in that fashion. Questions come forth, you know,
by the staff and by the Committee concerning, well, what
abcut this and what about that, and in somne cases, if we
haven’t got that information, we keep having to say we have
to wait.

So, I think the bottom line is that we'’re going to

alk certificatlon applicants in the future to complete their

submittals before they submit them. By the way, I am

—————————— T ——

supported on that thought from OCG. I think thay feel that

an application ought to be a complctc application.

i —

—

penalize tho current applicants fully for that, because

e —————————————

we’re really changing the ground rules in the middle of the

BN

game. So, we have tried to deal with it as beat we can in a

piecamoal quhion

S e r——

But future applications, 1ike for the passive

—————————————————————— " s U SR R S

plfﬂf'L ygiyo gl{gfeyﬁput tﬁfﬂ_?“ noticc, and we did with
the EPRI requirements for the passive plants. EPRI didn’t
submit the requirements for the passive plants, so they had
a complete set of requirements documented.

MR. CARROLL: As far as the issue of paper to look
at as this thing progresses or staff preliminary safety
evaluation kind of stuff, you don’t see any mechanism that

we can be getting that sort of stuff in advance of the =--

MR. MILLER: Well, let’s explore that for a



26
minute. You kiow, the first stage of the staff review is
always that we request additional information from the

In some cases in those guestions we even state

applicants.

staff concerns of where we think the application is
deficient.
Now if that information is forwarded to the
Committee as it’s issued, that would give you some
indication of where the staff has raised concerns and where
we have problems.
10 MR. CARROLL: That kind of information is helpful.
3% MR. MILLER: Yeah. And you're going to see

hundred and hundreds -- as Ernie and Stan can tell you ==
hundreds and hundred and hundreds of questions that are

generated to that. And I’m not sure that you normally

really see that kind of thing.

16 MR. CARROLL: 1I'’ve been getting =-- or Carl has ==

18 MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s kind of a piecemeal -~

19 MR. MILLER: It’s a piecemeal thing, yeah.

Because individual reviewers ask questions, and they ¢o out.
21 MR. MICHELSON: 1It'’s really getting down into many
times much greater detail than we prefer to get into.
23 MR. MILLER: The next step is that the Commission

has directed the staff to resolve -- to identify -~ and send

for their resolution any policy issues prior to putting it
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in a safety evaluation.

So as we conduct & review, if we identify things
that we think are of a policy nature we are to get them up
to the Commission in a timely manner for resolution before
we proceed with this draft safety evaluation.

Then at the time that we prepare the draft safety
evaluation, the Commission has asked the staff to send it to
the Commission well ahead of issuance. Now they didn’t say
that we had to send it for approval, but they wanted to see
it well ahead of issuance. So that reguires us to prepare a
SECY paper to transmit it. And all of these things add to
the administrative burden in the preparation.

Now at that point in time when it’s prepared it
was my intention that that would come to the Committee at
exactly the same time that it went to the Commission. And
we would start our deliberations and discussions with the
Committee on the draft safety evaluations themselves, and 1
anticipate that that’s going to take many many months before
we‘re finished.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s not a bad system, of
course, provided that the policy issues that you raise are
the same ones that the ACRS might have raised.

If we were to raise issues you hadn’t raised, it’s
an awfully late date to do it at the end of the game. So is

there a mechanism by which we raise our issues as we go
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along? Well, we haven’t suggested such a mechanism yet, but
1 gu2s., we could bring one up.

MR. CARROLL: Well, for example, the meeting today
is beginning with the LRB and the letter 1’ve taken a shot
at drafting raises some issues that are in that category.

MR, MICHELSON: Yeah, but, see, we’'re addressing
something the staff has already put forth to the Commission.
I‘m talking about things the staff has not put forth to the
Commission.

MR, CARROLL: 1In the letter I've drafted I've
raised a couple of issues that the st~.. has not addressed.

MR. WILKINS: With the Commission?

MR. CARROLL: With the Commission.

MR. MICHELSON: Yeah, but the guestion is, as we
go along in this review, then, how are we going =~ are we
just going to do some xind of a review on our own and if we
see areas that we think are of concern we bring them to the
Commission’s attention or how do we ~~

MR. CARROLL: VYes, we could bring it to the EDO.

MR, MICHELSON: But the:e has to be some
mechanism. Now the fuel for some of that, of course, is
draft SERs and so forth, Once we realize the Commission and
staff is going down one path, and it may be a guestionable
path, then we can raise the guestion. But we’re not even

sure what path they’re going down if we don’t see the draft
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SER until the end of the game. That’'s the disadvantage of
doing it all at the end of the game.

Now if they will send us draft SERs as you go
along and reveal them as you go along but recognizing that
it’s just a piece of paper for talking purposes and then a
final document, that's fine.

MR. CARROLL: You mean draft sections of the -~

MR. MICHELSON: They must de doing it by chapter
or section or something. Why can’t we see that material?
Why do we have to wait until the end of the game to start
seeing what they’re even thinking?

MR. CARROLL: How would you think you would be
doing it, Charie?

MR. MILLER: Well, from a practical standpoint the
applicaticns have caught up in I guess what 1’d say in an
integrated fashion. The way the staff conducts a review
isn’t that we look at Chapter 1 and then we look at Chapter
2, we look at Chapter 3. We tried that in a piecemeal
fashion,

What we really do is that technical review
branches have the application in front of them, and each of
those branches has areas of expertise and responsibility so
they’re kind of looking at the whole application in parallel
to the extent that the information’s been submitted.

MR, MICHELSON: 1It’s still got to be written In
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pieces, though.

MR. MILLER: Well, but those pieces are written by
the technical review branches in parallel, and if I'm trying
to establish schedules and meet those total schedules and 1
give the same milestones, theoretically, to each branch and
say, you have to have your REIs to me by this date so that
we can issue them by this date, the draft safety evaluation
input is due to the project staff from the technical staff
by this date so that the project managers can start
assenmbling it,

There are some windows in there of where -+~ you
know, people don’t all drop it on us on the same day. But
for the most part we try to keep things in kind of a
parallel path.

MR. MICHELSON: Then there must be material coming
in al) the time.

MR. MILLER: Oh, sure.

MR, MICHELSON: I guess what we’re suggesting is
why ~an’t we look at some of that material as it comes in on
a section by section basis then instead of by chapter.

MR. MILLER: It could be done. It could be done,
but, again, it’s going to be -~ you're going to get pieces
of various chapters that aren’t complete. You're going to
get pre-decisional information. You’re going to get the

input that we would receive from the tech review branches
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that then the project managers have to synthesize into some
integrated safety evaluation., Writing styles are different
from ==~ you know, we have to make sure that we try to take
care of all of that,

I mean, certainly there’s no problem in sending it
to you, but we have to keep it as pre~decisional information
-= for your eyes.

MR. MICHELSON: The difficulty I have, though, is
when I look at your final schedules it always turns out ACRS
has got about two months in it. One month =-- they get the
thing one month, we hold a meeting the next month, we write
a letter the next month. That’s the way the staff schedules
our work. I just don’t see how you can do it on a project
this large if we don’t have something going on along the
way. That’s the practical aspect of it.

MR. CARROLL: Well, I think along the way we would
anticipate we’'re going to have numerous subcommittee
meetings. It does have a difficulty that you can’t look at
the written word., You‘re listening to people explain orally
how ==

MR, MICHELSON: But the problem is that the staff
will tell us what they want to tell us, but if we’d read the
SER we may have raised up a number of issues that the staff
didn’t intend to raise with us unless we came first. And if

we wait until the end of the game to come first on those
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things, I think that's going to delay the process
significantly. 1It’s just a concern.

MR. CARROLL: No. I share it,

MR, MICHELSON: I don’t know what a good answer
is., I think the staff ought to figure out a good way of
somehew letting us review material as we go along a little
bit. It doesn’t have to anything very formal, but at least
get an idea of where you’re headed on certain issues so that
~= because we may think you’re headed down one path and,
really, you're going a different path. And we don’t know
until the end of the game.

MR. CARROLL: Well, you do if they have identified
it as a policy issue.

MR. MICHELSON: Only if they identify it as a
policy issue and then we would certainly know.

MR. WILKINS: Well, we might just have an
indication because they can identify the issue, but the
Commission has got to decide how to resolve that issue.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: But at that time at least we know
the issue is on the table.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s no surprise, then, at the end
of the game.

MR, WILKINS: How much is the delta in time if the

ACRS is on the critical path so to speak? You say you can't
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do it in two month., Can we do it in a year?

MR. MICHELSON: It doesn’t take a year.

MR, WILKINS: It takes eix months.

MR, MICHELSON: Just from experiences with things
like GESSAR II which took a long time ~- and there, we were
getting material right along the way -~ it realistically
took, I would say, a minimum of four months.

That’s assuming that all this -- a lot of these
people work at other jobs, and trying to get them together
to even focus on the problem; you just can’t do it on a full
time basis or anything like that.

1 would say that four months is a crash program.

MR. WILKINS: Remembering what was on Mr.
Kennedy’s previous slide, four months or six months is a
significant perturbation in his schedule. In fact, it’s not
a perturbation at all; it’s a different schedule.

MR, MICHELSON: Yes, that's a totuolly different
schedule. When I see staff schedules, man, they usually
&llow us about two months. It’s ridiculous, unless we are
doing our homework as we go along and getting most of these
things settled as we go along.

MR. CARROLL: You recognize that =~

MR, MICHELSON: Well, it’s just a thought. 1It’s
just the thing that when we do see the Staff'’s proposed

schedules, I think we have to make sure that it'’s
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understood, what the ACRS is going to be able to do, unless
we want to rubber stamp it. That’s a different issue.

It takes about two months to rubber stamp it.

MR. CARROLL: Wash your mouth out, Carl, on rubber
stamping it.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s just the way 1 feel about
it,

MR. CARROLL: I guess this is something we have to
work out. I don’t think there’s any perfect solution.

MR. KENNEDY: ‘The only comment I would add to the
discussion is that, to the extent that Combustion
Engineering can help keep the Committee informed on what we
are doing and the issues which we think are -+~ in discussion
with the staff -- we’'re available to work closely with the
subcommittee to put as much of that process in parallel as
possible. We’d be more than happy to do that.

(8lide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Okay, the LRB also discusses, as I
pointed out, the process which the Commission has set up to
identify and resolve policy issues. There is gmgfycualion
that obliqutoo us to track and keep a list of what we

boliovo tho open itcmu to be between us and the otaft and

make sure tho.o aro closod.

There is a discus-ion of ACRS partxcxpation: that

discussion got put in tho LRB long before Part 52 clearly
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identified the role of the ACRS and it has stayed in the
LRB. It simply says, we’ll keep you informed of the process
of the application and that that the ACRS, as we unders“and
it, will participate in the review of the policy issues,

MR. CARROLL: Now, everything on that slide would
happen if you had an LRB or not; wouldn’t it?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes. Again, it appears that right
now this wouldn’t happen, but you'’re right, that would all
happen. We're simply documenting in the LRB, what would
happen in any event,

(8lide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Now let us turn to somewhat more

technical issues discussed in the LRE. The LRB does discuss
a number of technical issues, and thay got into the LRB by a
number of sources. Some of them, CE raised and put in the
LRB, a number of them the staff raised and put in the LRB,
various staff documents led us to put them n the LRB.
Under Severe Accidon;ﬂ;,gpgg, the LRB says we will
_comply with the post-TMI regulations, 50.34F, I believe. We
will present the technical resolution of USIs and GSIs. We
will do a design-specific Level III PRA for the design and
ve gtgga our severe gcqi¢cnt_pq;to;qgnqc goals.
?po first two of these goals, the core damage and
the large release goal, you_lﬁ§u1d>rocogniz‘ a8 being the

EPR evolutionary requirements document goals. They’'re the
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same as tho !PR! and in addition, we include at the reguest

of tho staff, a containment performance goal.

MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave that slide, I

have a quolticn on the GSIs and U UBI.. 1 guess it’s more a

question for the staff than anybody, but when we talk about

.oix nonthl botoro the dlt. of application, is that the

applicltion tor cortitication, or 1. that somo othor dnto?

e o A S A8 et e e g —

That’s what’s talked about in Part 52.

MR. MILLER: In discussions I have had with 0GC

aama —

concerning how we -hould interpret that, the 0GC interprets

that as six months prior to the appllcation for dosiqn

© ————— . —— —- o g g S 4 S i S S S e 4

certification. They also interpret that as meaning a

[ SO ———— o i e —

S 1 <t A —— A a——: e S Yy

comgtgsp application.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s not clear from looking at
Combustion’s LRE that that’s the way it’s intended. How did
Combustion think it was intended?

MR. KENNEDY: The regulation says six months prior
to the date of application. The point of your question, 1
think, Mr. Michelson, is that it’s a moot point. No matter
what the regulation says, we have found it convenient and
useful to use the very latest revision of NUREG 933 and, in
fact, that is what we are doing.

I believe the LRB right now says that we think

we’'re obligated to use Supplement 8. We’re, in fact, using

Supplement 9 and I think that since that was written,
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Supplement 10 has hit the street and we, in fact, plan to
use Supplement 10 anyway.

No matter how you interpret the language, we are
trying not to address some supplement of 933,

MR. MICHELSON: C(Clearly, you will not, apparently
address one older than six months before your date of
application for certification; is that your intent on? The
regulations talk about the date of application and there’s
only a question as to what date that means.

If the staff is interpreting that date of
application for certification, are you also at least going
to meet that, if not better it?

MR. KENNEVLY: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay, thank you.

MR. KENNEDY: Right now the answver is, we're doing
better than that, ir our view; we’re using the latest
supplement, yes, sir.

MR, MICHELSON: Well, that doesn’t necessarily
mean that you’ll meet what I said. I don’t know how often
the supplements come out and so forth, How often do they
issue the supplenments?

MR. MILLER: Schedule wise, I believe that
Research issues them every six months.

MR, MICHELSON: Well, then, you may miss it by as

much as six months depending on what the date of application
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for certification is going to be.

MR. MILLER: The idea, I think, when the rule was
promulgated was to give the designer some target so that the
target didn’t keep moving on them.

MR. MICHELSON: Right, and he cuts it off at six
months.

MR. MILLER: However, you have to have some
practical application of that. Someone could send a letter
in desiring certification with nothing behind it for two
years and if you argue legally that that’s the application
for certification, I think that the NRC would look
differently at that.

MR. MICHELSON: I assume that you're going to look
at a complete application?

MR. MILLER: Yes. By complete, I don’t mean that
they’ve resolved every open issue,.

MR. MICHELSON: No, but it had all the information
in there.

MR. MILLER: Someone sits down and says they'’ve
taken a good shot at trying to send an application in that
addresses all the aspects of Part 52.

MR. MICHELSON: Now, can I apply for certification
before I get an FPA? I’m going tc answer it for you.

MR. MILLER: The FDA is a necessary component for

certification.
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MR, MICHELSON: 1In order to apply for
certification, you have to have an FDA that was reviewed
with certification,

MR. MILLER: I think you can apply for
certification but in order to achieve certification, the FDA
is one component.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s a real important point
though, because that date of application is very much
dependent upon it.

MR. MILLER: If you look at 5247, it gives yocu
what is required in the contents of an application for
design certification.

MR. MICHELSON: That'’s right.

MR. MILLER: There are a whole bunch of things
listed there.

MR. CARROLL: Combustion presumably felt that they
had done that as of March 30, 1989.

MR. KENNEDY: That is not quite true. We adnmitted
and we, in fact, planned to submit our application in
segments, so we knew at the time that we applied for design
certification that there was material to come. We did it at
that time believe that we were applying for design
certification.

The staff, as I understand it, has taken the view

that they don’t really consider that, at least in 0OGC’s
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terms, to be an application until the document is more
complete. By the schedule I showed you, that looks like
perhaps December of this year.

In regards to is practical applications, the date
of application seems to have an effect only on the effective
date of NUREG 933 in terms of what the regulation says. My
point is, no matter what the date, we are right now
voluntarily using the latest revision we can find because it
makes sense and it'’s useful to us.

MR. MICHELSON: You’ll centinue to do that up till
the *ime the FDA is issued?

MR. KENNEDY: I would say that up until the time
that the staff issues its final safety evaluation report.

At some point, we need to say that that is the approval at
that point in time. There probably is some time lapse
betwean the SER, the ACRS letter and issuing the FDA.

I would say the cutoff is probably the issuance of
the Safety Evaluation Report. Clearly, on a case-by-case
basis, if there is a significant new issue or a significant
chaage in NUREG 933, that the staff, the applicant and the
ACRS thought was necessary to be addressed, we would address
it.

MR. MICHELSON: You’‘re willing to address things
up to the time staff’s SER is issued; is that what you’'re

saying?
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MR. KENNEDY: It is not of value to us and our
utility customers to achieve an FDA or design certification
with any important issue left open. That compromises the
value we see in FDAs in design certification.

MR. MICHELSON: The Licensing Basis Agreement
should probably reflect that sort of thing, which it doesn’t
presently.

MR. SHEWMON: On the last item that you'’ve got
there, the last three items, the definition of core damage
is lack of assured cooling or core on the floor or someplace
in between, or what have you taken?

MR. KENNENY: There is in the LRB a discussion of
our criteria of core damage, and it’s essential peak clad
temperature greater than 2,200 degrees F, a very
conservative definition of core damage.

MR. SHEWMON: Okay. Now, what is your goal for ==
the performance goal for the containment?

MR. KENNEDY: Next slide.

MR. SHEWMON: Okay.

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: We have, for the moment =~- again, we
understand -~ this is still an issue discussion with the
staff, and the staff is still considering this. SECY-90«016
says that a probabilistic approach would be acceptable.

We have taken a conditional containment failure
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probability of 0.1 based on this definition that we are
locking at core damage seguences with a fregquency greater
than 10 to the minus 6 per year. We have specified one
exception,

External events which both damage the core and
fail the containment, we have proposed a 10 to the minus 5
cutoff. That is one of the issues which I understand the
staff has some reservations about. I haven’t seen the exact
wording. And we are more than willing to discuss with the
staff how to reconcile our differences.

The intent of this qualification is very simple:
At some point, there is a seismic event that is so large we
sinply cannot design against it, and we need to figure out a
way to accommodate that in this containment-performance
goal.

MR, SHEWMON: I had a note on that someplace e.se.
As you know as well as I do, the spread of prokabilities on
large seismic events is very substantial, and so, there,
whether you use the mean or the median might be an order of
magnitude difference. ‘'hen you said 10 to the minus 5,
which is that, by common acceptance, now?

MR. KEWNEDY: I do not know. I would have to get
our PRA people in here. I don’t know.

Do you know, Stan?

MR. RITTERBUSCH: Stan Ritterbusch.
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It’s the mean.

MR. SHEWMON: That'’s at least an easier one to
hit.

To come back to the containment, all those things
are good. On the other hand, if you take a conservative
estimate of core damage, like lack of assured cooling, it
would seem to me one could make a very good case that the
probability of any significant release into the containment
is an order of magnitude less than that, and so, it should
be very easy to get from 10 to the minus -~ to get an order
of magnitude between large releases, meaning containnent
failure, and peak clad temperature higher than you would
like to have it.

What 1’m saying is you could have pretty poor
containment and still do that, 8o, it doesn’t really say
much about how you’re going to design containments, to me.

MR. KENNEDY: If you will read the LRB, we were
very == guite careful to preface these couple of sentences,
I think about a page-and-a-half discussion, that essentially
seys this: No matter what criteria we adopt, the intent of
thie criteria is not to allow us to do anything less in the
ruggedness of the containment building.

We intend to design a very rugged, strong
containment building. What this is for is simply to

demonstrate to the staff, essentially, that we have met sonme
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other criteria that demonstrates that.

But the point of this is not to allow -~ if we met
this with margin and demonstrated, well, we can build a
less-rugged containment, we would not do that. The
containment design, in fact, preceded this, and we show
that, as a matter of fact, we meet this in addition to the
deterministic criteria.

MR. SHEWMON: What chapter is that discussion in?
What am I looking for?

MR. CARROLL: Page 22.

MR. MICHELSON: Pages 22 to 24.

MR. SHEWMON: Okay. Thank you.

MR. MICHELSON: Let me ask, on that failure of
containment, I‘m not sure what kind of failure you are
referring to. Of course, you could have a direct core
release to the containment and subsequent interactions which
cause the containment failure.

Is that the type of failure you’re talking about,
or are you talking about spurious opening of isolation
valves or whatever?

MR. KENNEDY: I will come back to this, because
again, this is a place where we believe the staff has a
comment.

MR. MICHELSON: You should be able to give me a

rather simple answer to what failure of containment =-- what
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it means.

MR. KENNEDY: This is any sequence which would
result in this release, whether it’s through failed valves
or a mechanical failure of the containment or that in
combination with normal leakage, any segquence which would
give you this release result.

MR, MICHELSON: You’re looking at closure at 10 to
the minus 5 for those. 1Is that right?

MR. KENNEDY: For the external events?

MR, MICHELSON: Yes.

MR. KENNEDY: Ten to the minus six for everything
else.

MR, MICHELSON: Yes, but for external events, such
as a fire that might spuriously open a containment-isolation
valve, you won‘t look at it unless it exceeds 10 to the
minus §,

MR. KENNEDY: The intent of tr:.s was for the
seismic event. If, because of the wey we have constructed
it, the Committee and the staff cunclude that, hey, you do
that; if you do that, you’re ercluding other events you
ought to consider, we’re certainly willing to revise this
statement. This was not our intent,

MR, MICHELSCON: Really only meant for seismic
events,

MR. KENNEDY: That was our intention.
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MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. KENNEDY: And if, by the way we stated it, we
made it & little too global, we’re more than happy to adjust
the language.

MR. MICHELSON: It is kind of global for the fire
case.

MR. KENNEDY: We simply didn’t sharpen our pencil
enough when we wrote the words down, and I will come back to
that briefly a little bit later.

(8lide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Now, again, in terms of technical
issues, the LRB discusses generally, in one or two
paragraphs, this list of issues.

The significant thing perhaps about this list is
if you compare it to the list of 15 technical issues which
the staff identified as policy decisions to the Commission,
the LRB addresses 13 of the 15. The two that were not
addressed were equipment survivab'lity for severe accidents
and in-service testing for pumps and valves. They aren’t
addressed in the LRB not because there’s any unwillingness
to address them, we simply weren’t guite astute enough to
anticipate that the staff would identify those as policy
issues and we have no problem adding discussions of those
two events to the LRB, consistent with the discussions in

SECY 90-016.
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(8lide.)

MR, KENNEDY: The rest of the issues are discussed
in the LRB,

MR, WILKINS: Not just discussed, but you don’t
identify -~ let me rephrase this. Are there any differences
of cpinion between C~E and the staff in these 13 areas?

MR. KENNEDY: Let me get into that in just a
minute, and I believe the staff later may discuss that as
well. Remember, I haven’t seen their SECY paper yet, so0 1
have to qualify what I think the disagreements might be, but
let me get into that in just a minute.

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: The LRB also has in it a comparison
with the EPRI Requirements Document. We updated that list
in our August letter So, if you want to look at a current
list, the August letter has our most current listing of what
we believe those deviations to be.

I should point out that any of the EPRI crit+t ria
which are related to regulatory compliance we meet, by
definition the regulatory requirements. There are sone
performance and other requirements in the Utility
Requirements Document that we do not meet. Those are based
specifically on our evaluation of our design, the cost, the
benefits of meeting those particular ones and we do deviate

from some and we have a list of those.
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This is a little gratuitous, I put it on the
slide. That list is for information and compliance with
those EPRI Requirements should not be a staff regulatory
requirement.

(8lide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Now, let me turn to -~ two things.
We have the January LRB, we have an August 1990 letter
committing to revise the LRB. The most significant item is
to, as 1 mentioned, change our committment on hydrogen
control from the 75 percent generation to 100 percent
generation, which will add the iyniters.

The other point is -- one of the post-TMI
regulations right now reguires, as we read it, the
capability to add a containment penetration and a vent. As
I understand it now, a literal reading of the regulation, as
the statf reads it, implies that the penetration must be
there. We do not have a penetration. We have reserved
space for penetration, a penetration can be added. We do
not have a penetration.

I think the staff feeling is that literally that
would require an exemption from the regulation. If that'’s
the staff’s position, then we’ll probably put in the piece
of paper citing that as an exemption from the regulation.
We can’t add a penetration, we can’t add a vent; but the

penetration is not in the design at the present time. So we
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clarified that the penetration is not there.

MR, MICHELSON: 1Is there some reason why you
resist adding the penetration?

MR. KENNEDY: I guess the best reason is it's a
steel containment. 1It’s easy to add it later =-- cut a whole
in steel and weld in the penetration.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s not very expensive to put it
in now. 1It’s probably a lot cheaper than to add it later.
8o, it’s -~ and it’s a trivial part of the cost of such a
plant. 1In fact, in your case, it’s only the cost of the
pencil on the paper,.

MR. KENNEDY: It would not -~ it would not take
much cost in me arguing to go get out my pencil and paper
and put it in.

MR, MICHELSON: Yes. I just don’t see why it’s an
issue worth elevating to the point of taking exception to
the regulation on.

MR. KENNEDY: It may not De.

MR. MICHELSON: It escapes me as to why it'’s so
important to you not to add it.

MR. KENNEDY: Let me make one remark. In
discussions with our utility customers, containment venting
is a very sensitive issue to our utility customers.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but you’re not putting the -~

you’re not adding the system, you’re just making the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

37

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

50
provision that if it’s decided later it should be added,
then you are ready to go.

MR. CARROLL: Recall, Carl, that EPRl has taken a
strong position that PWR should not have it.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but we’re not dealing with
EPRI here, we're dealing with combustion,.

MR, CARROLL: But combustio. is dealing with EPRI
or the facility members.

MR. MICHELSON: It just escapes me why they want
to play the game con this, but that’s there business., 1
think we’ll just comment accordingly.

MR. CARROLL: 1I’d do the same thing, I wouldn’t
put it on either.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, yes, but we’'re in =
different position; we’re on the other side of the taue now.

MR. RITTFRBUSCH: Ernie covered the peint when he
indicated that we really don’t want a vent in the design and
we don’‘t expect to be adding it based on input from
utilities.

MR. KENNEDY: Okay, and then the August letter
also provided an updated to the comparison with the EPRI
Regquirements Document. I should point cut that if and when
the LRB, in fact, is completed, we would probably want to
sit down with the staff on whatever day that was and redo

this list because this list has changed over time as the
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EPRI requirements document has changed and our design is
developed. So, we would want to make sure that list is as
accurate as we can the day the LRB got approved.

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Now, let me return -- let me discuss
what we might expect to doc to the LRB in response to what we
understand the staff comments to be based on our discussions
with the staff. When the SECY paper is released, we will
have a better idea of exactly what the wording is, but this
ie kind of where we see things we’'re going to do.

We believe that the staff would like to see us put
in there a specific commitment to provide the SRP comparison
that'’s required by 50.34(g) I believe. We intend to do
that. Putting such a statement in is not a problem.

We've discussed this -~ that we would be happy to
put in a commitment to live with the most recent supplenment
of the USI/GSI Status Report. We intend to do that anyway.

On the subject of the definition of containment
failure. SECY 90~016 has a definition slightly different
than what we propesed in our LRB for containment failure.
This is the definition out of SECY 90~016. We have no
problem adopting that definiticn for the LRB, if the staff
feels that’s the appropriate definition. 1In fact, our
review of that is that’s somewhat easier to meet than our

definition.
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MR. CARROLL: Help me out. What does that first
bullet mean?

MR. KENNiDY: The first bullet is that 50.34(9)
says that the applicant shall provide a comparison to the
Standard Review Plan, the extent to which the application
meets the Standard Review Plan. The staff has asked us
whether we intend to do that. The 'nswer is yes.

MR. CARROLL: So that’s just paperwork?

MR. KENNEDY: That'’s just == yes.

Now, there is some history behind that, There is
a footnote, I think, in the regulation that says those
people who hold an FDA don’‘t need to retrofit that
requirement. When we started off on System 80+, we said
we're starting with CESSAR~F and amending it. I think the
staff just wants some assurance that we’'re not going to pull
that footnote out and try to hide behind it. We’'re not,
we're going to provide the comparison.

All right, the staff can speak for themselves, but
I think that’s why they wanted it in there.

MR. MILLER: Mr. Kennedy is accurate in his
representation.

[8lide.)

MR. KENNEDY: To continue, the 10 the minus fifth
cutoff on external events, we believe the staff has a

problem with and we are willing to work with the staff to
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redefine that in such a way that we accomplish our real
objective in a manner acceptable to the s.aff. That's, you
know, a negotiatiun that we think can be carried out.

There are three writeups in our technical
discussion on midloop =~

MR. MICHELSON: Let me ask you, why do you have a
problem with the external events that makes you unwilling to
accept the 10 to the minus 6 for the external events?

MR. KENNEDY: The only concern is the large
seismic event. That’s the only thing that we need to try to
accommodate.

MR. MICHELSON: By large, you mean what, in excess
of the SSE?

MR. KENNEDY: Way in excess of the S3E, the large
seismic event that both fails the vessel and the containment
at the same time. Considering the uncertainty on those
numbers, we don’t want to be in the position of redesigning
the plant for this extraordinarily large seismic event and
that’s our only objective,.

MR. MICHELSON: Other than that, for all other
external events, you're wiling to use the 10 to the minus 6
criteria?

MR. .(ENNEDY: I believe that’s it, and we can get
our PRA pe2nle in to talk about it, but I think we can reach

an agreement with the staff.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

25

54

There are three of the discussions of the
technical issues which we have in the LRB which, if you read
SECY 90~016, the staff position uses somewhat different
wording than we used in our LRB., Of course, our LRB
preceded our seeing 90-016. The staff would like for us to
revise those words so that they are more consistent with the
wording in 90-016. We don’t believe there’s any
substantive problem here and we think we can reach agreenment
with the staff on the appropriate wording of those issues as
well. Also, for the two issues that were in 90-016 that we
failed to address in the LRB, we believe that they would
like to see those addressed in the LRB, and we’'d be more
than happy to do that as well.

Again, I don’t think we have any disagreements
with what the staff would like for us to write down,

(Slide.)

MR. KENNEDY: Very briefly, I know the ACRS does
have a request from the Commission in one of the SECY papers
to perform a comparison of the CE and GE LRB. Just for your
information and your background, the function or the
original intent cf the LRB, as we think, was the same.

In fact, when we started to write our LRB, we did
the logical thing. We xeroxed the General Electric LRB,
struck out General Electric, wrote Combustion Engineering

and went from there. It has evolved over time -~ the basic
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structure is the same, but the content has differed
significantly because of our own progress in developing tne
application which we have continued to do in parallel.

The issuance of Part 52 -~ Part 52 really defined
a lot of things that the GE LRB tried to define in advance
of Part 52. Finally, the staff now has the process by which
policy issues are being resclved by a different method.

They are being identified outside the LRB, taken to the
Commission and the ACRS for resolution and that’s being done
as a separate process.

Our LRB has evoived from, if you will, the GE LRB
because of those issues. The reason I bring this up is;
we’d be more than happy to come to the subcommittee and the
full commit*<e v~ talk about such a comparison, but in all
honesty, 1 don’t know how much I could add to help you with
that.

I1f the committee can make that cemparison without
the benefit of another meeting, so be it, but there’s
nothing magic in the differences.

(8. ]

MR. KENNEDY: Let me conclude, if you will, with a
little policy and overview, We’ve been pursing the LRB
since 1987 and its approval and issuance by the staff has
been somewhat elusive. 1In our view, the importance of the

LRB has diminished.
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It is not, in our view, as valuable a document as
it once was., Part 52 has been issued and that settles the
procedural guestions that may have been in guestion earlie:
'n 1987 and 1988, Policy issues, many of them have been
raised to the Commission and resslved. We fully expect that
the staff ie going to raise several more policy issues and
they will go through that process.

I don’t know that the LRB is a necessary
ingreadient in that process. To the extent that the LRB
defines a schedule, we acknowledge that the schedules are
uncertain and that they are policy issues open that will
affect that schedule. To some extent, any schedule
discussion in the LRB has to be qualified.

We also have encouraged the staff and we have
supported that the review of CESSAR-DC has been and should
continue to be reviewed in parallel with the LRB. Most of
the material in CESSAR~DC isn’t really afZected by the
discussions in the LRB.

Much of that review, under the Standard Review
Plan, can continue. Finally, as we perceive it, although
there are some revisions to the LRB that the staff would
like to see, we don’t perceive a significant policy
disagreement with the staff that we can’t resolve.

Now, again, I would qualify this again that we

have to look the SECY paper and see if there are any
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surprises in it, but based on our discussion with the staff,
we believe we can resolve these expeditiously. The LRB
really, in our view, doesn’t serve the purpose it might have
served two or three years ago.

MR. CARROLL: What do you mean by the second dash
up from the bottom, most material is not affected?

MR. KENNEDY: For example ==

MR. CARROLL: Any material affected?

MR. KENNEDY: Oh, yes, for example, the LRB talks
about that we will provide an analysis of midloop operation,
the instrumentation, the design features that address
midloop operation.

MR. C.PPOLL: But so does SECY $0-016.

MR. KENNEDY: Correct.

MR. CARROLL: Whether the LRB existed or not,
you’d be providing this analysis of midloop operation.

MR. KENNEDY: You are correct. If I took this
sentence and said, most of the material in CESSAR-DC is
unaffected by SECY 90~016 and any ocher policy issues that
come up, it would be the same statement.

MR. CARROLL: Well, on a positive note, what
advantage to Combustion is there to the issuance of an LRB?
What do you see it doing for you? You’‘re going to get the
same question, Charlie.

MR. WILKINS: I was going to ask it negatively.
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In fact, it might be helpful to you to hear my wording of
the same question.

What difference would it make if someone were to
say, as of right now, we’re going to forget all about the
LRB? Just forget it. That’s the same guestion.

MR. KENNEDY: 1Is that question addressed to me?

MR. WILKINS: You’re on the stage, yes. It’'s
addressed to you,

MR. CARROLL: Charlie gets his shot at it, too.

MR. KENNEDY: My answer is; I don’t believe
anything would change. The issues which are open between us
and the staff would still be subject to discussion and the
LRB would not be a necessary ingredizsat. I believe that if
the LRB disappeared tomorrow, it would not change anything.

Now, you phrased the question positively. The
real benefit, or the only benefit, I can honestly state, is
we’d finish a long process and get it done. That’s not much
of a benefit, but it’s the only one I can cite right now.

MR. WILKINS: I heard someplace, at one time, that
you might anticipate some benefits in your marketing
strategy if you could point to this document.

MR. KENNEDY: Again, I would phrase that
negatively. Our inability to get an LRB has, in some
markets, been construed as a negative, not that it has any

positive benefit, but gee, why can’t you get one? There
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must be something wrong.

MR. MICHELSON: You could simply point out one is
not called for by the regulations.

MR. KENNEDY: Correct.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s one good reason for not
issuing a document that isn’t required, and nobody seems to
have any great deal of usefulness for it. Why are we
issuing it? 1It’s not required by the regulations.

MR. CARROLL: Do you want to deal with that now?

MR. MILLER: How about if we do this? Why don’t
we let Ernie finish his part.

MR. CARROLL: I think he’s finished, isn’t he?

MR. MILLER: Then I‘1ll try to take that one before
Mr. Wambach gives the formal presentation for the staff.

MR. CARROLL: Paul, do you have a guestion?

MR. SHEWMON: Just out of curiosity, do you have
additives, or is the staff requiring additives on
containment spray systems now? There'’s some corrosive
things got put in plants earlier on -- that is an excuse ==
and it hangs some on how much iodine you’ve got to worry
about and so on.

MR. KENNEDY: Stan, do you remember what the
additive situation is right now?

MR. RITTERBUSCH: Yes. The staff does not require

additives, and we are going through our analysis without
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them.

MR, SHEWMON: The other question, as you keep
pumping this, you may -~

MR. RITTERBUSCH: I can’t answer the guestion with
pH control. I was speaking with respect to iodine removal
during accidents.

MR. SHEWMON: But Combustion used to have some
baskets of salt down underneath the core.

MR. CARROLL: That’s Westinghouse with trisodium
phesphate.

MR, SHEWMON: CE did, too.

MR. RITTERBUSCH: We had an interface reguirement.
The actual baskets were not in our design,

MR, SHEWMON: The stuff that got GPU at TMI-1l in
such bad trouble with their steam generators was a
thiosulfate of some kind. That’s different from what you
said, though., You said a trisodium phosphate. Okay.

MR. KENNEDY: I was going to simply suggest =-- I
don’t know how long your list of technical questions are. I
am still expecting Rick Turk to join us a little bit later,
who can go a little bit deeper in your technical questions.

If you would like to come back to those after the
staff presentation, we might have a little more information
at hand.

MR. SHEWMON: 1I’d also be some interested in the
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labyrinth you have down beneath the vessel, because you have
at least two things in here. One, you'’ve got lots of area,
80 that anything that comes out of the vessel in a molten
state spreads out and has got lots of space to take care of
the cooling.

MR. CARROLL: I don’t think (hat’s true. I think
they have got enough space to meet the 0.02.

MR. SHEWMON: That'’s what I am defining as a lot
of space.

MR. CARROLL: There are some that might argue that
that isn’t a lot of space.

MR. SHEWMON: Well, my concern =-- ¢r not a concern
but the guestion is more whether, even if you had four times
as much space, it would do you any good.

It might get some people off your back, but my
impression is this stuff is viscous enough that it wouldn’t
spread anyway, but also, more immediately to the question,
you talk about a labyrinth which would help you with a DCH
accident, and I am mildly curious teo know how you can have a
labyrinth which will stop the gaseous flow of this stuff in
one accident but wouldn’t sort of make the flow of anything
that came out “ a vessel pretty difficult, too.

MR. RITTERBUSCH: This is Stan Ritterbusch. 1I’d
like to give a brief response, and if we have to get into

more details, then we'’ll have to wait until Mr. Turk.
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The part about the labyrinth, the labyrinth is
with respect to the event path from the cavity up to the
containment. 1It’s designed to be a complicated path so that
material cannot get directly from the cavity.

The cavity itself is relatively open for spread-
out.

MR. SHEWMON: So, that’s up off the floor.

MR. RITTERBUSCH: Right. And it has something we
call a debris-collection chamber, intended to keep any
debris that splatters around in the cavity area, but the
vent path =-- the labyrinth is a vertical vent path.

MR. CARKOLL: From the cavity.

MR. KENNEDY: Mr. Turk has just joined us.

MR. SHEWMON: Welcome in from the fogq.

MR. RITTERBUSCH: Ernie, maybe we would like to
simply finish an identification of the issues and then take
a break, and we can talk with Rick.

MR. KENNEDY: Rick, let me put you on the spot,
since you just walked in the room.

Dr. Shewmon asked a question on the current
situation with regard to containment spray additives. What
additives are we currently using for either iodine removal
or pH control? Do you know the answer to that offhand?

MR. TURK: I don’t know the exact answer at the

moment. I do know that we are not adding any additive for
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iodine control. The pH control question is, I believe,
still under review, as to how we’'re going to maintain pH in
the cavity and hold up velume.

MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.

MR. KENNEDY: Any other gquestions?

[No response.)

MR. CARROLL: You’re going to stay around?

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: Let’s take a break at this point and
reconvene at 10:15.

[Brief recess.)

MR. CARROLL: Let’s reconvene. 1 guess we do have
some additional questions of Combustien.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes. As I understand it, the
subcommittee might like some more discussion on the
deviations we’ve identified from the EPRI utility
requirements document. The most recent list is in our
August 28th letter.

We can either just go through these items one by
one, or I could ask the subcommittee if there are particular
items they would like for us to discuss.

MR. CARROLL: I think it is the latter.

Carl also just raised an issue regarding Table 2
of that document.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, I heard that discussion during
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the break.

Our intent was that that Table 2, those items for
which a conceptual design will be provided, we’d intended
that to be consistent with Part 52 that we consider those to
be site-specific features which Part 52 didn’t require.
There would be interface criteria for those as reguired by
Part 52.

If the subcommittee feels, as 1 think maybe I
heard some hints, that one or more of those should not
simply be a conceptual design, an interface criteria, but
ought to be included in the design, then I think the
subcommittee ought to make that comment.

Our intention was that we considered those to be
either site-specific or far enough removed from safety that
a conceptual design complied with the requirements of Part
52, but that’s the purpose of this document.

MR. CARROLL: Let’s take Carl’s specific problem
of potable water systems in the plant.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: I think you perhaps intended this to
mean a potable water system external to the plant.

How would you deal with lines potentially running
over switch gear that might break?

M.'. KENNEDY: Our intention was at the present

time we did not plan to design the potable water system and
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show the pipe routings and all the small piping, that
instead our submittal would include an interface requirement
“hat said the potable system supplied by the Applicant for
COL shall not == and you list the design criteria, but for
purposes of design certification we right now have not
planned to design that system,

MR. MICHELSON: 1If you look at the Standarcd Review
Plan, Section 361 you are required to do this pipe break
s.uay and that includes both safety and non-safaty related
piping, that contains fluids like water that if they were to
fail could cause an interaction with safety-related
equisnent,

L« do that study you’ve got to know where the
potable water lines are, I would think.

MR. CARROLL: Or make a commitment that there are
not going to be or could not have an impact.

MR. MICHELSON: I can make a commitment to build
this plant safely and not do any of this. That doesn’t
work. You’ve got to -- that’s the whole object of
certification, so you don’t have to go back and remove a
line later and so forth. Wwe know where everything is. It
has been checked. We have written off on it, It is done.

You can’t do that if tiey start saying, oh, we'’re
going to do this later.

MR. KENNEDY: I agree with you and our list of
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laters ought to be very, very restricted. There’ll be some
laters.

Again, we thought that we could in fact on the
potable water system define the appropriate interface
criteria, have it designed by the Applicant site-
specifically at the COL stage, still have it closed before
the COL, but not as a part of our design certification.

Again, if the subcommittee feels strongly about
that, I think that is an appropriate comment,

MR. MICHELSON: It is deviating from the
essentially complete design and I kind of got an impression
earlier -- you agreed to supply an essentially completed
design. Now we are starting to hear about the exceptions.

MR. KENNEDY: Again, most of the stuff on that
list like warehouses, the intake structures -=- clearly site-
specific., I think I have heard one example ¢f a place *that
you feel uncomfortable. That is the potable and sanitary
water.

Let me ask, is there anything else on the list
that makes you uncomfortable?

MR. MICHELSON: That is the first one that stands
out. Sanitary water can be a real problem too, depending on
how you lay out your sewer lines. Sewer lines can really
interact with safety-related equipment if not done properly,

including floor drain systems and so forth, which some
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people consider part of the sanitary systenm.

They don’t specify floor drains and show where
they are going to be routed and how you prevent backflows
and all these sorts of things. You can write rules, but
hell, you can write rules for this whole plant -- and not
have to detail anything!

MR. CARROLL: Yocu don’t mean floor drains under
sanitary water, do you?

MR. KENNEDY: Floor drains we do intend to route
in design. Floor drains are included.

MR. MICHELSON: Then that’s not a part of your
sanitary water system. It must tie into it somehow.

MR. KENNEDY: They tie into it. I am not quite
sure where the division is but we intend to identify them
and route the floor drains.

MR. MICHELSON: But up to what point do you start
writing criteria for interface then? Where is this
interface to the sanitary system? Outside the reactor
bui'ding, for instance?

Well, I guess you use auxiliary building in that
case.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: So if we know where the boundary
is and have the details up to that boundary, I think that is

a good idea but in looking at this list I wasn’t sure



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

68
whether you were omittiny the sanitary system.

MR. KENNEDY: That list is meant to be consi:tent
with the definition of esseitially complete plant. If the
subcomnittee has these concerns, this is what we need to
hear.

MR. CARROLL: Do you have others, Carl, on that
category?

MR. MICHELSON: No, I don‘t., I wouldn’t swear to
it. I haven’t looked at it that carefully but most of the
stuff I think is a non-problem except, you know, the
interface criteria will take care of the non-essential
buildings tumbling onto essential structures, that sort of
thing I don’t mind but within a vital area like within the
control rooms, control buiidings, auxiliary buildings, you
have got to know where everything is.

MR, TURK: Well, an interface reguirement as
¢, 20sed to designing the whole potable water system, an
interface requirement could be saying that within safety
related structures piping for the potable water system will
be relegated to a certain area. I think that would address
your area but without us requiring to go in and figuring
out, for !sistance, what the usage rate is going to be for
the potable water system at that site and then try and size
tre system, which, you know, you would have to do if you

Wwere going to actually come up with a complete design fcr
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that systen.

You would need to know the utilities’ manning and
their procedures, so ==

MR. CARROLL: Whether you are on an existing site,
on a site with an existing potable water system.

MR. MICHELSON: Thare is no problem with space
allocation ==

MR. TURK: S0 ==

MR. MICHELSON: == you haven’t shown space
allocations yet and I would expect to go that far. I would
expect beyond that to give me the criteria by which you are
going to place pipe within that space allocation.

MR. TURK: 1In order to satisfy the Staff for line
break analysis, we are going to have %o do that,

MR. MICHELSON: I thought conceptual design
didn’‘t go that far here but maybe if it does, maybe == it
depends on how you define concaptual design on this.

MR. KENNEDY: This subcommittee nas raised the
issue of potable water with us befcre. If that in fact is
the item on the list which ¢oncerns you, we can cartain
clarify it to the extent I think we can resolve your
concern,

MR. MICHFLSON: Sanitary and potable are the =--

MR. KENNEDY: We have the message.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. EPRI requirements document,
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Appendix.

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, and again if you would use the
list from the August letter, that is the most up-to-date
list.

MR, CARROLL: I am on page A-2 of the August list.

MR. ROTELLA: Attachment 2 in the Staff’s report.

MR. KENNEDY: It really makes no difference which
one. If you tell us the issue, we will find it on our list.

MR. MICHELSON: I didn’t even bring that one
because it’s all in this other =--

MR. CARROLL: Oh, okay, you’re right. You’re
right,

MR. WILKINS: I have the August letter.

MR. CARROLL: A=-2 of the SECY is fine, too.

Either one. 1It’s the same thing.

MR. KENNEDY: Whatever list you’re reading from,
tell us the issue. We’ll address it.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Let’s go to -- the first one
I would like a little more information on is System 80+
control element drive mechanisms will not have anti-ejection
latches. What’s that issue?

MR. KENNEDY: Well, it’s interesting. You have
picked one there which has gone away. Because the FPRI
requirements document has now been changed to remove the

requirement the CEAs have anti-ejection latches. Our
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deviation has gone away by virtue of the requirements
document having changed.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Let’s try it another way.

Why did they at one point have this requirement? Can you =--

MR. KENNEDY: Can you address that, Ray?

MR. TURK: No, I can't.

MR. KENNEDY: I believe the incentive was to try
to get out of the safety analysis the traditional CEA
ejection analysis by putting in a design feature by which
one could claim that such an event was incredible. I
believe that was the intent.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. KENNEDY: We still analyze the CEA c¢jecticn
event.

MR. CARROLL: All right. And the next one, the
cross tie between EFS trains, I’m surprised, I guess, that
EPRI didn’t do that. Do you have a comment on that?

MR. TURK: That EPRI did not require the cross-
connect?

MR. CARROLL: Yeah. Because I think it’s a very
good feature. I guess PRAs have shown that it’s a very
desirable feature if you can control it.

MR. TURK: Okay. In the PRA space it is a
significant advantage we found. 8o we’ve decided to do

that.
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I should say that we’re having a meeting next week
out in Palo Alto with EPRI to go through our exceptions
list, and that’s really the first meeting on that subject
with the evolutionary plant in quite a while, so in many
cases it may be just a matter of us pointing out to EPRI
what we found as we have implemented the requirements
document in the design. So we expect this list will shrink.

MR. CARROLL: All right. I guess with my
Westinghouse orientation it’s not clear to me why you don’t
have a main steam isclation on pressure rate of change.

MR. TURK: We have ==

MR, CARROLL: You have something that does the
same thing?

MR. TURK: It does the same thing. 1It’s,
basically, a variable set point that reduces the low
pressure actuation as you come down in plant pressure during
a cooldown. The purpose of that signal was to identify
steam line break events when you’re in other than full power
conditions.

MR. CARROLL: Not on a Westinghouse plant., 1It’s
for full power also.

MR. TURK: All right. Well, we use just a
straight pressure set point, but that set point is then
reduced as plant pressure comes down and that meets the

intent.
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MR. CARROLL: Okay. Let’s see -- I’'m flipping
back and forth between lists here.

MR. WILKINS: Well, since you’ie paueing, can I =~

MR, CARROLL: Go ahead. Jump in.

MR. WILKINS: Why don’t you want to use what has
been described as realistic source terms instead of -~

MR. KENNEDY: 1It’s not a guestion of why we don’t
want to use them, but in reality considering the schedule
which we’re trying to achieve, we simply did not think that
the staff would be in a position to approve any other source
terms for us to use in a time frame to support our schedule.
S0 our rationale was we would perform our safety analysis
using the traditional source terms.

If the staff and the Commission approved new more
realistic source terms, we certainly would seek that
relaxation and modify our safety analysis, but rather than
take the charice of proceeding with something different and
having that in the final analysis not be acceptable to the
staff or the Commission we just didn’t feel it was prudent
to do that right now.

Certainly we would much prefer to use a more
realistic source, but there’s one not really available to us
now.

MR. WILKINS: The containment design leak rate =--

I'm not sure I understand these words. Not that I question
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your judgment here. I just want to make sure I understand
them.

You’re saying the Systems 80+ safety analysis will
demonstrate that NCFR 100 limits can be met with containment
of .3% leak rate versus .5% per leak rate per day in the
requirements document. What I think that means is that
you’‘re not as safe as you would be if you had .5 of a
percent. Am I wrong?

MR. TURK: No, that’s not what it means. It means
that we’'re more conservative, but the testing acceptance
criteria that will be placed on the plant will be somewhat
more stringent than a .5% per day.

MR. WILKINS: So you’re going to demand that the
leak rate not exceed .3%?

MR. TURK: As opposed to the EPRI requirement
which, essentially =--

MR. WILKINS: Which was permitted to be .5%.

MR. TURK: That’s right. And that was predicated
upon acceptance of the reducea source terms. Both of those
are a considerable improvement over current practice which
might be as low as .1%.

MR. KENNEDY: That does tie in to your source term
gquestion. If we were using more realistic source terms, we
could damonstrate acceptability to .5 weight percent. So,

again, if the source term is relaxed, we can come back to
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this criteria and relax that one as well. But with the
traditional source terms, .3% is about all we feel
comfortable in demonstrating right now, and that is a
threefold relaxation over current practice.

MR. CARROLL: How about the one of RVLMS?

MR. TURK: 1I believe that one also becomes a non
noncompliance in that EPRI is going to remove their
requirement that you eliminate the vessel level monitoring
system.

MR. MICHELSON: They’re going back to it again.

MR. TURK: Correct.

MR. MICHELSON: Gary’s going to do the same thing.

MR. TURK: They never left it,

MR. MICHELSON: Oh, that’s right. Excuse me.

MR. CARROLL: Again, can you give me some insight
as to what they were thinking?

MR. TURK: Well their insight was that the system
was a complication and the operator could infer the same
information from other sources and, therefore, by
eliminating it it was a simplification to the plant.

MR. CARROLL: Like they did at TMI?

MR. WILKiINS: Yeah.

MR. CARROLL: That’s called a rhetorical question.

MR. WILKINS: Because your explanation of the

reason they didn’t want to comply just strikes me as
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absolutely unassailable. If there’s an NCFR 50.34 and so on
== 1 didn’t go look it up == NCFPR 50.34(f)(2) =-- what’s that
-- 28?2

MR. KENNEDY: We nad a choice of noncompliance
with an EPRI reguirement or noncompliance with a Commission
regulation.

MR. WILKINS: You don’t have any choice.

MR. KENNEDY: We chose noncompliance with EPRI.

MR. CARROLL: Cowards.

MR. WILKINS: Well, I guess you could ask feor an
exemption.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. I’ll ask one for Paul here.
What’s the i1ssue about the use of 690 and pressurized
reheater sleeves and instrument welds?

MR. KENNEDY: If you’ve been following current
events in some of our older operating reactors, we have had
material cracking problems with our pressurizer heater
sleeves,

MR. SHEWMON: The alloy 600.

MR. KENNEDY: That is alloy 600. We believe that
it would be better in our future designs to use alloy 690.
If you look at the EPRI requirements document, they say you
can alloy 690 in the steam generator tubes, but they don’t
want it elsewhere. That was written before we had that

experience, and we think it’s prudent to go to 690 for these
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other applications.

MR. MICHELSON: Why didn’t they want it elsewhere?

MR, TURK: I am not really sure. It may be
because of the way the requirement ended up being written.
In the requirements document, there’s lists of materials and
lists of applications. As I said, in part of our
discussions with EPRI next week, we’ll be talking about why
we want to use 690 in the heaters.

That may result in some revision to the
requirements document, or at least an ackrowledgement.

MR. SHEWMON: I was wondering; the 690 will cost
you more presumably, but I wondered if there was any
particular problems with it being more prone to cracking or
welding problems or anything that makes people want to ==

MR. TURK: No, I believe EPRI’s reasons were
basically cost and just not being aware of plans to apply it
in that application.

MR. SHEWMON: Certainly, primary side stress
corrosion cracking come up in enough places now that I would
think they’d change the requirement.

One other thing that I’ll ask for Jay is, the
first item on some list I have here, whether it’s the one
you have or not; it talks about reducing the hot leg
temperature to 615. What is it now?

MR. TURK: Palo Verde and the Korean units operate
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at a TH of 621,

MR. SHEWMON: Okay, so you're coming down there
and EPRI had suggested coming down to 6007

MR. TURK: That'’s correct.

MR, SHEWMON: That was primarily because of
corrosion concerns?

MR. TURK: Correct; that was EPRI’s concern, yes.

MR, SHEWMON: It might be that you could get away
with 600 there. Certainly, that corrosion problem is
temperature dependent. Okay.

MR. CARROLL: Other issues from this list?

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, I‘ve got a guestion. What is
the purpose now in System 80-Plus of the atmospheric dump
valves?

MR. TURK: The atmospheric dump valves provide the
safety grade means to remove decay heat through the steam
generators when the condenser is unavailable.

MR. MICHLISON: That’s the only purpose?

MR [TURK: And achieve cold shutdown conditions as
oppoiv=i to the safety valves which would remove the decay
heat, but remain hot.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s the only reason that the
atmospheric dumps are in there?

MR. TURK: That'’s correct.

MR. MICHELSON: I guess then that they could be



10

11

12

13

14

15

1€

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

79

manually operated?

MR. TURK: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Now, why did we have them pressure
actuated with varieble setpoints in the past?

MR. TURK: It was a control issue, I believe.

MR. MICHELSON: Was it protection =-=-

MR. TURK: There was also some use of the valves
to prevent secondary safety valve lift.

MR. MICHELSON: But you’re not even claiming that
anymore?

MR. TURK: No.

MR. MICHELSON: You w.n't be able to claim it if
you don’t have it automatic.

MR. TURK: Right. We have never done that at Palo
Verde and other units. Essentially for any overpressure
situation where the condenser is available, the turbine
bypass system, steam bypass control system is going to
prevent secondary safety valve lift.

If the condenser is not available, if you are
going to h-ve to relieve to atmosphere and you have a
significant overpressure, probably the dump valves, of and
by themselves, are not going to be sufficient. They’re
about five percent each.

MR. MICHELSON: They’re pretty small.

MR, CARROLL: 1Is the unit designed to accept a
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full load rejection?

MR. TURK: The unit is designed to accept a full
load rejection.

MR. CARROLL: That’s through bypass to the
condenser?

MR. TURK: That'’s bypass to the condenser inr
conjunction with a reactor cutback.

MR. CARROLL: You don’t even use these atmospheric
dumps in that?

MR. TURK: That'’s correct.

MR, MICHELSON: Why can’t ycu use the condenser
bypasses to take care of the other heat, the kinds of heat
removal that you made the atmospheric dumps for? Why are
they needed at all?

MR. CARROLL: Because on loss of power, ==

MR. TURK: You wouldn’t have the condenser.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, you don’t have to. You can
blow the condenser diaphragm at such an outside event.

MR. CARROLL: I don’t think you want to do that.

MR. MICHELSON: You may not want to do that.

MR. TURK: That requirement has to meet safety
grade requirements which would mean taking safety class
piping 211 the way out to the condenser.

MR. MICHELSON: To avoid that sort of thing, you

just provide -- what is just two atmospheric dumps?
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TURK: There are two per steam generator.

MICHELSON: Right. That’s the only function

then? Okay, okay. That doesn’t have to be done for thirty

minutes or so?
about?

MR.

Is that the kind of times we’re talking

TURK: With the emergency feedwater system and

just the secondary safety valve, you could sit a hot

standby, removing decay heat to atmosphere as long you had a

feedwater supply.

MR.
MR,
MR.
you’ve got to
MR.
until you got
MR.
think, rather
«aough, you’d
MR.
regulation tha
or something?
MR.
MR.
filters in the

boundary.

MICHELSON: Why the atrospheric dumps then?
CARROLL: So you car co™l down.

TURK: So you can c¢.,0l ¢own. The dump valves;
maintain hot condit.ons.

MICHELSON: You wouldn’t want to just do that
power back to the condenser?

TURK: You probably would in most cases. 1
than l1ilt the spring-loaded safety valve,
probably take the atmospheric dump valves.
MICHELSON: You'’re just trying to meet the

t says you’ve got to do this in, what 72 hours

TURK: Correct.
CARROLL: What’s the issue on the fans and

control room boundary, control room pressure
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MR. TURK: You may have hit one that I’m not =--
Stan, do you want to address that?

MR. RITTERBUSCH: This is Stan Ritterbusch. One
of the issues has to do with leakage in the HVAC. We're
removing a leakage concern.

MR. CARROLL: By putting them inside the pressure
boundary?

MR. RITTERBUSCH: Correct.

MR. CARROLL: EPRI thinks they should go outside?

MR. TURK: We’d have to review that,.

MR. KENNEDY: That’s one I don’t think those of us
sitting here at the table are not that familiar with.

MR, MICHELSON: Okay. Could I ask a followup on
that question?

MR. CARROLL: Sure.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s my understanding -- and
correct me if I'm wrong =-- that you do not have any normal
ventilation systems that serve more than one defined area of
the plant. By defined, I mean one division or so forth?

MR. TURK: That’s correct.

MR. MICHELSON: There are no common ventilation
systems in this plant that are pumping from two or three
different divisions?

MR. TURK: Correct.

MR. WILKINS: Are you comfortable with not
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requiring separate switch yards for main and reserve offsite
circuits? I mean, it seems to me that one could contemplate
an event in which you'd cake out that switch yard., That’s
the very last.

MR. TURK: I think this requirement, again,
because the switchyard is on the list of issues that are not
part of the certified design, all we’re doing is making our
design general enough that, depending upon the site, it
could be applicable if a given utility decided that, at
their site, they did not want to conform with the EPRI
requirement of physically-remote switchyards, that that
wouldn’t preclude this design., It does not really enter
into the application.

MR. CARROLL: When you’re talking to EPRT about
their requirements document and your design, where you
comply with the EPRI requirements is with respect to 1-E
powe>, two emergency diesel generators for two divisions,
one for 2ach of your two divisions of safeguards equipment,
plus the non-safety-grade onsite power source.

In view of the Vogtle event, concerns about
accident sequences and other-than-power operation, I guess I
would ask you to ask yourselves and EPRI whether an "n plus
2" design might not be a better approach, a full "n plus 2"
design extending back into the electrical might not be a

better approach.
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Do you understand my concern?

MR. TURK: Yes,.

MR. CARROLL: If you did that, I am not sure you
would really need tr+ onsite generation non-safety-grade,
other than because of a dumb requirement in the station-
blackout rule. I think it’s an issue that should be aired,
in view of Vogtle and similar events, because you are going
to have diesels out during outages, and you also are going
to have accidents during cutages.

MR. MICHELSON: I had a couple more, mostly for my
own edification, I guess, but let’s do it.

Why do the containment purge valves have to close
in 15 seconds?

MR. TURK: Essentially to meet criteria for the
safety analysis. I should point out here this I think the
difference with EPR] arises because the EPRI reguirement is
phrased in generic terms to say that automatic valvaes should
not have to close faster than 30 seconds and then lists some
necessary exceptions, and it lists the main steam stops and
“me main feed stops, and we just believe the purge valves
weren’t really considered when they listed that,

MR. MICHELSON: There must be some real good
reason why you chose this,

MR. CARROLL: That also is sJurce-term related.

MR. TURK: Correct. By not looking at the lower
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source term, yes,

MR. MICHELSON: 8o, you think that if you looked
at a realistic source term, you might go back to -~

MR, TURK: We might be able to relax that time,
yes,

MR. CARROLL: A few hours.

MR, MICHELSON: Well, it’s hard to believe it goes
from 15 seconds to hours, but maybe it does,

MR, CARROLL: You don’t need to close them until
you have released the radiocactivity into the containment.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, that’s the given, though.
That’s how you decide how fast they have to be.

Another question: The diesel start time, you're
talking about a sequence here of 20 seconds, which I gather
is to reach all immediately~-needed loads, must be on in 20
seconds, Is that the way you interpret it? It says start
and load in 20 seconds. What do you load in 20 seconds.

MR. TURK: The first element of the sequence can
be loaded onto the diesel starting at 20 seconds.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s a lot different answer, of
course. In other words, ready to load the first e)ement in
20 seconds.

MR. TURK: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: As opposed to being fully loaded.

MR. TURK: If the diesel’s started up to speed -~
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MR. MICHELSON' That'’s not the way that the bullet
is worded, but maybe it needs to be reworded when this thing
is reissued, then. It’s start and ready for loading in 20
seconds., 1Is that what you meant?

MR. TURK: That'’s what I believe it is. 1’11 have
to verify that,

MR. MICHELSON: I would have no problem with that,
I would have quite a bit of problem with =~ I’d like to know
what you'’re going to load and get up in 20 seconds.

Apparently, then, EPRI says 40 seconds, but you've
got to see what EPRI’s criterion is.

MR. CARROLL: Again, that'’s source-~term related.

MR. MICHELSON: No, not necessarily.

MR. TURK: As far as coming up with the criteria =~

MR. MICHELSON: This is mostly ECCS~related, how
fast you’ve got to get all the water flowing to prevent
exceeding 2,200,

MR. TURK: Correct,

MR. MICHELSON: I don’t know. I don’t have any
problem, but I didn’t understand what was here. I would
think you’d have to tell me more about it, if you’re going
to be fully loadea in 20 seconds, and then I wondered what
did EPRI say?

MR. TURK: We’re not trying to complete the
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sequence.

MR. MICHELSON: 1Is EPR1’s such that you just start
loading in 40 seconds?

MR, TURK: I believe the two numbers are
comparable numbers. The numbers were generated in the
requirements document when we first started the requireuents
document 3 or 4 years ago.

Forty seconds was picked, at the time, as a goal
to relax the demand on the diesel. When we =2~ tually started
completing our Chapter 15 analysis, we round we nheded 20.

I think you’re right; I think most of that reasor was
thermal hydraulic and not source~term relatead.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, 20 wraldn’t even be too bad
a time in which to be ready to loadl.

MR. TURK: That’s what we felt, Ve felt that the
20 seconds was a significant relaxation over some of the
current demands.

MR. MICHELSON: From 10 to 12 right now.

MR. CARROLL: It'’s also related to leak before
break.

MR, MICHELSON: I’m not sure. 1In ECCS, you don't
talk about leak before break. You talk about the design=-
basis breaks, and that’s what all this is based on,
irrespective of what the credibility of a design-basis break

might be, which is when you get into leak before break. But
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this is based on the hypothesized Appendix K specified size
breaks.

MR. CARROLL: The fast start time on the diesels
was driven by the large-break LOCA.

MR, MICHELSON: That’s right.

MR. CARROLL: Which has been -~

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s still a large-break LOCA.

MR. KENNEDY: Leak before break is only used, as
we use it, in support and internals design and analysis, or
ECCS analysis, Appendix K. We are still required to use the
full double~guillotine break.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s what drives this thing so
fast, and perhaps maybe we should revise the postulated
breaks for ECCS. That’s been thought about from time to
time, too, but right now, it hasn’t happened. You will
clear up the wording a little bit eventually.

MR. TURK: Yes.

MR, MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. CARROLL: What is the one about initiation of
feed-and~bleed mean? Don’t you presently initiate feed-and-
bleed at the 'me of steam-generator dry-out?

MR. TUKK: Operationally, yes. What this was was
to attempt to define a measure of the plant’s capacity to
essentially absorb heat; in other words, how long csuld the

plant sit there if you did not initiate feed-and-bleed?
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S0, it’s essentially a measure of the heat
capacity of the steam generators and the primary coolant and
the like, and again, early on, 2 hours was picked, if that's
the one you'’re looking at, as a general measure. When ve
actually got in an looked at the inventories that -- coolant
inventories that we wanted to have in the system, it is 145.

There is also need for some discussion with EPRI
recarding how you actually calculate that, whether it’'s
hest-estimate methods or not best-estimate methods. But
that’s not meant to be an operational restriction. If you
will, it’s a measure of margin.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Maybe that ought to be re-
worded, because it made it sound to me like you’re going to
wait 30 minutes after dry-out to initiate. I guess I was
wondering what the basis was. You started a stopwatch when
you dried out? And you're telling me you will. Your
emergency operating procedures envision initiation of feed-
and-bleed upon dry-out. Okay.

EPRI did, apparently, come up with a 60-mi
requirement, and you can go 30 minutes, but you’re not sure
whether it’s best-estimate or what., So, thie one could also
be revised for that reascn.

MR. TURK: Numerically, yes.

MR, CARROLL: All right,

Anymore?



MR. MICHELSON: Let me ask, just so I’ve go the
background: I don’t know much about this requirement for
hand-holds at every tube-sheet or every tube-support. 1Is it
just a matter of the cost of putting in the extra hand-
holds? Is that the concern? Ox is there something else?

MR. TURK: I don’t have all the information
either. It has to do, 1 think, also, with maintenance
history.

I think there were instances on other vendors'’
steam generators vhere they found it was desireable to be
able to get up into upper ends of the tube bundle. We have,
historically, had adequate access.

We have a man-way in the upper area which allows
access to the upper ends of the tube bundles, and with the
access that we have, we have alternate access at the tube~
sheet level to get in at different angles.

MR. MICHELSON: But not at the separator, not at
the supports through the generator,

MR. TURK: Right.

n. MICHELSON: Just at the top and at the bottom.

Perhaps I'm just speculating. I tho' ght the

reason that you might like these, of course, is if you’ve

got a problem with tube dinning at the supports and so
forth, that you can get in and wash the debris out and that

sorx of thing, which is what you do, I think, at the bottom
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tube~-sheet now.

Is there any reason to believe that it'’s a
worthwhile investment?

MR. TURK: I do not have that evaluation with me
and don’t recall it. I imagine that was probably the basis,
but we can go back and take a look at that.

MR, MICHELSEON: 1t could be that was -~ 1 just
don’t know., I was curijous., It is though an item that
didn’t look like that big a problem, but =~ so why == why
take exception to what the customers think they want.

MR. CARROLL: Let’s see. One other comment. I
notice that combustion knows how to spell polyvinyl but the
staff doesn’t, There’s no "e" in the end. But you’'re April
whatever document was correct.

MR. KENNEDY: Thank you for the compliment.

MR. CARROLL: All right. Anything else on this ==~

or for combustion?

[(No response. )

MR. CARROLL: All right. Let’s move to Tom
Wambach of the staff for his presentation, or Charlie, you
were going to lead off, weren't you?

MR. MILLER: You wanted me to make some remarks to
respond to the guestion that you had.

MR, CARROLL: Yes, yes.

MR, MILLER: I’m going to flip a slide up there



but I'm going to talk from here.

(8lide.)

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR, MILLER: You've seen this one before. 1
thought it might be worth while to kind of give a gquick
history of LRB. Ernie covered sort of the genesis of LRB's
in his discussion.

At the time that we embarked upon doing the
reviews and planning the reviews for the ABWR and the CE

System 80+, the staff felt that it would be good to try to

sit down and get some general ground rules laid out up-

front., I think Carl called it a "gentleman’s agreement" in
the past, and that might be a good term.

At the time that the ABWR LRB was issued, it was a
staff document -~ an NRR document really, that Tom Murley

issued to General Electric.
MR. CARROLL: 1Is that right ==
MR. MILLER: That'’s correct.

MR. CARROLL: == or did he just write a cover

letter -~

MR. MILLER: Well, okay.

MR. CARROLL: ~~ attaching GE’s LRP?

MR, MILLER: Yes, yes. 1It’s a very =-- it’s a very
sordid history. 1In reality, the vendor prepares the draft

of the LRB, they dialogue with the staff, we come to
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agreement on what it should look like and then the staff
issues it to the vendor. Okay. I didn’t mean to imply that
the staff developed this whole thing on their own. That
would be selling the verdors far short. The bulk of the
work was prepared by the vendors.

As we proceeded through the ABWR review and the
Commission started to focus more closely, which was about
the time that Part 52 was coming into being and reached its
final stages of com=ent form and was abcut to be
promulgated, the Commission said, ah-hah, staff, you're down
there setting policy, and the Commission is the body which
sets policy. Some of the things that you have agreed to in
the ""p as the way you’'re going to proceed, should have been
raised as policy gquestions.

At that point in time, the staff and the
Commission entered a dialogue through several meetings and
what resolved was some guidance that the staff received last
December. At that point in time, the staff tried to take
the guidance in its various forms as it was issued and try
to put it together in some logical format. This monstrosity
was the -- that I have up here on the slide, is the result
of that.

MR. CARROLL: That’s a logical format by
definition?

MR. MILLER: Yes. In looking at the guidance that
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was given, we tried to see if there was any illogical steps
in the process, but from a logic standpoint, it tracked.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. MILLER: 8o, the staff developed a Commission
Paper 90-065, where we basically said this is our
understanding of the guidance that you’ve given us in the
various forms commission and that went back to the
Commission.

At that time, the Commission then asked the staff
to make suggestions concerning how the process might be
streamlined. The staff then prepared a SECY 91-46, which
was more of a streamlined approach to how we would conduct
these reviews.

The Commission, by a vote of 5 to 0, rejected th
streamlined approach and told us to basically follow the
process as it was outlined in SECY 90-065.

If you look at the first column there of events,
what we basically had done is we’ve raised the LRB to a
level that it was not to be a staff-issued document, but it
was now to be a Commission-approved document.

As a result of that iterations and the additional
preparations that we had to make, it’s caused some delay I
think in probably ~- where we were trying to get to. As a
result of that, I think it’s fair to say that it’s led to

some frustration on the vendors’ part because I think it'’s



felt that the lack of issuance of the LRB has held up
getting on with the review in its full ernest.

Nevertheless, at this point in time, the guidance
that we have received from the Commission is to issue an
LRB. They haven’t retracted that guidance. S0, that'’s the
main reason that we'’re here today.

If you look at that -- that sequence of events and
the steps -- one of the thi .gs that we’re supposed to do
along the way is to report to the Commission on the staff’s
commente and recommendations concerning their review of the
LRB. The SECY paper that you have before you is exactly
that step.

Now, I should go on to say that accompanying this
was a schedule of how the LRB would proceed, as hest as we
could guess. We developed that schedule, I tnink, with the

thought in mind of not that this is System 80 or the ABWR,

but this is about what it would take time wise to develop an

LRB for some un~-named design certification application.

In reality, although we‘re at the comment and
recommendation stage, I would basically agree with Ernie
Kennedy’s comments earlier, that I don’t think that there’s
any large disagreements at this point and time between the
staff and Combustion Engineering: at least nothing that I
don’t think could be handled through just sitting down and

rewriting some words in the LRB and issuing it,.
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However, the Commission is the approving body for
the "RB at this point in time. What we have to do is to
send our comments and recommendations, as we’ve done in this
paper to the Commission, get their okay or any other
guidance that they wish to give and proceed to finalize the
LRB. In our paper, we basically made the recommendation
that we didn’t see any significant impediments in doing
that. We thought that we could finalize it in a much more
timely manner than had been earlier anticipated in the
schedules in 90-065.

Given all of that rhetoric, tre one thing that 1I
don’t want to see happen, and I'm speaking for Charlie
Miller, personally, in my role in all of this, is that the
LRB become an impediment to getting on with the review. If
it turns out that that’s the case, then I would personally
quustion whether it’s really worth doing in full ernest. 1
think it was at the time that we set out,

MR. CARROLL: This particular LRB?

MR. MILLER: This particular LRB, yes. 1If you’d
like, I can expand my comments concerr.ng LRB’s in general.
I didn’t know if you wanted to get intc that in this forum
or not?

MR. CARROLL: VYes. I think it’s one of interest
to us --

MR. MILLER: Okay.
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MR. CARROLL: == if you can do it in about 30
seconds?

MR. MILLER: I guess what we basically concluded
is that -~ that we were far enough along with the CE LRB and
they had put enough effort into it and the staff had put in
an effort to it and it looked like we could reach closure
pretty quickly, that it was worth finalizing. Also, we
haven’t been told not to finalize it at this point in time.

What the Commission has asked us, more
specifically, is, gee, given the fact that we have told you
for passive plants that we want you to resolve all matters,
in the context of the EPRI Requirements Document, before you
proceed with the formal review of the passive plants, are
LRB’s of any use anymore?

I think we concluded that given the fact that
wve’'re going to resolve those major issues in the context of
EPRI first, that there are some values to an LRB that would
still be there, but the cost/benefit of really doing one
just isn’t there anymore; and we recommended to the
Commission that we not proceed with formal LRB’s for the
passive plants.

MR. CARROLL: And that recommendation is ==

MR. MILLER: And that recommendation is separate.

MR. CARROLL: == 90-362 =~

MR. MILLER: Right.
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MR. CARROLL: == which we handed out 2arlier to
the Committee members.

MR. MILLER: I should also say that for the more
exotic designs that we’'ve yet to face: the ligquid metal and
gas reactors, we’ve reserved the right to maybe revisit it
again and maybe we would want to put something like an LRB
out, depending upon where we stand, because there is at this
point is no EPRI Regquirements or other vehicle for visiting
some major issues.

Now, even given where we’'ve gone, for th»
evolutionary plants, the Commission has told us to review
the EPR1 requirements and the vendors’ designs in parallel.
So as policy issues are jidentified either through EPRI or
through the individual designs, we’ve got to get them to the
Commission right away.

We're not going to be resolving them necessarily =
- can’t be sure that they’ll be resolved in EPRI before
they’'re resolved with each of the evolutionary applications.
S0, we still felt it was important that =-- you know, the LRB
be some document that give kind of a == in one spot, a
general understanding of the waiver proceeding.

One thing that I should state is that the LRB has

no legal standing. I think that’s important for everyone to

realize.

MR. CARROLL: I think Murley made that very clear
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with the caveats he put into the cover letter to the GE ABWR
LRB.

MR, MILLER: Yes. S0, we basically have agreed
with the vendors that, I believe, that’s the case., I’'ll let
CE speak for themselves. But, at this point in time, we
have not had the vendors come back and say, staff you said
this here and now you’re doing it different and you can’t
make us do it. We have not had that whatsoever. In fact,
at this point it has been a fairly cooperative dialogue.

But 1 think the most important thing =~

MR. CARROLL: 8o, given, Charlie, that the
decision is made by the Commission to proceed with this LRB
and it does get finalized, what are you going to do with it
then? What value does it have to the staff?

MR. MILLFR: I think the value that it has to the
staff is that we will then have, with Combustion
Engineering, kind of a genvral agreement as to the way they
are proceeding and, to the extent that 90~016 issues have

been identified, Combustion Engineering will have, if you

will, in some minimal form stated their commitment that they

understand that that's the way they are proceeding to meet
those in their design. Which, by the way, we have not yet
gotten to with the EPRI review. EPRI wants to continue the

dialogue on some of those issues.

But, the LRB document shcws that there is some
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uLLorstanding there as to the way that we are proceeding., 1
think that i{s the biggest alue and the fact that it has
transcended the e&volution of Part 52 and some of these
policy issues. It kind of ties a knot in where we started
and wvhere we are today.

Now, if the Commission were to decide -~ I think
one of the reasons that the Commission is looking at it,
t.oom my understanding of some of the dialogue I’'ve had with
their staffs, and one of the concerns that the industry has,
is that the schedules that we laid out for the development
of an LRB can take up to two years. I think there is a
general feeling of, well gee, if it’s going to take two
years to develop this thing before we can start with the
review, is it really worth holding everything up for that
length of time in order to get this document. Could we make
schedular savings by eliminating it?

MR, CARROLL: And resources savings =--

MR. MILLER: Resource savings, yes.

MR. CARROLL: For staff, for appiicants, their

MR. MILLER: Stan can tell you. He has put in a

fair amount of time in dialoguing with my staff, debating,

arguing the language in the LRB and we have gone round and

around.

The other thing I should note in the CE LRB -- and




1’11 just make this statement generally =-- is that there is
a difference in the CE LRB and the GE LRB in that, at the
time that we issued the GE LRB the Commission had not made
the decision that they were going to desire essentially
complete designs. 50, I think you are going to see the CE
LRE addresses that where the GE LRB ~- although GE has
committed to do it -~ does not reflect that.

So there is a difference in the timing difference
in the issuance of the two documents. But, in summary, I
guess it is our conclusion that we were far enough along we
thought it would be good to finish it and get it done.

Now to the extent that -~ I don’t plan holding
Combustion Engineering hostage to this document and saying
that we are not going to do a review unti’ it has been
issued. I think there was a time where the staff had that
intention and hoped to use the LRB as the first step of the
process before we would embark upon a review. But, in the
case of the System 80+ I no longer have that aspiration.

I guess that’s what 1 wanted to say.

MR. CARROLL: Ok&y. Do you have guestions on this

MR. MICHELSON: What do you envision to be the
form of a Commission approval, which is a step in your block

there. Is that some kind of a formal Commission letter to

the applicant, or what does it mean, Commission Approval? 1




guess that says approval if I can make it out from here.

MR. MILLER: I guess it could take one of two
forms. It could take the form of the Comnission decides
that they are the body that wants to formally issue it, so
they would put their name on the line rather than Murley, or
«= 1 hate to make this comparison, but it would be similar
to issuing an operating license where, you Know, you go
through the Commission really to get approval before it's
issued, but actually Tom Murley who puts his name on the
license itself.

MR. MICHELSON: There is no Regulatory basis for
doing that sort of thing, nor would you want to generate one
without a Regulation to do it.

MR. MILLER: I think that’s a very valid comment.
The one thing that 1 personally would not want to see happen
and, to a certain degree has happened already, is that the
darn thing ge*s so institutionalized that we treat it as a
bigger document from a Regulatory space than it was
originally intended to be.

MR, MICHELSON: One might envision, of course,
simply doing as was the case for the GE, for Murley to
transmit it with one paragraph, a mold, which in ny cpinion

it just says we've got a gentleman’s agreement, looks like

we're heading in the right direction, now we’ll see what you

do.
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MR. MILLER: Well 1 think, from a practical
standpoint, what we were likely to do is once we get the
guidance back on our comments and recommendations to the
Commission, if they say go forth and finalize it, we’ll go
forth and finalize it and probably send something that looks
like that and say we plan on issuing this thing and we need
your okay to do it. They may just give the okay and then
Murley would do exactly what you said.

MR. MICHELSON: 1If you add a high degree of
formality then one has to be much more careful this.

When 1 look at == just doesn’t seem like the thing
that I would recommend at least. I would do it just like
the ABWR., That'’s about as far as 1'd go with it.

MR, MILLER: I think we found that the staff found
that to be a useful document and so has GE. But remember
that, at the time that document went out lots of things that
have now =~ a lot of water has gone under the bridge since
the time that was issued.

MR, MICHELSON: 1In a larger part it has been
preempted by those things.

MR, MILLER: Yes. And, in fairness to Combustion,
they’ve been trying to get one issued now for gquite some
time.

MR. CARROLL: All right. Tom, you’re up.

MR. MILLER: Now 1’m going to ask Tom Wambach to
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give a formal presentation.

MR. CARROLL: I cut into your time considerably,
Tom, partially on the basis that you indicated that
Combustion had sort of stolen your thunder earlier. 1
assume that where there is agreement or no problems, just
slip through the slide and focus on the things where there
are issues,.

MR. WAMBACH: Yes, sir.

[S8lide.)

MR. WAMBACH: I’m Tom Wambach from NRR, project
manager for CE, System 80+, This may be the only slide that
gives you some information that you haven’t heard already.

[S§lide.)

MR. WAMBACH: This is the schedule. I put this up
mainly to address this issue, because there seemed to be
some confusion with the subcommittee as to what they were
geing to be meeting on today. I think Mr. Miller has now
addressed that in his introduction.

[Slide.)

MR. WAMBACH: This slide takes the 15 issues from
SECY 90-016 and shows us the sections in which they were
addressed in the LRB. As pointed out in the CE, two of the
items were not included because ~f the timing of the
previous documents and the SRM:3,

The asterisks by the other items also indicated
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wvhere there was either some modification that the staff
vanted to the LRB or some additional information.

(S§lide.)

MR. WAMBACH: This is SECY 89-013, which had the
other technical lssues which were addressed in the LRB and
on these, as you see, there are no asterisks. Because of
the timing of that issuance, those issues had all been
resolved in the LRB previously.

(S8lide. )

MR. WAMBACH: The LRB, as amended on August 28th
identifies the one exemption on the OBE being cone half of
the SSE and deleted the other exemption that was identified
in the previous LRB. However, as indicated by Mr. Kennedy,
the staff feels that a verbatim reading of the rule states
that a containment penetration shall be provided.

Later on in the rule at the bottom of the section,
it says that the intent of this is to not preclude the
addition of a vent. Those words are what CE feels then they
wouldn’t have required an exemption because they do not
preclude the potential for adding a vent.

But we feel that they should either propose the
penetration or ask for an exemption. Again, I don’t believe
that at this point it’s a technical issue. 1It’s just making
the paperwork right,.

MR. CARROLL: The first item, the OBE/SSE issue,
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the Commission has agreed with the position you took that it
didn’t have to be half SSE, right, in 90-0167

MR. WAMBACH: That is correct.

MR CARROLL: That’s an non-issue, really.

MI . WAMBACH: Right,

MR. MILLER: Except for the fact that there’'s a
current effort evolving into changing the regulation. Until
such time that the regulation is changed, although we may
agree in principle, we would have to treat it as an
exemption to the regulations.

MR. WAMBACH: We’'d have to issue an exemption.

MR. MILLER: Current regulations provide for
something different than I think where we are today.

MR. CARROLL: 1’ve got you.

MR. MILLER: That’s the issue.

MR. CARROLL: Yes.

(Slide.)

MR. WAMBACH: Now, one of the items that we
indicated we needed some fine tuning on; midloop operation =
- the CE proposal did talk about the fact that they would do
an analysis. They would consider design features and/or
operational restrictions.

Then as the example, they proposed an operational
procedure to provide venting to the reactor coolant system

80 that there would be no pressure buildup during midloop
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operation.

We, the staff, feel that the issue is broader than
that; that it should propose design features to minimize
loss of shutdown ~ooling flow, not just pressure buildup.
You do this, ir addition, by showing the reliability of the
shutdown cooling system, the instrumentation that'’s provided
to the operator for reactor vessel level and pressures and
temperatures and procedures for rapid containment closure.

(S8lide. )

MR, WAMBACH: On fire protection, the CE proposal
is the same as what the staff had in SECY~90-016. The
Commission, in their SRM, approved the staff position, but
as supplemented by our response to the ACRS comments in our
April 27th memorandum. 8o, that is what we will do in this
exercise, is match it up with our response to the ACRS.

MR. CARROLL: If I remember correctly, the ACRS
comments were included in the Commission directive on mid-
loop, also,

MR. WAMBACH: That’'s right.

MR. CARROLL: On the previous slide.

MR. WAMBACH: VYes. I think that the four items
that were listed are the ones that ACRS wanted us to add,
specifically, rather than in a general statement.

MR. MICHELSON: Do you know, in the case of fire

protection, whether there is any problem with CE taking care
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of the ACRS commentg?

MR. WAMBACH: No, 1 don’t believe there. The HVAC
you discusred with them earlier.

MR. MICHELSON: Maybe CE would like to confirm
that, and then there would be no doubt,

MR. KENNEDY: We don’t believe there’s a problem.

(8lide.)

MR. WAMBACH: The intersystem LOCA, the CE
proposal discusses the fact that there is no low-pressure
safety injection and that they are increasing the design
pressure of tne shutdiown cooling system to 900 psig.

The SRM from the Commission included -~ again,
there were some ACRS comments about all the components in
the low-pressure system, the pump seals, valve bonnets, heat
exchanger tubes and so forth, and that all of those things
should be addressed, and then all high~ and low-pressure
interfaces should be addressed.

The LRB, as written, just addressed, really, those
two and then made a statement that the PRA shows that all
the rest are insignificant contributors.

MR. MICHELSON: What PRA shows that?

MR. WAMBACH: I guess the PRA for System 80+.

MR. MICHELSON: Maybe it should be said the PRA
will have to demonstrate that, and then we’ll look at the

PRA and see if it, indeed, demonstrates it, and then we
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would agree, I think. I don’t think there is a PRA written
right now that we'’ve reviewed yet.

MR. KENNEDY: This is Ernie Kennedy. Not one that
you have reviewed.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

MR. KENNEDY: We claim it’s demonstrated. 1 guess
that is open for discussion.

MR. MICHELSON: What your approach is going to be
is to simply show on a probabilistic basis that it’s so low
as to be discounted?

MR. KENNEDY: It will be a combination of
deterministic design criteria, supplemented and confirmed by
the FRA. It will not be simply relying on the PRA to say
it’s not important for other low-pressure-connected systems.

MR. MICHELSON: If you aren’t able to provide a
reasonable basis, then you would fix it.

MR. KENNEDY: Correct.

MR, MICHELSON: 1Is that the approach?

MR. KENNEDY: Correct.

MR. CARROLL: On the subject of your ~RA, are you
interpreting the Part 52 requirement for a PRA as meaning
that you need to look at potential accident sequences in
modes other than power operation?

MR. KENNEDY: The PRA which we have submitted only

looks at full-power sequences. It does not look at
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sequences initiated for less than full power.

MR. CARROLL: Do you have any plans to supplement
it?

MR, KENNEDY: We know right now that that is a
subject of active discussion between the staff and EPRI in
the context of the requirements document and the EPRI ground
rules. Right now, we are watching that very closely.

Right now, we have no plans to do anything other
than the full-power event. We are encouraging EPRI that in
their discussions with the staff, to the extent they can, if
EPRI can demonstrate generically with some generic analyses
as to why that approach is acceptable, it would preferable
than having the individual applicants do that. Whether or
not they will take our suggestion, I do not know.

MR. CARROLL: All right.

(Slide.)

MR. WAMBACH: The next issue is the core concrete
interaction. The CE proposa’, as you noted this morning,
was 0.02 square meters per megawatt thermal of cavity floor-
space and an in-containment refueling water storage tank for
flooding.

The staff prefers the more general, rather than
agreeing in advance that that is sufficient floor-space, to
go back to the more general reguirement that sufficient

reactor cavity floor-space to enhance debris spreading and
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provide for quenching debris in the reactor cavity; in otner
words, some demonstration that those two may or may not be
acceptable.

MR, CARROLL: Okay. But how do we get out of this
dual loop? 1It’s very important that this be resoclved,
because particularly with a spherical containment, like this
design is and some others, if the 02 is doubled or
guadrupled or whatever, it just blows the whole containment
design out of the water. I mean this has got to be
resolved.

MR. WAMBACH: Yes.

MR. CARRCLL: What’s the staff’s schedule for
doing that? We'’ve got to fish or cut bait.

MR. WAMBACH: Well, that’s why we’'re going to this
more general requirement, so that they will then have to
prove that that does this.

MR. CARROLL: EPRI thinks they have. When is the
staff going to tell them we agree or disagree?

MR. WAMBACH: How it’s going with EPRI, I don’t
know.

MR. CARROLL: Charlie, Brad, can you add anything
to this?

MR. HARDIN: 1I’m Brad Hardin from the staff.

This is one of the outstanding items, as you know,

in the various documents that have been generated on severe
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accidents, and there is an experiment that’s been ongoing at
Argonne now, which EPRI and the NRC and the vendors are all
involved in doing cooperatively, and we hope that we get
some information from that that will help resolve this
question of debris coolability, which will help settle this
coolability criteria, but it’s a difficult experiment, and
they haven’t gotten any results from it yet, and I don’t
know what their schedule is right now. 1 haven’t talked tc¢
them recently.

But I think a worthwhile comment to make is that
the staff has felt that this has been an issue where we
could not really look at it withcut some conservatism, and
80, for GESSAR, for example, weé had to use the more
conservative approach that the staff has used traditionally
on debris coolability and to look at what does that mean in
terms of the license-ability of the design, and I would just
offer the thought, because I don’t think we have any real
definitive information on this particular design yet, but
generally, the result of not allowing the more rapid ccoling
that EPRI has used in their analyses is that we have larger
loadings on tnhe containment, and yet, those have been
acceptable from a licensing viewpoint.

This was true for GESSAR. I think that that’s an
alternative, if we have to fall back on that. That’s

probably what will have to happen.
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MR. CARROLL: In other words, if somebody designed
a cavity based on 02 and you wanted to apply conservatisnm,
your view is that =-- and the design was fixed and they’'ve
gone ahead, and you know, it was very expensive to recover
from it, your approach would be to look at the margins that
containment had, as opposed to saying, okay, tear up all
that paper and start over again?

MR. HARDIN: That’s right. I think, again, I have
to be careful that I don’t overstate this, but I don’t think
there is any information that would cause us a great concern
that there would have to be a major re-design of the
containment. I think it just wouldn’t look as nice.

It wouid have some loadings that would be higher
than otherwise, if it was coolable, and yet, our information
indicates that those loadings would be acceptable. Those
would be included in the staff’s final SER for the severe

accident response of the design.

MR. CARROLL: Thank you, and you just have no

insights, Brad, as to how long this Argonne work is going to

go on?

MR. HARDIN: 1If we had realized this was coming
up, we could have checked, but we can get back to you on
that.

MR. CARROLL: Well, you’ll be coming in on this

presentation next week so maybe you can have an answer.
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MR. MILLER: Maybe we can get an answer for the
full committee meeting next week, okay?

(Slide.)

MR. WAMBACH: The Containment Performance Goal,
the definition of containment failure, as Mr. Kennedy,
explained this morning, that we prefer this detinition
rather than the dose-based definition of containment
failure.

This I believe is the same cone that is in 90-016.

Again, the external events with frequencies less
than ten to the minus fifth should not be disregarded.

The criteria for evaluating external events is
being worked out with EPRI on the ALWR requirements document
and when the resolution ie gotten it will be transmitted to
the vendors.

MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave that slide, on
the first bullet, Containment Failure, you are thinking here
in terms of the classical failure !n which something happens
that the core has gotten intec the containment I guess, and
then the activity is leaking out of the containment.

How about the case wherein you have an
intersystems LOCA in which the core never gets into the
containment perhaps until extrememly late in the game but
that early-on you have got substantial leakage of the core

directly outside of containment? How does that fit into our



definitions of containment failure?

Is that a containment failure, to have an
intersystems LOCA and dump the activity outsider of
containment?

MR. CARROLL: It’s a containment bypass.

MR. MICHELSON: It certainly is a bypass but they
use the word "failure" and not the word "bypass" and I never
know when 1 see the word "failure" which kind of failures
they are talking about. I wish they would be more careful
with the words but what was meant here in containment
failure? Did that include a bypass type failure?

MR. WAMBACH: I would have to assume so.

MR. MICHELSON: So if I ever see the words
"containment failure" I always automatically assume that if
the Staff is saying it it means, it includes the bypass
possibility.

MR. WAMBACH: Part of the containment is the, you
know, the closed system boundaries.

MR. MICHELSON: Beg pardon?

MR. WAMBACH: Part of the containment is the
isolation valves in the closed system boundaries --

MR. MICHELSON: Sure. Sure, I think that it can
be easily defined that way but it’s certainly an

uncontrollable leakage and it’s substantially greater than a

design basis leakage but the containment is not leakirg.
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It is not a loss of containment integrity except
in the sense that you have lost the integrity of piping
outside of containment and were for whatever reason unable
to isolate it. That’s how you got into that.

MR. WAMBACH: I would say that is part of the
containment boundary at that point

MR. MICHELSON: Okay, then that is a containment
failure then by your definition.

Now your second bullet in your previous slide also
gave me some trouble because it ie not worded the same way
as CE’s. You are talking here about any external event
which is greater than ten to the minus five? Or are you
talking about external events in which the results are loss
of containment.

MR. WAMBACH: Yes, that is what is meant.

MR. MICHELSON: Shortened it up?

MR. WAMBACH: Yes, I shortened it up.

MR. MICHELSON: You left out an important part of
it.

MR. WAMBACH: Yes.

(Slide.)

MR. WAMBACH: Equipment survivability.

MR, WILKINS: Are you willing to put any number in
that sentence? External events with frequencies, say, less

than ten to the minus six per year can be disregarded?
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MR. WAMBACH: Does anyone on the staff want to
answer that?

MR. ROTHMAN: Bob Rothman from the staff.

At the present time the staff is looking at that.
As a seismologist as far as earthquakes is concerned I am
hesitant to putting bottom line numbers on those, having
absolute criteria, because cf the fact of the uncertainty in
the seiemic hazard. You have got such a wide range of
uncertainty I think you are really fooling yourself when you
put some probabilistic gcal ten to the minus five or ten to
the minus six and try to reach it with the uncertainty
involved in the seisimic hazard, at the input end of it, but
the staff is still looking at that.

MR. CARROLL: What sort of alternatives to a
quantitative cutoff ==

MKR. ROTHMAN: What we prefer to do in the PRAs
that we have looked at in the past and the hazard studies is
look at relative, look at sequences relatively and see what
dominates in the accident space rather than putting somne
number and saying you have to meet that, because we run into
problems with the way the hazard is done and things like
that to meet the numbers.

We feel that from plant to plant or sequences
within a plant you are better off using a standardized

metnodology and then comparing things relative to each other



to see where vou may have problems.

MR, MICHELSON: Well, how are you viewing other
external events and by that, other that seismic?

MR, ROTHMAN: You mean ==

MR. MICHELSON: The disagreement I gather is only
on seismic. Does that mean on all the rest of them it
should be ten to the minus six?

MR, ROTHMAN: I don’t think that number has been
accepted by the staff yet but I think the uncertainty in
some other external events are less than in the seismic and
they would more easily be quantified.

MR. CARROLL: 8o you don’t think the staff has
accepted ten to the minus sixth as a cutoff for non-seismic
external events?

MR. ROTHMAN: I don’t think the staff has accepted
a quantitative number, personally.

I know in the IPEEE program we are still looking.
The staff has recommended that there not be a bottom line
number that a plant should reach but rather to look at
sequences and look at ~-- as far as IPEEE is the benefits of
-= fixing dominant sequences rather than setting some

number, to me,

MR. MICHELSON: Does that sort of comply with the

safety goal policy? I thought the safety goal policy kind

of zerced in on numbers.
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MR. ROTHMAN: 1I’'m not sure about that,

MR, MICHELSON: And they covered external events
as well, I assumed, s0 it doesn’t seem like the staff is
quite following what guidance the Commission has issued on
safety goals.

Maybe 1 didn’t read it carefully enough.

MR. ROTHMAN: The staff -- we’'re really having a
problem with wrestling with this and I am just telling you.

MR. MICHELSON: Oh, you’re thinking about that
part.

MR, ROTHMAN: Yes. We are still thinking about
that,

MR, MICHELSON: You may go back to the Commission
and ask for a clarfication?

MR, ROTHMAN: I am not sure what the plan is.

MR. WAMBACH: Thre next item is equipment
survivability, which again CE didn’t address because of the
timing of the papers.

The Commission approved the staff position is that
mitigation features designed for reasonable assurance to
operate in severe accident environment for the time needed
but not requiring EQ to 50.49 requirements or Appendix B
requirements.

MR. MICHELSON: There were some reliability

reguirments, some magic words about high reliability or
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something like that, so it’s more than just -~ I just that'’s
part of assurance to operate.

MR. WAMBACH: Reasonable assurance to operate in

severe accident environment.

MR, MICHELSON: Yes. There were some pretty good
words in there, which fell just short of full-blown
treatment, it would appear.

(8lide.)

MR. WAMBACH: 1IST pumps and valves, the CE
proposal said they would have an IST program; however, that
didn’t take intc account the additional requirements that
were in 90-016 for considering piping aesign to incorporate
full flow testing of pumps and check valves designed and
incorporate provisions to test motor-operated valves under
design basis differential pressure

MR. CARROLL: And/or flow.

MR. WAMBACH: Yes. Check valve testing should

incorporate the use of advanced non-intrusive techniques and

a program to determine the frequency of disassembly,
inspection of pumps and valves to detect unacceptable
degradation.

MR. MICHELSON: There is also in there a == one
now == has to determine these -- I forgct the term at the
moment, but it’s essentially the valves that can go into

n*her positions and have to be returned to the right




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

121
position. That return must be assured. That was a part of
89.10. Of course, that means CE would want to do an
analysis to determine what the name or the most adverse
conditions on the valve and assure that it operates under
those conditions. I think it is all understood. Compliance
with 89.10 is the answer,

Did CE take any ~- do you know yet if you’re
taking any exception to 89.10 for future plants?

MR. KENNEDY: I don’t believe we are. No, sir.

[Slide.)

MR. WAMBACH: This slide has sort of miscellaneous
items on it. The source term for severe accident evaluation
is being developed with EPRI and ALWR vendors. The USI and
GSI resolution, as Mr. Kennedy said this morning, they are
using the most updated supplement.

Conformance with SRP 10 CFR 50.34(g) =-- that'’s
again, Mr. Kennedy said that they plan to do that.

MR. MICHELSON: Refresh my memory. What is that
one?

MR. WAMBACH: That’s the one -- 10 CFR 50.34(9)
requires that applicant to identify deviations from the SRP.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. Well, there are several
other things besides deviations from the SRP that are
required by Part 52 and I thought that was even flagged in

Part 52 along with several other items that had to be sure



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

122

to be in the appiication. Maybe I’m wrong on that. I

wouldn’t be at all surprised if 1 were, but I

MR. WAMBACH: I think Part 52 has a general
requirement that you meat Part 50 and this is part of Part
50, I guess =~

MR. MICHELSON: Maybe that was the way you backed
into it, yes. I guess that was it because I went back and
searched. Yes, I guess that listed them somewhere =-- what
all they were. Yes, physical security plan safeguards, all
that stuff. That was backed into it. Okay. I got it.
Thank you.

MR. WAMBACH: The comparison with the ALWR
Requirements Document. The staff did sort of a screening
review on that only. The SECY paper includes the caveat
that if we identify any other potential policy issues during
our review, that we will quickly bring them to the attention
of the Commission. One that we flagged at this time was the
possible prototype testing for the NUPLEX 80+.

MR. CARROLL: Now, you’re saying that’s an EPRI
Requirements Document issue?

MR. WAMBACH: No == pardon me. No, this was
identified in their comparison to ALWR requirements, they
pointed out that they did not have the single station, they
had, you know, disbursed stations. They didn’t have one

single station from which the operator could do everything.
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1t was in that context then that we said, well, we better
warn them that there may be the requirement for prototype
testing. That =~

MR. CARROLL: An NRC requirement, not an EPRI
regquirement?

MR. WAMBACH: Right,.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. WAMBACH: The same issue could come up on
other advanced control room designs.

MR. CARROLL: What’s the basis for the NRC’s
requirement? Is it in a regulation, or it’s just somebody’s
idea of how to deal with these advanced control rooms?

MR. MILLER: It is premature to say that it is a
policy issue. What we wanted to identify was that it may be
-~ emerge as a policy issue. We have staff here from Human
Factors that can talk to that in some more detail, if you
desire, as to where are thinking is today. I think there’s
a general thinking on advanced control rooms, in general,
we’re not just picking on CE.

MR. CARROLL: I would like to hear a couple of
minutes of that discussion.

MR, MILLER: I’l1 ask Rich Correia to ccme to the

microphone and maybe he could g.'*7¢ you where our thoughts

are at this time.

MR. CORREIA: I’m Rich Correia from the Human




Factors Assessment Branch.

As Mr. Miller stated, the concern isn't
necessarily just the CE advanced contreol room, it’s all
advanced reactor control rooms. Concern being that they are
so different than today’s control room in the way that
they’re laid out, the type of displays that the operator
will be using, how the information is processed, coming from
the plant to the operator and back again, basically, digital
control versus analog control. All of those issues together
combined raises the guestion, well, will it really work?

The issue or prototype testing is a method of determining
whether or not the operators will indeed have the
information they need to perform the tasks they need to
control the plant under all conditions.

MR. CARROLL: What would you envision such a
prototype to be; a simulator~driven control room?

MR. CORREIA: That would be, I suppose, one

extreme and then you would back down from there -- from a

full scope simulator, back down to possibly dynamic mock-ups

of a control station. We’re struggling with that right now.
MR. SHEWMON: What’s the dynamic mock=-up that’s
different from a simulator?
MR. CORREIA: I would say a dynamic mock=-up would
be a part scope simulator, if you will. It wouldn’t have

the full capabilities of a simulator.
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MR. CARROLL: 8o, it may just be one component of
this like feedwater control or something like that?

MR. CORREIA: Right, with partial capabilities to
replicate plant system interaction with the operators.

MR. MICHELSON: I appreciate your concern about
the newness of such control systems, and I have a particuvlar
concern about them, but from a different viewpoint, and that
is the potential exposure of these types of systems to
extreme environments in local areas or perhaps even in the
control room, depending upon what the event is you wish to
name. Eventually we have to understand the response of
these systems to such events well encugh to know that it
doesn’t interfere with safe shutdown of the plant. 1s that
going to be a part of this, or is it going to be a part of
some other examination?

MR. WAMBACH: I guess that would be part =-- more
the ISCB~type review. Those are the Human Factor’s Staff --

MR. MICHELSON: This is mostly a Human Factor's
review. Okay, but somewhere else in the staff you will be
reviewing carefully the -- what you think is the
vulnerability of ...s type of equipment to such adverse
exposures to assure that it doesn’t really jeopardize safe
shutdown.

MR. WAMBACH: Yes, sir.

MR. MICHELSON: I would think that that would be



126
something we would want to pursue with you and would expect
o pursue.

MR. MILLER: We would have to look at that as part
of our safety review in order to be able to draw a
conclusion,

MR, MICHELSON: Well, we’ll see.

MR. MILLER: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: It may even require a test program
before CE gets through with it,

MR. WAMBACH: As far as our test program goes,
then finally, on the schedule there’s not too much that can
be said. We did intend now to go to a complete Integrated

Draft Safety Evaluation Report which will require more

informal type communications and keeping everybody up to

speed with the direction that everything is going.

I wanted to point out that the review has
commenced. The discussion this morning had to do with
whether the LRB would hold up the review or not. It has
commenced. We have, back through ‘87 and ‘88, we issued 340
RAIs, and the Applicant has responded to about two thirds of
those and we have been having meetings. We had visits up to
th2 plant to see the lockups of their NUPLEX 80+ and so on.

So, just to make the point that we are moving
forward on the review. The schedule will, as you know, is

pending the Commission decision,
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MR. MICHELSON: I don’t recollect that Charlie you
showed earlier, the one with all the reviews and all that
going on. But my vague recollection of that chart was that
ACRS became involved long before the issue of a final SER,
but maybe I’m wrong.

MR. MILLER: Yes. Do you want me tc put it

back up?

MR. MICHELSON: It might not hurt to put it up.
Right.

MR. MILLER: Okay.

MR. MICHELSON: The concern I have, of course, is
from comments I heard earlier and our discussion earlier
wasn’t real clear, how we were going to get integrated into
the process. Maybe if you think that this chart is what
will be continued to be followed, we can be more specific
about where and at what point we baccme integrated. It
looks like it is well before the final SER.

My concern, again, is trying to get a leg up on
this thing so we don’t end up at the end of the game trying
to do our own review. We’d like to be reviewing along with
you scowmehow, so that we can close on it quickly when you're
done. What kinds of things do you anticipate now sending to
us for possible comment?

MR. MILLER: Let me show you.

(Slide.)




MR. MILIER: This is what we'’re doing today.

MR. MICHELSON: Right.

MR. MILLER: So the ACRS will be involved as we
proceed through the LRB if the Commission decides tha* they
want us to complete it. We will finalize the LRB and again
you will see what we’ve come up with., You’ll be involved.

As we proceed through the Design Certification

MR. MICHELSON: When the policy issue shows up,
for instance, we will be involved. But what else will be

involved in besides that?

MR. MILLER: Okay. As the staff completes its

review and drafts its -~

MR. MICHELSON: That’s a final SER there,

MR. MILLER: 1It’s a draft. That’s a draft SER,
yes. Integrated SER.

MR. MICHELSON: I mean, that’s the integrated SER.
Okay, so that'’s the first time we’ll get back in again.

MR. MILLER: Well, first time officially on the

diagram but, as Jay said, I anticipate during this process

that we’'re going to be having meetings along the way.

MR. MICHELSON: But, as far as this process, we
don’t really get involved until that DSER issued.

MR. MILLER: Right. Well, at the time that the

draft SER was sent to the Commission and we put them on
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notice that we plan on issuing it, we would send it to the

Committee,.

MR. MICHELSON: Now that might be a couple of
months’ lead time at least.

MR. MILLER: It is not the staff’s intent to try
to held it back for two months before it's given to the
vendors so that they can start working on the open issues
that are still identified and formally see where we are.
That period then would be used to get it to the Committee so
that we can start airing it with the Committee and get your
concerns and those concerns can get factored in while we're
closing open issues and before we prepare a final SER.

MR. MICHELSON: How many months do you think it
takes to get the DSER issued after it’s a draft SER? You've
got a draft SER there and then you do some things and then

you issue.

MR. MILLER: It is our intention that this Draft

SER would be submitted to the Commission. I anticipate that

we would try to issue that thing to the vendor =»s soon as
possible. I don’t even know if it would be a matter of
months.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. But then our clock starts
when you issue the DSER?

MR. MILLER: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: 1In this scheme of things.




MR, MILLER: Right.

MR, MICHELSON: We might see the Draft SER a
little earlier. Whenever the Commission sees it I would
hope we would see it I would hope we would see it, too.

MR. MILLER: Yes. That is our intention.

MR. MICHELSON: But apparently not much time
transpires before our clock starts because you think you're
going to issue the draft almost as soon as you give it to
the Commission?

MR. MILLER: Because of the mechanism that your
Commission has set up, their desire is to have policy issues
identified and resolved before we =--

MR. MICHELSON: Now, I how much == I Know you
don’t know where we’'re talking about yet, but that Draft
SER, which is the integrated one, must be a year more from
now,

MR. MILLER: Absolutely.

MR. MICHELSON: Eighteen months, mavbe. So, for
the next eighteen months. We can pick and choose things
we’d to talk about but we won’t see any SER material, as I
understand it, until that Integrated Draft SER is issued.

MR. CARROLL: To the extent new policy issues -~

MR. MILLER: 7o the extent that we identify any

policy issues, we will have to write a paper on it. And

when that paper is written then it will come to you so that
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you have an opportunity to comment to the Commission it
before they pass judgment.

MR. CARROLL: And to the extent we have a meeting
on selective issues, Carl.

MR, MILLER: As we did yesterday, for example, on
the ABWR where you have some things that you really -~

MR. CARROLL: We might, for example, do what we'’ve
done on an ABR. We might write a letter to the EDO saying,
hey we had a meeting with the staff and the applicant. We
have these concerns and we get some form of written response
back from the EDO, as to how the staff views ocur concerns.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’m just trying to understand the
extent to which we’d better start leading ourselves and not
ask the staff to be doing it.

Traditionally in some cases you wait for the SER
and then you start churning up your staff.

MR. CARROLL: No. I think we’ve got to be
proactive on this to some degree.

MR. MILLER: Yes, we’ll have to be very proactive
on this thing to get ahead.

MR. CARROLL: But as an example of our being
proactive we, for example, got scheduled in -- what is it,
Tom, January =-- the meeting on ==

MR. EL-ZEFTAWY: February.

MR. CARROLL: In February? Okay. The meeting on
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computer base control systems, to start us down this path.
It is not just with combustion, because it is an issue
common as with all new plants, but Combustion is one of the
participants. So, we will he getting a head start on that,.

MR. MILLER: There are several other areas that
we’'re going to pursue like fire protections.

MR. MICHELSON: I’m just trying to make sure I
understand the way we will have to play the game to come out
without an unreasonable delay at the end of the system.

But after a DSER is issued, then that gets turned
around quickly and a final SER approval is conjured up.
Then the certification is something that we don’t know that
much about yet, I guess,

MR. MILLER: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. I think 1 appreciate it.
Thank you.

MR. SHEWMON: I have two questions for CE before
we quit. One, could you tell me what the end of life
fluence, fast neutron fluence, that the core midpoint is
after sixty years with this? You people used to have kind
of a high value even at 40 years, and I wonder if you’ve
changed the geometry much.

MR. KENNEDY: I believe when we were here in
September we had those numbers with us, anticipating that

you would ask those questions, and I didn’t bring then
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today. Could I possibly pull that information out and send
it to you separately?

MR. SHEWMON: Yes.

MR. KENNEDY: I don’t have it with me today.

MR. CARROLL: Or, just give it to him next week.

MR, SHEWMON: Okay. A different question, then.
What is the temperature drop across your core at full power,
the difference between T-in and T-out?

MR. CARROLL: Temperature rise.

MR. SHEWMON: Temperature rise, all right.

MR. KENNEDY: We will check the number and give it
to you. I don’t know the number off hand. We’ll check the
number. I don’t want to quote a nunber and be wrong.

MR. SHEWMON: Okay. Because, as the outlet
temperature comes down at full tower, the inlet temperature
goes down, too, which means the vessel temperature goes down
as it is radiated and so my real interest is in what is the
temperature of the inlet at full power.

MR. KENNEDY: Okay. We will give you those
numbers and also ==~

MR. CARROLL: Also, I think you’re interested,
Paul, in what the impact of coast down would be because
that’s going to drop T-in also.

MR. KENNEDY: We have also, I think, we have the

numbers, we’ve calculated the end of life RT-NDT shift and
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we will give you those numbers and based on the material
specs.

MR. SHEWMON: Fine.

MR. KENNEDY: We have that material available and
we’ll get it to you.

MR. CARROLL: It does, of zourse, depend on
whether you use a strategy of end of 1've coast down each
cycle., That’s going to have an impact.

MR. KENNEDY: Understand.

MR. SHEWMON: Okay, that’s it.

MR. CARROLL: Does anyone else have anything else?

MR. MILLER: Can I bring something up, if you are
getting ready to close.

MR. CARROLL: I guess sO.

MR. MILLER: Okay, thank you. I appreciate that.

Next week we will have a full Committee meeting, I
guess on the same subject. To that extent, are there any
insights you want to give the staff with regard to =--

MR, CARROLL: I was ==~

MR. MILLER: Do you want to give the same
presentation, a different presentation?

MR. CARROLL: I was going tc go off the record and
discuss these things.

MR. MILLEL: All right, we can do that, then.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. We are off the record.
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adjourned.)
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CE PROPOSAL
- ANALYSIS

- CONSIDER DESIGN FEATURES AND/OR OPERATIONAL
RESTRICTIONS

« CONCERN LIMITED TOU PRESSURE BUILDUP IN
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COMMISSION DIRECTIVE

PROPOSE DESIGN FEATURES TO MINIMIZE LOSS OF
SHUTDOWN COOLING FLOW

RELIABILITY OF SHUTDOWN COOLING SYSTEM
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- SAME As SECY-90-01€

CoMMISSION DIRECTIVE

- APPROVED STAFF POSITION IN SECY-~90-016

~ AS SUPPLEMENTED BY STAFF RESPONSE DATED
APRIL 27, 1990 10 ACRS CONCLUSIONS REGARDING
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INTERSYSTEM LOCA

i CE PROPOSAL
- NO LOW PRESSURE SAFETY INJECTION
- INCREASE DESIGN FPRESSURE OF SHUTDOWN COOLING
SYSTEM T0 S00 Psic
’ CoMmISSION DIRECTIVE
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ALARMS WITH OPEN 1SOLATION VALVFS AS DESCKIBED IN
SECY-20-016
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- IST PROGRAM

COMMISSION APPROVED STAFF POSITION
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- DESIGN SHOULD INCORPORATE PROVISIONS (0 TEST MOTOR
OPERATEL VALVES UNDER DESIGN EASIS DIFFERENTIAL
PRESSURE

- CHECK VALVE TESTING SHOULD INCORPORATE THE USE OF
ADVANCED NON=INTRUSIVE TECHNIQUES

- A PROGRAM TO DETERMINE THE FREQUENCY OF DISASSEMBLY
AND INSPECTION OF PUI'PS AND VALVES TO DETECT UNACCEP-
TABLE DEGRADATI(, NOT DETECTABLE THROUGH NON=-INTRUSIVE
TECHNIQUES



v SOURCE TERM FOR SEVERE ACCIDENT EVALUATION

- DEING DEVELOPED WITH EPR! AnND ALWR VENDORS

" USI & GSI RESOLUTION

- VERSION OF NUREG-0933 CURRENT 6 MONTHS PRICR TO
COMPLETION OF APPLICATION

: CONFOR.AANCE WITH THE SRP 10 CFR 50.34( g ) §
g COMPARISON WITH ALWR REQUIREMENTS DOCUMENT 5

- ONE I1SSUE IDENTIFIED AS POTENTIAL POLICY ISSUE -
PROTOTYPE TESTING OF NUPLEX 80+

. SCHEDULE

- COMPLETE DSER TO BE 1SSUED NCT SECTION BY SECTION

-~ REVIEW HAS COMMENCED

- SCHEDULE PENDING CommissION PoLiCy ON LEVEL OF
DETAIL




