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PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION’S

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

DATE: December 6, 1990

The contents of this transcript of the
proceedings of the United States Nuclear Regulatory

Commission’s Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards,

(date) December €., 1990 '
as reported herein, are a record of the discussions recorued at
the meeting held on the above date.

This transcript has not been reviewed, ccrrecta'

or edited, and it may contain inaccuracies.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

LR

#oV"TSORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

368th General Meeting

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Conference Room P=110
7920 Norfolk Avenue

Bethesda, Maryland

Thursday, December 6, 1990

The above~entitled proceedings commenced at 8:30

o’clock a.m., pursuant to notice, Carlyle Michelson,

committee chairman, presiding.
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readily heard.

I will begin with an item of current interest. It

ien’t that big a deal, but in front of you in the form of
handout number 14, item number 14, ie a copy of the ACRS
Charter for 1991-92.

Small changes have been introduced. These appear

as highlighting in the document. Please examine it., If any
members have any comments, give them to Ray Fraley. 1If
there’s any item of major concern, just bring it to the
attention of the Committee, perhaps during our discussion of
future events.

MR, SIESS: What’s the source of it?

MR. MICHELSON: We’re required to submit this I
think every two years, is that right, Ray?

MR, SIESS: 1 said what is the source of it?

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s the old one plus small
revisions.

MR. SIESS: Who made the revisions?

MR. MICHELSON: Ray is the one who’s drafted the
revisions.

MR. SIES8S: Oh, okay. Then, it origina‘es with
us.

MR. MICHELSON: And they are neatly highlighted,
now, in this issue so you can spot them without difficulty.

MR. FRALEY: There is one other revision that I
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MR, WILKINS: 1Is it possible to say what his
condition is, or is it appropriate to say?

MR. MICHELSON: I could not. You have the same -~

well, you haven’t seen the letter yet, it’s in your mail.

I couldn’t decipher what it was, unless somebody
has heard. Ray, have you heard anything to ada to that?

MR. FRALEY: No, sir.

MR. MICHELSON: I haven’t. You’ll have to read it
for yourself and reach your own conclusich, He apparently
does have some real health problems.

MR. LEWIS: Should we send something to him?

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. If you wish, we could send
one this meetinrg, now that we'’ve actually received his
letter. I think == yes, 1 think it would be well for Ray to
draft an appropriate note and we’ll take a look at it,
Because, until now, of course, he hadn’t had the strength or
the desire to write the letter. But he has now.

I think there are no other items of interest.
Therefore, 1'd like to ~- unless any members have anything
they wish to bring up at this time?

(No Response,)

MR. MICHELSON: If not, I would like to proceed
with the first item on the agenda, which is the FTOL
conversions, and Chet Siess is the cognizant subcommittee

chairman., Chet?
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MR. SIESS: The schedvle has been modified to
present Dresden first and then Palisades, in case you have
anything that indicates otherwise.

John Zwolinski is going to introduce this, and
Byron Siegel is going to give a little more background, 8o,
if you don’t know what an FTOL is they will explain it to
you.

But I’'d like to bring you up to date on the status
~f our reviews. There were six plants that had to have POLs
converted to FTOLs. The process will be explained to you
later.

Two of those we did in ‘84 and ‘85, That was
Robert E. Ginna, and Millstone-1. We will be working on two
more today, Dresden Unit 2 and Palisades. And we've got
two to go, Oyster Creek and San Onofre~l, I don’t know when
we’'ll see them. The staff has had Oyster Creek on their
list for the past year and a half, I think. Which it
doesn’t mean a thing. And San Onofre hasn’t even shown up.

MR. SHEWMON: Does the staff havinyg it on their
list mean that the utility has made their submission and the
staff is reviewing it?

MR, SIESS: The utility made their submission
about 15 years ago. They had to apply for a full term
operating licen ¢ within three years after thcy got their

prov'-  onal license. Byron will explain that process.
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MR. LEWIS: He will also explain the safety
implications of what we’re not doing?

MR. SHEWMON: Or the 12 year delay?

MR, SIESS: Well, that will be explained. As far
as the safety implications, 1’11 say a brief word on that.

I don’‘t think =~ I personally do not think there
are any safety implications. I have not, to date, found
anybody else who thought there were any safety implications.
But there is a legal reguirement. There has developed a
tradition of a legal reguirement that they must be
converted. And there is a legal requirement that, since it
is a licensing operation, that the ACRS has write a letter
on it.

MR, LEWIS: I understand that., I just wanted you
to say for the record that there were no safety
implications.

MR. SIESS: Well, that’s just my opinion. You
know, the Committee doesn’t always agree with me. But I
could be wrong. Unlikely, but =--

[Laughter. )

MR. WARD: Let’s see. If there are to be more of
trese, do you have some sort of plan for making the ACRS
participation a little more effective, or minimized, or
something?

MR. SIESS: Well, our participation has been
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10
minimized from what it was on the other two. The staff hag
scaled back extensively on what they’ve done.

When we did the other two we had guite a
veluminous SER. I didn’t bring a copy of it. 1 didn‘t even
look it up. But were did those right after the SEP was
finished when we had the IPSAR document.

The staff has trimmed back their review process.
That I think you can tell from looking at the SER. We've
trimmed back ours, I think, 1 didn’t even have a
gubcommittee meeting on Dresden. And we spent less time
yesterday on Palisades than is scheduled today for the two
of them.

But we do have to write a letter, and the
subcommittee cannot write a letter, and a subcommittee
chairman (an’t write a letter, 6o, we have to have an open
meeting, discuss this, and see if anybody’s got any
problems. 1’11 be open to any suggestions in the future
about the remaining two plants.

With that, 1’11 call on John Zwolinski who is AD
for Region Three reactors in the NRR. He’ll lead into the
rest of it. Okay, John, thank you,.

MR. MICHELSON: Ernest, do you have a qguestion?

MR, WILKINS: 1 suspect John will address it.

MR, SIESS: We had a dress rehearsal yesterday,

that is, the staff was in yesterday. 1I think they’ll cover
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11
any guestions you might have, Ernest.

(Slide.)

MR. ZWOLINSKI: Good morning. 11 am John
Zwolinaki, T am the Assistant Director for Region 111l
Reactors. My office is physically located at 1 White Flint
North here in Bethesda.

The meeting has been structured today such that
the staff will be able to present an overview of the POL
FTOL conversion procees, it’s initiation in the late ’'60s on
through to the conversion processes taking place in the mid-
‘808, as Dr. Siess alluded to, and now coming before the
committee again with Dresden and Palisades.

To interject to Dave Ward, 1 imagine there are a
number of alternatives that the committee could consider to
streamline the process even further, to the extent of even
waiving involvement.

I've asked Byron Siegel, our Senior Projuct
Manager for Dresden, to provide the committee with an
overview of this process. He will be up next,

Dr. Siess pointed out we’ve reversed our order of
presentation, skipping down the chart to the Dresden
discussion. We’ve asked Cordell Reed, the Senior Vice
President from Commonwealth, to make a few comments about
the Dresden Facility and Commonwealth Corporation; and Joe

Eenigenburg, their Plant Manager from Dresden, is here to
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give an operational perspective.

Moving along to the Palisades discussion ==

MR, SIESS: Excuse me, John.

MR. ZWOLINSKI: Yes, sir.

MR, SIESS: The licensee is going to be on after
the staff, right?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: That'’s correct.

MR, S1ESS: Okay. Thank you,

MR. ZWOLINSKI: The Falisades discussion, our
Project Manager responsible for conducting much of the work
on Palisades has been Armando Masciantonio, He will make a
presentation regarding the safety evaluation, as Byron will
on Dresden,

We're prepared to talk pressurized thermal shock
with barry Elliott,

Brian Holian will talk about the Palisades
emerging issues, in particular the steam generator
replacement, the generating company, other licensing issues
that may be of interest.

We’'ve asked Dave Vandewalle, Director, Safety and
Licensing for Consumer’s Power -~ he’s physically located at
the Palisades plant =-- to make comments and address the
operational configuration of the Palisades plant,

MR. SIESS: Thank you., John, before we move on, I

neglected to tell the committee, in Tab 2.2 you have some
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materials relating to Dresden and in 2.5 some relating to
Palisades.

For Dresden you have a Xerox copy of a Draft Staff
Safety Evaluation Report, which is, for all practical
purposes, the same as the SER that was sent to you in the
mail, presumably.

You also have some previous letters. The only
ene, 1 think, of any interest, is the letter dated December
13, 1982, which was the letter we wrote at the conclusion of
the systematic evaluation program on Dresden-2.

You also have a draft letter, draft ACRS letter,
green, that I will propose when we start writing letters,
with whatever changes I make between now and then.

There is similar material in the next tab for
Palisades, except for Palisades you have a bound copy of the
staff’s SER. What color is it? Blue.

MR. WILKINS: Mr, Chairman, I did not have my
question answered during those remarks, eo let me just ask
it. And it’s a very blunt one. Why are we doing this?

MR, SIESS: 1 answered that question. It’'s
required by law,

MR. WILKINS: Does the law impose any penalties
for failure to do it?

[Laughter. )

MR, SIESS: Well, yes. You can ask the applicant.
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Maybe that will explain this. This does not go to the
Commission. Tom Murley will issue the full-term operating
license. And it will not go to a hearing, apparently. But
by law, I don’t think they can do anything uniil they get a
letter from the ACRS, 1It’s not all that (lear.

MR. WILKINS: The basis for my question is, this
has been hanging around, apparently, for a significant
fraction of my lifetime,

MR. SIESS: Oh, yes.

MR. WILKINS: And nobody seems to care.

MR, SIESS: Right,

MR. WILKINS: Nobody seems to have cared. Let me
put it that way.

MR, SIESS: Well, it’s not guite that simple.

MR, WILKINS: 1I’m sure it isn’'t.

MR. SIESS: Byron is going to explain how we got
into this situation. And why don’t we try that and then
come back? You have a good point. The first question 1
raised when this came up is, we have to write a letter. And
1 was told yes. And I don‘t argue with people.

MR. MICHELSON: And it has to be a committee
letter.

MR. WARD: What was that last statement?

[ Laughter. )

MR. SIESS: I thought I might sneak that in.
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{ Laughter. |

MR. ZWOLINSKI: 1If ]I may address one of the
questions that was raised regarding Oyster Creek and San
Onofre Unit I, we’re ter atively scheduling Oyster Creek to
be presented to the committee in March of next year, and San
Onofre is sufficiently unguided as to maybe another year
after that. I wouldn’t want to be pinned down on that. I
know we’re moving forthrightly, though, on Oyster Creek.

MR. SIES8S: They'’re not in your directorate, are
they?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: No, they’re not.

MR. SIESS: 1Is your directorate handling all the
FTOL8?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: Byron Siegel is on my staff, and
he’s responsible as the lead project manager for all the
FTOLs .

MR SIESS: Oh, for all of them. Okay.

MR. Z\'OLINSKI: The ones I’'m most familiar with
are the Region III plants; obviously Palisades and Dresden,
I'm addressing.

1 would like to make note that I’ve asked the
Project Directors responsible for these plants to be here
and should guestions arise, we’ll be more than happy to
field those or supplement our presentations today.

With that, I’d like to introduce Byron Siegel.
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And hopefully, he will address a couple of the guestions
that were raised.

MR, LEWIS: Just at the risk of being at least as
blunt a: my distinguished mathematical colleague, the law,
of course, as I understand it, will not penalize us if we -~

MR, WILKINS: Will it penalize Commonwealth
Edison?

MR. LEWIS: 1 don’'t ==

MR. WILKINS: Not just us,

MR, LEWIS: I don’t believe so. But you know,
there is a point to haggle, and 1 wonde: whether we would
conform to the law if we spent one hour instead of three
hours on the subject, and then we're in a haggling mode.

You know, safety is our business, and presumably,
the time we take for things that don’t have safety
implications takes from time we could spent on safety
matters. So it’s not entirely a trivial matter. But we've
been through this before.

MR. SIESS: Okay, Byren,

MR. MICHELSON: Proceed.

(8lide.)

MR. SIEGEL: My name is Byron Siegel, and I’'m the
project manager for Dresden. I guess I‘1l1 go through this
first, and then 1’11 answer some of your guestions. Along

thz way, 1 probably will answer some of them.
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Originally, there were 15 provisional operating
licenses issued by the Commission, and 1 guess they are
comparable to a learner’s permit, so0 to speak. After
approximately 18 months, they could apply for a full-term
operating license. But all of them did not apply for a
full-term operating license right away.

Apparently, what happened was that they authorized
to some power level, and then they asked for an amendment to
go to another power level, and then the 18 months started
from the issuance of that amendment., 8o some of them, like
in the case of Palisades and Drenden, actually, the POL was
in effect for two years as opposed to 18 months.

In 1970, there was a rule change of the
regulations that duleted the issuance of the provisional
vperating license. Unfortunately, when the rule change was
made, everybody forget that there were some plans with POLs
there, and there was no grandfather clause in it. 8o we
ended up in a situation where essentially, there was no way
of handling the provisional operating license in the
conversion.

According to 10 CFR 2.109, if the licensee applies
30 days prior to the expiration of the license, then they
can -~ essentially, the license remains in effect until the
staff takes action. Unfortunately, the staff hasn’t taken

action for 20 years, approximately 20 years for Palisades
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MR, SIEGEL: Only in the sense that 1f it

4 timely manner, I think weé ild have perhaps avoilided ti
g long process that we're going through. 2 1’1l go thr
¢ here, for instance, n ‘/ , the Commission adopted a stafl
recomnendation that these plants be included in Fhase 11 !
¢ the SEP program. So we had to complete the SEP review
) before we 114 issue the full-term operating license
! If it had been done 1n a more expeditious mannel

] : this whole pre

] the staff’s mind, there 1s not any safety l1lssue, as you all
L4 have pointed out
1€ But there is a purpose for doing 1t ne is 1t
16 establishes an input for the expiration of the license
| Se ndl t gets something off our books that’s beel n it
] § for . years Thirdly it probably 1s a beneflt to the
1 licensee in the sense that what we’re going to d 18 1§
‘ full-term license for 40 years from the issuance of the !
21 Now, most of the new plants, the licenses are
22 lssued for 4 year from the 1 'here’s that CP re el
. that we’re talking about Once we 1ssue thils license, tTht
¢ the licensee already ha n the books a reguest <0 extend
the license s0 then we will exter this lic:nse tO do t
A £ ; ,‘»‘x‘i'ﬁ
i
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CP recovery. 1In tha case of Dresden, I think it’s three or
tvor years, somewhere in that time frame.

Now, there may be some economic factor that 1
don’t know about, and porhaps Cordell, later, can address
that when he gets up and talks, if he chooses to. 1 don’t
really know either for Palisades or Dresden. There may be
some economic benefit for them to have a full-term license
as opposed to a provisional. Perhaps it gives them better
bond status. I don’t know what it is, if there is any.

MR. CARROLL: What was the rationale for changing
the notion of having POLs?

MR, SIEGEL: That was before my time. I guess it
was felt that there was no need to issue a provisional type
license; that we reviewed their qualifications at the time
of the initial license submittal. We looked at the
capabilities of their staff and the design of the plant.
I’'m just surmising that it was probably on that basis that
we felt that there wasn’t really any ==

MR, SIESS: It was done by a rule change, was ii?

MR. SIEGEL: Yes.

MR. SIESS: Then there must have been a statement
of “~ansideration somewhere. Would you like it researched?

MR. CARROLL: Not necessarily. I was just
curicus,

MR. SIEGEL: Okay. Commonwealth received their
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POL in December of 1969. Palisades -~ and I’m addressing
this for both Commonwealth and Palisades, these particular
slides -~ Palisades was in March of ’'71.

In 1975, the staff stopped the review of
conversions due to the backlog of GSIs and USIs, and there
were a lot of other factors. There were a lot of CPs coming
in at that stage later in the time frame after TMI. There
were a lot of plants coming in for licensing, full-term
licenses. So that also delayed the process. Probably the
biggest thing that delayed is what I mentioned, the
conversion =- the fact that they were tied into Phase I1 of
the SEP.

Both Palisades and Dresden, we’ve written an IPSAR
report, Integrated Flant Safety Assessment Report. Those
were issued in -~ well, for Dresden, it was the ’83 time
frame. Palisades, I think, was about the same time frame.
Both plants, "resden and Palisades, there were a lot of open
issues in those. So once the SEP program or the SER was
issued, there was still a fair amount of open items.

8o, both plants, we had to issue a supplement for,
and after we completed the =upplement, then we did an
environmental assessment for Dresden and Palisades, both
this year.

Originally, there was done an environmental safety

for both plants because there were no significant changes to
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] standpoint of how we handle plants that have p1 18107

‘ operating licenses and full-term operating lilcensd

3 There’s essentially no difference. In the staff{’s

: viewpoint, we treat them equally. There’s no difference
Probably a lot of reviewere and staff don‘t even reallz¢

¢ they’re provisional licenses. 80, they’re not treated

differently They don’t get any

they get any treatment that affects them adversely

) I wa 18 asked t yddress what the differer
1 € between Dresden 2 and Dresden ‘ The most significant
11 i1fference ¢ %tne nly significant difference 1s the fact
1 that Dresden repl ed the recii piping; Dresden < d
13 not. Dresden 2 utilizes hydrogen water chemistry Tt nti
the stress growth in cracking T'hey’ve had 1t for at t
- four cycles Dresden ijoesn’t need it oecause the)

¢ obviously replace piping

he reason that they changed the piping on Dresde

¢ 18 1 think I believe at the time that the staff wa
19 initially looking at thils, A ked like the nly

2l t reviace piping Dresder probably was the first e

2 down the line because of their cycle sequence, refueling

o3 cycle sequence. So they replaced the plping

4 Later n, the stafi hanged thelr mind \nd
permitted stress enhancement ' i1mprovements ? U o t
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Dresden 2 has now changed up, but they’ve gone to this
hydrogen water chemistry.

MR. SIESS: Byron, let me add something there. 1In
the SCP where the older plants =-- and lumped into that group
of older were all the FTOL plants, I mean the POL plants, so
they’d get reviewed -~ the staff had to look at a number of
issues to see if the older plants met .hese newer guidelines
or criteria. And as a result of that, some things had to be
changed or documented, or procedures changed.

And in the case of Dresden-2, we were told by the
utility that any changes that were required to Dresden-2 as
part of the systenatic uvaluation program, would be made
also for Dresden-3, ti1t Commonwealth intended to keep the
two plants as nearly identical .. possible.

8o if there were changes made as a result of the
SCP, they were made to both plants.

MR. SIEGEL: I guess I would rather defer that.

My understanding is that that was the case.

MR. SIESS: I’m going to address it directly with
Mr. Cordell Reed when he comes up.

MR. SIEGEL: Well, my understanding, at least from
the submittals that we get since I’ve been on the plant,
which has been three years, and I think prior to that,
almost all the submittals that I know of have been our dual

submittals for Dresden-2 and Dresden-3, and the
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modifications that have been ma.e, at least to the best of
my knowledge, have for the most part been the same on
Dresden~-2 and 3. There obviously is a lag in completion of
these,

MR. SIESS: I just wanted to point out to the
committee that not only did they s*tart out essentially the
same, but they’ve been kept essentially the same,

MR. SIEGEL: And I guess that m: Reed or Mr.
Eenigenburg will address that.

(8lide. )

MR. SIESS: I’'m not going te belabor this slide.
It’s just a little background. And it just gives a few of
the parameters.

Dresden-2 is a BWR~3, It has isolation condenser
as opposed to the high-~pressure coolant~injection systems
that the later plants had. The architect-engineer was
Sargent & Lundy. 1It’s got a Mark 1 contajinment. 1It’s
similar to Millstone, Pilgrim. Quad Cities is a sister unit
that Comnonwealth has, and they’re very similar plants, with
the exception in fact that Quad Cities does not have an
isolation condenser, and Monticello is the other plant.

MR. MICHELSON: Quad Cities is a BWR-4, isn’. it?

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, it’s a 4. But the biggest
difference probably is the fact that they don’t have an

isolation condenser.
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MR. SHEWMON: Quad Cities always used to be a good
deal dirtier primary system, and they had higher exposures
of people, too. So there must be a difference in the non-
primary, anyway, balance-of-plant,.

MR. SIEGEL: Okay. I gu.ss that Cordell could
address that. I’m not that familiar with that, with Quad
Cities, the details of balance-of-plant.

(S8lide.)

MR. SIEGEL: And what we’ve done is, back in ’88
we decided we were going to try to do something to
streamline the process somewhat of how we were doing these
reviews., And 1 guess why I’m the lead or sort of the
coordinator for all these plants is because our project
director was assigned the task of trying to figure out a way
of shortening the process. And basically, I don’t know how
many of you were around when we issued the Ginna and
Millstone full-term operating license. But the SERs were a
lot more voluminous than they are here, essentially because
they addressed all these items that we didn’t address:
facility improvements and modifications, which we felt
weren’t necessary because the staff has reviewed tnese from
licensing submittals or 50.59 reviews:; we'’ve reviewed all
the license and tech spec amendments, they’ve been obviously
approved by the staff; and we reviewed and issues SERs on

all TMI items, USIs, and SEP topics.
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MR, SIESS: Yes.

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I’m just sort of a coordinator
and overseer.

MR, SIESS: All right. But you know, there’s a
nasty rumor going around that the Oyster Creek is the cold-
style SER, yea thick?

MR, SIEGEL: That'’s true, because what happened
was, and I should have clarified that, because at the time
we made this decision, the =--

MR. SIESS: You don’t need to go into it now,

You’ll have to defend it, though, with Oyster Creek comes

in,

MR. SIEGEL: Frank, take note.

[Laughter.)

[Slide.)

MR. SIEGEL: I’m sure they’re going to be happy
about that.

MR. SIESS: And you could mark all the pages that
would correspond to the current ones.

MR. SIEGEL: What I’m going to just briefly do is
go through the open issues in those four areas that I
identified.

The first one is TMI open issues, detailed control
room design review =--

MR. SIESS: Excuse me. But there may be sonme
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people that would like to follow this in the SER. These are
all addressed in the SER, but you’re starting with the TMI
rather than the SEP issues.

MR. SIEGEL: I didn’t realize at the time I did
this that they were out of order.

MR. SIESS: 1It’s in the handout. 2.2.

MR, SIEGEL: 2.27 Okay.

MR. SIESS: The SER is in your notebook under Tab
2.2, I believe it was 2.2, I announced it earlier. And the
SEP items are in Section 2. Now, can you take them up in
that order at all, Byron?

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, I can, if you want to.

MR. SIESS: Okay. Why don’t you just take them up
in the order.

MR. SIEGEL: Which one do you want me to d¢ ‘irst,
the SEP?

MR. SIESS: SEP. The order in here is SEP, TMI,
and significant open issues which are mostly GIs, I guess,
and then the USIs, Okay?

[(Slide.)

MR, SIEGEL: There are, for all intents and
purposes, these are the three items that were open at the
time the SFR was written. Two of them are essentially
almost closed. There’s only one remaining.

Classification of structures, componants and
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combinations. The staff issued an SER in August closing
that particular issue.

MR, SIESS: Just to get something straight, as I
read it, when we reviewed the IPSAR for this plant, there
were a number of open issues.

MR, SIEGEL: That’s correct.

MR, SIESS: Which we said at that time, the
resolution was, we accepted them, what the staff was
proposing to do. Right? Since that time, all but three of
those have been resolved.

MR. SIEGEL: That’s correct.

MR. SIESS: So these three items are the leftovers
from the IPSAR?

MR. SIEGEL: They'’re from the supplement, yes.

MR. SIESS: Supplement I. Yes. Okay. Now, there
were a lot of them open at the time of the IPSAR.

MR. SIEGEL: That'’s correct.

MR. SIESS: And then we got Supplement I, which
had all but three resolved, and these are the three
remaining. This rounds out the picture.

MR. SIEGEL: That’s correct.

MR. SIESS: Okay. And as of this time, there are
still two in the process of being resolved.

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. One of which is, for all
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intents and purposes, resolved, we just don’t have an SER
yet on it.

(8lide.)

MR, SIECEL: The next one that we want to address
are the TMI issues,

At the time that the SER was completed -- and
also, I == okay. At the time the SER was issued, there were
three or four TMI open iteme.

Detailed control room design. This hLos to do with
essentially annunciator modifications and they are what are
categorized as Category 2, Levels B and C items, which have
minimal, if any, safety significance.

The licensee has completed -- I don’t the
percentage -~ a very large percentage of the program. These
are things that the licensee has had a problem completing
for several reasons,

They have a limited amount of time to do this.
They have to do it during a refueling outage. The panels
that these are in are very close quarters. They can only
have a couple people in them at a time.

And they don’t want to rush it for doing it during
the outages because they don’t want to cause some problem
where they end up tripping or hitting alarms.

S0, they also had some problems with getting the

annunciator alarms themselves in panels in types that they
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safety significant improvements. We do track each plant at
the Category A, B and C level. And we can furnish that
particular report to you,

MR, SIESS: 1Is that in the GIMICS?

MR. SIEGEL: I think it’s closed in that there
would be == wouldn’t. Wouldn’t be closing GIMICS?

MR. 2ZWOLINSK1: I believe it is closed in GIMICS,
We retain an internal tracking system on that,

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. SIEGEL: I should mention that the licensee
has done extensive control room design modifications. Put
in new ceilings and a lot of modifications.

MR. SIESS: Oh yeah, I know. I know everybody has
done a lot. I just wondered if anybody had done them all.

MR. SIEGEL: Okay.

MR. CARROLL: Well, of those that remain to get
signed off, are they generally like this one?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: Generally speaking, yes, sir.

MR. CARROLL: Completing annunciators, or getting
a few additional instruments, or whatever?

MR. SIEGEL: For the most part, they are the less
significant ones, I believe, for most of the plants. And
that’s why this schedule has been allowed. We haven’t had
that much problem with the slipping of the schedule.

Instrumerntation for the detection of inadequate
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I believe the owners group met with Dr, Murley on
this issue, and a decision is forthcoming shortly on that,
80, that’s a common issue to most of the BWRs.

MR. KERR: 1 see Regulatory Guides now make
requirements rather than providing guides.

MR. SIEGEL: I won’t comment on that.

MR. KERR: Reg 1.97 sure does.

MR. SIEGEL: Reg 1.97 is a requirement, though.
That’s true.

[Slide. )

MR. SIEGEL: Significant open items.

MR. CATTON: 1Is there anything in Reg 1.97 “hat
lets them know when the vessel fails?

MR. SIEGEL: I think that there is containnent
instrumertation. Yes, I would think so. Because there is
containment instrumentation under pressure. And ther,
likewise, T would assume that if there was a failure ot the
vessel you would get it from that.

MR. CATTON: Nothing like a temperature
measurenent, then?

MR. SIESS: No.

MR. SIEGEL: Not that I know of, no.

MR, SIESS: We didn’t think of that.

MR. CATTON: Huh?
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MR, SIESS: We didn’t think of that when we made
the list.

MR. CATTON: I didn’t think it would, either. But
there was an accident management workshop, and I asked one
of the people from the utility that owns BWRs, if they knew
when the vessel failed, and they said no.

MR, SIEGEL: Well, T don’t think you’d know. 1t
would feel like a break, a part break, where you would get
th came indications o~n the instrumentation.

mr., SIESS: 1 don’‘t think that’s true, because if
you had a core melt and you’ve depressurized, I’m not sure
you’d -~

MR. SIEGEL: He was just asking if the vessel
failed. He was not -- or I didn’t think he was trying to
referring to a core melt.

MR. CATTON: Following the cooling.

MR. SIESS: I think the answer is no.

MR. SIEGEL: No. After the fact, yes. Prinr no.

These are just significant open items that are
related to Dresden. Some of them are common to all plants.
There are one or two that are more plant specific.

Intergranular stress corrosion cracking was an
open item.

MR. SIESS: All are common to two and three,

though.
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MR. SIEGEL: 1I’m sorry, what? Yes. I shouid have
gualified that., That’s right, Dr. Siegel.

All these items that 1’ve addressed here, with the
exception of the SEP items are common to Dresden 2 and 3.

MR. SHEWMON: What'’s the staff’s position on
repeated or many cycle operation with crack repaired -- I
want to say repaired cracks and primary piping? That used
to give them heartburn, and the utilities argued.

Mh. SIEGEL: Well, we =~ if they follow =-- We've
approved in an SE their response in generic letter 88-01.
There is a procedure in 88-01, a testing inspection
procedure that they have to follow.

MR. SHEWMON: And they can inspect, and have
demonstrated that they can inspect through weld repair of
cracks?

MR. SIEGEL: I believe so, yes. And the staff has
permitved these types of repairs,

Every cycle, they go in and do an inspection
according to the program in 88-~01. If they find defects
they have to do an expanded program, inspection program.
They come in and tell us what ==

MR. SHEWMON: If the .rack is there, they know the
crack is there, they know where to look for it. The only
question is whether they can do an adequa*e inspection

through the overlay.
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MR. SIEGEL: The cracks aren’t there

MR. SHEWMON: They are there cor they wculd not
have done the overlay.

MR. SIEGEL: Well, they’ve ground out all the
crack indications, so that =--

MR. SHEWMON: Not for an overlay, is my
impression.

MR, SIEGEL: They don’t do the -- 1 guess I don’t
know the answer to that question.

MR. SHEWMON: Barry Elliott was alleged to be in
the audience.

MR. ELLIOTT: Barry Elliott is here. We do a
cycle by cycle review. We look at the inspection results.

MR. SHEWMON: But they can do an inspection
through the overlay that is -=?

MR. ELLIOTT: I don’t know adequate it is. 1It’s
adequate enough so that we can go from cycle to cycle.
That’s all we’re doing on the repairs.

MR. SHEWMCN: New, it’s my impression that --

MR. ELLIOTT: 1It’s difficult to go through -~ it’s
very difficult to inspect the weld.

MR, SHEWMON: Let me finish the gquestion, please?

MR. ELLIOTT: OKkay.

MR. SHEWMON: 1It’s my impression that the ones

they do overlays on they have not ground out, am I wrong on
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that?

MR. ELLIOTT: That’s -~ that'’s. No, you’re not
wrong on that., In fact, that is absolutely true. There are
cracks and there are still -~

MR. SHEWMON: The question is, the adequacy of an
inspection through an overlay.

MR. SIEGEL: I think the answer to your question
is they don’t. I think when you do the inspection I don’t
think you see those cracks anymore when you do the
inspection.

MR. SHEWMON: Then how can you do an inspection?
You know the crack’s there. You must be able to see
something.

MR. SIEGEL: Joe, do you know the answer to that?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir. Joe Eenigenburg from
Commonwealth Edison.

We do weld over cracks, and the cracks are in the
base metal. The base surface of the metal is excavated and
we have a clean surface to begin the overlay on, on the
pipe.

We then, after building the overlay up to the
specified thickness, the overlay is surface conditioned for
ultrasonic inspection.

MR. SHEWMON: Which means ground smooth, is that

right?
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MR. EENIGENBURG: Ground smooth.

MR, SHEWMON: Yes?

MR. EENIGENBURG: WYe then can see through the
overlay and down to that original unflawed base material
surface. That weld overlay is inspected for, I believe it
is three cycles. And, if there is no indication of crack
propagation into the weld overlay, then we resort to the
normal inspection frequency.

MR. SHEWMON: 8o, you do not look at the existing
crack, but you look to see if there is & new crack in the
weld overlay, and that you can do reliably. 1Is that the
argument?

MR. ‘FABURG: That is correct.

MR. S wMO'¢: Okay. Thank you.

MR. SIEGE.: When they do find cracks, they come
into the staff, tell them where they found them, identify
them. The staff and the licensee agree upon an expanded
inspection program to determine what’s acceptable, and then
they tell the weld repair, and we approve the weld repair,
the nature of the weld repair.

Control room habitability, there is a tech spec
amendment in place for installation of a -- for the
installation of a new control room emergency air-filtration
system.

Combustible gas control I will discuss later under
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the USIs, and the same with station blackout.

Hardened wetwell vent was an issue for all the BWE
Mark 1s.

Because Commonwealth and several other plants had
isolation condensers, they didn’t think there was a need for
it, and they responded to the staff’s reguest by saying they
didn’t think there was a need. They came in, had a meeting
with us.

The staff did an analysis and determined there was
cost benefit and, also, in having them install it. We wrote
a letter back to them, and then the licensee wrote a letter
in September 24, 1990, confirming =-- or we wrote a letter to
them confirming their commitment from a previous letter.

MR. CATTON: When you did your cost benefit, what
kind of assumptions did you make about the Mark 1 liner
melt-through?

MR. SIEGEL: I cannot answer that guestion. I
don’t know the whole basis.

MR. CATTON: 1It certainly changes the basis that
you’re dealing with., I1’d be interested in finding out.

What did you do about the melt-through of the liner in your
cost-benefit analysis?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: We’ll be happy to provide that
cost-benefit analysis. I don’t have the answer to that

particular question.
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MR. CATTON: Okay. I don’t want the whole thing.
I just want to know what you did with that onhe piece. You
had to say something about it in doing you:r cost-benefit.
And what was your assumption?

MR. SIEGEL: I don’t think it was a question of
was it a liner melt-through? I don’t think it was from that
basis. I thought it was a rupture of the containment, the
primary containment, and that was the purpose of the
venting., 1 don’t think it was a melt-through considered.

MR. CATTON: Yes. But if you melt through the
liner, I’m not sure how much good thLe vent does you.

MR. BARRETT: I believe the cost-benefit analysis
was not based on the core-melt scenario.

My name is Richard Barrett,

I think it was based more on preventing a core-
melt accident as a result of a loss of containment heat-
removal capability. So, in that case, the liner melt-
through would not be a major factor in the analysis. But I
am not certain of that fact.

MR. SIESS: Would you simply send us a note
telling us where -- identify the document that has the cost-
benefit or the value-impact analysis?

MR, SIEGEL: We’ll provide you a copy of it.

MR. SIESS: Okay. This is generic, isn’t it?

MR. SIEGEL: This was a plant-specific one. We
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did -~ for the four or five plants that was involved, there
was a plant~specific cost-benefit analysis done for each
plant.

MR, SIESS: What made it plant-specific, the
remaining life of the plant?

MR. SIEGEL: The remaining life of the plant was a
part.

MR. SIESS: Okay. 8o, what was considered was
generic.

MR. SIEGEL: There were other parameters involved
in it that were plant-specific, too, I believe.

MR. ZWOLINSKI: The principal difference was the
fact that these were a group c¢f plants that had isolation
condensers.,

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. ZWOLINSKI: And the analysis performed
addressed those particular plants. It used as its
foundation the Millstone~1 PRA.

MR, SIESS: I am just trying to find out whether
we’'re asking you for the name and title and date of a
generic document or the name, title, and date of a -~

MR. SIEGEL: 1It’s a plant-specific document.

MR. SIESS: ==~ plant-specific document.

Which would you rather have?

MR. CATTON: I think I am interested generically.
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MR. SIESS: 1If you can identify five plant~-

specific documents, please send us a notice, and we will get

them.

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, sir, Dr. Siess.

MR. SIESS: Thank you.

(Slide. )

MR. SIEGEL: The next area is unresclved safety
issues,

On ATWS, there is an issue that’s generic to
almost all the BWRs. It has to do with diversity associated
with the alternate rod injection and reactor pump trip,
analog trip units.

This is escalated =-- the staff does not feel -~
the units that are in question are made by the same
manufacturer. There are some differences between them, but
they’re made by the same manufacturer.

The Owner’s Group has escalated this all the way
up the EDO’s orfice. The EDO took a position that he agrees
with the staff that the licensee should provide diverse
alternate trip units, and that’s the status of that issue at
this point in time.

Station blackout: We have reviewed the licensee'’s
response, and we’re in the process of issuing the -- the SER
has been written. We’re in the process of sending the

letter to the licensee. They have essentially agreed.
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The Dresden Staticn has three diesel generators,
currently. They’ve got one dedicated unit, one dedicated
diesel to each unit, and then a swing dies¢’

They have agreed to put in a non safety-grade
fourth diesel generator that can handle the loads for both
units in the event of a total station blackout.

MR. SHEWMON: What was the word you use?

MR. SIEGEL: Fourth. 1I’m sorry. A fourth diesel
generator that’s a non-_Llass 1-E.

MR. CARROLL: And * .s fourth diesel can handle
all unit loads.

MR. SIEGEI: For both units. It can handle -~ in
the event of a total station blackout, where you lose all
the other three diesels, it will handle the load for both
units.

MR, CARROLL: Both units?

MR. SIEGEL: That’s correct.

MR, SIESS: You're going to lose the three safety-
grade diesels, and the non-safety-grade diesel will take
over.

MR. SIEGEL: That’s correct.

MR. SIESS: That’s good. Maybe they ought to be
all non—s;fety-grade. Then you wouldn’t lose the three in
the first place. That’s logical to me.

MR. CARROLL: Now, this fourth diesel, tell me
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MR, SIEGEL: Seisnic qualification of eguipment in
operating plants: Their specific regquirements and approach
for lnplementation are being jointly developed by the staff
and the seismic gualification crew. That, again, is a
generic issue common to more than just the Dresden Station.

Safet'' implementation of control systems: The
licensee’s submittal is un”r staff review. They have a
high level -~ as per A-47, they do have a high level -~ a
trip on high level, high reactor vessel level, and the staff
is reviewing the acceptability of what they have.

MR, MICHELSON: 1s it a safety-grade trip? By
"trip," I ssume you mean feedwater.

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, on feedwater, yes.

Joe; do you know if it’s safety-grade? My
recollection is vhat it isn’t, but do you know if it is or
not, the high~level trip?

MR. EENIGENBURG: 1Is not.

MR. SIEGEL: 1Is not. That’s what 1 thought.
Okay.

MR. MICHELSON: Before you ieave that, the staff
review is going on., How does the outcome, in any way,
affect the FTOL?

MR. SIEGEL: How does the outcome =~

MR. MICHELSON: Of the review, since it’s ongoing

and the FTOL is more eminent?
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Mk. SIEGEL: Well, I think this is =~ you know,
this, again, 1 think, is not an izcsue that is ~-

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s not an FTOL issue.

MR. SIEGEL: 1It’s not an FTOL issue. 1It's not an
issue that just -~

MR, MICHELSON: It will just be resoclved when you
get done with your review, and they’ll do whatever the
resolution might be.

MR. SIEGEL: Whatever the resolution is will be
common. There will be consistency between plants that are

currently licensed and those that aren’t.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. And it’s not an FTOJ) issue.

I wasn’t sure, because you listed it here as issue.

MR. SI1EGEL: All I was doing here is essentially
apprising the Comnittee of what I considered unresslved
safety issues that had some significance, and 1 was trying
to stress before the point that these are not necessarily
only common to Dresden, but 1 was just trying to get you an
idea of the scope.

MR. MICHELSON: Do any of these have a potential
impact on an FTOL?

MR. SIEGEL: No, because they are all being
treated for all the plants,.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s just for our information.

MR. SIEGEL: For your information, basically.
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Hydrogen control is probably the one that comes ~-
it’s not really plant-specific, but it’s an issue that's
involved, again, with four or five licensees, and this has
to do with determining whether or not the¢y satisfy the
requirements of 50.44,

This is an ongoing issue for muny years. The
staff recently made it -~ took the position that the
licensee does not meet the reguirements of 50.44, and we've
set up a meeting to -~ or we have written them a letter ‘ust
this month -~ or 1 guess it was dated November -~ requesting
a meeting with them vithin 60 days to discuss this issue.

MR, SIESS: This .= the issue of whether inerting
satisfies 50.447

The reason I ask is we were discussing something
the other day, it might have been two of us talking and
somebody said, well, inerting solves the hydrogen problem.
But inerting doesn’t solve the hydrogen problem.

MR. SIEGEL: 1t depends on whether you use the
licensee’s method of calculating the hydrogen generation.

MR, SIESS: As far as the Staff is concerned,
inerting doesn’t solve the hydrogen problem.

MR. SIEGEL: That'’s correct,

In the Staff’s view if you use the assumptions in

Reg Guide 1.47 ==~
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MR. SIESS: And you no longer accept CAD,
Containment Atmosphere Dilution.

MR, £IEGEL: No, if they have an NCAD system,

Nitrogen Containment Air Dilution system, that’s acceptable.

We aren’t accepting ACAD, which is an Air Containment Air

Dilution system, an atmospheric systenm.

We don’'t feel that that enhances the safety of the

plant because it’s still combustible if there’'s hydrogen,

MR. S1ESS8: These are considering only LOCAs or
you have to get into severe accidents to find out?

MR. SIEGEL: Our interpretation of 50.44 or for
addressing it is they have to go beyond design basis
accidents.

MR. SIESS: 8o at the time we accepted CAD we
cccepted inerting several years ago. That was ckay for a
LOCA?

MR, SIEGEL: We accepted the ACAD system at the

time the plant was licensed and then TMI came along and

we’ve changed our position on that and feel that 'hey have

to go beyond design basis accidents and that on tnat basis

and the amount of hydrogen that’s being generated an ACAD
syetem is not acceptable.

MR. SIESS: 8o the regulations have not been
changed but the in\srpretation of the regulation for what

kind of accidents hes changed without changing the

do
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regulation?

MR. SIEGEL: That'’s correct, and that'’s why the
issue has been dragging on so lon¢., We just came up with a
position that whether or not they met the requirements of
50.44 -« this was on Oyster Creek, which is sort of the lead
plant == and ==

MR. SIESS: That’s an interesting legal question,
since 50.44 obviously was written before we were thinking of
those particuiar severe accidents.

MR. S1EGEL: That'’s correct and that’s why it'’s
been such a sticky issue, 1 believe, in part.

MR. KERR: 8o the Staff now has the capability of
changing regulations without changing them?

MR. SIEGEL: I don’t think I am going to touch
that one.

MR. KERR: Well, that'’s interesting, I mean =--

MR. SIEGEL: There is a document that I gave you
that’s rather interesting. 1t gives the whole litany of the
process and how we got where we are on this,

MR. SIESS: That’s the Oyster Creek analysis?

MR. SIEGEL: I’'m sorry, what?

MR, SIESS: The Oyster Creek analysis.

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, the Oyster Creek scenario.

MR. SIESS: 1 don’t know whether everybody has it

but if they are interested we can certainly get it for them,
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experience and 1’1]1 briefly touch upon that and then the
licensee will discuse that in detail.

On the basis of the fact that it isn’t a safety
concern and the fact that they do have much operating,
successful operating experience and there is a plant on the
same site that is for all intents and purposes identical,
the staff recommends that we should issue an FTOL for
Dresden.

I've got one more slide.

MR, LEWIS: But before you do it, let me just put
on the record that other guestion that did come up, Leave
it on, please -~

MR. SIEGEL: S8ure.

MR. LEWIS: =~ that came up in the subcommittee
meeting. I call your attention, members of the Commititee,
to bullets 3 and 5 because bullets 3 and 5 say that the
activities authorized, that is the operation of plant, can
be conducted without endangering the health and safety of
the public.

Our normal letter says "without undue risk to the
health and safety of the public," which entails the
possibility that there is risk but acceptable, whereas this

says there is no risk, which is manifestly false,

The same thing appears in bullet 5. Now the Staff

found yesterday that bullet 5 comes directly from 10 CFR
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MR. SIEGEL: As a matter of fact, all of these do.

MR. LEWIS: So there is a conflict between the
wording we have always used and this wording.

MR, SIESS: We can find our words also, if ycu
look enough, The words we use can also be found in the
regulation.

MR, SHEWMON: 1It’s like the Bible. You keep
looking long enough and you can find it restated.

MR, LEWIS: I don’t think I would have compared it
to the Bible but I defer to your judgment. It seems to me
this is a non-trivial issue because whereas we may slough
over it and say, hey, we mean the same thing, 1 could
imagine a lawyer going to town on this distinction because
to say that there is no risk is indefensible -~ it says
"without endangering."

If 1 were a lawyer 1 would interpret that as no

risk.
MR. S1ESS: I am so happy you are not a lavyer,
MR, SHEWMON: We could argue thresholds.
MR, LEWIS: We could but jt is not contemplated
there.

(8lide.)

MR, SIEGEL: 1 was going to give a little

operating history of Dresden from the Staff’s perspective.
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Dresden was put c¢n the watch list in 1987 as a
result of safety syrtem outage management ==

MR, SIESS: Excuse me. Again, Dresden means both
units.

MR. SI1EGEL: That’s correct.

MR, SIESS: 1 have to keep reminding you of that
because we are only reviewing one unit,

MR. SIEGEL: Okay. That’s true, but it does apply
to Dresden 2.

<= as the result of the diagnostic evaluation
team, the many SCRAMs, poor radiation procedure, protection
practices and poor maintenance.

Dresden essentially recognized this problem in '86
and starting taking corrective actions.

They made management changes, initiated
improvement programe including maintenance programs directed
at plant safety and performance including the change in the
plant manager and some of the plant staff.

MR, KERR: When you talk about poor maintenance,
as compared to what?

MR, SIEGEL: I guess in speaking for the region it
would probably be maintenance practices as we perceive them
relative to all the plants and what we consider as

acceptable maintenance practices. We have the region and

the inspectors have their own baseline for what they think
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ie acceptable meintenance.

MR. KERR: £o it was below average, in other
words.

MR. SIEGEL: That'’s correct.

MR. KERR: 8So you would want all plants to be
above average!

MR, SIEGEL: No. No, I think it’s relative -~

MR. KERR: I’'m trying to find out how ==

MR. SIEGEL: 1 think we felt it was, that their
mainte ance practices were unacceptable or they weren’t
goc” wun‘t say unacceptable or they wouldn’t be
or ting but they were not as good as they should have
be . That resulted, their performance =--

MR. KERR: 1 am trying to find out what you use as
your standard for "“good."

You first said it was I thought the average of
plants in the region.

MR. SIEGEL: Well, on an overall basis, yes, okay?
In specific areas there are peaks and valleys in any
average. In the areas of maintenance they were below
average probably.

MR. KERR: I’m sorry. I didn’t know before that
an average had peaks and valleys in it,

MR. SIEGEL: 11 was talking about their overall

plant performance and if you look at their overall plant
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MR. ZWOLINSKI: We recognized shortcomings, as did
they.

MR. KERR: 1 thought it was something that the NRC
had done.

MR. SIEGEL: I think a combination of events like
this identifies ended up and then being put on the watch
list. Maintenance was one of the items that went into that
input to make that determination.

MR. KERR: 8o if a licensee comes in and tells you
that their maintenance practices are poor, you agree with
them and put them on the watch list. That’s nct
unreasonable.

MR, SIEGEL: 1 think it’s over-simplification. 1
think the inspectors from the region go out, the resident
inspector goes out and looks., These are discussed on a
yearly basis and they’'re factored intc the SALP input. At
gome point in time, we get sensitized to the point where,
the region does and the staff, that there’s a problem and
you can’t just make that simple statement that you’re making
and say that that’s the fact,

MR. KERR: I am trying to get you te “ell me what
the alternative is. If you will tell me what the
alternative is to what 1’'m saying, I’%{1l accept it.

MR. SIEGEL: I don’t know the basis for the

region’s determination, because unfortunately they couldn’t
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make it.

MR. KERR: So it is a reasonable determination and
it might be different in different regions.

MR. SIEGEL: They’re primarily the ones that would
be best -- that could best make that determination.

MR. KERR: Thank you,

MR. SHEWMON: On that issue, as 1 recall a few
years ago, and my memory lapses as to how many, Commonwealth
came in and talked about a new more central maintenance
training facility which they had set up, probably not far
from the Dresden plant. Do you know when in time that came
in relative to this event? That is the No. 23 on the SALP,

MR, SIEGEL: The new facility that I think you’re
talking about is under construction or almost completed now.

MR, SHEWMON: There’s a training facility, but I'm
not sure that’s training for the maintenance.

MR. REED: 1981-1982.

MR. SIEGEL: 1981-1982.

MR. ZWOLINSKI: That is the production training
center which all employees of the Commonwea’ .n Edison system
have an opportunity to attend training on an annual basis.

MR. SHEWMON: That includes maintenance.

MR. ZWOLINSKI: VYes, sir.

MR, SHEWMON: That started, then, eight years ago,

well before this event.
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MR, ZWOLINSKI: Yes, sir.

MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.

MR. SIEGEL: Prior to 1986, again, we would
describe the licensee as an average performer, having ups
and downs in the areas that we reviewed them for SALP.

Since October 1987, Dresden has demonstrated sustained plant
performance probably better than they have ever before. Mr.
Eenigenburg, who is the station manager, is going to give
you a little presentation to show you where they’ve come in
the past three to four years,

The SALP ratings that we =~

MR. CARROLL: 1I'm not following all this
chronologically. They were an average plant -~

MR. SIEGEL: Prior to 1986,

MR. CARROLL: And, yet, got put on the jroblem
plant list?

MR, SIEGEL: 'That was prior to 1986, There was a
point starting in the 1985-86 timeframe where they were
running into a lot of problems and they ended up being put
on the watch list., They identified this -- at the time they
were being put on the watch list, probably they were
starting to turn around the problems that they had, but they
hadn’t shown up yet. The corrections had not really made
their full impact.

M2, CARROLL: 11ut if I read this literally, at
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that point in time when they were put on the watch list,

their track record had been average.

MR, SIEGEL: Yes. Prior to 1986, 1 would say back

from the 1984~85 timeframe, from, say, 1970 to 1984
timeframe, yes. They were about average.

MR. SIECS: That'’s prior to 1985, then.

MR, 6. .GEL: Yes. This probably should be not
1986, but probably 1984~85 timeframe.

MR, MICHELSON: The SALP is always looking
backward.

MR. SIEGEL: That's correct,

MR, MICHELSON: The SALP ratings in 1986 were
really reflecting 1984~85 experience, weren’t they?

MR, SIEGEL: That’s true.

MR, MICHELSON: They were average, 1 think, was
the point. Thay looked to be very much average in that
timefrane.

MR. SIESE: It doesn’t say here that these are
SALP figures. It just says they were an average plant,

MR, SIEGEL: No. But he'’s looking down at the

bottom here where I’'ve identified ~-

MR. SIESS: That doesn’t have prior to 1966 on it,

Let me ask him. Is the statement in your third paragraph
based on SALP or is it based on other types of information?

MR. SIEGEL: 1It’s primarily based on SALP.
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starting from the 1986 timeframe up to the current. The
current cycle that they’re in or the current SALP period
that thev ‘# in, the performance is consistent with =-- it
appear. . be apout consistent with what we gave them in the
last SALP.

With that, I will turn over the microphone to
Cordell Reed. 1 included a corporate management overhead so
you can see where Mr. Reed and Mr, Eenigenburg are on the
Commonwealth Edison corporate structure.

MR. SIES8S: Thank you., Before he leaves, any
further gquestions?

[No response.)

MR. SIESS: Welcome, Mr. Reed. 1It’s been a few
years since we’ve seen you in here. 1 guess it might be a
while, since 1 noticed Carroll County you gave up on.

MR, REED: Good morning. My name is Cordell Reed.
I'm Senior Vice President for Nuclear Operations at
Commonwealth Edison. 1’m happy to have the opportunity to
come here this morning by invitation of the staff, to be an
advocate for our full-term operating license on Dresden Unit
2. 1 was a startup engineer at Dresden from 1967 to 1971
and most of my professional career has been associated with
it. 8o I thought it was only appropriate that I be here.

Listening to the tenor of the conversation, I can

presume that a long discussion is not what you’re interested
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as 1 was one of the engineers who was involved in the
preparation of the initial full-term operating license
submittal for Dresden Station back in the 1972 timeframe,
that I had no idea that 18 years later I would be making a
presentation before ACRS in pursuit of this full-term
license,

(8lide.)

MR, CATTON: Were you able to use any of your
initial viewgraphs?

[ Laughter, )

MR. WILKINS: I doubt if they were in this multi-
color format.

MR. EENIGENBURG: Although I can tell you that
every engineer enjoys seeina his work finally come to
fruition. Very briefly, I wil) talk about current unit
status of both units at Dresden  our overall improvement
evolution, some of our facility upgrades. 1 have a ghort
carrousel with some slides of the plant that I could give
you a very guick plant tour,.

In the interest of time, I'm going to skip over
most of the programmatic improvement items that are included
in your handout. If there are any you’d like to» dwell on in
particular, we could easily come back to them. Then 1’d
like to show you some overall performance trends.

[Slide.)
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MR, EENIGENBURG: Unit 2 is current shut down and
we are in its 12th refueling outage. We are approaching the
end of the outage. We’'re expecting to have the unit back
on~line by Christmas. We're in the process now of reactor
reassembly. The core has been reloaded. We are
anticipating doing the primary system hydrostatic test this
Sunday. We yet have to do t~e primary containment
integrated leak rate test, but the bulk of our outage is
behind us.

MR. SHEWMON: That hydrostatic test is done at a
few percent above operating pressure and hot or do you know
those details?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes. 1It’s done at ten percent
over normal operating pressure, In our case, that's 1,100
pounds as opposed to a normal operating pressure of
nominally 1,000 pounds. It’s done just at 200 degrees.

MR, SHEWMON: And you operate at?

MR. EENIGENBURG: 545.

MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.

MR. CARROLL: 1Is that with the safeties gagged?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir. Safety valves are
gagged and overpressure protection is provided dauring the
course of the hydrostatic test by a relief valve cn the
shutdown cooling system. It is a solid primary system

hydro. There are no air bubbles.
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monitoring list in 1987 and removed in December of 1988,
During this timeframe, we also developed and refined a
corporate self-assessment program that we believe hae helped
to sustain our performance improvement. We have been to
wWashington for presentations on a number of occasions;
September 1988 timeframe; we were there again this summer in
1990,

We’ve completed refueling outages on time on
Dresden 3 on two occasions. There has been some slight
delay in the return-to-service of Unit 2 this time. But of
the three refueling outages that have been completed in the
history of Dresden Station on time, two of them since the
improvements efforts began.

In-service testing was one of the focuses of the
Diagnostic Team and we have made some significant upgrades
there. Emergency operating procedures have been upgraded to
EPG Rev. 4. We had the NRC Maintenance Team inspections.

(8lide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: I woild just quickly show you
the NRC Maintenance Team tree. Recognizing that you can’t
read it, the only significance are the colors on the tree,
and this is our evaluation in the 1989 timeframe, showing
the improvements that have been made in the maintenance area
at that time.

The green boxes indicate good performance. The
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yeilow is a needs improvement area. The red is rated
poorly. You only see three reds, gquite a few greens, and
the boxes that are both green and yellow indicates that
programmatically where we’re going cor what we intend to do
looks good, but it’s not fully implemented yet, and that's
the lower half of the box.

We were particularly happy with this column, which
was management commitment and example, and believe that'’s
indlcative of what we’re doing overall.

MR. CARROLL: What'’s the all red box?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Electrical maintenance. 1In
particular, it wezs maintenance of our four KV distribution
system and we have had a number of programmatic corrective
actions in that area.

(Slide.)

MR, EENIGENBURG: We, incidentally, did have a
team followup a year ago that noted significant improvement
in that electrical maintenance area. The other two half-red
boxes were in the area of maintenance history and equipment
trending. These were some of the programmatic things that
were referred to in the area of maintenance weaknesses. It
was not necessarily weaknesses on the part of the craftsman
or had anything to do with the way they were trained. It
was the programmetic methodology with which we were

approaching overall maintenance of the facility.
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install :d on either of the two Dresden units. The Dresden
units use ANF fuel, although we have converted to the nine-
by-nine fuel assembly array. We are looking to barrier clad
for a subsequent core load.

MR. SHEWMON: You must want to do some load
following with that plant with the amount of nuclear ycu
have. Do you do much with that or can you?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes, we do and can, although ~ur
flexibility is not quite as great as our Quad Cities plant,
which does use the GE barrier fuel design. That's one of
the reasons for looking at barrier fuel in subseguent cycles
at Dresden,

MR. CARROLL: When you talk of an 18-month cycle,
what capacity factor do you assume are in the operating
period given the amount of load following you’re doing?

MR. EENIGENBURG: The capacity factor we have been
running at is about 70 percent.

MR, CARROLL: During the cycle.

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir.

MR, CARROLL: Excluding the outage period.

MR, EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir. We also had the
security effectiveness FER inspection in the 1989 timeframe.
It was a very successful inspection and there’s been a
gignificant reduction in personnel error. 1I’ve got some

statistics on that a little later, ae well.



w

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

) by

18

19

20

el

22

23

24

25

[Slide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: 1In the area of facility
upgrades, the training facility that was referred to is
being complete. 1t’s a new 70,000 square foot facility on-
site. We'’ve occupied it within the past month. We have a
site-specific simulator that currently is at the GE facility
that is in the process of being moved to the Dresden site
facility, and will be operable next year.

We’'ve remodeled chemistry labs. We'’ve labelled
the plant valves, conjonents, electrical systems, and we've
been in a complete plant physical upgrade that I1’'d like to
guickly show you via some slides.

MR. SHEWMON: Before you get that up. The staff
makes a point of commenting that you do not monitor, either
by crack arrest or electrochemical potential methods, your
hydrogen water treatment. How do you monitor this; just put
in so much hydrogen or what?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Up till now, the flow rate of
hydrogen has been the key determination and that flow rate
was set with an EPRI-sponsored 1983 series of tests where
electrochemical potential was monitored. We concluded that
41 SCFH of hydrogen or 41 SCFM hydrogen in the feed water
would give us a 1.3 parts-per-million concentration. That
has been the way we have monitored hydrogen addition to

date.
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[8lide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: This is the way the plant looked
originally. I’ve got a number of before-and-after pictures
just to give you an idea of the physical upgrades that have
taken place at the plant.

(S8lide. ]

MR. EENIGENBURG* This is an electro~hydraulic
contrel unit, before-and-after attention. you’ll also see
color barriers. The yellow barrier is Unit 2 components.

[Slide. ]

MR. EENIGENBURG: The original construction of the
plant. Very little, if anything was painted.

[S8lide. )

MR. EENIGENBURG: The same area again after an
upgrade.

(8lide. )

MP. EENIGENBURG: We found ladders, scaffolding,
rolling egu.pment throughout the plant. Those areas have,
again, been restored to this kind of condition that is now
our standard.

(Slide.)

MR. MICHELSON: Just for clarification, I didn’t
sense any great amount of labelling after your paint job.
Di’. you go back later and label all these things?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes. Labelling has been an



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

76
ongoing problem. The initial emphasis was on valves. It is
now on components and piping.

MR. CATTON: The difference in these pictures iu
dramatic. Was it really that bad before?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir.

MR. REED: We didn’t think that was bad until we
saw =~

MR. CATTON: But if you look at the two pictures.

MR. EENIGENBURG: 1In fact, I was at the plant for
a nine-year period and I would have told you that this was
pretty good. This was straightened up. I just think that
this was our normal expectation.

MR. SHEWMON: Did you build a new warehouse?
Where did you put everything?

[Slide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: 1In fact, most of this stuff did
not go to a warehouse. A lot of it is contractor equipment,
a lot of it was just abandoned. It had just been neglected.
People walked by it and it sat.

MR, CARROLL: 1It’s not my mess is a very common
power plant philosophy.

MR. EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir.

(Slide. )

MR. EENIGENBURG: Control rod accumulator banks

and, again, you see the radiation rope and the plastic three
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feet out, required our operators to dress in protective

clothing to get to the accumulator banks and, in fact, left
a very narrow aisle.

(8lide. )

MR. EENIGENBURG: Again with some effort directed
at keeping the area clean. We opened the whole area up. We
found in the 1986 timeframe that our operators had to change
clothes eight times to complete their operator rounds. Our
expectation is an operator can now do his round in street
clothes and we believe we’re doing a much better job of
monitoring our equipment.

[Slide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: Emergency core cooling egquipment
in the early 1986 timeframe.

(Slide. ]

MR. EENIGENBURG: Again, the same equipment after
it’s had some cleaning, decontamination and painting. This
kind of overall facelift, although it appears somewhat
cosmetic, I believe, certainly has its way of making it
through the entire organization.

[Slide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: l!lere’s some of the labelling
that has gone on and, in fact, now we are color coding the
faces of breakers to the unit that they feed. Again, you

see a standardized labelling that goes with the breaker
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facility.

MR. CARROLL: Cross~hatched cubicle was common to
both units?

MR, EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir. 1In fact, a potential
trap for an operator to stumble into,

[Slide.)

MR, EENIGENBURG: Just briefly in the area of
facility upgrades, there was some discussion of the DCRDR
project, It was quite extensive. We nave completely
remodeled the control room,

MR. SHEWMON: What is DCRDR?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Detailed Control Room Design
Review, and has been in a very extensive process with human
factors layout of the control panels. The major work
remaining is upgrade of the complete enunciator, splitting
multiple enunciator inputs, adding the sequence of events
recorder, but, as indicated, none of the remaining DCRDR
upgrades are Category A items.

We’ve also been off paying attention to balance of
plant, Our rad waste system has seen a significant upgrade.
In fact, it is still in progress. We, as part of this
overall cleanup, have been doing a lot of shipment of
radiocactive material as we’ve cleaned out the plant,

MR. SHEWMON: The piping replacement was talked

about and was driven largely by IGSCC. What drove the pump
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replacement and what did you replace?

MR. EENIGENBURG: The pumps being replaced in the
rad waste area, the floor drain collector pumps, waste
collector pumps. It was primarily aging of the pumps and
the service that they had seen. They had worn out. They
were kasically obsolete and difficult to obtain parts for.

MR. SIESS: You mean aging existed before the NRC
thought of it?

MR. EENIGENBURG: Pardon me?

MR, SIESS: Aging existed before the NRC thought
of it?

MR. EENIGENBURG: I think we invented it.

(Slide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: There are quite a few
programmatic items listed in the book that I can skip over,
unless there’s a particular interest in one of them. Byron
had indicated our SALP history and this shows the evolution
of SALP from SALP 7 through 9. Again, you see the prized
SALP 1 in the operations area for which we are very proud,
and the general trend from left to right showing the
improvement.

MR. WILKINS: What does the vertical arrow wean?

MR. EENIGENBURG: An improvement trend.

MR. WILKINS: From three to two or from two=-and-

three-quarters to two-and-a-half?



y that pace, we could be a one in the next SALP period.

MR, SIESS: The arrow ocught to point down. rié

¢ MR. EENIGENBURG: We talked briefly about being

PO five 1in the 1986 timefranme. This shows ou!

¢ improvement efforts INPC recognized. This 18 a four in
A )87, a three 1n 1988, a tw in 1989, and we are due for
] next evaluation in the summer of 1991.
11 MI KERR: And by 1991, you‘ll be a ero.
] < Laughter

L€ MR. EENIGENBURG: This 18 an indilcator of scrams

It was 1r¢ gnized t t f f the thir that got us to the
] NRC monitoring list 18 the number of scran 't the plant
} Agalr you see thi ¢ through 1987 timeframe we had
greater than or equal to ten scrams per unit, YOu can see
1 18 most f our indicator Unit 2 18 about equal to Unit
n fact, mc of the indicators that 1’1l show you are
}.‘tty evenly §spld 1t betweer the TWO Uunilits
4 't nows the total of forced scran in 1
ne s e wa 1 ma ran If 1 K at iutomati
o
. 4 L '
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scrams a little critical, which is one of the key indicatore
we watch, it has been 271 days.

[Slide. ]

MR. EENIGENBURG: Forced outage rate was on the
increase on the mid-1987 time period and, in fact, again, I
believe that’s one of the things that has helped us toward
the watch list., There was essentially no forced outage in
the 1988 timeframe and we’re staying pretty close to the
five percent in the 1990 timeframe.

MR. WILKINS: It is true, however, that between
1988 and 1990, you seem to have lost ground in both this
slide and the previous one.

MR. EENIGENBURG: It has been recognized that 1588
and 1989 were probably reversed. We had too good of a year
in 1988 and, as a result, anything less than that seems to
asuffer.

MR. REED: Four or five percent forced outage rate
is probable the top quartile’s performance in the industry.
Our goal is to get below three percent.

[Slide. )

MR. EENIGENBURG: Licensee event reports have
shown a significant decrease since the mid-1980 timeframe.
We are currently still at less than 20 for this year total
for the station and in 1985 through 1987, exceeded 50.

(Slide.)
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MR. WARD: So the logical problem is in my
understanding.

MR, S1ESS: Yes,

MR, WILKINS: Thank you.

MR. SIESS: 1In this case.

MR, MICHELSON: How do you identify an LER as
being a personnel error?

MR. EENIGENBURG: It is the root cause of the
licensee event report that is personnel error.

MR, MICHELSON: ULet me ask it differently. Are
all of the LERs you’re listing here those on which in the
LER you specifically pointed out personnel error as the root
cause?

MR. EENIGENBI/RG: Yes, sir. Y instance, in 1990
so far, there have been 20 LERs, one of which has a root
cause of personnei error.

MR, MICHELSON: Has that been the practice since
19857

MR, EENIGENBURG: Yes, sir.

(8lide.)

MR. EENIGENBURG: Another indicator, the amount of
dry active waste or contaminated garbage that goes to a
burial site; again, 235,000 cubic feet in the 1985 timeframe,
down so far this year to under 10,000.

MR. SIESS: Where do you put it?
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MR. EENIGENBURG: We create less.

MR. SHEWMON: Where can you ship it?

MR. EENIGENBURG: We are currently still shipping
to Barnwell, South Carolina. We can also ship to Beatty,
Nevada or Richland, Washington, but this year I believe
almost exclusively we’ve gone to Barnwell, South Carolina.

MR. WILKINS: Has Illinois been warned that it
can’t ship to South Carolina until it gets its act together?

MR. SIESS: 1Illinois has a pact.

MR. REED: If I can respond. I have an
opportunity this afternoon to go and speak to the transition
team for our new Governor and try to get them to understand
that that’s an issue. Illinois has made good progress. We
stand some opportunity to beat January 1993. More than
likely, we’re headed toward October of 1993. 8o it’s very
important that the next Administration continue the progress
that’s been made thus far.

MR. SIESS: But they haven’t found a site yet.

MR. REED: No. The Martinsville site, which all
the geotechnical data has been performed on, will have to go
through hearings, adjudicatory hearings that can maybe take
place early next year and they’re scheduled to do that. If
we do not get that site, then we would have to possibly
sustain a very long delay.

[8lide. )
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much slower to respond indicator, but, again, you see the
general decline that has been turned around since about the
mid-1987 timeframe.

Also interesting from this point in 1983, the 12~
month average was running below the five-year average.

Since 1987, the 12-month ave_age has been leading the five-~
year average. As a resu) we expect continued increase in
the five-year equivalen. availability average for the
station.

I think it speaks towards our overall improvement
ard performance, both of personnel programs and equipment.

MR. SIESS: Do you make any use of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s performance indicator?

MR. EENIGENBURG: There are a number of
performance indicators that we watch very closely. We do
look very closely at the performance indicators published by
AEOD, as well as the INPO performance indicators. We have
created our own set of performance indicators.

MR. SIESS: 1Is the NRC now publishing those
performance indicators? The last I heard, you had to get
your lawyer to get them for you in the Public Document Room.

MR. REED: We get them. They are about five
months behind the period of interest, but we get them and we
don’t need a lawyer to get them.

MR. ZWOLINSKI: Correct.
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MR. REED: But we do get them. We do review those
with our Chairman, the same way we review our own
performance indicators.

MR. SIESS: But they’re different than yours.

MR. REED: Yes. The scrams, I think they’re used
-= they are different.

MR. CARROLL: Do you find them useful?

MR. REED: All numbers are just somewhat limited
at usefulness, as we’ve experienced at Zion. Zion had low
scrams, they had high availability, and it wasn’t until we
conducted performance-based self-assessment in the plant
that we started to see the same kinds of things that INPO
would see.

Trat is deficiencies in people doing their job.
So whenever we present reviews to our management and to our
Board of Directors, we put most stake on our performance
assessment, and normally the numbers will match, they’ll
show good and then your performance goes bad, and when the
people start doing things right in the field, the numbers
are slow to come back. So I think we have to use all of
that.

MR. SIESS: Any further guestions now?

MR. KERR: This is an operational gquestion, but
what is the status of your IPE program for Dresden?

MR. REED: Bill, I can’t tell you when we’re going
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to submit -~ there’s a meeting I’m going to have on Monday
to look at all six of our plants. I can tell you, however,
that we’re more in the 1992 or 1993 timeframe for submittal
of Dresden.

MR. KERR: I was thinking not so much of submittal
as of your starting the process.

MR. REED: We have started the process on all six
of our plants. We are very much engaged in all of our
plants,

MR. KERR: Thank you.

MR. SIESS: Any other questions? Any more to hear
from the staff? Has anybody thought up some questions for
the staff?

[No response. )

MR. SIESS: Thank you, gentlemer. Nice to have
you back.

MR. REED: Thank you.

MR. WILKINS: I did have one. Mr., Reed, before
you go too far. You may recall at the beginning of this I
asked why we were doing this, and one of the possible
answers was because Commonwealth Edison had something to
gain. Let me get back to that.

You’ve gotten along 18 years without an FTOL anu
you could probably operate another 18 years without it,

also. What is driving Commonwealth Edison to pursue this
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MR. REED: Frankly, we'‘re a little uneasy with the
status. The security analysts or other kinds of folks have
not had concern over not having the full-term operating
license. I don’t think it is well known. But as we get
into hearings on license renewal or life extension, it could
become a major factor at that time,

S0 we have been eager to go ahead and cure this
what we think is more of a technical deficiency in that
license.

MR. WILKINS: That is responsive to my question.
Thank you.

MRE. LEWI[S: That gets me a bit confused. How can
you go into license extension if you’re on a provisional
license which dcesn’t have a termination date?

MR. SIESS: That’s the question.

MR, REED: That is the same question some of our
lawyers have put to us. That’s why we don’t want that to be
an issue or tc have public hearings and that’s an issue.
It’s just uncertain about license renewal with this POL,

MR. LEWIS: 1I’m going in the other direction. I’m
saying why do you even care about license rene. .l if you
don’t have a license to renew?

MR. REED: On second thought, maybe we withdraw.

[ Laughter. |
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to run over since we have a party coming up at noon.

let’s take a ten-minute break, gentlemen -- a real
ten-minute break -~ be back at 10:35,

(Brief recess.)

MR, S1ESS: Gentlemen, be seated. We will now go
ahead with the presentations by the staff and by the
licensee for the Palisades plant. We’re going to start off
with whom?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: We will start with Armand
Maeciantonio, our Project Manager for Big Rock, and now has
recently switched to Prairie Island. He did the majority of
the work in constructing the actual safety evaluation
report. Armand, are you ready?

MR, MASCIANTONIO: Yes, I am.

MR. SIESS: You all have copies of the safety
evaluation report. It’s blue. It says NUREG-1424. You may
want to follow his discussion in there.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: Good morning. My name is
Armand Masciantonio, as John said. I’m the Project Manager
for Big Rock Point and for the last 12 months or so I have
had the task of ushering the documents for the Palisades
license conversion.

(Slide.)

MR, MASCIANTONIO: 1I’d like to start just giving

you an outline of what we will present today. 1’d like to
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On January 22, 1974, they did ccme in for an
application for a license conversion, and, according to the
provisions of 10 CFR 2.109, was allowed to continue to
operate the plant beyond the license expiration date,
pending the disposition of that application.

The only other item I want to point out is that
Palisades was reviewed under the SEP prograr and the results
and the technical evaluations performed under the systematic
evaluation precgram are documented in the Integrated Plant
Safety Assessment Reprit. That report and Supplement 1,
which was issued in 1983, form the support for the issuance
of the full-term license.

(8lide.)

MR. MASCIANTONIO: I would just like to highlight
a little bit of the operating history. Along with the
application for the full-term license in January 1974,
Consumers Power requested a power increase from the licensed
2,200 megawatts to 2,638 megawatts. That power increase was
denied at the time because of steam generator problems.

Also in 1974, as a result of an agreement that was
reached with intervenors during the licensing hearings, in
March of 1974 the plant was modified to allow operation with
a closed cooling cycle using cooling towers, mechanical
cooling towers as opposed to the once-through cooling that

was used up until that time using Lake Michigan water.
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MR. SHEWMON: What was the nacure of the problem
with the steam generator in 19747

M'.. MASCIANTONIC: There vJere quite a few problems
related to wastage, corrosion type problems, and we’ll have
a lot more to say about this a little bit later. Brian will
address the steam generator replacement in detail and go
into that issue.

MR, SIESS: I’'m sorry. I don’t think we want that
address.d in detail.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: OKkay. We will provide the
information you need on t.« early problems with the steam
generators.

In November o 1977, Palisades was granted a power
increase to 2,530 mecr2watts, based on improvements to thL:
steam generators. Another major event was the approval in
July of 1987 to increase the amount of spent fuel storage in
the fuel pool by about 200 fuel assemblies to its present
capacity of 892 fuel assemblies.

This capacity right now is sufficient to allow a
full core discharge capability until 1992. For future
storage, the licensee has indicated that it will apply for a
general license under the new Subpart K for the off-site
storage of spent fuel in dry casks.

The steam generators have had a long history of

tube leaks, which led the licensee to replace both steam
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topics and their status was addressed in the report NUREG-
0820, and many of the issues were closed out in Supplement
1, which was issued in November 1983, So of the 90 topics
that were reviewed, all but three of the topics were closed
with Supplement 1., I’d just like to say a few words about
those remaining three as of 1983,

(S8lide.)

MR. MASCIANTONIO: These were the three topics
that were open at that time. The first one is Topic III-SA,
the effects of pipe breaks on site containment; seismic
design issues, Topic I11I-6, similar to Dresden; and Topic
I11-7B, design codes of standards.

MR, SHEWMON: Was pipe break resolved by a leak-
before-break argument?

MR, MASCIANTONIO: The resolution was provided by
a staff SER in 1987. I’m not familiar too much with the
details. I haven’t read the SER, but it was resolved using
the SEP guidelines that demonstrated that breaks in the
lines in the vicinity of the instruments need not be
postulated.

MR. SHEWMON: You’ve got another item here about
asymmetric blowdown modes and the usual way to ccpe with
that is leak-before-break. I would like an answer to the
gquestion as to whether they’ve applied that to the primary

system and how much of the primary system. Is there anybody
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MR, SIESS: An acceptable answer will be I don’t

know,

MR. MASCIANTONIO: I don’t know that answer, but I

will find out for you.
MR. SHEWMON:
MR. MICHELSON:
what the answer is.

MR. SHEWMON:

Thank you.

I would like to find out, also,

I'm not surprised. Go ahead,

MR. VANDEWALLE: This is Dave Vandewalle,

Consumers Power Company.

The basis for the resolution of

that issue under SEP was leak-before-break for the primary

system, and there was a

detailed study performed of

potential targets of systems in the containment building in

the event of a break, and then those targets were

individually dispositioned based upon leak-before-break

evaluation and fracture
system.

MR. MICHELSON:
analysis done?

MR. SHIWMON:

MR. MICHELSON:

mechanics analysis of the primary

At what point in time was that

The SER?

No. The leak-before-break

analysis. Which standard review plan did you use to make

that determination? You know that was revised in about

16988-89 significantly.
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MR, SIESS: It might be interesting.

MR. MICHELSON: These 0ld ones are always
interesting.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: 1In any case, we’ll get a copy
of that SER and answer your questions and we’ll provide the
answers. The other topic that was left open at the time of
the SEP supplement was seismic design issues. This topic
relates to the adequacy of the design of certain structures
to withstand seismic motions. At the time of that SEP
supplement, there were six issues open under this topic.

Four of those issues have been subsequently
resolved by a staff SER in Auguet of this year. The
remaining two are still under review. SEP Topic I1II-7B,
design codes and standards, deals with the extent of
Palisades’ conformance to revised design codes and
standards

The only issue not resolved is the extreme snow
loading on the roof of the spent fuel building. These two
remaining topics are being reviewed by the staff and will be
resolved through normal licensing action.

(Slide.)

MR. MASCIANTONIO: The other item that I would
like to talk about this morning are the unresolved safety
issues. The status of the unresolved safety issues was

addressed in the staff review of responses to a generic
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letter issued in 1989, Generic Letter 89-21. The results of
that re iew werv presented to the Coumission in February of
1990,

There were 12 unresolved safety issues that are
applicable to Palisades, and of those 12, six have not yet
been fully implemented.

[Slide.)

MR. MASCIANTONIO: Those six ifsues are as shown
here. 1’d like to just go through each one ¢nd give you a
status. USI A-9, the ATWS rule, the staff issued an SER on
Palisades corformance in December of 1989. That SER
accepted the Palisades ATWS design. The modifications
implementing the design are currently in progress and should
be finished by the end of the current outage.

USI A-11, reactor vessel and material toughness,
the status of this unresolved safety issue is that Consumers
has joined the CE Owners’ Group to determine the effects of
icw upper shelf energy values. The staff will be working
with the licensee, the Owners’ Group, the ASME Code Subgroup
to resolve the issue of the low CHARPY values.

Consumers is also pursuing an alternate approach
using accelerated irradiated specimens from other plate
materials, along with justification as to the chemical
similarity to the limiting latent material.

MR. SHEWMON: This is plate;, not welds. The plate
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that response was? 1 have some understanding of it, but
what is your understanding of that response?

MR, MASCIANTONIO: 1I’d like *» call on Brian
Holian, the PM, to get a respont «at, Brian, could you
give us some details?

MR. HOLIAN: The guestion, again, was the response
en which issue?

MR, MICHELSON: A+~47, the Owners'’ Group response.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: Where the Consumers . wcided to
respond as part of the Owners’ Group.

MR, HOLIAN: The Owners’ Group issue is ongoing
now. They just had a meeting last month. The Palisades
response has been that they do not believe it is a safety
issue. They’'re locking at the response of the fact that
they think the increased chance of a feed isolation at power
takes avay any of the other safety significance that can be
gained by putting that in.

MR. MICHELSON: This problem has to do with steanm
generator overfill.

MR. HOLIAN: (lorrect.

MR. MICHELSON: So unless it’s some other problem
you’ve got here, and it has to dc with the nature and
guality of the instrumentation and control system that
assures that you don’t get a steam generator overfill.

Could you tell me just very briefly what the present status
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of Palisades is?

MR. HOLIAN: The present status of Palisades is
that they are in line with the CE Owners’ Group position,
The CE Owners’ Group position =-

MR. MICHELSON: What do they have there now? The
CE Owners are taking a position that they don’t need to
change it. What is there now?

MR. HOLIAN: Right, They ramped down their feed
water flow and =«

MR, MICHELSON: Well, single~train instrument,
multi-train non-safety, multi-train safety.

MR. SIESS: It would probably be better to ask
these gquestions of the applicant or the licensee. lHe's
right here.

MR, MICHELSON: I just don’t know what they have.

MR. VANDEWALLE: We presently isclate feed water
on high level steam generators. We use instrumentation
that'’s separate from our feed water control system. 1It’s a
single instrument for each steam generator.

MR, MICHELSON: So it’s a single train -~

MR. VANDEWALLE: And it’s not safety-related in
terms of its quality.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It'’s single train, non-safety
overfill protection,

MR. VANDEWALLE: But it is independent in terms of
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it’s not the same level instrumentation transmitter that's
used for our feed water control system.

MR. MICHELSON: Now, on your feed water control,
on that system, if you're getting high level, does that
syster trip the feed watur, as well, or does it just ramp it
back?

MR. VANDEWALLE: The feed water control system
will ramp the feed water pumps and reduce the feed water
flow on a reactor trip, yes,.

MR. MICHELSON: Just to some minimum.

MR. VANDEWALLE: To some minimal value.

MR. MICHELSON: And if it keeps filling, then this
other device is it.

MR. VANDEWALLE: That'’s correct.

MR, MICHELSCN: And it’s single train, non-safety.

MR. VANDEWALLE: That'’s correct.

MR. CARROLL: Given that, what'’s t'.e argument that
says that isolating the feed water may impose additional
risks if you don’t do this?

MR. VANDEWALL®: That is part of the argument.
More of the arguwent is that we don’t believe, the Owners’
Group doee not believe that the modification improves safety
to the degree that the NRC concluded in their cost benefit
analysis, nor that the cost of the modification is as low as

the NRC concluaed in their cost benefit analysis.
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We believe t e modification is marginal in terms
of its safety benefit,

MR, MICHETSON: But you will have to admit that a
single train, non-safety is about as skinny as any vendor
provides. Some of them provide three-*rain non-safety even
to make sure this doesn’t happen, but, in your case, going
down a single train, 1’d be very interested in seeing that
cost benefit, You've got to do it on some kind of
probablistic basis.

MR, S8I¥S3: Has that cost benefit been submitted
by the Owners’ Group?

MR. VANDEWALLE: There has been a presentation to
the staff and Mr. Thadani regarding that.

MR. SIESS: But there is no document that you
could provide to Mr. Michelson?

MR. VANDEWALLE: There is a set of presentation
slides that could be provided to Mr. Michelson.

MR. MICHELSON: It is an open item, though, if I
understand correctly.

MR. SIESS: That'’s why we’re talking about it.
It’s open.

MR. CARROLL: San Onofre has agreed to do it.

MR. VANDEWALLE: That'’s my understanding. San
Onofre has.

MR. SIESS: San Onofre broke the coalition.
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MR. MICHELSON: But th. staff has not reached a
conclusion yet. 8o when they do, could you =~

MR, MASCIANTONIO: It is open and the current
status is as I mentioned.

MR, MICHELSON: Could you let us know, send us a
copy of the conclusions?

MR, S1ES8: It isn’t clear everything that he is
addressing here is vpen. Only the items that are open are
being discussed.

MR, MICHELSON: My only interest was finding out*
what the present arrangement is since I didn’t -~

MR. MARSH: Mr., Chairman, this is Tad Marsh.
Would you like a copy of the slides that were presented to
Ashok Thadani?

MR, MTCHELSON: No. I think I’d just like to see
the final resolution. You’ll probably send that to ACRS
anyway.

MR. MARSH: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Because it’s not just this one
plant.

MR, CARROLL: I guess I had a misconception. I
didn‘t think you had this protection. You really have the
protection. The argument is for A-46.

MR. VANDEWALLE: The guestion that was asked is is

the problem that we do not have any protection or that we do
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regarding redundancy and safety grade nature of the trip.
The answer is that we don’t -~ the problem is that we don’t
meet the redundancy and safety grade requirements of the
trip rather than we don’t have any trip at all.

Our belief is that upgrading that would not
improve safety as greatly as the cost of that modification,

MR. MICHELSON: Have you done some kind of a
failure modes and effect analysis to assure ycu that on a
loss of a particular veltage that you don’t both go to fulle-
full on the feed water and lose the voltage to the overfill
protection device? Have you dore those kind of simplistic
examinations?

MR, VANDEWALLE: ! do not believe that a failure
modes and effects analysis has been performed at this point.
We are proposing to the staff to address this issue as part
of the individual plant evaluation ard, therefore, a single
failure analysis would be part of that evaluation.

MR. SIESS: Go ahead,

MR, MASCIANTONIO: Thank you. The last item under
the USIs is the pressurized thermal shock. The Committee
did express an interest in discussing this in more detail.

MR, SIESS: 1I’'m sorry. That’s not correct.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: I misunderstood.

MR, SIESS: You were told that we would only
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discuss it in more detail if a member wanted it. We heard
the details yesterday.

MR, MASCIANTONIO: T =X you. 1 stand corrected?

MR, SIESS: Paul, do you want to hear TS87

MR. SHEWMON: 1I’d like to ask a few guestions.

MR, SIESS: Now, do you want to ask them =~ you're
not going to get answers from this gentlemen,

MR. MASCIANTONIO: We have Barry Elliott, but I
can give you the status right now, if you’d like, and then
Barry crn answer.

MR, SHEWMON: This is the last item on his agenda.
I assume we can call up anybody else on the staff.

MR, S1ESS: He’s standing at a microphone waiting
to answer your question. The guestion is do you want a
presentation or would you like to ask guestions.

MR, SHEWMON: 1’'d like tc ask questions.

MR. SIESS8: 8o skip the presentation. When we get
through with this, Paul will ask guestions.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: The only thing I’d like to say
is that Consumers did submit information on its flueice
recuction efforts to comply with the PTS rule. Consumers is
following the procedures in the rule to assure adequate
vessel lifetime to allow operation to the end of plant life.

Right now the fluence reduction achieved to date

is insufficient to allow plant operation tz the end of the
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1 nominal license term. However, sone measures being
. 2 considered are greater flux reductions, analysis for Reg

3 Guide 1.1%4, and vessel shielding.

4 This item is under staff review and NRC approval

5 is required for any operation beyond the PIS screening

(3 criteria. As we mentioned, Barry is available to answer any

7 detailed guestions on this.

8 MR. SHEWMON: Would you explain to me the

o differerce between vessel shielding and flux reduction?

10 MR. SIESS: Vessel shielding was adding thickness

11 of steel plate on the -~

12 MR, SHEWMON: 1t has nothing to do with materials.
‘ 13 It has to do with the what the mechanical engineers stick in

14 there.

15 MR. SIES8S: 1 can answer the question or you can

16 let Barry answer it,

17 MR. SHEWMON: Anybody that wants to.

18 MR. ELLIOTT: Barry Elliott. Flux reduction we

19 toink of as what we -- when you change the core design or

20 put something into the core to reduce the neutron flux to

21 the vessel. Vessel shielding is when we put something =~ in

22 this case, we’'re talking about the core barrel and putting

23 pads on the core barrel to reduce the flux to the vessel.
. 24 VR, SHEWMON: Pads.

25 MR. ELLIOTT: Pads.
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MR, SHEWMON: Steel plates. So myopia that you
put in the fuel elements are flux reduction and what you put
on the core barrel is shielding.

MR, SIESS: One is reducing the source and the
other is reducing the target.

MR. SHEWMON: They’re both absorbers.

MR. SIESS: Go ahead.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: Just in conclusion, then, based
on our review and the small number of )pen items and their
status, the staff recommends that the full-«term license be
issued. The issues that are still open will be resolved
through normal licensing action. We feel that the issuance
of a license will not have any impact on the open issues.
Granting the license will not delay the resolution of these
issues and, likewise, if the license is denied, it won't
accelerate the resolution.

o we recommend that the license be granted.

MR. SIESS: 1 certainly can buy the latter because
it looks like to me the biggest problem with the resolution
is getting the staff to respond to the licensee’s submittal.
It’s been nine months gince they said they wanted to address
the steam generator cverfill under the IPE and the staff
hasn’t decided yet whether to tell them yes or no,
apparently.

MR. CATTON: When are they going to come up again
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for the scree'.ing criteria for PTS?

MR. MASCIANTONIO: I believe the year is 200i.

MR. SIESS: Would you wait on that? We’ll have
one man that knows the answers address the issue. Any other
questions?

MR, WILKINS: Yes. Let me ask this gentleman, if
I may, on one of your slides, you indicated that 90 of these
items or topics were reviewed for Palisades and that 59 met
the current criteria. That’s current as of 1981 or 19827

MR. MASCIANTONIO: When the SEP program was ==

MR. WILKINS: The NUREG was issued in 1982.

MR. MASCIANTONIO: That is correct.

MR. WILXINS: How many of them would meet the
current criteria of 19907

MR, MASCIANTONIO: I can’t answer that.

Mk. WILKINS: 1Is that of any consequence?

MR MARSH: This is Tad Marsh. Let me respond to
that, I don’t believe it is. I don’t believe many standard
review plan sections have been changed since that timeframe
and the SRP sections were used as the template for the
reviews,

MR. SIESS: Let me add to that. Ernest, tle
original idea was that the SEP would be a continuing process
and eventually all of the plants would get loocked at on some

sort of a cycle. 1t turned out that doing ten of them was
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with a proposal to take the list of 137 t 1t we and the
staff had pared down from 500, I think, originally, and on
the basis of what they’d found in looking at the first nine
or ten plants, which were the issues most likely not to be
met and which ones were most likely to have some safety
significance.

I think they came up with, what, about 40 issues?
John, do you remember?

MR. ZWOLINSKI: 1It’s on that order of 40, yes.

MR. SIESS: Then they proposed to include those in
an integrated safety assessment program called ISAP, which
is another long stor,. That was to be a voluntary thing
because of the way it was set up to be integrated and based
on risk and not just on compliance with the regulations.

ISAP has flown only as far as the northeast
utilities for their plants, but on the basis of that, I
thin" .ne answer you got that if we kept on doing this, we’d
reach a point of diminishing returns of backfitting, and
especially since you probably couldn’t justify most of the
backfits on a cost benefit basis.

Any other questions for him?

MR. LEWIS: This isn’t really a question, but I

can say something about a subject that came up earlier at
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MR. SIESS: I don’t know. What'’s the subject?

MR, LEWIS: The subject is what is safety. 1've
done some research and I can clarify that point, since he
gaid they’re recommending the FTOL., So that’s on the basis
of it. Let me just do it. It will take two minutes, or one
minute.

The guestion came up earlier that the criteria
being used for issuing the FTOL were that the plant would
not endanger the public health and safety and would not do
anything inimical to the common defense of security in the
public health and safety, and those words come directly from
the rule, from 10 CFR 50

MR, 8'%.s: I still believe you’re wrong. It said
that the plant would not endanger the health and safety of
the public under one item. The other item did not say the
plant would not be inimical. It said that issuing the FTOL
would not be inimical.

MR, LEWIS: I’'m quoting the rule, not the
recommendation. The rule says the plant.

MR. MICHELSON: Why don‘t you just go ahead and
complete your Aargument.

MR. LEWIS: Let me just clarify the point. The
rule contains, both for new licenses and for conversions,

those two words "will not endanger the public health and
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safety" and "will not be inimical to either the common
defense of security or the public health and safety."

The law, the Atomic Energy Act says much more
sensible things., It says that the licensee will protect the
public health and safety and will minimize the risk to the
public, which is sensible.

S0 the rule is in conflict with the law. My
consult/nt at OGC, and I blush to admit that that’s who I
consulted, said to me that this was all clarified at the
time that the backfit rule came up and it was generally
agreed by the Court and them that all of these things added
up to requirement for adequate protection of the public
health and safety, but, of course, that hasn’t been defined
by anybody.

The words that ACRS uses, which are "no undue risk
to the public health and safety," appeared by magic in 1960
in an OL letter, and I’'ve yet to track that down. My
parting shot from my consultant in OGC, whom I won’t name,
he said to me, he said, you know, 30 years ago, these would
have been hot issues, goodbye.

S0 1 hope that makes everybody as clear on this
subject as I now am.

MR. 87:88: I don’t think it makes any difference,
but the regulatiuns of the NRC state how -- the rugulations

say that the issuance of a license will not be inimical to
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the common defense of security or to the health and safety
of the public,

MR. LEWIS: That'’s what it says there, but -~

MR, SIESS: 1 am reading 10 CFR Part 50.

MP. WARD: But up here it says activities
authorized by the -~

MR. SIES8S: That’s right. They’'re two separate
things.

MR, WARD: But issuing a license has an
implication on public health and safety only in that it
pernits operation of the plant.

MR, MICHELSON: One at a time, microphones.

MR. LEWIS: 1 was guoting 50.40, which describes
the requirements for issuing an original license, which has
exactly the same wording, but ir a more general way.

MR. SIESS: You can read it the way you want.
1’11 read it the way 1 want,

MR, LEWIS: I was reading a different thing, Chet.

MR, SIESS: But you said it was exactly the same.

MR. MICHELSON: 1 think we better proceed.

MR, SIL38: Any other guestions, comments?

[No response.)

MR. SIESS: Thank you. I was going to let the
staff finish their general presentation on the issues, and

then ask gquestions at that point.



11

12

13

14

18

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

117

MR. HOLIAN: We were prepared to have Mr. Elliott
back up for questions. He’ll do that. We had him scheduled
right before myself. I’ll go for about five minutes. The
licensee will then make a short presentation, and then Mr.
Elliott will be available for guestions on pressurized
thermal shock.

(8lide.)

MR. HOLIAN: My name is Brian Holian and I’'m the
Palieades Project Manager, and I plan on covering two unigue
plant-specific activities that are mentioned in Section 2.3
of the SER, Those are the steam generator replacement
project that'’s ongoing now and the Palisades generating
company .

I will then spend a couple of minutes addressing
the Palisades operational history, concentrating on the last
five to six years. Palisades was the first large-scale CE
plant and when they were built they used coordinated
phosphate control, 1In 1974, approximately two to three
years after they started up, they had, at that time, already
plugged over 2,600 steam generator tubes in that short
period.

They shut down for a lengthy outage in 1974 and
changed chemistry control to all volatile chemistry control.

MR. CARROLL: What percentage was that?

MR. HOLIAN: 1t was approximately five percent and
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were at 25 percent.

additional tubces plugged approximately eight different

times, up to about 25 percent total.

history of short production runs by the utility, mainly due

118

in 1990 when they shut down, they

8o through the 19708 and 19808 they had

Ag 1 mentioned, mid-1970s and early 1980s was a

to steam generator tube leakage problems.

[8lide. )

MR. HOLIAN: In the late 19708, an agreement was

made with Combustion Engineering where they would provide

two new steam generators, and they were constructed in the

late 19708 and stored down in Chattanocoga. They were

shipped to the site later on.

gsee how long they could last with the present steam

generators.

In 1989, the utility had another outage where they

It was up to the utility to

plugged another 200 tubes and, coming out of that outage,

they agreed to operate at 80 percent for that next cycle

with a lower tech spec limit on steam generator leakage and,

at that time, they decided to replace the steam generators

starting in September of this year, 1990.

September.

The steam generator replacement project started in

As was mentioned earlier by a panel member,

there have been eight steam generator replacements to date

so far.

Palisades is unigue in two aspects of that.

That
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their steam generators by coming into *he Commission with a
package and getting prior Commission approval.

MR. MICHELSON: 1 see.

MR, HOLIAN: Indian Point was the first one to do
it under 10 CFR 50.59, That gives the history of the plant.
Mr. Vandewalle is going to talk a little bit later about man
rem and improvements that have been made in that.

MR. MICHELSON: On this point of 50.59, what
you’re saying ims this is the first time you’ve allowed the
utility to go ahead and decide what changes to make and o
forth, document them as 50.59%, to determine if there are
unreviewed safety qguestions, and then proceed without ==

MR. HOLIAN: That’s correct, but it’s the second
time. Indian Point did it a year-and-a-half ago.

MR. MICHELSON: I'm sorry. It was the second
time,

MR. HOLIAN: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: Thank you.

MR, CARROLL: In terms of the primary piping that
you were talking about here, this is the carbon steel clad
piping?

MR. HOLIAN: Carbon steel clad piping, correct.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR, HOLIAN: The piping modifications here, mainly

it’s just the cut method, narrow gap weld. That piping
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modification refers to the main steam. They had to put in a
riser on the top and life the main steam piping due to a
main steam flow restrictor on the new steam generators.

The new steam generators are basically identical
to the old steam generators. They have improvements, the
main one being the egyg crate design instead of the drilled
support plates, which is where a lot of their problems in
the tube leakage occurred,

MR, SHEWMON: Didn’t they have the drill plate in
their originally?

MR, HOLIAN: Originally, yes.

MR, SHEWMON: Now, the narrow gap weld you're
talking about is on the top of the steam generator shell or
on the piping or both?

MR. HOLIAN: That’s only on the psimary coolant
system piping, hot and cold legs. Automated process -- the
steam generator replacement project is approximately a $100
million project that Bechtel has undertaken on behalf of
Consumers Power and that process, Bechtel is using people
from Kraftwerk Union and Siemens who have done it overseas
that have come to the United States to do that.

(8lide.)

MR. HOLIAN: I have some pictures on the steam
generator replacement project, if you would like to look at

any of them., You’re free to look through them up here.
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It’s an interesting project for the site and Mr. Vandewalle
will cover it a little bit more on the man rem,

The second issue is the transfer of the plant
ownership.

MR. CARROLL: Why don’t just pass your pictures
around?

MR. HOLIAN: Okay. It mainly shows the
construction opening and the steam generator is coming out
through that opening. The second unique issue for Consumers
Power Company is that in February of 1989, they put a
license amendment in to approve a change in ownership of the
plant from Consumers Power Company to a joint ownership
between Consumers, Bechtel, and Westinghouse Corporation.
Westinghouse was just named this year,

Right now the status of that is that they are
undergoing Michigan Public Service Commission hearings that
are ongoing now, they need that approval. December 17, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission hearings commence. The
staff is doing a financial review and an antitn review of
their application.

An important aspect of this license amendment is
that Consumers Power Company will maintain the operational
aspects of the plant and they would need to come back in to
the Commission if they wanted to change the oparator of the

ple , a change in ownership.
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MR, SHEVMON: Consumers is still the operator cof
the plant, This gets them out from under the state PUCO or
what happens?

MR. HOLIAN: That'’s correct. The interest behind
it was when the Midland plant was cancelled, two things
pushed this. One is getting out from underneath of Michigan
Public Service Commission basically and getting under FERC
control, The second issue is that it was an agreement
between Consumers and Bechtel as part of a cash settlement
from the Midland fiasco, for another word, when that plant
was down.

MR. SIESS: Who was giving whom what?

MR. HOLIAN: The details, I believe it was $500
million. 1Is that correct?

MR, SIESS: Consumers gives Bechtel 33 percent of
the plant ==

MR. HOLIAN: For $500 million.

MR, SIESS: That was compensation to Consumers for
Bechtel lousing up Midland?

MR, KESSLER: Bill Kessler. 1I’m with Consumers
Power Company. The question was how was -~

MR. HOLIAN: The cash settlement, what was given
what .

MR, KESSLER: §100 million was the cash settlement

to represent the liability that Bechtel had for the
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workmanship and that sort of thing on the Midland plant.
That was a part of the deal.

MR, SIESS: That'’s Bechtel giving Midland
something -- I mean, Consumers.

MR. KESSLER: That’s correct.

MR, SIESS: Now Consumers Power gives Bechtel 33
percent of Palisades. What is that, punishment?

MR. KESSLER: No. There is a company that has
been formed, Palisades Generating Company, and it’s been
formed by equity participation by the three companies, and
Bechtel has the equity participation, its capitalization is
$90 million for Palisades Generating Company.

Thirty-three percent of that $90 million has been
provided by Bechtel to be a part of that corporation.

MR, SIESS: Okay. Thank you,

MR, HOLIAN: Thank you, Bill. Next, getting into
the operational summary of the Palisades plant.
Operationally, Palisades is historically considered an
average plant. They have shown marked improvements in a
couple areas in the last two to three years that 1’1l cover.
From 1972 to 1990, they have had a capacity factor, an
average capacity factor of 47 percent.

In 1986, they were starting up after a lengthy
refueling outage and a lengthy run that they had in 1985 and

they had a reactor trip and several complications, the feed
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system atmospheric dump valve sticking open. The plant took
a look at them and their maintenance practices and put them
on the plant senior management watch list, and that occurred
in October of 1986, and they were removed from that in
November of 1987.

(Slide.)

MR. HOLIAN: This slide shows the LER history. |
Once again, LERs submitted versus years. You just see LERs
increasing. During this timeframe is whenr they ran intec
some problems in their maintenance areas and that’s the main
attribute on why those increased.

Recently they’ve shown a downward trend in LERs
and are right around industry average with around 20 in
1960.

MR. XERR: Do you consider that there is a
significant correlation between LERs and risk?

MR. HOLIAN: I believe -- significant correlation
between LERs and risk, risk to the public?

MR. KERR: Yes.

MR. HOLIAN: I think LERs, myself, are just
indicators. I think each individi,al event, once significant
LER could show a lot more. So tota' number of LERs, no, 1
don’* believe that it’s significant. I think it’s just
another indicator.

MR. CARROLL: Do you believe that the industry

o e
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average of 20 is the influence perhaps by a factor of three,
depending on how you interpret the guidance on ==~

MR. HOLIAN: I believe that very much so.

MR. WARD: A leading question.

MR, HOLIAN: Back in that timeframe, 1987-88,
there was also a reformulation of reporting criteria, and
that’s why some of those opped off.

[8lide.)

MR. HOLIAN: The final slide I have is a slide
showing the Palisades SALP ratings for 1984 on. Once again,
this is engineering tech support and safety assessment
gquality verification. The important aspect is that in the
1984-85 timeframe, a lot of short runs by the utility, their
90~day run coming into this outage that was shut down in
Septem“er was their seventh longest run in history.

A lot of two’s basically. It’s significant to
know that the maintenance category in 1985 and 1987, here
the SALP score in 1985 was a precursor and an indicator of
problc us they had in that 1986 timeframe, where they were
forced to look and form a materials condition task force
that Mr. Vandewalle will talk about in a couple minutes.

Since that timeframe, they’ve returned at least to
average status in 1988 and have shown marked improvement in
1988 and in 1989 in operations and maintenance. 1I’d like to

note that theve will be a SALP Board for the 1990 timeframe
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There are substantia shifts here and 1 have what I’m

referring to as your handout from before. You don’t give
the initial values. Can you tell me what the initial were
on the critical pla*-s, the transition -~

MR ELLIOTT: For the PTS ‘ssue, the plates are
noet limiting., It happens to be the welds are limiting.

MR SHEWMON: The in.tial for the welds, then.

MR. ELLIOTT: The initial feor the welds is minus
56 degrees Fahrenheit.

MR. SHEWMON: On both of them.

MR. ELLIOTT: Yes.

MR. SHEWMON: Do they have good surveillance data?

MR. ELLIOTT: It turns out that they have
surveillance data. It is not a weld from the limiting
welds. It is sciething that is representative of the
limiting weld. If you compare the results from the
surveillance program to what is predicted by the reg guide,
it’s a very good -~ the surveillance results are in line
with what is predicted for the reg guide.

MR. SHEV'MNON: And you give two different welds in
your handout which are a factor of four different in
exposure or fast neutron fluence. Are those then all
similar to the critical welds?

MR. ELLIOTT: 1I think you’re talking about the

surveillance results?




That’s the same weld, that’s the
survelllance weld, as the weld 1 described that is simila.
the axial weld that’s limiting.

MR, SHEWMON: ] It’s the same material, it’s
just different capsule numbers because they were different
capsules,

ELLIOTT

SHEWMON Ihe 18 the current fast

ELLIOTT: don know the actual current
fluence

SHEWMON: Or what’s the exvected end of life?

haven’t :igured that out, eithe

but 1 know that ne target fluence to reach the screening

criteria 1s approximate.y l.é6-times~ten-to-the-ninth. They
wlil reach that sometime in 2000,

R, SHEWMON: Combustion has traditionally been
less concerned about he : fluence that their vessels
take than mos ' companlies. They came in with their
advanced pl: and they were still talking about going

the-ninth or something like that.
ylant.
LLIOTT: The problem
has a moderate amount of copper,

nickel,




! get the copper cown and the nickel down, they probably could
go four~times-ten-to~the~ninth.

MR. CARROLL: You might mer.t.ion the Diablo data

\

A that’s relevant to his guestion,

=
-
rr
-
-
=
~

rave Diablo Canyon data. For the
ulated by their surveillance program.
Their circumferential weld is a different process

, but 1t

turns out that the exact weld process and heat of weld 1s i1

]
l b4 ) Diabln Canyon’s survelllance program. If you compare the
l ] Diablo Canyon survelllance weld to the reg gulde, 1t alsc
1] shows that the material 1s beihaving as predicted by the reg
Li gulde,
13 MR. SHEWMON: As predicted with or without margin:
¥
14 MR. ELLIOTT: I’m talking about just mean value,
without margin
| € M SPYWMON Are there other gquestions I should
+*
“
* ASK
) ] ¢ MR. CARROLL: Not from yesterday, at least.
-,
] MR. SHEWMON: S¢ with the current shielding == 1
‘ was interested in the diagram you had that talked about
hafnium absorbers being in the fuel rods. Are those hafniun

trbes that are then put in the passage ways that the control
Kl : 4 A . " -
rod splders go through
v
K
’
T Y 7T Y v ’ - . % R | ¥
: MI ELLIOTI N hey’re 1n gulde tubes and the
julde tube AY € rmally used for instrumentat n and these
#
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replaced that.

MR. SHEWMON: So they take the regular spent fuel
and modify it by putting these additional absorbers and then
put them out there for not shielding, but f ux reduction,

MR, ELLIOTT: Right.

MR. SHEWMON: A fine point somehow I missed.

MR. CARROLL: Those are the ones in the three
positions. The ones in t..e two are just =--

MR. ELLIOTT: Regular =-

MR. CARROLL: But they’re not in the hot corners
or hot sides.

MR. ELLIOTT: They’re not near the -- in putting
the thrice-burned hafnium absorbers assemblies near the
welds that are critical to bring the flux down.

MR. SHEWMON: And the tubes are thrice-burned but
no hafnium?

MR. ELLIOTT: Twice~burned. No hafnium.

MR. SHEWMON: That’s what I thought it meant, but
no hafnium, And that will get them to 2001 and 40 years
from when?

MR. ELLIOTT: 2007.

MR. SIESS: Forty years from CP?

MR. ELLIOTT: Yes.

MR. SHEWMON: Fine. Thank you. That’s all 1

needed,
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MR. CARROLL: But your view is that there are
additional flux reduction things they can do to =-=-

MR. ELLIOTT: I don’t think there are flux
reduction things they can do anymore. I tl (x they'’ve
reached just about the limit of flux reduction. They’re
going to have to go to the pads.

MR, SHEWMON: The pads are over the welds is why
pads are an option in this case.

MR. ELLIOTT: Right.

MR. SHEWMON: How thick are the pads?

MR. ELLIOTT: They'’re still looking at that. They
haven’t decided what to do yet. That’s about the only thing
they can do as far as limiting the neutron fluence.

MR. EHEWMON: Any particular problems with welding
or getting the core barrel -- sorry -- with annealing or
getting the core barrel out of there?

MR. ELLIOTT: I haven't looked at that. They are
going to look at all these issues when they decide what
they’re going to do next.

MR. SHEWMON: According to the PTS rule, given
that they woi’t get to end of life by 1995, they have to
have a package in.

MR. ELLIOTT: Yes. Three years, I think -~

MR. SIESS: 1998,

MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.
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MR. HOLIAN: With that, I’d like to introduce Mr.
David Vandewalle from Consumers Power Corporation, the
Director of Safety and Licensing. He has 17 years nuclear
experience, 12 associated with Corsumers Power Company.

MR. VANDEWALLE: 1’11 try to keep this short. 1
understand you have a Christmas lunch coming up. As I was
introduced, my name is David Vandewalle. I’m Director of
Safety and Licensing at the Palisaa.s plant. I want to just
talk briefly about Palisades plant, Palisades plant mission,
recent operating history of the »lant, major modifications
since the systematic evaluation program was completed, and
very briefly on the st am generator replacement project and
other outage activities,

(Slide.)

MR. VANDEWALLE: Regarding the Palisades plant, we
have a mission and it’s important to us. It may sound a
little bit like motherhood, but our mission is to provide
safe, reliable, cost-effective power so that we become
recognized as one of the top ten nuclear plants in the
United States.

We look at the performance areas that I’ve listed
here as a measure of our performance and we use the INPO
performance indicators to determine how we match up with the
rest of the industry in these performance areas.

Our objective i. to be top ten in 1992 and we have
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defined top ten as being at least top guartile ir each of
the nine INPO performance indicators that pertain to the
pressurized water reactors. Those indicators include the =--
the important ones include unit availability, unplanned
scrams, safety system actuations, radiation exposure,
industrial safety, forced outage rate, among others.

But our objective is to be top ten, recognized as
top ten by our regulators and we believe we will be
recognized as top ten if we can reach a. least top quartile
performance in all of the INPO performance indicators.

(8lide. )

MR. VANDEWALLE: Talking a little it about the
operating history of Palisades, people have talked about a
lot of this. I wanted to start with 1986. Prior to that
time, we have been described as an average plant. 1In 1986,
we once again came under scrutiny from the N .lear
Regulatory Commission due to declining performance of our
maintenance activities. We heard the same words regarding
Dresden,

NRC observed, we observed problems in the material
concition of the plant equipment. That manifest itself very
vividly in a trip that occurred on May 19, 1986, when we
lost control of our turbine and resulted in a turbine trip
and then # reactor trip. Following that trip, a number of

important pieces of plant equipment did not perform as they
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wvere intended to perform.

The regulatory action that followe” was a
confirmatory action letter that required the plant to be
shut down or remain shut down until certain actions were
taken to improve performance of the plant. Those three
major activities that occurred during that outage, which
lasted for about a year, we conducted what we called a
material condition task force. The material cunditcicva task
force had as its objective to identify all of the naterial
problems in plant systems important to safety and
reliabiliity and to correct those problems.

We accomplished that. We made major improvements
to the condition of the plant during that outage. We also
scheduled over the following five years through our five-
year plan a number of additional material condition
improvements to address plant aging problems, among other
problens,

We also conducted what was titled our system
functional evaluation, which was assessment of the major
plant safety-related systems to determine if we were testing
those systems appropriately to assure that they could
perform all the functional requirements that they are
recuired to perform for normal cperation in accidents.

We also initiated at that time our configuration

control project, recognizing that we did not have a complete
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understanding of the plant design basis. We in’:tiated this
project and its primary objective being to fully recover the
documentation and design basis of the Palisades plant for
tha Palisades important safety-related systems.

As 1 mentioned, the plant returned to operation in
1987, 8ince that time, we’ve seen a2 number of indicators of
improving performance at this plant. I’1ll just mention a
few of those. Wwe’ve seen a significant improvement in the
reliability of the plant equipment, with the exception of
the steam generators. That has manifest itself in improving
operating runs for the plant and, in fact, three of the
longest -~ three of the 3even longest runs in the history <
the plant have occurred in the last two years.

Our capacity factor lifetime is still low, one of
the lowest in the industry, and our capacity factor over the
last several years continues to be low. That is dur for two
reasons; one, we’ve continued to have problems with the
steam generators: we’ve had two forced outages during 1988
and 1989 as a result of the steam generators. We’ve also
planned two maintenance outages during that time between our
refueling outages to continue our material imyp nent
efforts.

Those maintenance outages were important so that
we could continue those efforts, but they have resulted in a

lesser capacity factor than we otharwire Covld have attained
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during that time.

Also lcooking at our performance, you’ll sze, we
see an improving trend regarding the number of automatic
scrams that have occurred at the plant. We also look at the
percentage of preventive maintenance activities relative to
total maintenance activities at the plant.

And whereas prior to 1986 when we undertook this
improvement program, fewer than ten percent of our
maintenance activities were preventive maintenance
activities. Today preventive maintenance accounts for mor:
than 50 percent of our maintenance activities and even
higher percentages in some maintenance disciplines.

Lastly, I’d just like to mention that we also see
today an extremely high level of teamwork occurring at the
plant among the maintenance people, the operations people,
and the engineering people. Both INPO in their evaluation,
recent evaluation of the plant, and the NRC in recent
inspections of the plant have remarked on the level of
teamwork that exists at Palisades and, frankly, that
teamwork is going a long way to improve the pe)formance of
this plant,

MR, SIESS: You did not include training people in
that list of the teamwork. I know in a number of plants
there’s been apparently very little teamwork between the

training and the operations people and, as a result, the
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training hasn’t been too good. What is your situation on
that?

MR. VANDEWALLE: We’re working on that. We have
had problems pointed out to us in that area. We've
recognized problems in that area. We are working on that.
Lastly, on this slide, because of tihe major piece of plant
equipment that has effected plant performance over the last
few years, the steam generators, we did make a decision in
late 1989 to replace the steam generators. That has been
touched on briefly previously. 1I’11 touch on it a little
bit more in a moment.

But we are presently in a replacement outage and
refueling outage.

(Slide.)

MR. VANDEWALLE: I wanted to briefly describe some
ot the major modifications that have occurred to Palisades
since the systematic eveluation program was completed. We
upgraded our auxiliary feed water system to add a third
auxiliary feed water pump. 1It’s a motor-driven pump, in
addition to the two motor-driven =-- in addition to the
motor-driven and steam-driven pump that we previously had
and that w.s original plant equipment.

That was done as a result of a TMI action plan
requirement, as well as to address known single failure

vulnerabjilities of the previous =-- of the original auxiliary
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feed water system. We’ve made major steps in the upgrade of
our off-site power supply. We have added a second immediate
access circuit between our station switch yard and the plant
safety-related buses. This new immediate access circuit is
an underground circuit, whereas the originul immediate
access circuit is above-oround in the towers leading into
the plant.

We have also added a motor-operated disconnect
between the main generator and the station power
transformer, and that permits us to guickly provide backfeed
through the main transformer and station power transformer
to the safety-related buses in the event the plant is out of
service and the normal supplies are unavailable to us.

MR. MICHELSON: On your auxiliary feed water, what
provisions do you have to prevent steam generator overfill
from the auxiliary feed water?

MR. VANDEWALLE: We control the amount of feed
water provided to each generator. 1It’s set at about 300 gpm
to each generator through flow controllers and we rely upon
operator action to terminate them.

MR. MICHELSON: But if your auxiliary feed water
is feeding the garerator and your operator doesn’t notice
that it’s getting full, there is no trip on it,

MR. VANDEW..LLE: That’s correct.

MR, MICHELSON: Because the only trip you did tell
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me about is over on the main feed water, and that’s already
gone or you wouldn’t need the auxiliary feed water.

MR. VANDEWALLE: That is correct, but, of course,
cthe timeframes are much slower.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s much slower, but it “epends
on the scenario you name and when the auxiliary feed water
came on; whether it came o~ spuricusly or purposely and so
forth as tc whether you’re in trouble.

MR, VANDEWALLE: We also upgraded our pressurizer
power operator relief valves. We installed larger power
operator relief valves to permit greater feed-and- bleed
capability for the plant. We also upgraded the block valves
and *he discharge piping in response to TMI action plan
r.guirements.

We are presently installing modifications required
by the NRC ATWS rule, 10 CFR 50,62, We have added a
considerable amount of instrumentation to the plant since
the 1986 timeframe. We added this to permit us to do a
better job ¢t system performance testing to meet ASME
Section 11 code requirements, and to allow us to more
accurately balance flow in the systems arong the various
safety~related components. That became particularly
important in our plant support systems, service water and
component coolin, water, that will be able toc accurately

balance flow within those systems and the instrumentation
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Finally, we have made some major -- what we
consider to be maior improvements into our secondary system
and ve believe these are going to benefit us in the future
operation of our new steam generators., I’ll just mention
those briefly.

We installed a revei'se osmosis unit to provide
sufficient supplies of high quality water for our secondary
system. We’ve paid a lot of attention to maintenance of
valves in the secondary system, and this has resulted ‘n an
extremely tight secondary system that INPO and others have
remarked upon because of the very low amounts of air in-
leakage that we’ve experienced.

MR. SHEWMON: What has the reverse osmosis got to
do, enter the distilled water for your makeup or what?

MR. VANDEWALLE: To provide us with sufficient
quantities of high quality makeup so that we do not need to

MR. SHEWMON: That was cheaper or better than
distilling it or any other way of cleaning it up out of the
lake?

MR. VANDEWALLE: That is also true It was more
efficient and cost~effective to do it in that way. Finally,
during the current outage, we are replacing the main

condenser tubes and the feed water heaters with ones that do
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not cocatain copper-beariny materials., We'’re putting in a
stainless steel condenser.

(8lide.)

MR. VANDEWALLE: Lastly, I wanted to touch on the
steam generator replacement project which is ongoiny at this
time, We are very proud of the performance.

MR. CARROLL: (Just out of curiosity, how did the
evaluation of stainless versus titanium come out?

MR. VANDEWALLE: I can’t answer that gquestion. 1
don’t know the ansver to that. This is an overview of our
steam generator replacement project. I won’t spend any time
on it. Mr. Holian went through some of the major activi.lies
involved in this replacement effort.

This was our original schedule. We’re striving at
that time for 150 days breaker-to-breaker for that
replac ..ent effort. If we were to accomplish that, we would
accomplish the steam generator replacement ac Palisades
guicker than any plant in the country has been able to
accomplish that effort.

To give you a status on tahat, this line here, we
moved the new steam generators into containment and we were
able to accomplish that 12 days ahead of schedule. We are
opresently expecting to receive turnover of the primary
system from the prime contractcr, Bechtel, in the next few

days and we would expect -- we’le expecting to be able to
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begin -.ueling of the reactor between ten and 13 days ahead
of ac™ a.

If all goes well from there, we would alsc expect
to beat our schedule fur returning the plant to service.

(Slide.)

MR. VANDEWALLE: The last thing I wanted to
discuss briefly was our dose performance during this
particular outage. When we originally scoped this job about
a year ago, we estimated 640 man rem for the steam generator
replacement effort, After we had completed our detailed
planning and before this outage began, we revised our
estimate and we <. tablished a goal of on the order of 500
man rem for the job.

If we were to attain that, we would perform the
job for the least exposure of any steam generator
replacement activity in this country o date. You see our
progress to date. It’s also noteworthy that we are about
two weeks ahead of schedule 21 we fully expect to come in
under 400 man rem for the steam generator replacement
effort.

If you as¥ .hat is contributing to that, there’s a
number of things. In the last three or four outages, during
the shutdown, we have conducted what we have called a
primary coolant system source reduction effort, and that

involved the injection of a contreclled quantity of hydrogen
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peroxide into the PCS while two primary ~oolant pumps were
running, and while we were able to use our cleanup systems
in our chemical and volume control system to remove
radicactive material from the PCS.

MR. SHEWMON: The oxidation or the oxidizing
nature of that brings crude loose?

MR. VANDEWALLE: We described it as a controlled
crude burst and with the cleanup systems operating, we could
then remove that crude from the PCS, and we were able to
remove large gquantities, I’m can’t tell you the amounts of
Cobalt 58 and nickel from PCS during those activities.

It’s manifest itself in significant reduction in
dose rotes in our engineered safeguards rooms and those are
the rooms through which the piping for our low pressure
safety injection system, shutdown cooling system run. 8o
we’ve seen significant improvements in dose rates in those
rooms because of that.

Also, a lot of effort was put into deconning the
ends of the primary coolant pipes after the cuts were made.
The deconning effort was very successful. Fields in the
region of the pipe ends are much less than 100 MR.

MR. SHEWMON: 1s that electrochemical or
mechanical or both?

MR. VANDEWALLE: Brian, maybe you can help on

that.
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MR. HOLIAN: No. I am not sure, either.

MR. VANDEWALLE: I can’t answer that. 1 can get
back to you with that information. 1In addition, because of
that decontamination effort, the workers have been able to
work in those areas without respirators.

All of those things lead to improved work
performance, as well as reduced radiation exposure. The
remote welding technigue was mentioned. An awful lot of
detail>d planning went into this for us to be able to
perform this activity on schedule and within the dose
estimates that we were trying to obtain.

We did a lot of mock~up training. Finally, there
was a contract incentive, a significant contract incentive
to the contractor if he were able to reduce dose below
targets and that comes into play here, as well.

That’s the completion of my remarks. 1’d be glad
to attempt to answer any questions ACRS may have.

MR. SHEWMON: The flux reduction program that
you’ve had, you put twice and thrice-burnt fuel in the outer
boundary of the core. Has this resulted in any power
reduction?

MR. VANDEWALLE: We were approaching that with the
steam generator replacemen*. We’re going to see a
substantial improvement in PCS flow which we’re going to

take some advantage of in our core thermal limits.
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MR, CATTON: You’re probably right that they

don't.

MR. SHEWMON: That is all. Thank you.

MR. CARROLL: How have you been doing on INPO
ratings? We heard about Commonwealth monotonically
approaching an INPO rating of zero, How are you doing?

MR. VANDEWALLE: We never had an INPO rating of
five., We were very pleased to receive an INPO rating of two
during our last evaluation.

MR. CARROLL: Which has been fairly recent.

MR. VANDEWALLE: Fairly recently, yes, last
summer. Our Big Rock Point plant did receive an INPO rating
of one in the last evaluation.

MR. SIESS: Any athers?

(No response. )

MR. SIES8: Thank you very much.

MR. VANDEWALLE: Thank you.

MR. SIESS: 1’11 turn the meeting back to the
Chairman.

MR. MICHELSON: I think we’re essentially on
schedule. We will tzke a break until 1:30 to have some
refreshments upstairs.

[Whereupon, at 12:01 p.m., the Subcommittee was

recessed for lunch, to reconvene this same day at 1:30 p.m.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION
[1:34 p.m. )

MR. MICHELSON: The meeting will come to order.
The item on the agenda for this afternoon is the talk that
we had asked for on rad waste, Hal lewis, I believe, has
volunteered to make the introductions for us. If yecu will,
Hal?

MR. LEWIS: 1 don’t think I volunteered, except in
the military =2nse o! the term, but I found my name on the
agenda. I don’t think there’s anything that needs to be
said. There was released about three or four months ago, 1
guess, a National Academy/NRC, wh:ch we consider the other
\'/RC study on high level waste aisposal which is a problem
that I think we all ¥row bedevils the industry.

it also makes problems for some of us who try to
figure out where the risk .ssues are on it. I personally
thought that the Academy report was really excellent. We're
going to have that confirmed, so I don’t want to say any
nore.

MR. MICHELSON: While we are waiting, it might pe
well to say that though the ACRS is not any longer invclved
in the nigh level radiocactive waste disposal business, per
se, we have a very strong interest in being informed as to
what’s geing on. That’s the reason for the discussion t'.s

afternoon.
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place to do the work for the first geological disposal
experiment in the world.

We came to that conclusion one afternoon and 1
went back to Oak Ridge National Laboratory and carried out
that mandate. Things have obviously changed considerably
since that time.

I 40 want to tclk a little bit about the National
Academy of Scienceu and “nhe National Research Council. Most
of you know that the Nat.chal Academy of Sciences was
chartered ard the charter was signed into law by President
Abraham Lincoln., The purpose of the Academy was to provide
advice in scientific and technical matters, upon reguest and
without fee, to the Federal Government,

So, without fee means that everybody that does
this work is a volunteer. It’s also interesting to look
back and note that it’s 35 years now since the Academy
published a document on radiocactive waste, s0 it’s not new
to the Acadeny.

Most people are familiar with one of them, but
when I give this talk, most other people are no: aware that
the first BEIR Report, the Biologic Effects of Atomic
Radiation had a major section, one of the six sections in it
that dealt with radiocactive waste disposal. That was in

1955,

I1’'d 1ike to quote from that document because you
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can see how committee proceeded under Abel Wolman’s
direction -~ now deceased. They said about the items that
require further study, and I guote, "Geophysical and
Geochemical aspects of ultimate disposal of highly
radicactive wastes, site selection for various nuclear

facilities, particulia ., chemical processing plants and

their location with rerfpect to suitable waste disposal
areas, transportation of highly radiocactive materials, and
the relationship of introduction and development of nuclear
facilities to basic public health, social and economic
situations extant or resulting from such development."

Now, the document that most people sre familiar
with, of course, is the report that came out in 1957, a
result of a meeting in 1955 which called for considering
deep geological disposal as tne best place to get rid of
high level radiocactive waste and particularly recommended
sodium chloride as the first medium that one ought to look
at.

Later, in 1966, John Galley and King Hubbert wrote
a report which was very critical of the waste disposal
activities of the Atomic Energy Commission. Those of you
who know King Hubbert, you know how r “itical he can be.

This report was not issue You may also be

familiar with the fact that Phil Boffey in his Brain Bank of

America, which described the work of the Academy of
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Sciences, pointed that out very strongly and said that the
Academy had been coopted and was a handmaiden of the AEC.

That report was subseguently issued, of course,
and it’s taken a long time, though, to overcome that
perception among a number of people; that the Academy
committees were the handmaiden of the nuclear energy
industry. I think that has been overcome over the last 10
years or so.

I think that’s also true of our relationships with
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Environmental
Protection Agency. Most likely it became clear to everybody
when, in 1985, the Board was -~ when I say the Board, I mean
the Board on Radiocactive Waste Management of the National
Academy of Sciences National Research Council -- I’1l1 just
say the Board from now on to save time.

The Board looked at the high level waste siting
selection process of the Department of Energy had chosen.

We stated our views of it, 1I’ll quote again: "The
methodology of comparative assessment is unsatisfactory,
inadegquate, undocumented and biased and should be
reconsidered." End of quote.

I think it became clear we didn’t like what they
were doing and that we’re no longer their handmaidens.

MR. CARROLL: That’s what that meant.

MR. WILKINS: They didn’t say, scrap it.
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MR, PARKER: The Board and the Academy, I
mentioned earlier, respond to requesets from the Federal
Government. The Academy also has some seed money of its own
and also has some co-funding occasionally from some of the
agencies.

8o, this retreat that we held at Santa Barbars in
July of 1988 was initiated by the Board. It was not done at
the r¢jquest of the Department of Energy. I thought I ought
to say a few words about what led up to our decision to call
for such a retreat.

The Academy Board had been looking at the Waste
Site Selection Pilot Plant for over ten years and had issued
over ten reports on the Waste Site Selection Pilot Plant.
During the course of that, we have learned a great deal
about the advantages and disadvantages of geological
disposal and all of the surprises that one finds when one
goes underground.

We also learned about the difficulties in meeting
guidelines if you adapt a deterministic model for
performance assessment if use worst case analysis and the
difficulties of defending the best estimate analysis. We
also learned of the difficulties if you use a probabilistic
or stochastic analysis; that if there’s a great deal of
uncertainty =-- and in these kinds of environments, that’s

practically guaranteed -- that if there is so much
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be off the record, it wae going to be informal, and we
sought multiple points of view, both technical,
philesophical, and rational.

We had at the meeting DOE’s head of the Office of
Civilian waste, Bob Bernerc from NRC, Rich Guiman from EPA,
and we had people from ¢ 'eden, France, the United Kingdom.
We had academicians, we had practitioners. We had the whole
suite as far as we could think of covering it,

Within the number of people that we wanted at the
meeting, we tried to restrict it to 25. 1If you get much
beyond that, we can’t have that kind of free exchange of
informaticn.

All of the members of the board participated, and
we divided up into four sections, and each member of the
board tcuk responsibility for the agenda for each of those
sections.

We came up to finally publish this document which
is shown on the board. 1In the beginning of that document,
we do talk aboul the advantages of the present system, the
system that’s in place now, the EPA/NRC system.

We say in the report tha. the present system
facilitates rigorous oversight and technical auditing. The
goals and standards are clear. It creates a sense of
confidence in planning and operation of the repository, and,

if carried out according to the specifications, it would be
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vobust in face of administrative and legal challenges.

But we believe, and our report, of course, says
this, that the present approach as outlined in the
legislation, the regulations, and in the practice, and I
wvant to emphasize that, is almost certainly doomed to
failure. The reason we believe that’s true is because of
the subject of the report.

We feel the present program is not a socially
satisfactory resolution of the problem, and for two main
reasons. One is the rexus =-- and those of you who heard
Commissioner Curtiss talk at cur symposium will appreciate
that word -- the nexus between nuclear energy and waste
disposal.

We made it clear right off that we were not going
to take a stance on nuclear en.rgy, the advisability or not
of the utilization of nuclear energy. Most of you are
familiar with the CONAES report of the National Academy of
Sciences, and every time they are asked to redo a report
like that, they consistently refuse, and I think most likely
for good reason.

We pointed out in the report that even if nuclear
energy ceased tomorrow, nuclear power plants ceased
tomorrow, ~- a very unlikely event =-- that the waste problenm
would still be with us, and so we’d have to solve the waste

disposal problem, and that is irrespective of what’s done
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the geologic processes. We called attention in our report
to the variability of the natural and the geologic
environment.

We come out strongly for models. I want to make
that clear; sometimes, that’s been missing. 1 should also
say about the goals -- there are a number of people who,
even up to this last weekend when we had a meeting here in
Washington on the topic, consistently misinterpret what the
report saye. We have not called for any change in EPA’s
basic goals on human health. We have not said that that
number is too big or small. We'’re just saying that how you
reach that goal should be relaxed, and that the proponent of
the system should have a great deal of leeway to design the
canister and the back-packet and the full waste package so
that he can meet that goal.

We believe that models are indispensible, and the
reason we believe they are indispensible is they can be used
in an inverse fashion to determine the history and the
present characteristics of the site. Can you use those
models to get to where we are today, geoclogically? Of
course, even more importantly, what is the future going to
be? We cannot come flat out and say that there is not a
single future. We don’t know that. Otherwise, I wouldn’t
spend my time here; I would be at the stock market or the

race tracks.
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fifth years, ten to the sixth years, ten to the seventh
years, %ten to the eighth years.

I'm waiting for them to go to ten to the ninth and
then, when we get beyond our expected age of the sun, and
have people still calculating about how we ought to worry
about where those nuclides are going to be at that time.

We also point out that we ought to be looking at
realistic alternatives., 1’11 come back to this a little
later on, but it’s a point that I know the NRC and the ACRS
have been concerned about. Do we want storage at 100 sites?
Do we want 100 de facto MRSes? Do we want a single MRS or a
repository?

When we compare the results, we ought to be
looking not at an idealize repository, not a repository
where there’s no permeability, where there’s no movement,
where there’s no fractures, there are no joints; we ought to
be looking at what is a realistic environment. So we also
ought not to be looking at what is absolute safety.

We’ve taken as a given that the definition in EPA
regs, the goal in EPA regs, is the safety goal that needs to
be achieved. 1It’s clear that if one calls for absolute
safety, zero risk, then the game is over. There is no such
thing.

[Slide.)

MR. PARKER: We also invited a number of
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1 as there is in all of Saudi Arabia, potential energy, and
. 2 it’s crazy to call that waste and to dump it.

3 Finally, we said let’s look at Locus, meaning, Who
4 benefits and whose exposed to the risk? We came to the

5 conclusion that what we ought to be looking at is the

6 ethical problem as well.

7 (Slide.)

8 MR. PARKER: There are a number of guestions we

9 need to ask on that.

10 I mentioned already that part of ethical problem
11 is that this generation ought to take responsibility, but

12 then there’'s a more pervasive public policy question that

; . 13 we've not handled very well in this country.
‘ 14 That is, there are many people in many parts of

15 the country that have benefitted from nuclear power but

16 there’s only going to be one or maybe two geological

17 repositories so the impact is going to be felt very locally.
18 The most important thing we saw in this is that

19 there ought to be a fair process, that there ought to be
20 truth in advertising.
21 We found that the regulations almost demand that
22 the DOE promise a great deal of certainty and DOE responds
23 by promising a great deal of certainty. That’s such obvious

. <4 nonsense that anybody can figure out that that is not going

25 to be the cas2 at all.
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negotiation, persuasion and compensation.

We dealt with safety -~ again, reasonable
standards of proof and a fair evidential process both in the
regulations and in the implemertation. We have had a lot of
discussion with members of tne Staff of NRC who point out
that variances are allowed. The rogs certainly call for
that. But when we have looked carefully at the
implementation we find that variance and that flexibility is
not always there.

We also feel that DOE should not promise more
certainty than can be delivered.

Impacts -- we talked there about the
distributional effects both technical, social and political.
How to determine the compensation for the stigma, which may
be only psychological?

So there are a lot of things that one needs to
take into account under ethics and equity and the
conclusions we reached in the report on that was that there
is no single group that has a single, that has an exclusive
claims for rationality or speak for the public interest,
that fairness is subjective and changes over time and the
search is for acceptability, not certainty.

(Slide.)

MR. PARKER: Then we go to what does it take to

instill confidence in disposal?
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That is really the name of the game. You cannot
prove in the absolute sense that most of us think of
scientific proof, you cannot prove that anything is going to
be risk-free over these long time periods and so you want to
hope to build trust and confidence.

How do you build that trust and confidence? We
had some suggestions.

One is remoteness. 1It’s obvious that you would
think that you should not put it where populations now,
dense populations now exist though I was told just this
weekend by one of the critics of the program that that’s
really where you ought to put it because those are the
people that have benefitted from nuclear energy.

When we are talking about a problem that is ten
thousand years long, according to the regs, what do we know
about where the population will be in ten thousand years or
where was the population three hundred years ago in this
country? Or take England -~ you can look back three hundred
years and you’ll find areas that were densely pcpulated at
that time in England that are practically ghost towns today,
so we can’t say very much about what the population or where
it is going to be or what its characteristics will be, its
food habits, what its medical capabilities will be.

There’s engineering design. We came out strongly

for a conservative engineering design. We have been
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distressed, some of us at least, for a long time that the
Department of Energy has not been verv concerned in most
instances about its design. It’s called for higher
temperatures than are necessary where the scientific
uncertainty is greater and we feel that you ought to go at
least to something that would reduce the scientific
uncertainty.

I suppose in the ultimate, one ought to go to
something that is thermodynamically stable but as a minimum
one ought to think as a fall-back position something like
the Swedes have done with these thick copper canisters ihat
will last 100,000 years or more, or are projected to last
that period of time.

One should not be at the point where one is
designing for a thousand year canister but should be able to
meet these long~term criteria and then remove from that if
one can show conclusively or relatively with great certainty
that in fact that would be a safe design.

Mathematical modelling ~-- models alone cannot
prove that the repository is safe nor can they resolve
public concerns about the repository

I’'ve already said that we feel models are
indispensible that compare alternatives. You look at the
possible consequences and it’s the only way that one can

have those possible events looked at and exposed to the
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public and to the critics and to the proponents so everybody
sees exactly what was taking place and how those numbers
were arrived at.

We feel it is important to do that.

But there are uncertainties in that. Those of you
who’ve done modelling know perfectly well that the
equations, the mathematical equations do not represent
reality. They'’re simplifications of it.

The parameters that we put irto those models,
particular.y for geological systems, are not as accurate as
we would like them to be and maybe it’s cannot be because of
the heterogeneity and variability of geological
environments.,

We don’t always know the initial and the boundary
conditions and we don’t always know what the forcing
functions are going to be so we want to be fairly careful
about that.

Performance assessment -~ we believe and there is
ample evidence to show that !n those countries that have
carried out performance assessments of their high level
waste repositories, which we have not done -- Sweden led the
way in that. The Swiss have done that. The European
Community has just issued a marvelous report on that. The
PAGIS Report that calamitous events are highly unlikely,

that we can’t think of events that might lead to a Chernobyl
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or a Kyshtym or Cheliabinsk.

The public I don’t think realizes that but there
ien’t that kind of potential energy in the system to have
these calamitous events.

We believe that we ought to make more use of
natural analogs. The public can understand that and also we
have a longer history from these natural analogs than we can
ever hope to have from any man-made devices.

One can think of Oklow, Cigar Lake, Alligator
River -~ there are a number of places where such analogs
exist and they aren’t checked on the performance assessment
methodology and they certainly are more meaningful to the
public than the mathematical models.

One item that we don’t pay much attention to in
this country because we are saying that it is absolutely
safe and we guarantee that it will be absolutely safe is
what if things go wrong? Europeans in general have been a
little bit wiser and they say let’s look at remediation.
What if things do turn out differently than we expect them
to be? How big a problem could that be and what could we do
about it? That what’s we call for in looking at that.

Finally, on confidence in disposal, we looked at
expert opinion. What do wise people have to say about this,
wise people outside the DOE?

DOE has been too inward-looking for too long.
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[S8lide.)

MR. PARKER: So, we called for an alternative
approach., And, in this alternative approach we say you
ought to look for show stoppers, that you ought to find out
what are the largest and most significant uncertainties.

There are a lot of scientific problems associated
with deep geological disposal that are absolutely
fascinating., And that’s what people like myself like to
look at. But they don’t necessarily have anything to do
with the safety of the site.

In that sense, this is an engineering project,
wvhere one ought to be looking for those uncertainties. We
believe we say this strongly in the report, that one ought
to use an iterative performance assessment methodology.

One ought to get as a minimum -- as soon as one
gets any information about the site, and that of course
means getting on site, it means doing experiments in situ,
that one ought to do a performance assessment, as crude as
it may be.

Because this would help you identify the areas
that are the most important in the performance assessment.
T™en you could concentrate your research energies on those
particular areas.

I should say that this approach that we’re talking

about will be more difficult to document, audit and defend
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than the prescriptive approach that'’s the present one. But
we think it’s the only one that'’s going to work,

Say that there ought to be a flexible approach,
that you ought to meet the roblems as they emerge. We
can’'t tell what the problzms, all of what the problenms, are
going to be. So we ought to be able to fix the problens,
because we can’t anticipate all the problems. But the
system ought to be resilient and robust,.

Yes?

MR, SHEWMON: That part bothered me particularly
when I read the abstract and went through what I could get
my hands on. I guess wiat I’d like to hear more is what
criteria. Because it sounds like, trust us, whenever we
find something wrong we’ll fix it.

What you would say is =-- okay, if you would
comment on that I would appreciate it,

MR. PARKER: Sure. This is sort of the reverse of
a mine, in the geological -~ and we know that there are a
lot of problems when people design mines. They always have
to make changes as they go aleng, because they find
unexpected things underground.

And we’re saying that you shouldn’t be so bound
that you cannot make those changes easily as you find these
uncertainties, or things different than you expected when

you first started out.
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well, particularly in comparison to Argonne’s review.

The thing that was so amusing to me about .+ was,
they gave them a great deal of grief about OSHA and quality
control, and how that called tor a very centralized and
fairly rigid system to make sure that the ladders were the
right size, the fire extinguishers were in the right place,
etcetera.

Then the second comic was tha' how innovative and
how top notch and how collegial the research group what, and
what a wonderful place it was to work for that sense. The
two, of course, are just opposites, antithetical, tec each
other. How do you marry those two?

I think that’s the same problem that we have here.
This cannot be treated strictly as a centralized system
because you want the best research done and you’ve got to
allow some leeway. That doesn’t mean that you relax the
overall requirements. I don‘t know if th/“’s answered
anvthing.

In fact, that’s what we say in the very next
bullet here, that it ought to be performance and not
requirements driven. The problem ought to be defined very
very broadly. This ie in keeping, actually, with things
that the Board has said for a number of years about the way
DOE operates.

Some of you may or may not have seen a report that
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we published, or a paper that I gave a year a two ago at
Waste Management, which details the history of the
activities of the National Academy of S3ciences on
radioactive waste disposal,

The central themes that come through that are =~
and that holds true here, though. We didr ¢ always say it
explicitly here, but I’'m taking some leeway to talk about
the whole problem -~ that there is a need for more external
review and input to the program, that there needs to be a
more open process, that they need to adopt a systems
perspective. They need to have a more flexible schedule
depending upon the success in research and field
explorations. And they need to take a longer range
perspective,

You have to remember, we did this in 1988, 1 have
to say to Admiral’s Watkin’s credit that some of these
things have been instituted. Not all, but scme of these
things, have been instituted. Then, the final thing we say
is that we ought to look at what the realistic situation is.

And we call, as you may recall, for NRC to do a
few things. And, on page 35, it says what we think the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission ought to do, and that they
should reconsider their detailed licensing requirements for
their repositories and look at what level of statistical or

modeling evidence is really necessary, obtainable, or even
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feasible.

To what extent is it necessary to prescribe
engineering design rather than allowing alternatives that
accomplish the same goal.

What can be done to accomuodate design changes
necessitated by surprises during construction, and what new
strategies -~ for example, engineered features like copper
containers -- might be allowed, or encouraged, as events
dictate.

Then, finally, as some of you have already
recognized and told me upstairs, that this is really the
scientific approach. This is the way most of us have
operated., You learn as you go. You don’t try to justify
decisions made on more limited knowledge. You change as you
find out more.

We need to look at what is the risk of failure to
act. Are we better having the present system in place,
which is what we feel will happen if there are no changes
made.

Then, I’d like to close with what one of my
colleagues always says about a talk like this. He says, my
grandmother could have told you that.

[Laughter. )

MR. PARKER: 1I’ll be happy to answer guestions.

MR. LEWIS: Your comment about trying to marry
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If 1 assume the opposite, everything they’re doing
makes sense,

Chalkboard? Yes, that you can write on.

[Pause. )

MR. PARKER: If we take this as confidence in
disposal, and remember this is wi.."t I said we’re really
looking for, this is mine; this ie not the Board’s. 1 take
this as 100 percent; I take this as zero. And here we have
events. And this won’t have a linear time scale.

And what we can say is that here one does a
literature search; and that here one does seisnic work,
without doing any underground; and that here one sinks a
shaft; here one does some sort of insitu expleration; that
here one actually opens the repository. And say this is
1,000 years after the repository and this is 10 to the 6th
years.

Then, I divide the community into four different
groups. There are the people that are called the pro-
nuclear nuts, that have a system that looks like this. Then
1 have the anti-nuclear nuts, who look like this. And then
I have the technological optimists, who might look something
like this. And I have the technological pessimists, who
might look something like this.

And my conclusion is, thies is our problem, these

two groups. And nothing much we can do, nothing rationally



W an do., The questlor s, An we reduce the difference
‘ petween these tw groups.
\ M} "E8S: Now, your vertical scale 1s confider
4 that the public will not be ==
: M} PARKER: No, nfidence 1n disposal.
\
¢ MR, LE! In disposal Because 1f 1t were
onfidence in safety, could you put it at 1 percent befor«
: you start doing any of tris stuff Say an MR! And the
further away 1 put that tuff, the less nfidence, the le
I'm able to predict how well 1t’s going ¢o stay there {f 1
1 leave 1t up above ground, and go out and 1 K at 1t every
1 e few years =-
1 MR. PARKEF For how long
) M} SIESS: As long as anybody'’s worried about t
] When they quit worrying about 1t, they’ll quit worrying
¢ about 1t
A MI PARKE] [ don’‘t think that that’s golr t o
iCcceptable t the majority f the people
MI IE N [ don’t think 1t 1s, eilther.
: M} PARKE} N} 1tself says that , years 1
21 the, in 1ts confidence rulemaking, 1( years 1s what they’:
willing t Accept
M KERR Frank [ was nterrsted tnat somebody
U wrote something like thi Existence of large database And
sophisticated mputer mode iggest er: ecusly that t
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is appropriate to design a geological repository as if it
were a nuclear power plant or jet airliies, both of which
have predictable attributes nvor short lifetimes.

MR. PARKER: Relative to a geclogic repository. I
guess we should have put that in there.

We were commenting upstairs, the numbers of WASH-
1400, and the numbers you have today, haven’t been changed
very nmuch.

MR. KERR: Nor has the uncertainty changed very
much,

I must say I found the report illuminating, and I
thought it was very well written.

MR. PARKER: Thanks, Bill.

MR. LEWIS: I did, too. You know, the guestion
that jumps to mind is, is there any sign from anyone as to
how it has been received?

MR. PARKER: We wanted to ensure that attention
was paid to it. And I must say it’s been asleep. But we
didn’t realize the demand that there would be for it. 1It’s
been absolutely extraordinary. But we held the symposium,
and in fact, Commissioner Curtiss was the keynote speaker at
that symposium. The idea was to try to get all the players
together. That means not only the Government players, but
everybody else that’s involved -~ the State of Nevada, et

cetera. EPRI has said that they would like to try to
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it was favorable, but I don’‘t think they’re going to touch
it., the 1. ting I was at this weekend, which was the Robert
Redford Institute, which tries to get involved, his brother,
Stu Udall, actually was the cha’rman of that group, and
there were a number of staff people there, fairly high-level
staff people. And they say Congress isn’t going teo touch it
unless they are absolutely forced to. They don’t want it,
They don’'t want to fool with it if they can avoid it.

MR, SHEWMON: which means for another ten year,
utilities build sites on reactors; and we hope that it's
diffarent then, right?

MR. SIESS: Miaht go 100 years, Paul.

MR. CARROLL: And the ratepayers continue to put
in the mil per kiiowatt hour.

MR. PARKER: There was a prediction by one of the
Public Utility Commissioner: that they’re not going to allow
it.

MR. CARROLL: That'’s what’s going to bring it to a
head, I think.

MR, PARKER: 11 think that’s right.

MR, SIESS: Of course, the price keeps going up,
the longer we mess with it,

MR. PARKER: That'’s true.

MR, SIESS: We’re still having escalation.

I suppose, in 100 years, you wouldn’t want to
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wait 40 or 60 years, or 70 years, coming up to 100 years.
There’s no technical reason that that can’t be done. 1It's
social, political, philosophical, and energy policy reasons.
It has nothing to do with technical.

MR. SIESS8: 1’d call it a non-energy policy.

MR. SHEWMON: Then you’d be down away from this
10,000 years, that nobody can predict, to something which is
closer to the lifetime of a country.

MR. PARKER: Well, I’l1 tell you what happened at
the Science Advisory Board meeting with EPA. A number of us
had plumped for 1,000 years. And EPA said hey, everybody
else is calling for 100,000 years. We’'re giving you guys a
break when we're talking about 10,000 years.

MR. SHEWMON: A different question, which is not
your watch, nor mine, nor this group’s, but it’ll be
interesting to see, in a generation, what our children do
with the amount of plutonium that sits around under the
military’s control. You got to burn this darn stuff up
someplace, someday, or else have a much bigger group
guarding this stuff. And when we get to facing that one,
it’11 be interesting to see what they do with the high-level
waste, in the process.

MR. CARROLL: 1It‘s easy to get rid of plutoniunm,
once you make your mind up to do it.

MR. CATTON: Just drop it on somebody.
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MR. CARROLL: No ==

MR. S1ESS8: You know, you got me almost wishing to
be arcund to see how i* comes up.

MR. PARKER: As you know, not necessarily that I'm
a proponent of it, the Japanese and the Russians, and a
number of people in the U.§., are calling for, very
strongly, and the Japanese an¢ the Russians have already
done a Jot of work on the way, on transmutation,

MR. SHEWMON: 1It's fairly easy to fission. You
just put it in the reacto<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>