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‘ U.S. DEPARTMENTY OF COMEQCE

Nations! Ocesnic and Atmospheric Administration
ENVIHONIMENTAL RESEARTH | ABDIATORES

Post Office Draver E
Oak Ridges, Tenncsree 37830

August 30, 198 RF/326

Mr. Sawx Duraisvamy

Senior Staff Engincer

Advisory Committee on Reactor Ssfeguards
U. §. Nuclesr Regulatory Commission
Washiogton, DC 2055%

Dear Mr. Duraisvamy:

The following are wy comments, as requested on August 17, 1982, om
the proposed Revisfon ? t» Regulatory Cuide 1.145. My comments are mostly
cditorial io pature, with the exception of (i) and (11), which are techni-
¢al. J am pretty well satisfied with the technical aicuracy of the proposed

Revision, with the possible exception of thewe two issues.

(1) p.1.145-4, lines 15-16. The method continues the use of tempera-
ture gradicent ap the main stsbility indicator; Drs. Frank
Gifford and Psul MacCready took ir me with this at the
Kovember 2, 1977 mecting on this revisivn, and the con-
Lroversy is still continuing. Our probles is Lhat AT
(or AT/AZ) is not always a good indicator of laterai
dispersion. However, the staff's following senteuces
do allow the option of using site-specific diffusion
test results, s0 I am willing to accept the method for
now. Rut ] believe the NRC staff should reconsider
thie procedure in the Jight nf the past decade's research
and ficld test results. '

(2) p. 1.145-7, lines 29-30; p.1.145-B, lines 1-4. The text doce not
meke {t clear (although the Appendix doues) that the pro-
cedure described is to be zpplied at each distance of
interest, and not just a3t some arbitrary single point.

A scutence clarifying thir should be inserted just before
the last sentence of the paragraph.

{(3) p.1.145-9, equation (5). The subscript on the wind specd rymho)
should be corrected; compare to line I5 on same page.

(4) p.1.145-9, line 15. The phrase "he laver of depth h'" should be
changed to read "fumigatjon layer of depih he."

(5) p.1.)45-72, line 9. 1 object on genera) principles to describing
calculated values of 2/Q as “data points.” Call them
"computed values” or “computed peints” or semething
similar; "dele” always sugpests pomcthing measured,
rather than calculated,
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(6) p.1.145-11, line 9. Change "from each” to “"for each,” to indicete
that there will be 2 set of 16 such values.

(7) p.1.145-11, line 17. Jnsert “fumigation" betveen the words “sector"
and "x/Q's."

(8) p.1.145-1%, line 5. "3200 weters” must he a conversion from the
Englich 2 miles, bul seecs unoccesserily precisc.
Why oot "3 km" or "3.5 km"'?

(9) p.1.3645.12, line 18. Delete the comrs sfter "x/Q."
(19} p.1.)4%-12, 1line 20. Insert & comra sfter "values."

\1i) p.1.3&5-14, ldpe 26. 1s "4-hour" correct, ratbher than “2-hour"?
If so, offer some justificstion.

(12) p.1.345-15, lines 11-12. The x/Q value selected is not "the dis-
persion condition indicative of the Lype of release
being considered"; ratber, it is a conscquence of
that digperaion conditior. This phrase shouid be re-
vorded, or ecven dropped.

(13) p.1.:45-15, lines 14-15. Change "the appropriste time periods"
to "intermediate time periods.”

(14} Appendix A, The Appendix is clear)y written and 1 have no real
quarrel with its tecbnicsl coentent. T do Lake issue
with its m=thod of presenting technir results. !
helieve the NRC should crcourage i* f Lo publish
papers in the reviewed toechoica)l 1i - ‘ure describing
the haser for bounding provedures such as those des-
cribed here. Tt iz difficult Lo cither endorse or
reject an estimation method vithout seeing a detailed
divcussion of its foundatjon.

Remerke on resolution of public comments. 1 have lieted these in the order
encountered in the description prepared by the NRC staff.

Comment 8.1 A request for methods to deal with wet deposition and
complex terrain. Staff rerponse is Lhat these topics
are beyond the scope of the Guide. 1 am not conpvinced
that this should be the caue;, these are both important
arcas that can strongly affect x/Q retimates. However,
they are also topice of current rescarch, and it may
nol be possible to gay much in an authoritative way at
this time. 1 reconiend that the staff sim toward iucor-
porating such information 1n the next revision of the

Guidc.

Comment 6.1 Asks for basis of rrtting wind specd during calms
equal to higher of instrwoeent gtarting speeds.  As
far as 1 can tell, the staff did not respond to this
query. See also the diccussion of Comment 5.1, below.



Comment 9.7

Cemment 5.)

Comments 2.1, &

Comaent 3.1

Comment 3.4

*Coament 6.5

Requests some fustification for using & 4-bour fumi-
Rd2tion period (rether than 2 hours) at coastal reactor
Sites. The staff hos ot done this. T also raised
this point in my comment (11), above; if the Guide is
correct, a reference or justification should be pro-
vided. =

Feiats out conflictiug definitions of calms in Regula-
tory Guides 1.111 and 1.145. The staff'e reeponse 1is
that this apparent conflict is deliberate, and is
rooted in the different purposes of the two Guides.

My sympathy is with the commcoter, cepecislly since
both definitions are Quite artificial. The staff
shovld rethink this, end try to resolve the conflict.
Jt seems needlessly confusiog to change definitions
froz one document to snother.

by 5.3 These are direct=d at the method of selecting
the bounding values of x/Q and the method of time inter-
polstion. The staff really has pot answered these
quertions at all; they have merely responded that there
mey be other waye to wkin thege cate. J would like to
Fee » mors rigorous (&nd vigorous) defense of the

method recommended.

Asks for guidance in Geterwining site boundary distance
over large bodies of vater. The staff seems to be

seying that thic is s decision beyond the scope of the
Cuide. This is probably true, but the staff could be

& bit more helpful by suggesting & reference for guidance.

Asks that algorithms for the dirperrion sigmas be
included in the Guide. 1 sgree with the staff that
theee are svailable e)sevhere, but the staff again
could be helpful and include » sample refereuce in
Lhe Cuide. :

Axks ahout supporting technical informatfon for the
Guide (sem also my cormment 14, sbove). 1 think this is
& legitimate question; NUREG/CR-2269 should be refer-
enced in the Gui fe, eitber in the Tntroduction or in

the Appendix,

] nope you find the above remsrks he.pful. 1f you have any qurstions,
‘Please dor't hesitate to call (FIS 626-124h) .
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R. P. Hosker, Jr.
Phveical Scieontist
Atewospheric Turbulence

and Diffusion Laboratory



