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Tuesday, Novemier 30, 1982
The Subcommittee on Systematic Fvaluation
Program met, pursuant to notice, at 8335 a.m., Chester
Pe. Siess, Chairman, presiding.
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PROCELRDTINGSE

MR. SIESSs We will come to order.

This is an open meeting of the Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, Subccmmittee on the
Systematic Evaluation Program for the Millstone Unit 1
and Dresden Unit 2 plants.

I am Chester Siess, subcommittee chairman. We
have two other ACRS members present today, on my left
Mr. Ray and Mr. Kard, and ve have three consultants to
the subcommittee, Mr. lipinski, “r. Fitzsimmons, and ¥r.
Catton.

The purpose of this meeting is to continue our
reviev of the Systematic Evaluation Program as it has
been applied to the Millstone 1 and the Dresden 2 units.

The meeting is being conducted in accordance
vith the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee
Act and the Government in the Sunshine Act.

The Designated Federal Employee is Mr. Herman
Alderman, sitting on my right.

The rules for participation in the meeting
have been announced as part of the notice published in
the Federal Register on November 15,

R transcript is being kept and it is important
that each speaker first identify himself for the record,

and then speak with sufficient clarity and volume so
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that he or she may be heard by the reporter. If there
is a microphone, please use it.

We have received no written statements fron
members of the public or requests to make oral
statements. Is there anyone here, some member of the
public, who wants to make a statement? If so, they can
let me know, let Yr. Alderman know.

Now, Jjust to bring us up to date on our
meeting on October 26-27. On October 2€ we dealt with
the Oyster Creek SEP, and the staff at the time it was
presenting the Oyster Creek items gave us some rundown
on the comparisons with the Millstone and Dresden items.

Then, orn the 27th, we devoted more time to
Millstone and Dresden. So, these are not new to us,
although wve have not reviewed either one in the depth wve
will have by the time we finish today.

The full ACRS review of Millstone and Dresden
is scheduled for the first item of business on Thursday,
Deceaber 3 - whatever date Thursday is - next wveek., I
think it was scheduled to begin at 8345,

It is our intention to consider the two plants
pretty much in parallel - T am not guite sure whether
the words "in parallel” are correct - but we will
consider them together in a single meeting because they

are quite similar plants physically, 2lthough the sites
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and some of the guestions and problems are somewhat
different.

One purpose of this meeting, of course, is to
serve as a pilot meeting - I hate to use the word "dress
rehearsal”™ but it is almost that - for the full
committee meeting, to see just how we can handle these
together to save both your time and the full committee's
time; and of course to continue our review and get into
somevhat more depth than we were able to on October 27th.

So, ve have laid out an agenda that you have
before you. We have asked the staff to emphasize the
similarities and differences so that we can get those in
mind. We will not spend too much time on things that we
have already covered, for example, in connection with
Oyster Creek.

Now, there are differences. The sites are
different and many of the issues that come up in the SEP
are site related. There are other differences in that
the areas in vhich there is disagreement between the
staff and the licensee regarding what should be done.
Those differences may be different for Millstone and for
Dresden, and we will want those clearly understoocd.

I think the staff will refer back to Oyster
Creek in some cases where there are strong

similarities. Although Oyster Creek is a little
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different plant, scme of the issues are very similar to
those we have considered for Oyster Creek. I would like
to relate what is being done here to what was done at
Oyster Creek.

The committee has written a letter on Oyster
Creek and has taken somewhat a position on some of the
items. The position was clearer, I think, on some itens
than on others. The committee would like to be
reasonably consistent unless there is a good reason to
change.

So, ve are going to try a certain approach
today and, if it vorks, we will try the same approach,
suitably condensed, for the full committee meeting.

Now, that is not intended to inhibit anybody
in their questions or things they want to pursue, but we
1o want to emphasize what is the same and what is
different.

I think that because of many similarities with
Oyster Creek and because of some the things we have
heard at the previous meeting, we can go a little faster
through the first two or three categories of items, the
ones that are not applicable, the USI, TMI.

We may go a little faster on meeting current
criteria are acceptable on another defined basis,

perhaps by reference to Oyster Creek. If it is similar
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for the two plants, wve can take the two together.

Wwe have one newv aspect in that for Millstone
ve have a plant specific PRA which we have not seen on
any of the previous plants. On the previous plants,
they have used a sort of analogous PRER based on some
other plant and tried to handle the importance toc safety
and things on that basis..

But wve do have a plant specific PEA for
Millstone, which was one of the IREP plants. Again,
although it is plant specific, it does not address the
extreme external phenomena like hurricanes, tornadoes,
earthquakes, which lead to a number of the issues.

But we should try to get a little feel for how
much difference it makes, if any, having a plant
specific PRA.

In our fi*st report on the SEP, which wvas
Pallisades, ve said that it looked like having a plant
specific PRR would be a great help in reaching decisions
on these items.

As ve have gone through the successive cnes, I
personally have had the feeling that it was not that
much more of a help as I thought it was going to be, and
as I looked at the Millstone I did not see any more
topics addressed of the PRA, or not a significantly

larger number.
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ME. CATTON: But it made you feel that your
intuition was correct.

MP. SIESSs No, I am not sure that the PRA
helped that much more on Millstone than it did on
anything else. But the staff might tell us what they
think about that at an appropriate time.

We do have an item on the agenda to talk about
the plant specific PRA, the Millstone IREP.

Pid the members and ccnsultants get a copy of
Praft Volume I of the Millstone IREP? Did you get one,
Jerry, Dave?

MP. RAY: Yes.

MR. WARD: Yes.

MR. SIESS:¢ Did you guys get one?

MR. LIPINSKI: VYes.

MR. STESS: Do you want the rest of it? You
know that all that you got was Volume Y. What vas it
called, a 200-page summary?

¥R. CATTON: The Executive Summary wvas quite
adequate.

MR. SIESS;: That wvas wvhat I thought, that is
why T asked if you wanted all the fault trees, the vent
trees, and the rest of it.

Are there any guestions about the agenda?

Doces anybody have anything that they would like to point

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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out that we should try to do particularly or not try to
do?

MR. CATTON: I would really like to hear about
this DC instrumentation. I may have missed it the last
time.

MR. SIESS: You mean what is in the control
room?

MR. CATTON: And why there is any guestion
about whether you have it or don't have it.

MR. SIESSs OK, that is one that is partially
open, I think, on ¥illstone; isn't it?

MR. CATTON: Yes.

MR. SIESS: They didn't agree to put
everything in the control room we asked to.

¥R. CATTON: And also it is missing from the
Millstone report that was sent out. 7Tt vas missing from
the table but it is in the pack. Maybe I missed it.

MR. SIESS: Well, I found some discrepancies
betweer ~ couple 2f tables in some of the reports. I
also noticed that Millstone's report was organized a
little bit differently than the Dresden report for some
reason., PBut it was a minor thing.

MR. CATTON: One of the things I would like to
hear a little bit about too is, apparently the activity

in the primary system is higher than the GE.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESS:¢ That we went into pretty

thoroughly on Cyster Creek. I believe at the full
committee meeting on Oyster Creek and at the
subcommittee meeting, I guess, where we covered the
three plants.

The problem seemed to be that putting in the
GE standard Tech Specs involved a ¢reat deal more than
simply controlling iodine activity. It had eight pages
of requirements, and that that was the major hangup for
the licensee. They did not object to controlling iodine
activity down to a gross iodine eguivalent comparable to
the GE standard Tech Specs, but they did not want all
the other stuff.

At the full committee meeting the staff sort
of said, I think they agreed that really what they
wvanted was to control the iodine. And the ACRS letter
recommended that the radio-iodine levels be controlled
to that level and did not mention anything else.

So, if that is the current position, some of
the ccntroversy may have gone away.

MR. CATTON: OK.

MR. SIESS: And in fact, at the full committee
meeting the staff passed out a copy of the GE standard
Tech Specs which, as I said, wvas about eight pages, and

there was an avwful lot more than just the iodine. But

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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we will have that presented to us.

I got yesterday, or the day before, a staff
letter to both Millstone and Dresden, dated November 10
- they are identical letters, signed by different people
- relating to Topic 15-16, which is the failure small
lines carrying primary coolant outside containment.

I am not sure what the implication of that
vas. But it is a re-analysis by the staff and at the
appropriate time, I think, you will explain that to us.
Will you?

¥R. PUSSELL: Yes.

MR. SIESS: We will get into that, if you
wvant. You will understand the position. It got a
little complicated. I think that was on the second day
the last time when you were at another meeting.

MR. CATTON: Yes.

¥R. WARD: Chet, one comment on the primary
coolant activity. I am not sure that it is 3just the
iodine that is important. The 10 CFR 100 dose limit to
which this ultimately goes back to, talks about jodine.
But in that sense, iodine is sort of a surregate for all
activity.

So, if we are looking at the Tech Spec there
is some sort of a specification that is going to take

care of jodine levels and not other activity levels,
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that is kind of a legalistic position.

MR. SIESS: I think you are absolutely right,
and I had that thought in connection with the source
term that had been pointed out, that iodine was a
surrogate for some of the other things. .

Now, the question is whether controlling
iodine controls these others. I don't know, but the
staff can address that. Are you prepared to address
that?

MR. RUSSELL: We can address that.

MR. SIESS: All right. Of course, the staff -
this is an interesting point - the staff has addressed
this in terms of current criteria. Current criteria in
Part 100 is based entirely on iodine. Reg Guide 1.3 and
1.4, I believe, stricly talks about iodine, doesn't it?
It is only when we got into the core-melt accidents and
looked at source term that we began to get this other
argument.

So, here is a case of current criteria versus
up-coming criteria, and it is a legalistic thing. But I
don't think we want to get involved in the legalistic
part. But staff understands your question and wve will
get into that.

Is ther2 anything else that you vant to flag

particularly?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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¥R. CATTON: On isclatable leak, Michelson
flagged the scram discharge systcm and I saw no mention
of that in here. Has that been sort of put to bed?

MR. SIESS: We will have to ask the staff,

MR. CATTON: And it was also a break outside
of the containment, and I sav no mention of this
anywhere.

MR. SIESS: A break outside the containment is
an item,

MR. CATTON: But the scram discharge system is
not part of that.

MR. SIESS: I don't know. Did you hear the
quastion, Fred?

MR. GRINESs No, sir.

MR. SIESS: Scram discharge system breaks --

MR. CATTON: 1leading toc an un-isolatable break
outside containment. Was that addressed? That was one
of Michelson's concerns a few months ago, and I don't
know what the final dispesition of it was.

MR. RUSSELL: It wvas addresed from the
standpoint that we looked not at the large line but
rather looked at the support and smaller lines leading
tc it as part of the seismic review that was done.

In fact, that issue wvas identified on these

plants as a part of the walk-downs by the various

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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consultants on the Senior Seismic Review Team. It was a
common problem on all three plants.

That was associated with support mechanisnms
for all the small piping - one inch in diameter - which
goes back then to the discharge header, the scranm
discharge volume.

MR. CATTON: Was not this concern more a
combination of valves open when they should not be?

ER. RUSSELLs This concern was a break in the
line which then because the one-inch lines discharge
back, would not be isolated. You would have a
continuous flow out through that line into the reactor
building which could then flood eguipment at the lower
levels in the reactor building.

MR. CATTON: OK.

MR. RUSSELL: These are the lines, one-inch
lines. They are outside the scope of the Class I
rules. BEut we did go back and look at how they are
supported. CSpecifically, there was some upgrading Aone
and it became an issue which was handled rather promptly
on Dresden, as I recall, and resulted in several
meetings. There was immediate action taken on the part
of the licensee to upgrade the support systems for the
small lines.

These are supperts, they look like pipe racks

ALDERSCON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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vhich 60 to 100 lines in each one. They had little
clips on them and there was a concern about the way they
were supported and what the potential was for breaks in
those lines.

So, it vas the same system and there was a
break in line, but it wvas at a different point in the
line. It was not the large six or eight-inch pipe which
goes to the scram discharge volume but rather the small
lines which feed it, and the potential of breaks in that
line.

MR. CATTON: Wasn't he also concerned about
the drain valve getting stuck open or scmething? I
really don't recall. It was a valve was stuck open or
something.

MR. RUSSELL: I don't recollect. I will look
into it,

MR. CATTON: T would like to have that
clarified.

MR. SIESS: Your name, please.

MR. RAUSCH: I am sorry. Tom Rausch,
Commonwealth Edisorn.

About the same time as this Michelson concern
the utilties wvere already working on the IE Rulletin,
and I think it was 8017, I don't remember the number --

this scram discharge volume bulletin because of Brown's

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Ferry where they had a partial failufe of scram at
Brown's Terry.

That review encompassed things like scran
dischzrge volumes, headers, adequacy of instrumentation;
whether or nct you should have redundant instrument
volumes, redundant instrimentation; adequacy of the
hydrazlic system or scram discharge volumes, to ensure
that you alvays have enough volumz to handle the whole
strino.

MR. CAMT7ON: Was a part of that a concern
about maybe the valves getting stuck open?

MR. PAUSCH: That was part of the whole review.

MR. STESSs Do I understaad. than, that this
vas essaatilally covered under the IE Eulletin as a
result of the Brown's Ferry and the AEOD study of it,
wvhich makes it a generic item; is that the point?

¥R. PAUSCH: It is a generic SER. The
Michelson issue was separate.

ER. RUSSELLs That is cc.rect. We are talking
abovyl two separate issues novw.

MR. CATTON: 1If that vas covered, that is fine.

MR. SIFSS: Yes, it vas covered as a gene.ic
item. Eut what Russell was talking about was lcoking =zt
pipe breaks outside of containment.

MR. LIPINSKI: Now Millstone, according to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY MC.
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report, had changed their discharge volume. But the
details as to what was there and what the change
consisted of is not specified.

But I 4o not recall any equivalent statement

-

on Dresden and I wiuld like to know what the comparison
is between the two as they stand today.

MR. STESS: OK. Now, first let me be sure
that is a part of the SEP review, or was that a generic
item, Rill?

MR. FUSSFLL: No, that was done as a part of
the IE Bulletin. We can get that information and
respond to questions, but we don‘'t have it right now.

MR, SIESS: We have to keep in mind that the
SEP eliminates those things that are being handled
generically for all plants on some other basis. Tf that
is being handled generically, then I would simply say,
let's vorry about it separately. It is something that
we would be looking at for the full-term license review
on Millstone. Put we would want to see how they stood
on all the generic items, I think.

But I would just as soon not try to cover it

here if it is a g2neric item.

Is there anything else anybody wants to get to?

MR. CATTON: I don't know how much time they

are going to spend on this leak detection. I would like
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to hear some of the arguments about this one GPM and one
hour, or two GPM in ten hours, or whatever.

MR. SIESS: We heard about an hour's worth of
that on the 26th.

¥R, CATTON: Maybe my reading the transcript
would be enough.

MR. SIESS: No, I doubt it.

(Laughter.)

MR. STESS: I heard about an hour's worth of
it and I still don't understand it all. I will be the
first to admit that what the ACRS said about it in its
letter on Oyster Creek was not the most unambiguous
thing we have ever wvritten because it is a complex issue.

I think ve all had some concern about using
fracture mechanics to decide howvw much something was
going to l2ak before it broke, and a few other things.
I think we will hear some more about it today - I would
like to, and I suspect tie committee may have to,
depending on the level of the issue.

But it is a complex thing. This has to do
with ths l2ak detection guestion.

MR. CATTON: Yes.

MR. STESS: How good a1 leak 2etection systenm
is and what is a good one, and what it is tryinc to do.

MR. CATTCN: There was some comment on valves

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 8628-8300

17



10
11

12
13
14
15
18
17
18

19

21

8

24

.
om

that could be locked out on small lines. It was
recommended in the 1970 ACRS letter that this be looked
irto. 1Is the reason that it is still a problem because
it was not looked into, or what?

¥R. SIESS: No. I think the lock=-out valve
here is a different problem than the one we were
concerncd with then. The GDC has some references to
containment isoclation as to number of valves' location,
control, and so forth. The staff is making some
compromises here on administratively locking out valves.

Now, the 1970 letter which was inspired by
Spence Bush - and some other people sympathized - was
that locking out valves aaministratively was not all
that sure a thing. There have at least been one or two
instances - either tefore and I know one after - where a
valve was locked shut, presumably, and it turned out it
vas locked open.

There is this general feeling about
adminis*rative controls that locking out valves was not
all that great a deal. Sc, I think these are separate
issues. But the juestion of whether or not locking a
valve is a good idea or not, I guess, is still around.
We can address that again. That is one, I am sure, we
are going to give some attention to tocdaye.

PR. CATTON: OK. I have one question on

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Dresden. In their summary table they are using some
different words than they did in the earlier one. What
does "later”™ mean?

MR. SIESS: I have the same guestion. They
¥ill explain that to us.

I noticed that there were an awful lot of
"laters.”

MR. CATTON: I know what my kids mean when
they say that.

(Laughtar.)

MR. SIESS: I knowe.

I think it means "not yet."™ But there is
certain nomenclature we have to get straightened out.
One is "no response.”™

Sometimes "later™ means evaluations are going
to be made, that was one categeory. Things that are not
going to be settl2d, they have to make the studies,
recommendations "later." Sometimes, I think, "later”
means they have not gotten the response yet. It is
somewhat ambiguous.

Anything else? I thought we would start cff
with the two plants, the licensee actually giving us a
brief operating history, plant description. We did get
that at the COctober 27 meeting but I am not sure

everybody was there. I think it will only take a short

ALOERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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time to get us back up to speed and refresh our memorye.

So, if there is no objection, we will ask
Dresden - Commcnwealth - first to give us a brief
rundown on Dresden, and then we will go toc Millstone 1.

T assume this will be essentially what you did
befere.

¥R. PAUSCH: It is almost identical. I have
added a few things for your reference. The difference
between what T am handing out now and what I had a few
veeks ago is a few pages tacked on the end and
identification of wvho provided this.

I do plan going through everything rather
quickly. If you have any guestions, just stup me. We
do not hava quite the force of people we did the last
time wvhen we tried to be very prepared for any kind of
operating history questions you may have had. It did
not seem to come up.

That is one question I had is, do you think
that wve should try ¢o bring people with some sage wisdonm
or good memories for the full committee?

MR, SIESS: I hate to try to tell you whom to
bring. But as I recall, in the previous reviews in the
full committee there was not that much interest shown in
the details of the operating history.

MR. PAUSCH: We should be able to address

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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general guestions, anywaye.

Dresden 2 is a GE BWR-3, 2527 megawatt
thermal, operating at a 830 megawvatt gross. We use the
Kankakee and Illinois Rivers for cooling mode. During
the summer we can take river water directly, cool it
through our cooling lake and put it back into the
Kankakee River and the Illinois River. Otherwvise,
during the balance of the year, we use the coolirg lake
that was installed in 1971,

You cai see there are only four years between
our CP issuvance and our initial critical. This slide, I
think, T 4id not update. It is not quite the same that
I handed out, is it?

There is not much else I want to point cut.
As far as chronclogy, ve are still in the process of
puting in some TMI mods and EOFs, becoming applicable
right near the end of this year.

MR. SIESS: Units 2 and 3 are identical?

MR. RAUSCH: I will go through that.

MR. SIESSs Wer2 they licensed together or did
they come in sequentially?

MR. RAUSCHs They came about a year apart.

MR. SIESS: Was there a single PSR, PSAR for
the two units?

MR. RAUSCH: I think there was a single SFAR.

ALDENSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC.
440 FIRST ST.. N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-8300



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

P2

25

22

The operating license for Dresden 3 was in January of
*71 and Dresden 2 in December. I don't have it up here,
but it was Decembar '€9.

MR. RAY: Excuse me, but No. 2 has a
provisional license, and three --

MR. RAUSCH: That's right. That is one of the
reasons we are here.

This is a simple overview of the site. You
can see the arrangements of Units 1, 2 land 3. These
are the reactor buildings. The Unit 1 reactor building,
the turbine buildings are on line. We have added on
over the y2ars. The size of our technical staff and
administrative staff has grown substantially. We have a
separate administration building outside the site.

The cooling lake is down in this area to the
south; this is northe. The Kankakee River and the
Illirois River confluence is right here.

I think I have pointed out the last time also
that one of the issues is the diesel generator exhaust
stacks location. You might want to recall, Unit 3 is
right in this area of the turbine building. The exhaust
stack is essentially half-way up on top of the rocf.

There is a Unit 2-3 diesel generater in this
general area, an 2xhaust stack, and Unit 2 over nere.

One of the things we will be trving tc show -

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the staff is still in the process of formally submitting
it - that would be essentially zerc probability of a
knock-out of two out of three of the diesel generatoer
exhausts.

MR. STESS: You have one diesel for each unit
to swing?

MR. RAUSCHs Thtat's right., At the end of
your handout this time I gave you a simple one-line fork
AV diagram and a 250 volt DC diagram, and a 125 volt DC
diagram.

Then we have some questions about shared
systems. We can .ut those diagrams up later if it
becomes necessary - specifically last time, this is the
last handout - the last time we vere trying to explain
how our battery systems work. I am not going tc try to
explain this except to point Out that again we have
separate full capacity rattery chargers for each unit, a
single battery in each unit. FEach battery is capable of
full-load for Units 2 and 2 combined.

It is single failure proof. It is rather
complicated, thouzh. Like I say, if we need to --

MR. SIESS: We will keep it in mind.

MR. PAUSCH: Alsc in ycur handouts you wiil
notice I am only going through a few more things, but

you have a couple of simple descripticns cf the simple
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diayrams of our containment, ECCS isclation condenser
and flip-out cooling systemse.

I vould briefly point out that we are a
typical BWR-3, 20 jet pump, two recirculation mode
plant. The generators are set at full control. We have
three electric-driven feedwater pumps.

Yark I containment with torus suppression pool
and primary water source in the event of a design-basis
accident.

Typical ECCS. Our high-pressure core
injection is steam driven, in an emergency electric
driven.

We have four 33-1/3 capacity LPCI pumps, 200
percent capacity cor. spray pump#, and our
rressurization system with with four electric pumps in
addition on tihe target rack combined safety relief valve.

MR. SIESS: Three stage or two stage?

MR. RAUSCH: You asked that the last time and
Ron Reagan answerad it. He is not here today. I think
it is tvo-stage, I can't recall.

We have an isolation condenser which is a
passive decay heat removal device. We can handle
everything up to three percent power. So, about ten
minutes into any isolation we can bring it right down to

somewhere aLout 212 degrees.
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We have a separate shut?own cooling system. A
lot of newer plants, including some BWR-3s, do not have
isolation condensers and shutdown cooling, they have a
RICI system. We don't have that systen.

In effect, we have more flexibility than scme
of the newvar plants for shutting down the plant. This
came in handy in fire protection.

This has the operating history numbers. They
are somewhat different than what you have in the staff's
yellow book, the NUPREG. We are proud of a couple of
availability years, 1980-1982. I think they are one of
the leaders in the world in availability.

MR. SIESS: What do ycu have, an 18-month
refueling cycle?

MR. RRUSCHs: It is obvious you cannot tell
vhat the refueling is. We run anywhere between 17
months and 22 months, the refueling cycles.

That is all I have planned formally. For the
full committee I will elaborate a little bit more than I
di1 nowe.

I would like to point out again that we have a
fair number of simple diagrams of the basic systems that
make us unique. If you wish to refer to that, they conme
in handy - although most of the issues do not have much

to do with the systems any more than they have to do
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with sites and layouts of the plant.

MR. SIESS: Any questions, gentlemen?

If I glance through what he has there and
later on you want to see it in connection with a
particular item, you will have them available.

Thank you, ¥r. Rausch.

Now, let's hear the same picture fronm
Millstone so we have in our minds the relationships,
similarities and the differences, of these two plants.

MR. ROMBERG: My name is Wayne Romberg, I am
the operating supervisor on Millstone 1. Mike Pain is
handling the slides for me, and I have Dick Kacich with
me from Licensing.

This is pretty much the same snow as we gave
the last time. NWe are very similar to the DPresden
unit. There are specific differences and I will go
through them.

There is a handout that is being passed ocut
now, so vyou can take a look at the reference material.
We did not go into as much detail as Dresden, but I can
say it is very similar.

We are a BWR-3 with Mark I containment, maybe
a little earlier than the Dresden unit. It is a
jet -pump plant with 20 jet pumps, two re~irc. loops. We

have an iso-ccndenser very similar to theirs that will
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take us close to cold shutdown but not gquite.

It is a feedwater coolant injection for high
pressure injection. We do not have the standard
steam-driven high-pressure injection system that came in
the later product lines.

The feedwater coolant injection system is
povwered from a 3as turbine emergency power supply which
makes us unique in the industry. Our other backup
emergency power supply is a diesel generator which
powers essentially the other string with that single
stream of high-pressure injection, feedwater coolant
injection.

The plant is unique in the fact that it is a
hundred percent by-pass on the main terminal, and we
aiso have the full locad reject capability. We can take
a full locad reject from a hundred percent and continue
operation of the plant, continue supplying electricity,
and ve have successfully used that a number of times.

As far as cooldown to cold shutdown, we use a
shutdown coolant system similar to Dresden's, a little
different again in the newv plants.

We also lave the ability and routinely use as
a cooldown method cooling down tc the main condenser and
we can get right dovn to about 140 degrees, sealing

steam to the main turbine. So, that probably makes us
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unique in that area, too.

Plant size, main watts thermals is 2,011, just
a little smaller than Dresden, about 685 megawatts,
electric.

Our cooling medium is Long Island Sound. We
are based right on Long Island Sound, it is a multi-unit
site. We share the site with our combustion engineerinag
unit right next door. 1In fact, the buildings are for
the most part common, and we have gotten as third unit
going up on that site which is under construction. It
will be a Westinghcuse fresh-water unit.

MR. SIESS: What do you use the guarry for?

MR. ROMBERG: The quarry is used as part of
our discharge.

ER. SIESS: It is next to the Sound?

MR. ROMBERG: Yes.

The next slide. A little on our operating
history. We cstarted construction in May of '66 and went
to criticality in 1970, four years on line, later that
same year, and commercial in December of that year. It
went pretty well in those days.

We have applied for a full-term operating
license in 1972 and do not have that yet. We hope to
get that out of the activities we are engaged in now.

If you look at the refuelings. The first one

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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. T took 189 days. As we kind of got in step and the plant
2 got operating a little better, refuelings went down to a
3 pretty good number, 30, 35 days, 36 days.

4 The seventh refueling went 197 days. We had

§ some light cracking problems. It was a difficult one.

6 We alsc did a lot of modification during that outage.

7 On that start-up we broke the turbine and went
8 to another 57-day outage.

9 The current refueling outage just ended a few
10 wveeks ago, it was 69 days. It was scheduled for 70, so
‘1 it went pretty well and the plant is currently operating

12 at 100 percent powver.

13 MR. SIESS: If you did nothing but refuel, how
‘ 14 1long would it take you?
15 MR. ROMBERG: If we did nothing dbut refuel we

18 could probably do it in around 30 days.

17 dR. SIESSs And if you did refueling plus what

18 I call routine maintenance?

19 MR. ROMBERG: OK, let's go back then. If 1

20 just refueled, I could probably do it in 20 days.

21 Refueling plus a routine maintenance, the inspections

22 that are required as part of our programs, the minimum

23 you could get by is about 30 days, assuming no problems.
‘ 24 MR. SIESS: So, anything thta is longer than

25 that, you were making modifications?
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MR. RCEBERG: LKodifications or we ran into
some sort of problem. We looked for something and found
it, vhich we have.

If you look at the unit's performance today,
our capacity factor today, including all the ocutages, is
63.3 percent which is a little better than the industry
avarage; availability is 71 percent.

If you look at the various years and you look
at the various capacity factors, you see a general
improvement. That is just before the TMI time frame and
we did not have a lot of regulatory people lock at a lot
of different things that we are now looking at.

If you look at our last cycle, it went pretty
well. That 79.5 reflects the actual capacity factor
with a penalty of about 10, 11 percent, running without
the 14-stage turbine blades. If we had had the blades
in, it vould have been closer to 90, 91 percent, in that
range. So, the plant is operating well on cycle.

We got the turbine all back togetier,
retladed, and I anticipate the next cycle should be
incomparable to the laste onc.

MR. SIESS:s Any questions? 0K, thank you.

Now, staff. We have a handout, I believe.
Chris, do you think you have a way of handling all this

ncw?
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MR. GRIMES: I hope so.

MR, SIESSs I think this is the last time we
will be trying to do two together because in the next
five I do not think there are any two alike; are there?

MR. GRIMES: I am trying to put this
presentation together with a comparison of the common
and unigque aspects. That became a bit ¢f a bookkeeping
problem. So, if we accidentally miss an issue or get it
put into the wrong bin, I apologize.

Also, in categorizing the issues in the
context to their resolution, we have been having
on-going discussions vith both licensees about the
staff’'s position in the draft report, and are trying to
reflect in the presentation the most current status of
some of the issues.

Consequently, in some cases we have some
issues thrown into the further evaluation section or
procedural backfit section with an indication that there
is no response from the licensee. We anticipate that
there is resolution and it is just vorking cut the
details. When we get to those, I will point them out.

Also, ve just received yesterday consultants®
comments on both Dresden and “illstone, and have not had
an opportunity to get those distributed toc you. We will

do so later this week.
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There were not any comments that would impact
on the staff's positions as far as I could tell. Like I
said, as soon as we can get this package put together we
will get the consultants' comments distributed to the
committee.

MR. SIESS: Chris, a couple of items before
you start. Would it be reasonable to assume that the
status of resolution will not change :¢o0o ruch betwveen
now and next week?

MR. GRIMES: I would expect so. We boiled it
down to only a few issues of substance that wve will
discuss wvith you today, and it is possible that between
now and next week ve might be able to resolve some of
these issues with further discussions with the licensee.

For the most part, I think, the presentation
has bezn organized so that the bulk of the issves are in
their proper ceztegories for the full committee meeting.

¥R. RUSSELL: Dr. Siess, if I might add one
comment to that.

MR. SIESS: Yes.

MR. RUSSELL: We do expect to eceive written
confirmation to some of the agreements which have been
reached verbally, and some of the agreements which vere
presented in the previous subcommittee meeting were some

of the items which we will be discussing today.
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So, ve requested those commitments from both
licensees such that we have them prior tc the full
committee meeting, so that that information will in fact
be reflected in the final version of the NUREG report
wvhen it goes to the Commission.

MR. SIESSs OK. ©Now, just as a matter of
ncmenclature, there is a difference between a "topic"
and an "issue?"”

MR. GRIMES: VYes, sir. I was going to get
into that with this first slide.

MR. SIESS: Can you define that in terms of
decimal points?

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: OK.

MR. GRIMES: 1In the reports, "topics"® are
addressed under the major subheading 4.1 or 4.2, The
"individual issues" then break down to the third
character. An individual issue would be 4.1.1.

MR. SIESS: OCK.

YR. GRIMES: 1In some cases, there were issues
that vere similar or could be grouped, in which case you
will find them in sections labeled 4.1(1), for example,
if they vere comparable issues with different twists.

MR. SIESS: Now, in terms of your topic

designation, that PRomar *:ruabic-Alpha thing, II-3-R would
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be a topic, and II-3-B(1) would be an issue under that
topic?

MR, GRIYES: No, sir. Those are individal
topic numbers which wvere reviewed against a select set
of acceptance criteria, and from those evolved issues.

MR. SIESS: So, anything that has a Roman
numeral in front of it, no matter how many decimal
points after, is a topic.

MR. GRIMES: That's correct.

MR. SIESS: We will never approve Phase 3,
assuming there are other good reasons for approving it,
until you have a system that makes sense.

(Laughter.)

MR. SIESS: Because this one does not. Jerry?

MR. RAY: There is another connotation in the
word "issue"™ in terms of agreement or disagreement.
Whether it is an item to be resolved or whether there is
a basic disagreement between you and licensees is an
intersting area.

¥R. GRIMES: Yes. That connotation was not
intended. We wented to differentiate between specific
things to look at and topics. And rather than call thenm
sub-topics or staff concerns, which has a different
connotation, we elscted to call them "individual issues.”

MR. RAY: Thank you.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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¥R. TIFSS: Llet's see, in the containment
isolation, containment isolation is one topic.

MR. CGRINES: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: But the various different
categories under that are issues.

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir.

MR. STESS: Whether it is two valves or one,
or where they are. Those are issues under that topic.
0K, I thought I had it straight, I just want to be sure.

MR. GRIMES: Perhaps another way to put it
would be, in issues are specific differences identified
from the acceptance criteria during the topic revievw.

For Dresden and Millstone, the satistics of
the review are reflected on the first slide. Ve started
with a total of 137. RAfter we deleted the generic
topics and plant specific topics, we ended up with 88
topics to review on Dresden and 86 on Millstone.

During the topic reviews, 54 were found
acceptable on Dresden, 48 were found acceptable on
Millstone. We ended up reviewing 34 topics in the
integrated assessment for Dresden and 38 for Millstone.
fou see from the numbers that the plant reviews were
fairly similar.

As a result of the integrated assessment, in

reviewing those topics we were looking at a total of 72
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individual issues or individual differences for Dresden,
and 87 individual issues for Fillstone.

For the discussion of the integrated
assessment today we will be discussing those issues, the
differences that were identified and the staff's
proposed action in the context of either no backfitting,
hardveare backfitting, procedural backfitting, or
further evaluation, which could potentially result in
one of those.

MR. SIESS: VNow, in the g2neric topics, wvere
19 of them the same and one extra for Millstone, or were
there more differ=snces?

ME. GRIMES: All right.

MR. SIESS: You are going to get to that?

MR. CFIMES: First, under the discussion of
the topics and issues I will briefly go through the
topics that vere deleted and why they vere deleted, and
a comparison £{rom plant to plant.

I will then go through a comparison of topics
that were found acceptalle because they meet current
criteria or equivalent, and do the Dresden-Millstone
comparison there.

Then I will go into the issues that were
addresced by the integrated assessment and put them into

the categories just identified.
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¥R. CIESS: Now, Chris, I want to introduce
one thing that may be a little different than I had
warned vou about, and that is, the topics relating to
extreme external phenomena, some of which we saw shunted
off to another committee on a generic basis, the
floating tornado missiles of the seismic, in some
instances they are not =-- let's see, they are either
resolved or not on one plant and not on the other.

I may have some questions about those if they
don't show up on the list. I just wanted to warn you.

¥R. GRIMES: All righte. they should show upe.

MR. SIESSs I think they do, and I have made a
list of them because I want to be sure the other
committee is aware of it.

MR. GRIMES: All right.

In the generic topics that wvere deleted
because they wvere TMI, USI and multi-plant actions, the
list ic generally the same for all the plants that we
have reviewed thus far.

In the comparison on Dresden versus Millstone
the list is identical with the exception of Teopic V-4 on
piping and safe-end integrity. It was deleted
generically from Millstone. The review was originally
deleted for Dresden and then re-opened tecaucse Dresden

hal furnished sensitized statements that had not been
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yet changed out.

So, we picked up a porticn of the review that
was not being d2alt with generically. As you will see
later, that issue was found acceptable during the topic
review,

MR, STESS: Did “illstone not have sensitive
safe-ends, or have they been replaced?

MR. GRIMES: They have b22n replaced.

MR. SIESS: After the Nine-Mile Pcint incident.

¥R. GRIMES: Before. This was an issue that
was raised lonj ba2fore Nipe Nile.

MR. SIESS: The early Nine-Mile Point, the
first cracks occurred about ten years ago.

MR. GRIMES:s Yes, sir. I was thirkiing of the
more recent.

MR. STESS: And Millstone changed over and
Dresden has not.

YR. GRIMES: As far as I understand, that is
the case, sir.

MR. STIESS: OK. That accounts for that
difference.

MR. GRIMESs Now, with the topics that were
deleted on a plant specific basis, which are the next
tvo slides in your package, again they are identical

with the exception of one issue, and that ics dam
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integrity. It wvas deleted because it was not applicable
to the Millstone site because they are an ocean site.

But it was reviewed for Dresden because it is
a river site.

MR. SIESS: It is a low water guestion, not a
high vater gjuestion.

MR. GRIMES: It was a dan.

MR. SIESS: There is no dam upstream from
Dresden except th2 Kankakee, and that is about a
four-foot hill. I think your dam question addresses low
water.

MR. GRIMES: I am not sure.

MR. RUSSELL: We addressed them both and we
found in both cases that it was acceptable.

MR. SIESSs Yes. It wvas a navigation danm.

MR. GRIYES: That covers all the topics that
vere deleted for both reviews. Now I will go through
the topics that met current criteria or were found
acceptabls on another defined basis.

The topics that either met criteria or were
acceptable on annther defined basis are first grouped to
tha common topics and then the ones that were found
acceptable only for cone plant are gruped together on the
following basis, the asterisk topic numbers are ones

that were found acceptable on another defined basis.
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MR. SIESS: And those are all site related?

MR. GPIMES: Predominantly site related
matters.

MR. SIESS: Exclusionary of water that they
did not have control over?

MR. GRIMES: That's correct. Similar to the
issue on *e~tonic province and the basis for another
defined basis that was described in the Oyster Creek
presentation.

On Topic VI-3 you will note that Millstone was
equivalent, Dresden met current criteria. There are a
number of cases - I think three or four - the list of
common issues that were found acceptable, where one
might have been acceptable on another defined basis.

I will skip to the plant specifics. On
Dresden because dam integrity was not an issue for
Millstone, it was not acceptable for Dresden and
therefore it is unique to Dresden.

On settlement of foundation it was found
acceptable for Drasden; it was an issue reviewed in the
integrated assessment for ¥illstone.

Ef fecis of high water level on structures was
acceptable for Dresden and during the integrated
assessment for Millstone. And it is fairly much the

case, if you go back to the statistics you will see that
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Dresden resolved more things prior to the integrated
assessment, and that accounts for the bulk of the
difference between the two lists.

VI-10.B on shared safety features, Millstone
shares far less between Units 1 and 2 because of their
dissimilarity than Dresden between Dresden 2 and 3
because of dissimilarity between those points., That was
an issue that was addressed in the integrated acssessment
for Dresden.

That covers all of the topics.

¥R. SIESSs Why is XV-3 an issue on one and
not the other?

¥R. GR1YES: XV-] was found acceptable during
the topic review on lresden. Drew, correct me if I am
wrong, but I believe that was an issue that wzs
addressed in the integrated assessment on Millstone for
which the staff concluded that no action was required.

MR. SIESS: I see you have on Dresden that it
is acceptable, on Millstone it is not.

MR. GRINES: That's correct.

MR. SIESS: All right,

MR. GRIMES: The difference was eva.uated in
the integrated assessment.

That covers all the torics that were either

excluded from the process or were found acceptable
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durinc the topic reviews, and gets us into the
integrated assessment.

As an introduction to the integrated
assessment, I wvas going to start by going into the
issues that vere addressed by PRA. There is a slide in
there that shows the ones that were addressed by PRA
commenly between both plants.

In the Dresden case, there was not a plant
specific PRA, they wvere ranked either low, medium or
high in the same fashion that they have been in past
plants that have been presented to the committee.

On the Millstone case because there was a
plant sr . PRAR, there is a ratio of o0ld risk to new
risk. New risk established by explicit comparison
sefore and after the difference and so, the summary here
identifies the ranking low, medium, or high for Dresden
or the rati> for Millstone.

In the case of Topic III-5.E it would have
bean evaluated had informatiorn been available to the
risk assestnent group. That information was not
available, so they did not complete their evaluation of
that .ssue.

MR. SIESS: That is interesting that on the
plant that we have 3 plant specific PRA for we do not

have as much information as we did for one that we do
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not.

MB. GRIMES: I 40 not know what specific
information wvas l-.cking to perform that evaluation.

MR. SIESS: Now Chris, if I assume that .98 or
higher wculd be a low impcrtance, which would seem to be
a reasonable assumption, T look at Item III-10.A which
is a 996 on Millstone, but it wvas medium for Dresden.

Was that due to a difference in the plant or
just a difference in the way it vas assessed?

MR. GRIMESs I would like ¥r. Spulak to
respond.

MR. STESS:¢ Or a different group doing the PRA.

MR. RUSEELL: I mioght sugyest we can hold
these guestions until MNr. Thadani and the other members
of the staff on Liability and Risk Assessment arrive.
They are propeosing to address what the differences wvere
bestveen the two.

MR. SIESS: OK.

MR. RUSSELL: And come back to that gquestion.

MR. SIESS: We will keep that one in mind.

On the next page I find battery testing which
wvas high on Dresden, and on Millstone it says it was
beyond the scope.

So, it is interesting that a plant specific

PRA says it is beyond the scope for the neon-plant
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specific one. look at VIII-3.B, which is .987 on
Millstone and a high. There have to be some differences
in the way they vere evaluated., That would be
intersting.

MR. GRIMES: There were differences. If you
note, in the text description of VIII-3.A the basic
rationale between the two was the same. In one case
they established a ranking for it, in another case they
could not juantitatively describe it; so they addressed
it as being beyond the scopce.

But they put the same qualitative arguments in.

MR. SIESS: We will talk about it a little
later.

ER. GRINES: Now, for specific issues that
vere addressed by PRR in Dresden and not in ¥illstone,
this is principally due to differences in the issues
raised between the two plants.

MR. STESS: VNow, shut-down procedures are
listed on both plants,

MR. GRIMES: But they were evaluated in
different contexts.
¥R. SIESSs OK, I-5.10, I-5.11,
¥R. GRIMES: Yes. They wvere evaluated for

different differences.

MR. SIESS: So, the five items you have there
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for Dresden but not Millstone do not appear feor
Millstone simply because they did not end up as issues
for Millstone.

MR. GRINES: They wre not exactly the same in
the context of the issues evaluated.

Now, in the case of XV-16 there was a
difference identified during the topic review on
Dresden. We will get into this later when we discuss
the issue of primary coolant activity.

But, as I mentioned at the Oyst -¢ Creek
meeting because of the differernces identified in the
topic evaluations as we received them, we went back and
had them re-evaluated. It was then raised later in the
integrated assessment as an issue for Millstone and
therefore it was rot evaluated in the PRA.

MR. SIESS: But the PRA is alvays going to
rate those lov compared to core melt.

MR. GRIMES: That is correct.

MR. SIESS: There is no question about that.

¥R. GRIMES: That's correct.

On the specific issues that wvere evaluated
specifically for Millstone, again it is a matter of
difference betwveen the two, thes issues raised on the two
plants.

KR. STESS: Now, if you were using a low,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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medium, high category in your thinkino, where would you
put .PU7?

MR. GRIMES:s I would expect that tc be in the
high category.

MR. SfIESS: You make that high without knowing
how much that contribut2i to the core-melt probability?
If it only contributed five percent, you would give a
ratio of B84, would you still call it high?

MR. GRIMES: That is a ratio of old risk and
new risk, and I would have to look at it =--

MR. SIESS: That is total old risk and new
risk.

MR. GRIFES: It is newv risk over old risk. It
is a reduction in risk.

MR. SIESS: The overall risk.

MR. GRIMES: VYes, sir.

MR. SIESS: Not just the risk from this
particular one.

MR. GRIMES:s Yes, sir. We are going to get
into this specific issue because they evaluated a
modification that did not evolve from th staff review.
They anticipated a backfitting requirement that did not
result. So, the number is somewvhat m.sleadinge.

MR. SIESS: Now, just again a very general

gquestion. Did you find the PRAR evaluations more helpful
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for Millstone than for Dresden, or more reliable? You
would give them more weight because of the plant
specifics in your integrated assessment?

MR. CRIKES: The way that they were applied
because of the timing of the receipt of the input, as
opposed to where we had received it in the integrated
assessment, ve used them in about the same fashion that
we had in previous cases.

We d4id4 not have an opportunity to go into the
quantification and ve looked at the results in about the
same fashion that we would if they were ranked low,
medium and high. We looked more at the rationale that
was presented by the risk assessment than we did the
numerical values.

MR. SIESS: Well, you heard my comment earlier
that in our first report on Pallisades we thought that
plant specific PRA would be very helpful, and the
integrated assessment. Would you agree with that
statement now?

MR. GRIXES: Not from the standpoint of the
review for Millstone because we have not had the
Millstone IREP study long enough to go into it in a lot
of depth. So, I am not sure that statement would be
true had we had the results from the IREP study at the

beginning of the integrated assessment process.
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MR. STESS: T don't think you really meant
vhat you said because if I believe what you said, you
might change your mind after you have a chance to read
the whole “illstone IRFP about some of your assessment;
is that true?

MR. GRIMES: I am not sure that the positions
vould change dramatically, but the basis for the
positions and some of the twists on the positions might
differ.

MR. SIESS:s But as an aid to judgment you feel
that you 35t on these particular cases, you got about as
much out of the Dresden analogous PPRA as you did out of
the Millstone IREP.

MR. GRIMESs Fairly comparable.

MR. RAYs Chris, I am naving trouble
interpreting this ratio, newv to old ratio. From what
you said a moment ago T gather that it is a
determination of whether or not - by the new assessment
- whether or not there has been a reduction, so that
unity would mean that there is no change.

¥R. RIMES: That's correct.

MR. RAY: Yet, in response to Dr. Siess’
question a moment ago on how to interpret .84, you said
that wculd be high risk. But it says to me, insofar as

the information here is concerned, that there is a
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reduction.

You would only know that it was hijh because
you knew that the original was high.

ME. GRIMES: What I vas referring to is, when
we look at low, medium and high, ve are looking at:
What does the difference contribute to risk? And if the
nev risk ends up being 84 percent of the old risk, then
my intuition would tell me that the difference
contributes significantly to risk.

MR. SIESS: See, what they 4id, Jerry, was
look at where it deviates from current criteria,
evaluate the risk as it stands now; evaluate the risk if
it vere fixed.

This says that if it were fixed it would be
reduced 16 percent, the total risk. And his fudgment is
that since this particular item is not the only
contributor, the change in this item must have been
significant.

MR. RAY: But how do I know that what is left
in terms of measure of risk in the absolute sense is a
high risk in the original?

MR. SIESSs: This is only a change.

MR. RAY: So, what ycu are saying is, it is a
small change. And if the original was a serious risk,

than it still is. Is that what you are saying?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-9300



1C

1"

12

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

21

8

24

MR. RUSSELLs Let me clarify. We use the
tecrminology low, medium, and high to assess the impact
of the propsed change upon risk, without any relative
sense, without looking at what the absolute number is.

MR. RAY: I see.

MR. RUSSELL: 1If the change resulted in a
large change, either in availability of the system, if
the system was important to risk we would rate that as
high under the old scheme, more a reliability
evaluation. How do we change the availability of a
particular system and was it important.

In the new scheme we did the equivalent of a
sensitivity study on core melt probability, for
example, We looked at it with and without the SEP fix.
If implementing the SEP fix rersulted in more than a
ten-percent chang2 in core melt probability, we consider
that to be in the category of high or something that
should be done.

If it vas betveen one and ten-percent, it
would be the equivalent of about the medium category,
and less than one percent would be in the low category.

o, it is just a difference in how we did the
tool because we had the models to exercise for Millstone
and ve did not have the models to exercise on Presden or

on Oyster Creeke.
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YR. SIESS; But absent the safety gocal you
made no judgment as to what is an acceptable risk.

MP. RUSSELL: That is correct. We only looked
at it on a relative basis. What is the relative
change? Does it make sense to do this thing we are
evaluating?

MR. PAY: Well, now, for Dresden we should
interpret the term low, medium, or high the same way we
d0 the quantitative measures at Millstone?

MR. SIESSs He said low would be 99, mediunm
vould be 90 to 100.

Yes, Daviad?

MR. WARD: Bill, you said that the risk, for
example, is expressed as probability of core melt. Do
you really mean for example, or wasn't that the only
expression?

MR. PUSSELL: They were both done, and I
believe what we have presented in the data in the
viewgraph is the change in core melt probability. We
also had in the appendix the change in risk which
reiated then to containment failure, melts and release
categories.

So, both were ione. I believe that the .84
was a 16-percent change in core melt probability and it

is about a ten-percent chainge in risk.
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MR, SIESSs There is a table in Appendix D for
Millstone - Table EX-1 - which gave a decreased in core
melt frequency, a diecrease in exposure, and then new
risk over old risk. And the last column, you said, was
based on man-rem exposure?

MR. THADANI: Mr. Siess, I believe that was on
core melt,

¥y name is Ashok Thadani, NRC staf¢f,

MR. SIESS: It would have helped in that tabl-
for somebody to have -~

MR. THADANIs It represeats risk, and we do
intend to give you a presentation on that material in a
fevw minutes.

MR. STIESS: 1In that table new risk over old
£isk ig -~

¥MR. THADANI: Based on man-rem.

MR. SIESS: Based on man-rem.

MR. THADANI: Yes.

¥R, SIESSs It is really risk, not reliability.

MEF. THADANIs It is risk.

MR. STESS: T just wvondered. I make the
distinction in my mind between a risk assessment and
reliability assessment.

MR. THADANIs I do, too.

ME. RUSSELL:s Befors we go on, there is one

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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other unique aspect that I would like to bring to the
committee's attention with respect to how the inteqgrated
assessment process wvas conducted on Dresden and
Fillstone 1.

We had 31 meeting with owners about a year ago
now, talking about ways wve could speed up the program.
One of the propesals was to provide to each of the
owners after the topic reviews were complete the list of
all the differences on their plants, and allov those
owners to 10 their own integrated assessment and provide
those results to the staff.

The first licensee to do that was Millstone,
so that the staff in performing the review had the
benefit not only of discussions with the licensee
throughout the review process but a point=-by-point
proposed action resolution by the licensee for each of
the issues.

¥R. STESS: Bill, is what you are referring to
the difference summaries you sent out?

MR. RUSSELL: That's correct. What wve did is,
we went through all the topic evaluations and culled out
all the differeaces, and packaged those in a letter to
the licensees and requested that they review thenm.

In tha Millstone case, they reviewed thenm

internally and came up with proposed actions and

ALDERZON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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submitted what I call an integrated ascessment input,
the licensee's views over various actions.

In other cases the process wvas very similar to
that wvhich was done on Pallisades and Ginna, and Oyster
Creek; that is, it was a joint staff-licensee effort
vith the staff taking and proposing action and in some
cases. getting individual letters from licensees on
issues.

But in the ¥illstone case that information
came in much earlier. In fact, we gave them 90 days and
I vas pleased to see that the job could be done in 90
days.

KR. SIESS: Tfou sent a different summary to
Dresden but you did not get a response back; did you?

YR, PUSSELL: We did not get a response back
in writing on each issue yet. We are getting them back
individyally.

You recall that in Dresden's case they are
consideriny makiny the modifications for four units, not
just one. Sc, th2y are routing it through their station
encineering for roth Dresden 2 and 3 and Quad City 1 and
2, the thought being, if it is significant enough to do
for one they are doing it for all four.

So, that has somevhat slowed down the process

as far as getting formal licensee response.
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MR, SIESS: I noticed when I read NUREG-0824
that some of the pages wvere verbatim from Millstone's
intecrated assessment.

MR. RUSSELL: That's correct. In those
instances wvhere the licensee made a proposal and the
staff review determined that that action adequately
resolved the issue and we agreed with the action, ve
adopted th2 licensee's proposal.

I felt that programatically that was a very
good test, the licensee’'s ability to review his own
plant for a large number of issues and make
recommendations as to hov he would address those in an
integrated fashion.

MR. SIESS: That soundsd a lot more like the
ACRS ten-year review than the SEV.

MR. RUSSELL:s But that aspect is unique to
Millstone. In some instances the licensee has proposed
actions where for instance the PRA identified the issve
as being of low-risk significance, but there may be
other reasons beside risk that the action is being taken.

In other instances, the staff took an action
vhich vas not consistent from a backfitting basis with
the PFR, but we felt for other reasons that the action
shculd be taken.

But this unigqueness for Millstone 1 is cne
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that 1 am going to be very interested in the committee's
comments on beciuse, as you are awvare, we are briefing
the Commission on the rersults of these first five
reviews on December 15 at 10 o'clock in the morning.

So, I am hopeful to have a committee letter on
these two units with your views on how vwe have done thus
far on the first five, in order to present those views
to the Commission.

In fact, we delayed the Commission meeting in
order to obtain the ’CES views prior to talking to the
Commissicn on these units.

MR. SIESSs You will have five letters. I
don't think you are going to get a letter on the first.

MR. RUSSELL: No, that is correct, just five.

MR. SIESS: BAnd I think as far as we are
concerned, the differences in the way you handled it are
not too significant to us if the applicant made an
integrated assessment and you reviewed it and you
accepted it. It affects your workload, but it is still
your judgment that it was acceptable. Conceivably, he
could have come up with a different solution that what
you would have imposed, but not necessarily.

MR. RUSSELL: It is more of a philosophical
difference, at least to me. That is, I believe that

that is a job that should be done first by the utility,
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and that they should in fact look at the issues on their
plant, integrate them, ani make their recommendations to
the staff, rather than the other way around with the
staff making the recommendations to the licensee. .

MR. SIESS: Well, the original proposal in the
SFP was that the staff was going to do it all, and that
did not work.

What you have ended up with for Millstone is
that the staff jidentifies the differences with current
criteria, asks the licensee to come up with an
integrated assessment. I think as we talked about in
the last meeting, an integrated fix - the fix wvas more
integrated than thes assessment.

MR. RUSSELL: That's correct, with the
exception that the topic reviews - and I would guess
close to half of all the revisws - were done by the
licensees first and submitted to the staff.

S0 that in the process of going through and
identifying the differences from the completed
evaluations to come up with a different summary was a
procedural step. The information was available and the
initial reviews were done in the large majority of cases
by the licensees.

MR. SIESS: That is what you ended up with.

MR. RUSSELL: That's correct. That is rather
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significantliy different from the wvay we started out.

MR. SIESSs OK.

MR. RUSSELL: It points out that the job, at
least in my mind, can effectively be done by the
licensees if they are given the appropriate guidance as
to what are the issues.

MR. SIESS: Well, did not that develop after
you did the lead review?

MR. RUSSELL: That's correct.

MR. SIESS: And you did one plant and they did
the others following your pattern.

MR. RUSSELLs That's correct.

MR. SIESS: CK, where are we, Chris?

MR. GRIMES: I have just presentad the topics
that vere addressed by the PRA for Dresden and Millstcne
that were common and were unigue to each plant.

Now, I would like to turn over the podium to
Mr. Thadani to describe the difference between
evaluation technigues that were used and the advantages
and disadvantages of the plant specific PRAs.

MR. SIESS: All right, we will 40 that before
the break. We got ahead of our schedule all of a
sudden. Go ahead.

MR. THADANI: I am Ashok Thadani, NER®. With

me today I have Bob Spulak from Sandia National lLabs and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 ;202) 828-8300




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

24

Paul Amico from Science Applications, Inc.. They
supported us in these risk assessments. We also have
Ken MKurphy from Research if you wish to get intc some of
the details.,

The focus of our discussion today will
generally be in terms of our assessment of the SEP
topics, the jualitative assessment of Dresien and Oyster
Creek, and the gquantitative assessment that we performed
for Millstone 1.

MR. SIESSs In regard to Millstone 1, keep in
mind that we have been through for three plants the
qualitative assessment. I think we have that marerial
well in mind. We are really interested in the
differences be.ween that and Millstone.

¥F. THADAKRI: That is exactly tne focus of the
discussiocn today, is very briefly describe to you what
vas done, and the earlier studies in terms of highs,
mediums, and lows and what ve have done on Millstone 1,
and give you some examples of perhaps different
conclusions we have come to because we had a plant
specific PRA in this case.

MR. SIESS:s Very good.

MR. THADANI: Tncidentally, I do want to maka
a comment in passing that the ¥illstone 1 study has been

sent to the licensee. The licensee, in fact, has
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already taken some actions while the study was in
progress. The licensee in fact participated in the
conduct of the IREP study.

So, in my opinion the licensee is guite
familiar with the IREP study and has taken some action.
Any other actions that would be considered in terms of
what ve have learn2d from the IRFP study which was
treated outside this program, unless you have some
questions in terms of what we are doing, I can go on to
Bob Spulak.

MR. SIESS: How many IREP studies on which
plants?

MR. THADANI: The IREP studies, the first one
was Crystal River; the next four studies -~ not all of
wvhich are complete yet - are ANO-1, Browns Ferry,
fillstone 1, and Calvert Cliffs. The Calvert Cliffs
study is not yet complete.

The Millstone 1 study, I understand, is in the
process of being printed out. We do have a draft and I
believe you have a copy of the draft. Essentially, that
is all that is available to us and the fault trees vere
available to us on the computer but not in a document.

MR. SIESS: Volume 1 was very helpful bdecause
it did indicate what the licensee had done or was

planning to do as a result of it. I think it was a very
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MR. THADANI: VYes, it did provide some
interesting insights, I think.

OK, we would start with Bob Spulak. He will
give the discussion of what wvas done by our contractors
and then, if you wish, ve can get into some specific
issues and our current use on these specific issues in
terms of what one gets by real benefits.

¥R. SPULAK: I am Robert Spulak from Sandia
National Laboratories, and I am going to discuss briefly
the gualitative methodology that was used for Dresden 2
and Oyster Creek, and also as the quantitative
methodology that we used for Millstone 1 tc evaluate the
SEP issues.

Since you have already heard discussions of
the qualitative methodology and read the NUEEG on
Millstone 1, I will not dvell on the methodologies but I
will try to discuss the differences in methodologies and
why some of the results for some of the issues which
wer~ similar to Dresden 2 and Millstone 1 appeared not
to be gquit2 consistent.

As I said, for Oyster Creek and Dresden 2 we
performed a gqualitative analysis and we assessed in a
qualitative way how lesolution of each issue that ve

examined would impact the dominant core melt sequences.
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For ¥illstone 1, we did a sensitivety study on
the Millstone 1 IREP PEA to deduce the actual changes in
core melt frequency expcsure end risk to the resolution
of these issues.,

The gualitative assessment of the Oyster Creek
and Dresden 2 issues vere, since they wvere qualitative,
they had a couple of inherent conservatisms. I will get
into that in a little Dbit.

MR. SIESS: Now, your gqualitative assessments
did drav on the Millstone IREP for these plants; am I
right?

MR. SPULAK: Yes. The Millstone 1 PRA wvas
used for the base case for all three studies. PRecause
Oyster Cre2k and Dresden 2 are similar to Millstone 1,
ve went and looked at the IREP Millstone 1 fault trees
and actually made changes and corrections or changes to
these fault trees to represent what the fault trees
would look lke if the fault trees vere constructed for
the other plants.

We did not attempt to actually solve these
fault trees or to quantify them where yocu use changes in
nunbers be-ause that would have entailed performing a
PRA on those plants. Essentially, that would have meant
a great deal of work.

What we did do is, we used these modified
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fault trees to qualitatively assess the impact of
resolution of the issues on the tops of the fault trees
and therefore on the dominant sequences which vere
identified in the ¥illstone IREP PRA.

In the gualitative assessments for Oyster
Creek and Dresden 2 we hud a ranking of high, medium and
low importance to risk. And these were the criteria
Wiich vere used.

A high issue vas an issuve which we assessed in
a qualitative way from an examination of these modified
fault trees. We assessed that resolution of the issue
would dominate the value of a fault tree or event which
appeared in a dominant event sequence for the plant,

This is where one of the inherent
conservatisms comes in because wve said, if a fault tree
enters into a dominant event sequence, then that is an
important 2vent, that is an important fault tree. And
if the issue dominates the value of that fault tree, it
has a high importance.

And the reason this is conservative is because
there are systems such as support systems - and the
example I will discuss in a minute is DC power - which
do, these systems do enter into the dominant accident
sejuences. But the dominant cuts for those accident

segquences may not contain failures of those specific
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support systems or those parts of the support systens
wvhich the issue affects.

An issue is considered medium if we
qualitatively assess that resolution of the issue woud
have some effect on the top event of one of thse fault
trees or events which would appear in a dominant
accident s2quence. But the effect was not enough that
it could dominate the value of the system fault tree.

This is another inherent conservatism because
if we look24 at the resolution c¢f the issuve and said,
“Oh, yes, here it appears in the fault tree, it appears
like it might appear in some of the top cuts to the
fault tree, but it certainly is not going to dominate
the top of the fault tree,” we say that, "Yes, that is
of medium importance.”

It turns ouc, though, that the actual effect
on the top of the fault tree may be negligible, so this
is a second inherent conservatism in the gualitative
methodology.

An issue is consider=2d of low importance if ve
can lcok at the resolution of the issue and look at the
system fault tree for the plant, and we could say that
there is no way that resolution of the issue could
affect the top of the fault tree, that either the

resolution of the issue did not make any chanze at all
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to the quantification or the structure of the fault tree
or that we could determine tht the top of the fault tree
was totally dominted by other sorts of failures and that
the rersolution of the issue would not affect it.

So, this aspect is not conservative TIf we
ranked an issue low, then it is low.

There ware some questions earlier about how
come some of the issues appeared as medium, high in the
Dresden 2 assessment and they did not appear to have
much effect on core melt frequency or risk in the
¥illstone assessment.

There are a couple of points her2. One is
that the issue -- of course, I have the terminology
vrong, this should really say "topic®™ here. The topic
or issue is not necessarily exactly the same at the
plants. The topics are the same but the issues are
different.

So, the actual issues analyzed by the PRA
assessment named these different from plant tc plant,
slightly different. These four topics or issues I chose
as examples because they are almost the same, they are
more or l2ss the same for all three of these plants,
Dresden 2, Oyster Creek and Millstcne 1.

I chose two issues here which are consistent

across the three plants, and two issues on which the PRA
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result appeared to be inconsistent across the plants.

I am going to discucs these four issues in
some detail so that we can understand how the
methodology affected the results in these caes.

For the first issue listed here, loose parts,
III-8.A, the concern is that a loose parts protection
system should be installed to detect loose parts in the
reactor coolant system.

The risk significance of this is that loose
parts can cause trancient events damage within the
primary system and be initiating events for accidents.

In the jualitative aassessments actually this
issue wvas treated about the same for all three
assessments because we considered it in the transient,
in the initiating event part of the analysis for the
PRR. Pad ve looked at historical data on loose parts
and deducel that it would not affect the transient
frequency for accident sequences as initiating events.

So, for the Dresden 2 and Oyster Creek
studies, we rate this as lov. We said, "Well,
transients are important events in dominant accident
sejuences, but the loose parts cannot affect the
transient frequencies.”

In the Millstone 1 we just went one step

further and said, "Well, the actual change in the
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numbers is going to be zero." So, there is not really
any differance in our analysis across the three plants
for that issue.

The next issue, II-10.A vhich is bypascing the
thermal protection on the YOVs during accidents, wve
looked ast the data for various trips due to the
spurious actuation of the thermal overload and we
compared that to the failures of MCVs from cther
causes. And ve decided that there was a small dut
probably detectable effect on the failure rate of MOVs
due to not bypassing the thermal overload.

In the Dresden 2 and Oyster Creek assessment
ve said, "Well, it certainly cannot dominate the top
event of any system fault trees becavse the MOVs usually
do not dominate top events in system fault trees 2nd,
second, it is only a slight effect, it is not a
dominating effect on the ¥OVs."

So, based on our criteria which I have
presented earlier we said, "This is a medium-importance
issue.”™ That bypassing the thermal overload protection
vould probably have some effect on the top event of the
system fault tr2es but it certainly could not dominate
it. That is why we ranked it as medium.

When ve got around to the Millstone case, we

actully reguantified the MOV failure data for the valves
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in question in the Millstone IREP PRA and we
rejuantifizd the Jdominant accident seguences, including
the changes in the failure data and we found it made a
very small effect, about a one-prrcent reduction in the
core melt freguency.

MR. SIESS: Now, a one-percent reditction in
core melt frequency does not mean a one-percent
reduction in risk.

ME. SPULAK: Not necessarily.

MR. SIESSs It depends on which release
category.

¥R. SPULAK: That i~ correct.

MR. SIESS:s It could be more or less.

MR. SPULAK: That's right. 1In the table you
referred to earlier - which you have, I suppose - Table
EX-1, vhich gives the decrease in core melt frequency
and the decrease in exposure and this ratio of newv risk
to old risk. The risk here is defined as total
fatalities per reactor year.

€09, in this case the risk is reduced by .4
percent instead of one percent for Issue III-10.A.

MR. SIESS: All richt.

MR. SPULAK: The next issue, VI-4, is
containment isolation. That is another issue --

YR. SIESS: Where are you, IV-107?
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¥R. SPULAK: That's correct.

The next issue, VI-4, containment isolation,
is another one which vas treated essentially the same in
all three plants. The viewgraoh ynu see has the changs
in core melt frequency. Actually, even if there was an
effect on risk due to containment isolation, the effect
on core melt frequency would probably still be very
negligible.

So, this is sort of an inaccurate way to
represent this particular issue. But in fact, it does
have a zero effect on risk also. And the reason is that
at all three plants, based on the IREP PRA in the core
melt accident sequences in the containment wall alvays
spill by over-pressure eventually.

Se, even if the containment isolation fails it
won 't drastically affect the nature of the off-site
release because the containment is going to fill by
overpressure during a core melt anyvay.

MR. SIESS: I 4on't understand that, I guess.
If overpressure occurs three days later and the faulure
to isolate occurs at three hours, it seems to me there
vould be a big difference.

¥R. SPULAK: There would be, but the
overpressure is not that late. It is called "late

overpressure failure™ but it is not, it is only a matter
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of hours.

MR« CATTON: I think that is still an open
issue as to wvhen it will fail. There must be half a
dozen diffecent scenarios that lead to the containment
failure ani nobody really agrees on any of thenm.

¥R. SPULAKs: I think that is true. This is
pased on the IREP PRA.

MF. STESS: You don't need to explain it to
me, but somebody e2lse needs it.

What they mean by overpressure failure is
rupture c¢f the containment.

MR. CATTON: That's right.

MR. SIESS: And what I mean by containment
failure is failure to contain.

¥R+ CATTON: Your definition includes --

¥R. SIESSs TIncludes isolation failure of any
kind.

YR. CATTON: And I think you are right.

MR. STESSs VYes. I think the probability that
something vwill go before the containment does is not
very high. But again, they are both fairly early.

¥R. SPULAK: Yes.

MR. THADANI; ay I make a comment?
Basically, the containment isolation systems do have

valves. I beliave the guestion there is, should there
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be one additional valve.

MR. SIESS:s Oh, yes.

MR. THADANI: And that on these valves
normally power is locked out and they close. So, we
must not assume that the probability to isolate is hiagh
to begin with.

MR. SIESS: As I recall, the probability of a
valve failing to close was high enough that the second
valve did not make that much difference. We have been
through tlat and I understand it, but I just wanted to
get that relative time cleared up.

MR. SPULAK: All right, the last issue I am
going to discuss - unless you have further issues you
want me to discuss - is VIII-3.B, which is the DC
instrumentation.

Essentially, the crux of this issue is that
there is very little or no instrumentation in the
control room to monitor the DC voltage and current, and
so forth.

Our concern is that if you did have this
instrumentation, you may be able to datact battery
failures very early as opposed to waiting tc have local
sorts of tests of the batteries in the battery room,

MR. SIESS: So, a test frequency type

gquestion, whether it is a continuous test.
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YR. SPULAK: It is essentially a detection
fraguency, hovw soon you detect the failure of a battery.

MR. SIESS: That is what I mean.

MR. SPULAK:s Right.

MR. SIESS: Right now, you test the battery
monthly or gquartecly or something, and with
instrumentation of the control room it would be almost a
continuous test.

MR. SPULAKs That's correct.

For the qualitative analysis on Oyster Creek,
we looked at how much improvement you could get in
unavailability of the DC buses due to having improved
instrumentation and found that this could have a
significant effect o the DC power system, and therefore
we ranked it as high. We =saii, "DC power does enter
into some of the dominant accident seguences and also,
it lcoks like the improved instrvumentation could have a
significant effect on DC power.”™ So, ve ranked it as
high.

For ¥illstone, ther2 is really one major point
for why it came out as being very low, and that is that
even though DC power is a support system and does enter
into dominant accident sequences, the dominant cut sets
for the accident sequences do not contain any DC powver

failure. 30, improving DC power at Millstone does not
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seem to have much effect.

MR. RUSSELL: Bob, one point that needs to be
made and that is that at ¥illstone there was already
substantial DC system monitoring available, as compared
to the other units.

For instance, the breaker supervision, +the
charger output current voltage, et cetera. So, a number
of parameters that were monitored at Millstone were
already there s> that there would not be a significant
change in DC availability.

I do not know how that affected it, but the
one issue that was looked at was the lack of indication
of battery amperage at Millstone as compare? to a rather
more substantial list of issues.

As I recall, on the other units it was not
only battery conditioned but actual condition of
important break2rs which contributed abcut half to the
importance. For instance, if a battery breaker were
opened and you did not know it, whether your battery
works or not does not help youe. Your charger could
carry the whole load.

So that there are differences in the issues As
well as differences in the way they were treated.

MR. SPULAK: I confess that we probably did

not treat those differences in the issues adeguately at
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the other plants because we did not have a plant
specific PRA on thoses plants.

this points up the advantage of having the
Plant specific PRA because you can go in and make the
detailed changes to represent what the plant actually
looks like and what the plant would actually look like
after you resolved the issue and, you know, compare the
two.

In this case for Millstona it did not make
much difference.

MR. SIESS: Well, what you are saying, Bill,
is that the plants wvere different.

MR. RUSSELLs That's correct.

MR. SIESS: That you had enough
instrumentation at Millstone, that of ~ight ways you
could fail the DC system, six of the be indicateqd
in the control room or something like

SR. RUSSELL: This is one issue I recall, when
ve issued the draft of Chapter 4 and we hai the previous
subcomittee meeting, we did not have the Millstone IREP
results at that time. That is the change due to
exercising the models and the information that Bob was
talking about earlier.

The fact that only one instrument was needed,

or one alarm, that we subseqguently received estimates of
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the cost of that instrumentation from the licensee in
which pully cables and running battery ampers to the
control room, and providing an alarm in the cuntrol
room, is close to $100,00C.

The change appears to be relatively small and
they have other means of detecting battery failurs that
we are re-considering that issue between the draft and
the final.

MR. SIESSs All right.

MR. SPULAK: A point about this issue that I
would like to make is that our analysis was based on
NUREG-0666, which is the probabilistic study of DC power
systems.

And they found that there were about half the
battery failures - cf course, you are talking about
breakers and other components in the DC system - but
about half the battery failures are not detected with
any amount of instrumsntation, and that they go
unietected until testing.

So, even if you had lots and lots of DC
instrumentation, you would still only detect about half
the battery failures with that instrumentation. So, the
effect is limited by that fact also.

¥YR. SIESS: The IREP, does it go into enough

detail to distinguish between whether yo have six
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measuremevnts in the control room versus eight? I me .
which tvwo are msssing?

MR. SPULAKs No, it does not.

MR. SIESS: It more or less goes on what you
said about 0666.

MR. SPULAK: The IREP study did not take into
account NUREG-0665.

¥R. SIESS: Oh.

MR. SPULAK: However, they assumed the battery
failure rate based on a weekly detection interval, based
on a weekly battery test which essentially assumes that
ncne of the battery failures are detected by
instrumentation. We ace saying that up to half of thenm
can be.

¥R. WARD:s After hearing all this discussion,
I get the impression there is not all that much
difference between the actual plants and the design of
Millstore and Oyster Creek and the rest.

MR. SIESS: 1In terms of the risk assessment, I
think that is right., If they assume that half the
battery failures are not going to be detected no matter
how much instrumentation they have in the control roon,
then the differences between the plants as far as what
instrumewnts they have in the control rocm is cut in

hal€, at least.
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ME. WARD: Yes. But that leaves me wondering
vhether the rankings, the qualitative rankings of high
ani the quantitative rating of .6 percent, are really
wvarranted, whethar there really is that much difference.

HR. STIESSs Which one is wrong, Rill?

MR. RUSSELL: There is one thing I would like
to point out that we discussed the last time, and that
is - if you recall - Dresden has essentially a
two-battery system for two reactors, as compared to
Millstone and Oyster Creek which essentially have
two-battery systems for one reactor.

That aspect was not addressad in the ratings
of the review. It was essentially lnoked at as if
Dresden were a single reactor unit

MR. SIESS: Was that addressed in the IREP for
Millstone, the fact that it only has one battery?

MR. RUSSELLs The systems at Millstone were
modeled by what exists at Millstone. So, yes, clearly
the IREP study represents what is there from the
standpoint of numbers, and systems, and functions, and
modifying that for Dresden which has not considered the
fact that Dresden was a two-reactcr station with shared

systems.
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MR. STESS: Would a plant spacific PRA for
Dresden take that into account? The IREP does get down
to that level of modeling?

KR. SPULAK: VYes.

MR. SIESS: Okay. Onward, unless there are
more gquestions on this. Ivan, you had some guestions
about DC systems. Does this help you at all?

MR. CATTON: VYes.

MR. SIESSs Next itenm.

¥R. CATTON: It doesn't say what one should do
about it, but it does explain it.

MR. SIESS: Well, we will hear more about
that.

¥R. WARD: Well, I still haven't heard an
ansver tc my question. Do you still, after doing the --
making the number for Millstone and having the IREP, do
you still consider that these qualitative ratings of
high are consistent, that there is a rational reason?

MR. SPULAK: Because the results of the PRA
are sensitive to the exact plant design, and because we
don't have a PRA for Dresden, for examnle, ve develop
the ranking criteria that I gave you earlier. Based on
that, you sort of plug in the information you've got and
cut pops the ansver and says, hi. Based on that, if wve

4id it over again, we would still rank it high, because
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in our ignorance we had a couple of built-in
conservatisms.

The conservatism in this case is the fact that
DC power does contribute to dominant accident seguences,
and instrumentation can have a large effect on the DC
power system. Based on thecse two things, that is as
much detail as we can get into because we don't have the
plant specific PRA. Based on those two considerations,
we would have to say in our ignorance we rank this as
high.

MR. STIESS:s You could almost rank those thzt
WAaY.

MR. WARD: Yes.

MR. SPULAK: For this, berause PRA's in the
past have shown DC pover systems to be an important
system, you could reach that conclusion. Now, if it wvas
a drinking water system or something like that, I don't
knowe.

MR. STIESS: T think you know without going
into a2 lot of detail that the DC powver system wvas
important and ways of finding out when it isn't workina
are important, and I don't think you need a PRA.

MR. CATTON: It seems to me there ought to be
a way of testing it, too, that you could read in the

control room.
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MR. SIESS: Well, they do test it once a2 week,
but it is a question of failing in between.

¥R. CATION: DC batteries have been around a2
long time. I just can't believe there aren't systenms
that can continuously test it.

MR. WARD: There are. Millstone has them.
They cost money.

MR. CATTON: Oh.

MR. SIESS: We will come back.

MR. THADANI: I think you are quite right, of
course. MNost people can tell you right off that DC
systems ar2 indeei very important. The point is, what
is the specific issue that you are trying to address,
ani what is the importance of that issue only? I think,
having had a plant specific PRR was helpful to that
extent.

MR. STESS: T think it is clear that with
rlant specific data, you can come to a different
conclusion than you come to just on the basis of common
sense, if you will, as to how important a specific thing
is. T think that is the importance of plant specifics.

MR. RUSSELL: We may add just one insight.
Bob, you can comment on this also. If you assume for a
moment that the Millstone core melt number is dominated

by a single event or sequence that contributes, say, on
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the order of 50 or 60 percent of the core melt number,
and that that could be correctly relatively easily such
that you would make a substantial change by changing
that one scenario such that instead of having a core
melt number that is 3 x 10-“, you are down around

10 or, say, S5 x 10-5. Then these numbers which

are coming out on Millstone as being 1 percent of the
core melt number, all other things being equal, would
now be in the range of 3 to 5 or maybe even 10 percent
of the core melt number.

Based upon changing one issue, that is in fact
the situation that appears to me to exist based upon the
concerns with depressurization for Millstone for a
boiling water reactor on transient decay heat removal.

MR. SPULAKs That is because of the manual
depressurization issue.

MR. RUSSELL: Yes, and other issues related to
that. Now, that is one o the issues that has been
identified on the IREP that is outside the scope of the
SEP, but when you treat things on a relative basis, if
there is one issue that dominates that and makes the
core melt number relatively high, then on a relative
basis you are considering it with respect to that one

issue, and that may not be the same, for instance, if

you did the sanme study and compared the importance, for
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instance, of batteries to Brown's Ferry that have

2 djifferent systems than at ¥illstone.
So, I don't think it is inconsistent to get
. 4 the kinds of results we had with respect to importance
§ of battery systems at, for instance, Oyster Creek or

@ Dresden based on the way the study was done, or to have

7 the kind of numbers that we have for Millstone because

8 it is on a relative basis based upon changing core melt,

® changing only one parameter, and that issue may be

10 dominated by something else that you are not considering

11 or not changing.

12 MR. SIESS: Of course, that is a basic problenm

13 of cperating the risk assessment without a safety goal.
' 14 Every time you eliminate a major contributor to risk,

15 you have the possibility of eading up with another ma jor

18 contributor to risk. Now, if you can get it down to 100

17 contributors, each contributing 1 percent, that is fine,

18 but T don't think that is our safety goal right now. We

19 don't have a safety goal right now.

20 If we understand, T believe the situation

21 there has some merit in one direction, at least, of

22 having plant specific risk assessments.

8

¥R. SPULRK: That concludes my discuscsione.

. 24 MR. SIESS: So we remove certain

25 conservatisms.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-9300



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

24

83

MR. SPULAK: 1If there are no nore guestions.

(No response.)

MR. SIESS: What is next?

ME. WARD: A break.

MR. SIESS: 1Is that all of the presentation on
the PRA?

Mi. THADANI: That is basically all we
intended to discuss on SEP topics.

MR. SIESS: I had a lot more paper here.

MR. THADANI: VYes, we thought that we would
give you the backoround information without going
throuch so many slides. I expect it would take us an
avfully long time.

¥R. SIESS: No, that is fine. I am gquite
satisfied. Did anybody want to hear sny more on the PRA
right now?

(No response.)

MR. SIESS: Would you like to take a break?

¥R. CATTCN: Sure.

HR. SIESS: We'll have a break. I can alw:ys
get agreement on one subject.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

MR. SIESS: We will reconvene.

If the members or the consultants have any

questions further about the PRA, they should be brought
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up now, because Mr. Thadani and his cohorts would like
to get back to work out in the suburbs. Ivan?

MR+ CATTON: 1In reading both of those IREP
repcrts, it seemed to me there were three things. There
was the operator failing to depressurize. 1In Millstone
there was a gas turbine problem, and then there was DC
pover. Does the IREP go the next step and ask why these
things are so dominant, 2nd what might be done abnut
them? Why does the operator fail to depressurize so
consistently? Is it a lack of instrumentation? He
doesn't understand past procedures?

MR. THADANI: It is my understaniing in the
case of Millstone 1 that the procedures were somewhat
confusing, and again, it is my understanding that the
utility either has taken steps to modify the procedures
or is in the process of modifying the procedures, but T
don't know that -- perhaps Paul -- We have Paul Amico
here. I believe he has the details of what was
specifically wvwrong with the procedures and so on.

MR. CATTON: I would like tc hear a little bit
abcut that, if I could.

¥R. ANICO: Paul Amico from SAI. BRasically,
what wvas done for the IREP was that when we ran into a
human error that was deemed to be important, we did an

analysis of that error based on NUREG-1278, the
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technique for human error rate prediction. We would go
through th2 actions that the operator had to do, the
instrumentation that he had to loock at, to diagnose a
particular situation that would direct him toc a certain
procedure and the steps he had to follow through the
procedure, and we would develop a decision tree for each
of the tasks that he had to perform in doing this
operation.

And the probabilities were assigned to those
tasks based on NUREG-1278. In this particular
procedure, yes, there was a confusing flow chart in the
procedure that th2 operator had to follow that certain
parts of it -- and I will give you an example -- there
vere four indications on the flow chart where the
operator had to decide whether the level was increasing
or decreasing. The first three said it in one way.

They said level increasing, question rark, yes, no. The
fourth one said, level decreasing, yves, no.

In that particular case, the violation of what
they called a populational stereotype may cause the
operator to ansver the gquestion as if it was the c=ame
one he had previously seen, ani go off on the wrong
branch on the procedure. That was specifically one of
the things ve found in that procedure, but yes, in the

IREP studies we did go into a substantial amount nf
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detail in modeling those human errors which were thought
after a conservative screening quantification to have an
impact on risk.

MR. CATTON: So I take it new procedures are
being written, then?

MR. ROMBERG: Wayne Rybak, Northeast
Utilities. Yes, we are working with the Owners' SGroup
and should be implementing new procedures that clarify
this whole issue of when to blow down. I tuink it makes
it much, much clearer than it vas before, and makes a
much larger latitude for that blow down to take place in
terms of what the operator has to look at and the
guidance he is given. T think there is a significant
improvement.

The flow chart that was confusing was not
meant to be a document to be followed step by step
during the actual dynamic operation of the plant. It
was meant to be a training aii to show the logic of the
operatcocr. I think history has shown that the operators
blow down when they have to based a lot on intuitive
feeling which is the way a pilot would land an
airplane. He doesn't do that by a flow chart, but he
1oes it successfully most of the time.

¥R. CATTON: But the operator doesn’t have a

chance to land his plant very often.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. ROMBERG: I understand what you are
saying, although we do in the BWR utility industry, we
have blow downs more than people realize. We broke our
turbine, as an example, we put our turbine blades
through the condenser tubes, which sorted that out very
quickly, and the operator very quickly ascertained that
he would lose his normal feed makeup, and within a very
short period of time he elected to take a partial ADS to
get down to his low pressure system, and that is not
something he hesitates to do.

You don't get to a point where you don't have
any othar options open. You look at what you have in
the primary, and you look at the kind of basic things of
keeping the core covered, and if you look like you are
going to lose your primary system, you immediately go
over to on2 of the backups.

MR. CATTON: It may be that that particular --
this particular part of the PRA has a more dominant view
than it should, from what you have said.

MR. ROMBERG: I think that is true, but again,
I think most of the PRA‘s will get sort of a worst case
analysis, and I really can't refute that. I have a guy
on that that has a real problem, and we are looking at
the analysis that we are doing to identify some problems

here, and I think that is fair. I think in the real
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world we are bettar off than what the thing indicates.

MRE. SIESS: That raises a questicn of how

plant specific a plant specific PRA is. It is certainly

plant specific for the hardware, but does it look at the
operatinag history of a particular plant, past operator
actions, or does it just look at paper?

MR. THADANI: Since he was involved in the

MR. SIESS: That makes it prejudiced.
(General laughter.)

¥R. AMICO: T think in general what can be

said is that for the most part, your comment of looking
at paper tc a certain extent is true, the problem with
that being that the opportunities to perform the action
are not significant to develop a data base. We are
talking about a situation where in particular the
particular problem we have was that the procedure was
more confusing the way we analyzed it during loss of
off-site power than during other conditions, and we got
a chance in seven times in 100 tries that the operator
would make a mistake.

They have had one loss of off-site power, and
I den't believe whether they had to blow down or not was
not all that important. The opportunities for the

operator t> act under that condition is true just as
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during any human error during an emergency condition.
There is no data, no matter how long a plant has been
operating, that can give you an accurate picture of what
the operator will be able to do.

MR. CATTON: The second item of those three
was the gas turbine. Did you go into this same kind of
detail and conclude that preventive maintenance would
cure the ills?

YR. AMICO: 1In general, I would say, no, we
did not do that. It was not really part of the scope of
the study to go into root causes of the turbine
generator failures. We looked at the turbine generator
failurs data that existed in the plant in order to
determine whether the failure rate we vere going to use
was representative of what was the problen.

In some cases, we were able to identify that
== well, let me go back a little bit. We would be able
to identify it if it vas simply something like it should
be tested more often, because in fact we did put in a --
we factored in a change in failure rate due to extended
periods of not being tested. For instance, if something
was tested monthly, if a valve was tested monthly, and
anotner valve was tested at every refueling, and they
were essentially identical valves, the one tested at

every refueling would have a higher failure rate based
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on the fact it was sittiny around lonzer.

MR. CATTON: But in this case there vas a
pretty good history of trouble with the gas turbinese.
Did that get factored in?

MR. SIESS: 1Ivan, I think the SEP staff should
address that guestion, because they are the ones who
decized on what would improve the r2liability of the ocas
turbine, and apparently not the PRA people.

MR, CATTON: Okavy.

¥R. AMICO: The PRA could be used to do that,
Okay? There is no reason why you can't. It's just that
the scope of the IREP study was not going to the root
historical caus2s of components and determining what you
cculd do tc make them fail less often, but the
information is there, and you can look at the history of
their gas turbine and determin. what the causes vere,
and then quantify what kind of reduction you cculd get
by making certain changes in the way the unit is
maintained and that ycu can produce certain failures,
and you can do that. It was just not done.

MRP. CATTON: The only reason T raised this,
Chet, was, it was called out as a dominant contributor,
and there was a history of trouble.

MR. SIESS: But we want the SEP staff to

address why they think they can fix ite.
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¥R. CATTON: Well, of course. Of course.

¥R. STESS: What he just said was, whatever
fix is called for, they could evaluate how successful it
is based on the limited statistical data they have, or
time wiil evaluate it. There is some evidence that the
failure rate has changed with time as things have been
done. When we get to that item, we will expect to hear
from somebody in the SEP on it.

Did you have a third one, Ivan?

MR. CATTON: The third one was the DC power,
and that has already been addressed.

MR. SIESS: Anything else you want to hit the
PRR people on before they take off?

(No response.)

MR. SIESS: Okay. You can be excused. Thank
you.

Chris will get us back to the schedule.

¥R. CATTON: We will save our guestions until
he is gone.

(General laughter.)

MR. SIESS: Llet's see. Are we down tc Item S
on the agenda?

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: Eight minutes ahead of time. That

is unbelievable. Put it is a tribute to the staff
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engineer who made out the schedule.

(Slide.)

ME. SIESS: Or vas it you that made out the
schedule?

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir. My ego is now properly
inflated.

(General laughter.)

MR. GRIMES: At this time, I would like to
start into the integrated assessment summaries for
Dresden and Millstone. As I menticned earlier this
morning, I have done my best to try and see to it that
we have them organized in the category that we expect
them to come out in. Although we haven't jotten all the
documentation in from the licensees, we have had a
substantial amount of discussion on these issues.

Greg Cwalina, the integrated assessment
manager for Dresden, is here, and Lou Persinko, the
project manager for Dresden, is here, and they are
prepared to discuss the issues in detail if you have
specific juestions, and also, they will be correcting me
throughout this presentation in ca.: I accidentally slip
something into the wrong bin.

I will start off with the issues that we
determined did not require any form of backfitting as a

result of the integrated assessment review.
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(Slide.)

MR. GRIMES: On each one of the issues which
are identified along with the corresponding topic that
they evolved from, we have identified the section of the
integrated assessment reports for Dresden, Millstone,
and for the common comparison. We have also identified
the section for Oyster Creek where the issue has bheen
previously presented.

We have also identified an encapsulated common
resolution for each of the issues. As ve mentioned in
the Oyster Creek meeting on the effects of pipe break
outside containment, the staff had previously regquired
an evaluation to demonstrate that the consequences of
pipe break woulin®t cause an unisolatable LOCA outside
containment. As a result of the subsequent PRA input oan
Dresden, we concluded, that it was a sufficiently low
probability that it didn't need to be pursued.

On seismic design considerations, the ability
of safety related electrical equipment to function was
one that we deferred to A-u6, generic activity that was
pursuing that issue.

(Slide.)

¥R. SIESS: Now, that is not all on seismic,
is it?

MR, GRIMES: No, sir. I am only going throuagh
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nov those issues for which the integrated assessment
concluded that no further action was wvarranted. W%hen we
get into the other discussions of procedural backfits or
hardvare modifications or further evaluations, we are
going to run across =--

MR. SIESS: We are at the issue level.

MR. GRIMES: We are at the integrated
assessment at the issue level, going through a
categorization by resclution.

MR. SIESS: Okay. I am clear. That is the
way I want to do it.

(Slide.)

ER. GRIMES: On loose parts monitoring, the
lack of loose parts monitoring capability for the
primary system. This is a resolution that has been
common to all five plants. The integrated assessment
concluded that backfitting loose parts monitoring
systems was not warranted.

(Slide.)

¥RE. GRIMNES: On containment isolation, a
common feature cf boiling water reactors is two check
valves in the feedvater system as opposed to general
design criteria, wvhich requires a check valve and a
motor operated valve. The staff concluded that the

existing containment isolation capability ror the
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feedvater lines was alequate. For the location of
valves, it is common in boiling water reactors because
of the confined space of the dry well to have two
isolation valves outside containment. The PRA, along
with the staff's judgment that two valves outside
containment was ajequate. led to no action con that
issue.

(Slide.)

MR. CGRIMES: Core spray nozzle effectiveness
evolved from a generic issue on spray nozzle
effectiveness. We evaluated in the integrated
assessment and deferred it back %o the generic issue and
concluded that there wasn't a need for any immediate
action.

(Slide.)

MR. GRIMES: On testing of the reactor trip
system and engineered safety features, the issue S one
of testing channels, and the tests routinely 4d. a9t
require testing ot the senscors as well, and the staff
concluded that the existing testing was adequate.

MR. STESS: How is Oyster Cr2ek i1ifferent?

MR. GRIMES: I believe that Cyster Creek was
different becauvuse it wasn't an issue that only the
sensor was not tested, it was an issue that there wvere

entire channels that were not tested, and the staff
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recommended that those channels be incorporated into the
technical specifications along with the other channel
tests that wvere required in the technical specifications.

MR. SIESS:¢ Okay.

¥R. GRIMES: On on-site emergency powver
systems, there were specific requirements for
annunciators and IEEE standard, I believe that should be
279 instead of 297, and that wvas previously reviewed by
the staff, and the integrated assessment team concluded
that that action wvas sufficient.

MR. SIESS: And again Oyster Creek?

MR. GRIMES: I believe on Cyster Creek that
difference wasn't identified.

(Slide.)

MR. GRIMES: On Topic XV-1, that was common to
all three boilers. The turbine bypass capability for a
feedwater controller event, ve deferred it to the reload
review. To the extent to which the plant needs to rely
on turbine bypass for that event, it is routinely
revieved with the relocad so any requirements for
technical specifications or procedures would be picked
up during that review.

¥R. STESSs What is that, a fuel limit?

MR. GRIMES: Yes. MNCPR l1limit typically is

controlled by loss of load event.
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Those vere all the events that were common to
both Dresden and Millstone for which the staff concluded
that no action was required. Now I wili go into the
ones that were unique to Dresden.

The design basis ground water level was an
issue that is similar to an issue that was raised at
Oyster, although the elevations are different and the
effects may be different. Based on the material that
was review2d in conjunction with Topic III-3.A, the
staff concluded that the ground water level was adequate
or the capability was adequate. That was similar to an
issue on Oyster.

A point I should make here is, we only
identified the Oyster section for the common issues. We
didn*t go through on the plant unique ones and identify
which ones were similar to Oyster. Fracture toughness
testing data do not exist for reactor building closed
water cooling system, reactor water cleanup system, and
wvhat is RSCS?

YR. CWALTNA: Reactor coolant check.

MR. GRIMES: The information wasn't available
for that, and they were not of sufficient importance
that there was a need to pursue that information. On
the capability of the reactor building superstructure

and the vantillation stack, based on the information
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that vas presented during the topic review, the staff
concluded that there was a sufficient capacity in those
structurese.

¥R. SIESSs Is tornadi the plural of tornado?

(General laughter.)

MR. GRIMES: We may have coined a new phrase.
That is a typographical error for which there wasn't
sufficient time to make a correction.

(General laughter.)

¥R. GRIMES: On inspection fregquency of flow
regulation station, the staff concluded that the flow
requlation station wvas not of sufficient importance to
wvarrant more specific inspection requirements. On the
inspection frequency for the intake and discharge
st->ctures, based on the review of Topic II-u4.D, the
staff concluded that they have sufficient integrity that
they shouldn't require inspection in accoriance with
current criteria.

On Topic III-4.A, with regard to the
capability of the service water system to function given
a loss of ventillation, in some cases we picked up
ventillation issues under the specific system reviews,
and in other cases we picked them up in the ventillation
reviews. In this case it was picked up under the

specific review based on the review, the related review
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under the TMI action plan, Item III-D, III-4, and the
fact that the battery room is located in a missile
protected area, the staff concluded that further
evaluation of this issue was not warranted.

MR. STESS: What is that TV item?

MR. CWALINA: It is control room habitability.

¥R. SIESS: Okay.

(Slide.)
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MR. GRIMES: This is another seismic issue on
piping supports. The Staff considered that the actions
taken in conjunction with TEE Bulletin 7914 or those %o
be taken would adequately resolve the issue. On Topic
ITI-10.A with regard to the torque switch, as a result
of additional information that the Staff gathered during
the integrated assessment process, we concluded that the
criteria that had been met, even though the topic
evaluation contended it hadn't, we concluded it was
because of a lack of information.

On the Topic V-5 review, the Staff identified
a difference with regard to the sump level monitoring.
That issue by itself, the Staff concluded that the
procedures that (he plant had were adequate. We will
get int> other aspscts of Topic V-5 later.

MR. SIESS: We sure will.

MR. GRIMES: On Topic V-6 with regard to the
reactor vessel materials, there was additional
information requested as a result of the topic review.
The Staff concluded that a tech spec amendment reguest
vould sufficiently resolve that issue.

(Slide)

Continuing on with the Dresden specific
interlocks ~n the reactor cleanup system, this issue is

under the further evaluation section for Yillstone. For
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Dresden, the licensee submitt2d sufficient information
for the Staff to conclude that there was adeguate
capacity in the resactor water cleanup system relief
valve and the conseguences were sufficiently low that no
further evaluation of this issue was required.

The kind of information that was presented for
Dresden is the kind of information that has been
rejuestad for Millstone under the further evaluation
section. Topic VI-6 on the containment leak testing,
the leak testing of the reactor building cooling water
system and the containment air lock are not in
conformance with current criteria. The Staff concluded
that because the leak testing of these systems is
reviewved in conjunction with the Appendix J leak test,
that specific action on these aspects vas not wvarranted.

MR. STIESS: T don't understand that. Is there
a continuing review under Appendix J?

MR. GRIMES: 1Is there an exemption request in
for these specific systems?

YR. CWALINA: There was a specific request
from Dresden on these two items. The exemption was
grantei on many items. Their contention was denied.

The licensee is going to have to backfit their design to
accommodate these exemptions.

MR. SIESS:s So it was handled unier another
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category so they have to do something.

MR. GRIMES: This was an issue where we could
not identify the solution in the context of the
integrated assessment, and wve felt the action being
pursued would eventually resolve it outside the scope of
the SEP.

MR. RUSSELL: If you go back for a minuée,
Chris, on the reactor water coolant isolation on
Millstone, as you will recall, ve discussed this last
time. They are pcroposing a separate pressure switch to
actuate isolation on high pressure. In the case of
Dresden they have demonstrated that the relief valve had
sufficient capacity and there was enough indication for
operator action and that the consequences of the event
were small. So the approach b2ing taken by Oyster Creek
is also one demonstrating sufficient relief valve size
and that the consequences of the event are within the
design basis. So the approach by the three utilities
== the three are similar, that is, Oyster Creek and
Dresden 2 and on Millstone -- the approach is one of
providing a hardvare fix to resolve the issue.

MR. SIESS: OCOkay.

MR. GRIMESs Further proof that having three
of these plants rattling around in my head will often

lead me to confuse two of them. Topic VI-10.E on the
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capability to put swing diesel into bypass mode. The
licensee modified the procedures and the Staff concluded
that that was adeguate.

On topics related to ability to achieve safe
shutdown for Dresden, the issues related to the
procedures are being reviewed in the context of Appendix
Re The Staff revieved, the integrated assessment team
revieved the procedu.es and concluded that they are
adequate ani ia2fer-ed any other consideration to the
Appendix R review.

(Slide)

The last item to Dresden specific is
ventilation of the LPCI and core spray room, and the
integrated assessment team concluded that the procedures
to restore ventilation in the event that it is lost were
sufficient.

(Slide)

I will go on to the Millstone specifics. On
the hydrology topics there was an issue related to
ponding in the vicinity of the radwaste and control
buildings which could overflow into the buildings and
could flood out potentially safety-related systems.
Based on the assessment team's review of the potential
for pondiny and fioodiny and the existence of a flood

gate in that area, the Staff concluded that no further
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action on that issue was warranted.

Similarly on the gas turbine building, the
Staff concluded that the flood gate and the capability
for using other systems to achieve safe shutdown was
sufficient and no further action on that issue was
warranted.

(Slide)

Another flooding issue was the potential for
flooding out the diesel fuel oil transfer pumps. Based
on the procedures and the relative location of the
pumps, the Staff concluded that no further evaluation of
that issue was warranteid.

Topic III-S.B on pipe breaks outside
containmen*,

MR. SIESS: Excuse me.

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESSs 1In the report 4.1.5 wvasn't closed
out. The applicant was checkad on that. Are you saying
he has now done it and it is okay.

MR. GRIMES: This is Millstone specific?

MR. SIESS: Yes, the one you just did, diesel
fu2l oil transfer pumps.

MR. GRIMES: I will have to check. Drew,
would you check and see whethar that is an issue that

was subsequently closed out?
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MR. SIESSs: Go ahead. We can check on it
later.

YR. GRIMES: Okay. On pipe breaks outside
containment, the effects of moderate energy piping were
nct evaluated as they should be for current criteria,
and that the integrated assessment team determined that
what information was available on monitored energy pipe
breaks and their =2ffects was adequate both in terms of
the potential for flooding and spraying or wetting
effects.,

MR. RUSSELL: Chris. On the last question,
Dr. Siess, the issue that wvas left open on 4.1.5 had to
do with revision to the emergency procedures, which is
addressed vith 4.1.6, and they are being upgraded to
address the shutdown issue. That was the last part of
Section 4.1.5 and we combined that with the overall
procedures issue.

MR. SIESS: I see. Thank you.

(Slide)

MR. GRIMES: Continuing with Millstone
specific on the seismic issues, the LPCI and containment
spray heat exchanger supports. The licensee provided
additional information during the integrated assessment.
The Staff concluded that there was adequate support of

those systems. Similarly for the anchorage of
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transformers and c>ntrol rooem panels. The additional
information proviied to the integrated assessment team
led them to conclude that there was adequate anchorage
of those systenms.

MR. SIESS: The way you have the resolution on
the slide, it looks like that is an open item.

MR. GRIMES: This is one that is in the
transition. We are told we are going to get it. We
haven't got it yet, but once we have got it, it goes
away.

MR. SIESS: Fine. Yuu have got the words but
not the paper.

MR. GRIMES: PRight. We are in the midst of
getting all of the material necessary to resolve the
issue. On the recirc pump supports, similarly, the
material that the licensee has developed in conjunction
with Bulletin 7914 and the actions that he is proposing
will provide the information that the integrated
assessment team needs to conclude that this issue has
been adequately resolved.

(Slide)

MR. GRIMES: I am still continuing with
Millstone on Topic IV-2. With regard to a single
failure analysis of, I believe this is, the control red

irive systam, the Staff reviewed it in the context of
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the evaluation for control rod misoperation events in
XV-3 and concluded that those analyses are bounded and
that additional information idzntified in the topic
review did not need to be pursued.

Topic V-5 is another piece of the leakage
detection inside containment. The Staff concluded that
the information identified is necessary in the topic
evaluation on intersystem leakage and did not need to be
pursued because of the low significance of intersystem
leakage, both from the standpoint of PRA and from the
Staff's revievw.

Topic VI-4, which is another containment
isolation issue. The Staff concluded that remote manual
and excess flow check valves used on systems that
normally would not be allowved, that the design of the
systems was adequate.

(Slide)

The next topic on Millstone is VI-7.A.3 with
regard to reactor protection system and ESF testing.
The resolution was the Staff concludei, based on what
testing was performed and the PRA input, that further
evaluation of this issue was not warranted. Similarly
on the safe shutdown topic, VII-3, the Staff concluded
that the velocity instrument bus, based on the actions

taken in conjunction with RBulletin 7927, that the
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procedures are adeguate.

MR. SIESS: What is Bulletin 79277

MR. RUSSELL: It is the issue of failures.
The position we have taken, and this is one where there
is a differerce in the issue reviewsd in the PRA from
the issue that was identified, and we looked at this
aspect of it and concluded that the capability existed
to shut down using indications fiom outside the control
rcom and that there were procedures in place to do
that. So that we addressed only the single failure of
the instrument bus itself and the loss of a portion of
the indications.

The issue that was looked at that you wvill see
later relates to the automatic bus transfer which feeds
the same bus. In that instance the PRA concluded that
because of the importance of the instrumentation in the
control roem, that redundant buses and instrumentation
and also some controls should be provided and that that
involved the 16 percent changs in the core melt. That
issve is related to the IREP review and it coes, in our
opinion, beyond what was beinc done from a single
failure in the old system and the loss of the instrument
bus.

The Staff has previously accepted the

capability to zhut down from outside control room and
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does not require that you be able to accommodate single
failures and still be able to shut down inside the
control room. The related issue to that is the
reilundant instrumentation, which is being looked at in
Reg Guide 1.97, in instrumentation to be followed during
the course of an accident for which a position has not
yet been taken. So that from the SEP standpoint, wve
felt that issue was beyond what we are currently
requiring.

We then concluded that what they have with the
capability to shut down from outside vas sufficient.

MR. SIESS: It looks like what we need are
integrated requirements. We have got IE bulletins, reg
guides and a few other things that don't szem to mesh
completely.

MR. GRINES: I should point out that this
issue was addressed here and only here because of the
aspect of the racommendation evolving from the PRA being
beyond the scope of the SEP and not really related to
specific differences from current criteria. The Staff
concluded that for the purpose of the SEP, the
procedures they have are adequate and would allow the
recommendation evolving from the PRA to go on to actions
resulting from the IREP as a whole.

MR. SIESS: They are generic items of some
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kind.

MR. GRIYES: There is a plant-specific
response t> an IREP.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. GRIMES: Topic ¥V-3. This relates back %o
the loss of load event. The Staff concluded that based
upon the analysis that wvas performed for rz2load 8, that
the difference betveen an assumed initial power that cne
should do in accordance with the staniard review plan
and what was done was negligible and no further
evaluation of this issue was warranted.

That covers all of the issues, both common and
plant-specific, for which the Staff concluded that no
further action is warranted.

(Slide)

MR. SIESS: Okay. ©Now, it seems to me that at
the Full Committee meeting -- did we go through those
item by item last time or did wve flash card the list?

MR. GRIMES: For the Full Committee meeting ve
just flashed the list.

MR. SIESS: Okay. I thi-k that is what I
would like to do, and I think you should have three
lists: the common, the Dresden-unigue, and the
Millstone-unigue.

MR. GRIMES¢ Do you want them listed by issue

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-8300

e i 7,4——-—_#



10

11

12

13

14

15

18

17

18

& 8 B ¥

11

as they were presented here and just exclude the
resolution?

MR. SIESS: Yes. Just list the issue, and if
anyone has a question, then you can go to the resolution.

MR. GRIMESs All right.

MR. SIESS: T don‘'t know how much trouble it
would be, but it would probably be simpler for the Full
Co.mittee if someboly raises a guestion to have a single
slide for each topic. That means doing all these things
over and I am not sure it is worth it if you could find
the topic that someone asks about that has the
resolution on it. On these particular slides you have
been showing, they are a little bit confusing to nme
because the resolution is underlined and the topic is
not, and I have trouble getting from one to the other in
following the list. But I think we will do that on sort
of a flash card basis. We have gone through them itenm
by item andi had a few questions, so if they have any
that they want called out, they can. Okay.

Nov we will go on to the additional evaluation.

MR. GRIMES: These are issues for which the
integrated assessment team concluded that further
evaluation is warranted and that they have a potential
for some form of backfit, vpether it be procedural or

hardvare.
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¥R. SIESS: How are these arranged?

MR. GRIMES: These ars first commor, then
Dresden-specific and Millstzne-specific.

MR. STESS: 1Is this going to tell us what
"later” means?

¥R. GRI¥ES: Yes, sir. I would like to
preface it by saying that differences between the
inteqrated assessments reflect the character unigueness
of the integrated assessment project managers. The
differences from the basic form of the report are just a
matter of the individual integrated assessment project
manager assembling the issues and their resolutions into
the draft report that has been presented te you.

Jvr Lresden, as Bill mentioned, because they
vere coordinating proposed actions not only for Dresden
2 but for Dresden 3 and Quad Cities 2 and 3, as =2ll, ve
vere only getting little bits and pieces of commitments
frem the licensee, so "later”™ means that licensees are
in the process of developing a response and we haven't
received it yet.

In the context of Millstone, it was one where
as a result of the integrated assessment process, even
though they had gone through their own integrated
assessment, when the integrated assessment team came up

with a resolution that they had not yet had an
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opportunity to evaluate, it was characterized as a
"later”™ to determine what specific recommendaticns
evolved from the integrated assessment.

MR. SIESS: So a "late "™ -- and that was used
primariy in Dresden -- could end up being an issue
reguiring additional evaluation.

MR. GRIMES: The "later” only characterized
licensees.

MR. SIESS¢ Say that again?

MR. CWALINA: Dr. Siess, let me try to
explain. In Table 4.1, the integrated assessment, the
column under "Licensee Agrees,” whenever I said "later"™
in there, what I meant was the licensee had not provided
us with a formal response yet as to their position on
that itenm.

MR. SIESS: That is essentially no response in
Millstone, then.

MR. CWALINA: Correct.

MR. SIESS: The outcome of a "later"™ could be
that further evaluaticn wvas needed. Some of those items
are needed. The sutcome might be that no backfit is
rejuired oc it mijht be a backfit.

MR. CWALINA: That is correct. I would also
like to point ocut now that in about the last week I

received seven or eight additional responses from
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Dresden, and as Chris goes through these slides, I will
try to peint out what Dresden has said. In some cases
they have provided commitments.

ME. SIESS: T have about 20 "later™ items on
Dresden, and if we could get any of them categorized as
to additional evaluation or whatever, it would help.

MR. CWALINA: I think in most cases we had a
verbal agreement or understanding with the licensee and
it is Jjust a matter of not having a formal response.

MR. RUSSFLL: In fact, some of those
agreements weirs provided by the licensee in the last
subcommittee meetiny and it is just a matter of going
through the process. They are taking the proposed
resolution through station engineering at both stations
and coordinating schedules and making commitments, which
is something that they can actually implement, and that
takes time to do. So while we feel that there is
essential agreement on what the issue is, there may be a
difference on how it will be implemented, and that will
be reflected.,

MR. SIE5S: Let me make clear the reason I
ask. As you know, the ACRS when it writes its report
tries to at least provide some guidance on the issues
for which there is disagreement, and it is fairly

obvious to me that most of these later items are not
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necessarily going to be disagreements. So I would like
to get some idea, certainly bty next Thursday, as to
wvhere the disagreements are or are likely to be. And as
far as Millstone is concerned, I have on my list five
"no response” items, which is in the same general
category. When we get to those, we might want to see
where they stand.

MR. RUSSELL: It is our intention to update
Table 4.17. We have been told by the licensee that ve
will have 11l of the information approximately two days
before the Subcommittee meeting, which will update Table
4.1 and eliminate as many "laters"™ as we can. We will
do the same thing with most of them 1o indicate in fact
wvhere there are disagreements.

MR. SIESS: It would be helpful if you could
get that to me before the Full Committee meeting. I
will be out here on Tuesday and Wednesday. So then I
could at least be prepared to tell the Committee wvhere
ve stand.

Okay, Chris. Are there any guestions anybody
has about that list that Chris has just gone through?

[No response.!

MR, SIESSs Does anybody have any prolblem with
just presenting the list to the Full Committee and

letting them ask guestions about which ones they want?
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If there are any that you think we might single out and
have the Staff talk about, fine, but I don't like to try
to decide for the Full Committee what they want to hear.
I have never been very successful with that anywvay.

Go ahead.

MR. GRIMES: All right. ow I will go through
the issues for which further evaluation is necessary.
Topic III-2 with regard to wind and tornado loads. The
licensee's safety analysis report didn't have an
evaluation of loss of safety-related components outside
of qualified structures or did not evaluate them. Both
licensees have agreed to provide an evaluation of such
components, which ones are defective and which ones are
not.

MR. SIESS: Now, that is IV-3.3, isn't it?

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir. For Dresden; IV-4.4 for
Millstone 1.

MR. CWALINA: Dr. Siess, that is one of the
items that Dresden has just responded to.

MR. GRINES: Maybe I can simplify this by
saying -~

MR. STESS: How does this compare to the
Oyster Cre2k situatiovn? Is this a multiple missle
problem?

MR, RUSSELL: No, this is wind and tornado
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loads. We have not gotten to tornado loads yet.

MR. SIESS: Okaye.

MR. GRIMES: Maybe I can simplify this by
saying that we have got essentially verbal agreement on
all issues, and in the last five in the package it
identifies those for which ve haven't at least gotten a
commitment from the licensee that he is going to do
something about it, ;lthouqh ve have not worked out the
details, and we have boiled it down to what we expect to
be, once all the paper is in, the only areas of real
disagreement, which would be the last set of issues that
I was goiny to discuss.

¥R. SIESS: Well, I may be getting ahead of
myself, but what about the roof decks and snubbers for
Dresden? Has that been agreed to?

MR. GRIMES: Dresden has agreed to evaluate it.

MR. CWALINA: Dresden has already provided an
evaluation of the roof decks. That is part of the
information that Just came in within the last week, and
they have already committed to installing scuppers on
the roof decks.

MFR. SIESS: Okay. I assumed they would.

MR. GRIMES: They are going to look at the
loads on the roof and determine what action is necessary.

KR. SIESS: Okay.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. GRIMES: On Topic III.4.B on turbine
missiles, the turbine inspection program is an issue
that was common to all three boilers. The resolution
nere is wvorded for Dresden, but the results of the
integrated assessment for all three boilers were the
licensee should use his inspection results with more
frequency. Dresden has already provided that
information and Dresden is committed to providing it.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

(Slide)

MR. GRIMES: One of the seismic issues common
to all plants was qualification of electrical cable
trays. There is an SEP owners group program under way
and all three licensees will provide plant-specific
implementation of that program. Topic IX-5 with regard
to ventilation systems, loss of battery room ventilation
in buildup of combustible hydrogen. Here again it has
been written specifically for Dresden because Greg was a
major contributor to the section on the slides. 1All
three licensees have agreed to evaluate the potential
for and conseguences of hydrogen buildup, and if they
have not 35t adeguate ventilation, they will do
something about it.

MR. SIESS: That was a "later” on Dresden?

MR. GRIMES: Yes, that is going to be a
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licensee agrees tc do something, and the final report

will reflect what he has committed to do.

MR. SIESS: It seems to me that that was an
area where the PRA didn't really support your conclusion
on that. Am I right?

YR. CWALINR: That issue was not evaluated in
tha PRA.

MR. PERSINKOs On Millstone it was that there
vere no areas ra2quiring additional ventilation.

MR. GRIXES: Dr. Siess, the PRA input for
Topic IX-5 was with regard to LPC on core spray and
diesel generator rooms, and only that aspect of that
issue under Topic V-5,

MR. SIESS: I have got a note here. I can't
Qquite figure cut what it was. But I won't worry about
it. Okaye.

(Slide)

MR. GRIMES: Now to the Dresden 2-unique
issues and recsolutions for the further evaluation
section. There are certain aspects of the
classification of equipment for which there was not
sufficient information during the topic evaluation, and
the licensee has agreed that he will incorporate that
information into an update, a revision to the FSAR

update because the FSAR for Dresden 2 has already been
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updated because of Unit 3.

MR. SIESS: That was a "later” on Dresden.

MR. CWALINA: This is cne where Dresden has
Just come in with further information on those items
vithin the last week, and their analysis is under review
right now.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. GRIMESs: With regard to the wind and
tornado loads topic, there was an issue related to the
roof decks anu capability to withstand the design basis
tornado load. The licensee either is in the process of
or will fairly shortly provide --

¥R« CWALINA: They already have. That is
another one. They have responded to Topic III-2, and wve
just got their letter, I believe it was, yesterday.

MR. STESS: Let me get something straight on
my bookkeeping. 1In the table in the Dresden report =--
at the October 27 meeting you had not had a reply on
4.3.3, whatever that was, but it wasn't listed in your
tabtle in the report. Does that mean you have gctten
something?

MR. CWALINA: That is correct. They have just
responded to Topic III-2, all the items in Topic III-2.

MR. SIESS: Everything under III-2, and that

is all the 4.,3°s, right?
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MR.
MR.
¥R.

licensee is g

CWALINA: Yes.
GRIMES: VYes, sir.
GRIMES: On the combination of loads,

oing to address that in conjunction with

Topic III-7.B, whis is locad combinations.

(S1

ide)

There are three issues related to Topic

III-4.A on ex

tornado missi

posed systems and protection against

les. This relates to the issue identified

on Oyster Creek on providing a missile protected system

for shutdown.
MR.
MR.
Millstone on
MR.
MR.
protected shu
MR.
this now?
¥R.

MR.

GRIMES: This is Dresden-specific.

SIESS: We don't have a problem at
tornado missiles, right?

GRIMES: Drewv, what is the resolution?
PERSINKO: Millstone is going to provide a
tdown capability.

SIESS: And what is Dresden's status on

CWALINA: Dresden hasn't responded.

SIESS: PBut the situation is the same as

at Oyster Creek, that if there were enough tornado

issues, they
capability?

¥R.

could take out all that shutdown
Or you don't know?

RUSSELL: It is much more limited in scope
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at Dresden than is the situation at Oyster Creek or
Millstone. Dresden, as I recall, the issues vere with
some external tanks, the diesel exhaust lines, and that
is about it. The diesel service water pumps were
protected in the screen well house and that is not the
same extent of the problem as exists at Oyster Creck and
Millstone. The issue of whether failure of a diesel
exhaust stack causes failure of the diesel or not, when
you can take a suction on the turbine building in
adiition to taking a suction from the outside.

The issue would be crimping it and
backpressure, and there are other sources of water
available other than the tanks, such that Presden has
the capability to shut down for missiles, and some areas
are not protected to the same level we would require
today. I believe this came up at Seguoyah when the
issue came up on the exhaust and intake not being
protect=2d, ani that is a very narrow in scope problem as
compared to the other units.

MR. SIESS: The Millstone situation is more
like Cyster Creek and they have committed to protect at
least one systenm.

MRe. RUSSELL: That is correct. The area of
disagreement on that issue amongst the utility and the

Staff vas influenced by the ACRS letter and it is no
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longer an area of disagreement.

MR. SIESS: You mean you undarstood what we
said?

MR. RUSSELL: Yes.

MR. WARD: You didn't really say that. He
said it was influsnced by the letter.

[Laughter.]

MR. SIESS: Okay, Chris.

MR. GRIMES:s Topic III-5.A, pipe breaks inside
containment. There were certain aspects of jet
impingement that were left open as a result of the toric
review. Dresden has committed to demonstrate that the
information submitted on Oyster Creek is applicable for
Presden, and that would resolve that issue.

MR. SIESS: Let me 3o back 2 second. On the
IIT-4.2 tornado issues, which vere "later" on Dresden,
are they still "later™? You haven't hear? from them on
that?

MR. CWALINA: Excuse me?

¥R, SIESS: On III-4.A, it was "later”™ for
Dresden. That is still "later"?

MR. CWALINA: Yes. We still haven't heard
from thenm.

ER. SIESS: 1IV-7.1 was a "later"? That wvas

the one Chris is on now?
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MR. CWALINA: This is again one where Dresden
has just submitted their final analysis on Topic
IIT-S.A, and it is a big report that the Staff is
reviewing right now. It will take a while to go throuch
that report, but that addresses all the items in
Sections IV-7 of the integrated assessment report.

MR. SIESS: That is all of the IV-7 itenms.

MR. CWALINA: Correcte.

MR. SIESS¢ Okay. I just want to keep my
bocokkeeping straight.

On that last one to be addressed in licensee's
final report --

MR. GRIMES: That is the repcrt that Greg just
referred to. We will have to go through that report and
review it and make sure all the issues identified in the
integrated assessment report have been addressed.

MR. SIESS: Do you wvant to bet it is not final?

MP. GRIMES: To use the licensee's terminolocgy.

(Laughter.]

Y¥R. CATTON: Wishful thinking.

(Slide)

MR. GRIMES: On seismic review, there were
some specific issues identified for Dresden. Again, as
I mention2d1 befor2 on "no further action required,"

there is information recently submitted to the Staff and
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information to b2 submitted to the Staff that resolved
the questions raised there.

MR. SIESS: That is an open item as of now?

¥K. CRIMES: There is some information that
the licensee has committed to provide, other information
the Staff has that ve are going to go back and look at,
and between the twec of them, hopefully all of the
seismic issues will be resolved.

MR. CATTON: Aren't the internals in all the
three plants the same?

ER. GRIMES: That was one of tle issues. The
Staff has agreed to go back and evaluate the reactor
vessel internal submittal on Oyster Creek tc see if it
is applicable to Dresden.

MR. CATTON: 1Is there any reason to think it
might not be?

¥R. GRIMES: It could be *hat the difference
between a jet pump and a non-jet pun¢ slant is
significantly different cthat the plan*s cannot 5o
extrapolated that far.

MR. STIESS: Those arz all 4.9.7 issues. Wnct
vas .,3?

MR. GRIMES: U4.9.3 was the qualification of
cable trays, which was implementation ot the owners

greup program. U4,.,9.4 was the sufety-reiated equipment,
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which vas deferred to A-u6.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. GRIMES: Topic III-7.B on original design
codes and standards. There were certain aspects of that
review for which there was missing information.

Licensee has provided that additional information and
the Staff is reviewing it now. On Topic III-10.2A, the
issue cf whather or not thermal cverload cshould be
bypassed, during the integrated assessment review we
concluded that the licensee should evaluate the
setpoints, and if they couldn't be conservatively
established, he should bypass the thermal overloads.
Licensee has verbally advised us that he has gone
through a setpcint evaluation and concluded that all the
setpecints are conservatively established and all that is
lacking is for him to locument that evaluation.

(Slide)

Topic V-5. This is the issue that was raised
on Oyster Creek with regard to leakage detection design
and sensitivity. The Staff, after the presentation to
the Full Committee for Oyster Creek, modified their
position to reflect a consideration of the need for
system design to SSE. The licensee =-- both licensees,
both Millstone ani Dresden, have agreed to evaluate this

issue in conjunction with III-5.R on pipe breaks inside
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containment. Dresden has submitted their pipe break
inside containment report, and following the Staff's
reviev, we will then determine what design requirements
there should be for leakage detection systems inside
containment.

MR. SIESS: Now, by relating this III-S.A,
this then becomes the high energy pipe break avoidznce
by detecting leaks eariy.

MR. GRIMES:; Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: It is that issue. So this is
identical with the Oyster Creek issue.

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: All three plants do not have air
monitors operatinge.

MR. CWALINR: No, that is not correct.
Dresden has gaseous air and particulate monitors
operating.

MR. SIESS: Do they work?

MR. CWALTNA: I believe.

MR. SIESS: Oyster Creek couldn't make theirs
work.

MRe CWALINA: Dresden's worke. The question at
Dresden is as to their sensitivity.

MR. GRIMES: And the seismic qualifications.

MR. CWALINA: And the seismic qualification.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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YR. SIESS: Okay, but the issue is the same as
Oyster Crezsk.

MR. GRIMES: With the subtle twist that in
Oyster Creek's case they hadn't completed certain
aspects of their pipe break inside containment
evaluation. It was obvious that the leakage detection
systems vere joinjy to be necessary to resolve that
issue. Dresden has submitted their report to attempt to
resolve all of the issues in the context of I11-5.A such
that they wouldn't need to rely on the leakage detection
system to resolve them.

So once ve have reviewed that report and have
had an opportunity to see hov sensitive that analysis
is, then ve will make a conclusion regarding the
sensitivity and design reguirements for leakage
detection systems inside containment. The difference I
guess I wvas tryiny to get to is a subtle difference in
terms of the need for the system to resolve related
issues.

MR. SIESS: How does Millstone stand on that?

“R. GRIMES: We don't know yet the extent to
which Millstone will have to rely on it to rely pipe
break inside containment issues. They have evaluated
pipe break inside containment in the context of Topic

III-S.A.
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MR. SIESS: Okay. And your position riaht now
is wvhat you have mentioned before, that is, a reliable
leakage detection systenm.

MR. GRIXES: That is correct. The reliability
ani sensitivity of the system should be dependent on the
need to preclude pipe breaks inside containment or
simply to monitor for cracks inside containment,
depending on the extent to which the design can
vithstand pipe breaks inside containment.

MR. CATTON: Just out of curiosity, is there
any data on this leak before break kind of idea that
leads to this?

PR. RUSSELL: This is one area where SEP has
been doing a lot of work. We have had members of the
Branch observe testing that has been done on flawed
sections to demonstrate the adequacy of the analytical
methods that are being used for fracture mechanic
evaluations. The work and the codes that were develcped
to 4o the fracture mechanics work were developed for the
SEP for the review of these, and the position on leak
before break is an area where I think the SEP is ahead
of or at least working in parallel with the resolution
on USIAR 2 on the asymmetric LOCA loads where the
proposal from Westinghouse wacs essentially a leak before

break for the vessel nozzles for mitigating the
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consequences of the asymmetric LOCA load model.

With respect to leakage detection, we have
also observed testing and qualification of leakage
Jetection systems. We know that they exist. What wve
are talking now about is a global leakage detection
system inside the constainment and whether that global
system is adequate to detect leaks due to flaws in pipes
such that you can shut down before the leak becomes a
break so that you dv not have to be concerned with the
consequences of the break.

On the Dresden situation, they are trying to
show that the consequences of a high energy line break
inside containment are essentially nc worse than a LOCA,
that is, you are not going to eliminate other systens,
and therefore they have an adequate design from the
standpoint of separation, et cetera to meet the
guidelines of GDC-4 on pipe breaks.

If that is the case, when ve finish our review
of their pipe bdreaks inside containment, then the
adequacy of the existing leakage detection system will
be looked at from a different perspective and not tied
to Topic III-S.A; it will just be done in comparison to
the Peg Guide 1.45, which is required for leakage
detection on new plants.

The conclusion would probably be that the
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existing systems are adequate based on what we have seen
from the PRA if they do not have a problem with pipe
breaks inside containment.

MR. CATTON: My question was a lot simpler
than that.

[Laughter.]

I was just sort of curious if you knew enouch
about the time from leak to break to say anything
conclusive about what the requirements should be. I
alvays thought when a pipe went, it went.

MR. RUSSELL: The approach we are taking there
is one of assuminy a flaw size and assuming there is a
rather substantial margin for that flawved section where
with loads beyond design basis, the flaw would rapidly
propanate.

MR. SIESS: Are you talking about one load
beyond the design basis or are you talking about cycles
or loads or both?

MR. RUSSELLs If it is a cyclic problem like a
thermal problem, that would be a longer period of time.
Generally it is a large, sudden 1load.

¥R. SIESS: This is likely toc come up again at
th= Full Committe2 me2ting, even though we wrote a
letter on it.

MR. RUSSELL: Yes.
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MR. SIESS: The letter was not all that
specific, I guess. One of the concerns, as I follow it,
was that using inelastic fracture mechanics is a pretty
sharp pencil as a basis for deciding what leak rate you
have to give to detect at what time. I don't think the
Committee has a very high level of confidence in where
we are right now, and there was just some concern about
that. So if you have got some experts on this, you
might want to bring them with you.

ER. RUSSELL: There were a number of phone
conversations with those people back in Bethesda the
last time around, but the approach is one of a
conservatively assumed flaw size and showing that that
flav size would remain stable, and then relating for
that flaw size a leakage rate, and it generally varies
by as much as an osrder of magnitude, depending on the
geometry of the flaw and how tight the crack is, et
cetera. £o there is a lot of conservatism.

We feel that the guidance we provided, along
with the safety evaluation on Palisades which is being
followed d5es accommodate some of those uncertanties,
ani? that approach took almost a year to get internal
agreement in the Staff as to the approach. That has
been lookei at ani that is the approach we are following

on these five plants.
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¥R. SIESS: You did provide us some paper on
that, didn't you?

MR. RUSSELL: That is correct. In fact, at
the last Subcommittee meeting wve were asked for the
references -~ it is in an enclosure -- to the lead plant
safety :valuation report on pipe breaks inside
containment, which was a Palisades reviewv.

MR. SIESS: The problem is you are using our
best consultant on this already.

MR. RUSSELL: True. He has looked at it in
quite a bit of detail.

¥R. SIESS: Yes, I knows I spoke to him at
breakfast.

MR. CATTON: So you can predict the flow, the
leakage rate out of a given flaw, and then you pick the
low end of that and have a measuring system that will
pick that out.

MR. RUSSELL: That is correct. That is
essentially the approach.

MR. SIESS: Okay, Chris.

¥R. GRINMES: Topic VI-4 for Dresden with
regard to providing lasakage detection capability for
remote valves, when to isolate them. The licensee agreed
to evaluate the leakage detecticn capability currently

there and determine whether he should augment them.
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MR. CWALINA: Dr. Siess, that is another one
that the 1 ensee has just responded to.

¥R. GRIMES: There is a similar issue there.

MR. CWALINA: It is Section 4.18, I guess.

MR. SIESS: I have got it, all of thenm,

MR. CWALINA: They responded on all of thenm.

MR. SIESS: The other was lock valves and
putting the valve cap on the tap line.

MR. CWALINA: Right.

¥R. GRIMES: There is a similar issue on
¥illstone that will be addressed under procedures.
Topic VI-7.C.1 for Dresden. There are issues related to
sharing the batteries and the swing diesel. Licensee
has agreed to provide a short circuit analysis and
verify that he has adequate protective relays.
Similarly, there is an issue related to isolation
between Class 1E and non-Class 1E loads. The licensee
has agreed to perform a short circuit analysis there
also.

¥R. SIESS: Let's see. This is 4.21.1. Okay,
I have got it.

MR. GRIMES: And 4.21.5.

MR. SIESS: Yes. There are some more 4,21
items thers=,

MR. CWALINA: That is correct. They will be
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adiressed under the procedural section.

MR. SIESSs Okaye.

MR. GRIMES: Topic VI-10.B with regard to
battery room ventilation as it relates to the onsite
power sources. That was jeferred to Topic IX-5. The
licensee has agreed to provide an evaluation under IX-5
on adeguacy of battery room capability.

MRe SIESS: These were "laters”™ on Dresden?

MR. CWALINA: That is correct. They still
are., We have not gotten the response yet.

MR. CPIMES: I would remind you that wve are
categorizing these things based o. verbal commitments in
some cases.

MR. SIESS: That is all right.

MR. GRIMES: Topic VII-1.A. This is a common
issue t> all three boilers. It falls in different bins
for different plants. Commonwvealth has agreed to
demonstrate that there is adeguate isols ion between
process recorders and the flux monitoring.

MR. SIESTS: That was an Oyster Creek issue,
wasn't it?

MR. GRIMES: That is correct. In the Oyster
Creek case they also agreed to evaluate the adequacy of
the isolation between the safety-related portion and the

process recorders in the computer. In Millstone's case
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I believe that they have agreed to perform a test to
determine the extent to which isclation exists.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. GRIMES: Topic VIII-3.A. There was
identified a difference with regard to the battery
program with regard to the specific requirements of Rea
Guide 1.129. Llicensee has proposed to demonstrate that
his existing testing is either eguivalent to or more
severe than the testing required by the Reg Guide.

(Slide)

Topic I¥~-5 on ventilation systems. The effects
of loss of ventilation on the diesel generator
operability. The licensee has agreed to evaluate the
consequences of a loss of diesel generator room
ventilation.

¥R. SIESS: Doesn't that tie in with the
tornado missile gquestion, or is this a different loss of
ventilation?

¥R. GRIMES: It is a different loss of
ventilation.

MR. SIESS: That was exhaust spray.

MR. GRIMES: Intake and exhaust for the diesel.

Now for the Millstone specitics --

MR. SIESS: There is a pretty long list of

those. I was wvondering if people might not like to go
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to lunch in between, or would you rather take another 40
minutes or so and not lose your train of thou:ht?

¥R. WARD: I would rather go to lunch now.

¥E. SIESS: Okay. We will recess for lunch
for ~ne hour and be back at 1:15.

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m. the meeting was

recessed, to reconvene at 1315 pem. the same day.]
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AFTERNOON SESSION

MR. SIESS: Okay, Chris, we can take up where
ve left off. The projector is not working. Don't we
have another projector? Just an AC powver problem.

(General laughter.)

(Slide.)

MR. GRIMES: The backup lamp worked.

I am going to go through the issues --

MR. STIESS: You had to switch it over
manually, did you?

MR. GRIMES: These are the further evaluation
issues for Millstone. The first one is an issue related
to Millstone on the flood level, and the licensee is
going to evaluate in the context of the integrated
vtructural assessment. I will refer a number of times
tc the integrated structural assessment. Millstone is
goiig to address a number of related issues together in
one evaluation that is described in III-7.B.

The next issue relates to the intake
structure, and the licensee is going to evaluate the
flooding effects of a PMH surge on the intake structure,
and identify any necessary corrective action. With
regard to rcof loads, those, as I mentioned before, are
going to be == in the context of Dresden, I mentioned

thems. The licensee for Millstone is going to evaluate
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that in the integrated structural assessment.

(Slide.)

MRe GRIMES: The next issue is related to
Topic 1I-4.F, vhich we affectionally refer to as our
dirt topic. The licensee is going to evaluate the piles
supporting the turbine building, and determine if they
have sufficient capacity to support the structure.

ME. SIESS: This comes up under seismic. I
assume this is a1 seismic guestion. Isn't it?

MR. GRIXESs This is an issue that was raised
in the context of --

MP. SIESS: The plant has been sitting there
for a few years, and to ask now whether the piles will
hold it up seems to be somewhat --

MR. PERSINKO: It is a seismic question.

MR. STESS: It has to be seismic, because the
structure is obviously still there.

(General laughter.)

MR. SIESS: How can you have that kind of soil
vhen you are sitting right next to a quarry? 1Is the
rock that far down? I just assumed you were on rcck
there.

MR. ROYBERG: The site is a granite guarry,
but it is not a uniform structure. There are places

where the ground has an overburden of sand and peat and
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so on. In some pl:ces, it was too far away, and they
Just drove it into what they thought vas an adeguate
pile, but in many places the granite comes right tec the
surface, but it does not do that in all cases.

MR. SIESSs You said this is a part of the
integrated --

MR. GRIMES: This will be evaluated in the
integrated structural assessment along with the next
issue or set of issues which also are addressed under
Tepic II-U.F. As you noted, they are issues related to
seismic capability, but they are contained in the
foundation evaluation. The licensee is going to
evaluate the capacity of tlLa2 turbine building, the gas
turbine generator building, and the integrated
structural assessment.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. GRIMES: The next issue is also iu Topic
IT-4.F. It relates to a supply line for the service
vater, emergency service water that is located over
potentially unsuitable peat material such that it
wvouldn't be adequately supported, and the licensee has
agreed to evaluate that in the context of the integrated
structural assessment. That issue is cross-referenced
in the integrated assessment summary to :he service

water section in terms of the capability to provide
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adequate service water.

This is a single line such that you could lose
service water if the line were to fail. One of the
comments that we jot from Dr. Zudans on this issue that
I noted last night was that he feels that possibly it is
preferable tc have the line supported on soft soil than
normal lines that are supported on irregular, rigid
restraints. That is a comment that we will have to
address in the final report.

MR. STIESS:s That doesn't sound unreasonable,
does it?

MR. GRIMES: On the surface, it sounds like a
good argument. We will have to address it in the final
report.

MR. SIESS: I will tell you something,
though. It is probally a lot easier to analyze it when
it is supported on those rigid restraints than wvhen it
is supported on soft ground.

MR. GRIMES: Yes, sir, that's true.

The next issue relates to classification of
equipment. For Millstone, there was not sufficient
information available regarding radiography of
equipment, and the licensee has agreei to provide that
information. Drew, this was an FSAR update, like Oyster

ani a revision to Presden?
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ME. PERSINKO: Yes.

MR. GRIMES: Similarly on Topic III-1,
fracture toughness information was not available. This
wvas an issue that was fai:ly common to all plants, lack
of origiral design informition regarding radiography and
fracture toughness. Also, on Topic III-1, with regard
to stress limits for valves in vessels, that is like
tanks, we reguested that the licensee verify that there
is a margin of safety in the structures by reviewing the
classification, and the licensee has agreed to evaluate
those components.

MR. SIESS: There is a very interesting word
in the next to the last line.

MR. GRIMES: It should b2 comparable, not
imparable.

MR. STIESS: You should get one of these
spelling checks on your word processor.

¥R. GRIMES: We wish we had had tinme.

(General laughter.)

MR. GRIMES: There was a guestion about
whather or not these slides were going to be typewritten
or handwritten.

(General lauchter.)

MR. GRIMES: Alsc on Topic III-1, a similar

lack of information to determine the design bases for
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pumps, th: licensee has agreed to evaluate the original
design standards and determine whether or not there is a
margin of safety in the pump designs.

MR. SIESS: Am I correct that this is a
question of whether the current requirements are met, or
is it a question as to whether the reguirements in
existence at the time the plant was built are met?

MR. CRIMES: It is a question of whether or
not the criteria that were originally used for the
iesign were met, and if so, what margin of safety exists
today.

MR. SIESS: You mean at the time these plants
were built, they did not have to documert that they met
ASME?

MR. RUSSELL: No. The issue in this instance
is the change in the requirements. We get a comparison
for the guality standards that were imposed at the time
the plant vas licensed as compared to those which are in
place today.

YR. SIESS: Okay, that's what I thought.

¥YR. RUSSELL: We had reviewed those to
identify which ones wvere potentially significant from
the standpoint of the quality of the component which was
procured to the two different sets of standards, so

there was a subset which wvas potentially significant.
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We then looked at the data for the components,
and in some instances we were able to identify that they
had essentially the same safety factors or that they had
adequate margin. In other cases, there was insufficient
data available on the component to determine not only
whether it met the original standards, but what it vas
constructed to, and that data search is what is going on
nowe

The areas of concern vere essentially fracture
toughness, radiography requirements, valve body shape
requirements, requirements on members containing pumps,
the codes and standards used for field erected tanks.

Those are the areas. There wvwere six areas that came out

of quality comparison that were potentially significant

based on changes either due to experience or changes in

16 the design process.
17 MR. SIESS: PRut you are not willing to assume
18 that they met the codes then in effect or the

19 documentation that they met the codes then in effect,

20 or --
21 ¥MR. RUSSELL: Ve have made the assumption that
22 they have met th2 codes then in effect. We have

23 identified significant changes in the codes where they
. 24 may not have adequate margins even if they met the

26 original codes. If they exceeded the original code for
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some reason, and we found cases of that, then they would
still be aleguate under today's standards.

The issue on component fracture toughness, for
instance, a lot of the components that are typically
used are stainless steel, et cetera, so if the component
is stainless steel, it would be exempt from the fracture
toughness requirements, and that would not be a
problem. However, we have found cases in these plants
where a2 pharatic or cast iron material wvas used for
components support where it was part of a casting, and
we do have examples vhere guality standards were not
met, and corrective actions are being required.

ER. SIESS: Okay. Onwvard, Chris.

MR. CRIMES: The next issue is similar. It
relates to the original design bases for tanks. The
staff has identified criteria to ev<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>