OKE Baﬁeue

Pacific Northwest L aboratories
PO Box 999

Richland, Washington U.S.A 99352
Telephone (509)

November 13, 1981 Telex 15-2874

Mr. Frank D. Coffman

Systems Interaction Section
Reliability & Risk Assessment Branch
Division of Safety Technology, NRR
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

SUBJECT: DRAFT OF INITIAL GUIDANCE
Dear Frank:

We have reviewed in detail the October 1, 1981 draft of Chapters ‘
5 and 6 and Appendix A. A copy is enclosed with our comments

marked in. Some of the more general and substantive comments
follow:

General Comments

1. It is somewhat difficult to review these sections out of
context with what may or may not be in the rest of the
document. For example, one of the key issues for the pilot
review is reduction of scope. Our August submittal to you
incorporated words recognizing an earlier section on
negotiation dealing with scope reduction. Our Chapter 5

then dealt wit optlon< to further refine the scope as
nvco;sary _ 3 r S LT ek it ol g ¥

thls w111 be covcxed oarller. It 1s essentlal that it be

addressed.

2. The draft is inconsistent in not maintaining a clear
distinction between what is required for the pilot review
and what may be required for the ultimate reviews. As we
understand it, this document establishes guidelines for
the pilot review only. For example, the guidelines reqguire
a detailed assessment to select systems based on "importance."
Is that really essential for a pilot review?
grocedur mméﬁa:\led 1%)( Wﬁmmé‘f'ﬂe§
systemsTinteractionsZiaentiTieg maﬁoﬁﬁiea.l

| 82083100&2 820713 i
PDR FOIA
MCMURRAB2-A-8 PDR




* AAnesTa
- Sotnanes R -
+du f o "“ -'” 4'-: T

" p— Y 4y

ndes WaAvVIOTr

BETHTE

A-
o 4

At Y v N ntdorermine —
} ) _‘,‘ - m—# ‘wjl‘ hj_.l.
A(,."()\J\._ T : e

B I A AONSL s
‘Mm 3
©RC Tev TS

TR

" *"3'?‘*"




. .

i Mr., Frank D. Coffman SN K
November 13, 1981 i,,f-BaﬁClle

Page 3

Specif ic Comments

Section 5.1.1 - Selection of Systems

This section is \IDNSIBCENiY First, it implies a fairly
rigorous assessment based on importance. Then, it warns

away from looking at the high-risk issues, which presumably
most people would link to importance. Finally, it suggests
engineering judgements and a look at non-safety grade systems.

Section 5.1.2.4 - Use of Simulators

I agree that simulators may bemim 1

of SI's. However, their usefulness in identifying
adverse is limited almost by definition. It assumes that
the simulator is built as an exact duplicate of the plant,
which requires total knowledge, understanding, and ability to
exactly model the plant. If we could do all that, there would
be nounintended $I's in the plant in the first place.

Section 5.2 - Proposal Procedure

I would still suggest this as an appendix to the guidelines.
As it is now, the clear implication is that this is what is
required for the pilot review. I believe that is unrealistic
for two reasons. Firgt, it _is much Wk : xanstye
'Eurza:gf& ~ ", only more so if the
objectives of SI are to be accomplished. Secondly, it is an
analyst's approach, not reflecting the essential involvement
of other groups as discussed in item 6 above.

Section 6.1 - Utility Report

1 lieve it is ex’trcmely important thatw
J!: L : : faghe =g >3 nesspthemse in

addition to the other assossments requestea.

I hope these comments will be helpful to you, Frank, in your
efforts to get this pilot review program initiated. We look
forward to continuing to assist you in these efforts this
next year.

Sincerely,
(et
e—
R. D. Widrig
Project Manager

RDW:11m
cc: P. Cybulskis, BCL

J. DeSteese
R. Gallucci



