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1 PROCEEDINGS !
,

_2= [8:30 a.m.)
3 MR. WARD: The meeting'will now-come to order.

4- This 'isf the first day of the- 370th meeting of the Adviso' y-
-|5: Committee-on Reactor Safeguards. -During_today's meeting, j

J

6 the Committee will discuss or hear reports on the following

7 subjects:

8' -First, individualt plant examination-for external
|

9 events; second, EPRI requirements for advanced light waterJ
{

10 reactors; third, containment design-criteria for future

)
11 : light water reactors;; fourth, implementation of Regulatory )

-!

12 Guide 1.9,7; and=fifth, ACRS activities. '

\

13 Topijs/for tomorrow's discussion'are' listed'on the
-

14- schedu'.e posted on the bulletin board 1at the rear of the:
,

15 room.-.This meeting is being: conducted in accordance.with-

16 .the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 1
1

17 Mr.:Raymond F._Fraley is the' designated federal !

'18 official for the initial portion.of,the' meeting.-

19 We've received no-written statements or requests- q

20- foritime tormake oral statements from-the members of the

21 public regarding today's sessions. A transcript of portions

22 ofothe. meeting is-being kept,-and I request-that each

12 3 speaker use one of the microphones and identify herself or

24 himself and speak with sufficient clarity and volume so that-
i

- 25 he or she can lua readily heard.
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l- Before going to'the first item on the agenda --
'

p
-L2 the t'echnical ao'>tda, I have several items of interest to

-

L3 mention. '

4: First, - Dr.: Lewis' book on technological risk;is

5 _- now in.the ACRS Library. It's -- you might have to get1on
~

!

- '6 the! waiting list if you want to get it, there's a lot of I

7 demand for it up there I understand from Ethel.

8 MR.-LEWIS: I want the record to show I did not

9' pay Dave to say that.

10 MR. MICHELSON: I thought we were going to get

11 1 free copics.

:12 MR. LEWIS: People kept-raising that question, and' '|

em ~13 the, stated answer is that, as surprising as-it may appear to

'

.~14 ~ you, I have more friends than copies.

15' MR._ WARD: We have, relative'to new members, we

16: -have a. couple of-visitors during the meeting this week. Mr.

p 17s Spencer will'be here from about 10:00,a.m. to 2:00 p.m.
l

r

18 :today. I'd like_some of you tottalk with him. Please, if

19- you'll contact'Mable, she can arrange a ---a time so that we

'20 get as many people as-possible can talk with him.
r

.21 .Mr. Kress will be-here: tomorrow. .The same deal,

22 from about~10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. =So, please try to talk

23 to on'e or both of these gentleman.

:24 Chet Siess won't be here today. We do have a
:r . . .

g_/ 25 favorable report that his w2fe is doing-much better and he

. - __
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5

1 expresses' appreciation for the flowers we sent, as a
,

2 Committee. He does expect to be here next month.'

s,

3 The first topic today was the IPEEE, and I

4 understand Carl Michelson will handle that for Dr. Siess.

5 The -- in March, I think it's about the 26th, the

6 Aging Research Annual Meeting is going to be held. I know

7 some of you have been interested and have attended that last

8 year. Mr. Igne has provided copies of the agenda to members

9 of the Subcommittee on Aging, but anybody else who wants it

10 can see A1, he'll give you a copy.

11 Let's see. It's my pleasure to announce that the

12 ACRS members are going to get a raise in pay. Some of the

[')' 13 members of the audience may be surprised that we get paid,
k_

14 but we do. There is a -- I think there's a general four

15 percent raise for NRC employees, but also there's some caps

16 removed or adjusted. As a result, ACRS members are actually

17 going to get a 25 percer.t raise. So, that's pretty

18 substantial. I think that's pretty darn good I pu led it

19 off my first month as' Chairman, so --

20 (Laughter.)

21 MR. CATTON: We really appreciate it.

22 MR. WARD: Okay. I think that -- I gather that

23 was effective the first of the year.

24 Let see. Oh, we have a new co-op working with us.,s

I )
'~' 25 Roberta Romero is a senior engineering student at the
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'6

11 University of Texas at El Paso. She's l'n metallurgy and
9- 4 . _

>

|* ) 2 _ -_. materials and I think'she's right here. Roberta,;-would;you ;

- - .

c3 2 stand upT_ So,1we'11 be glad to have you Lhere and I think

?4 Dr._Shevmon mayfbe able to benefit.from your sovice, r

'5, , fIfalso understand-that Mark Stella will be

6- ret'urning next monthLtoLa job, another appointment as an-
,

7' ACRS Follow, or Senior Fellow, I guess ~it is.
. ,

BL We.-- looking at the agenda, it appears'that we-

9 will need to have the Saturday. session as scheduled.- We- ;,

10 have several= letters and some of them really don't come up ;

11; till kind of late.in the day tomorrow. So,'in all

.12 probability, we'll- need Saturday morning to work on those.
:;

b

r s{ 13T Relative to the conta m.nent Letter, which we'll be .

A,s/ . .

Econ'sidering|again today and also have some ti_me1for
.

14-
.

'

15. tomorrow, ithere's a letter I'd like. you to look at, if. you "

:

E16 .have a chance.

; 17 L -There's a: letter we got from FPRI,:from B}1l

f18: :Sugnet,.in: response to what_they heard _-- what's.--- I guess,x.

191 some representatives ~for their organization,Lheard when'we '

12 0 'discussediand read our'first draft of.the containment
,

21'- criteria letter at the last meeting. They have some

22; concernsiabout some of the| things..: So, Dean Houston is
.a-.
E: 4

L' ? 235 going to pass'it out a little-la,ter in the morning, and_some
.

L -24 .of_you might be1 interested. I hope some of you will read

25- that, I think it will be of interest.

.. .. .
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1 Anything:else that we needito bring up before',

y

d).. 2. _ going to +.he IPEEE discussion? Ernest?'

' '

11
,,

'3 MR. WILKINS:- Do you have any information about
.

4 Larry Minnick's condition?

5. MR.: WARD: I don'.t.-- .Does anyone else? Is Ray
q

6, here? I'm sorry, I don't, Ernest. 1

7 Okay. -Let's go to'the first agenda item, and Mr. o

|

8~ Michelson.-

9 L MR. = MICHELSON : Thank;you, Mr. Chairman.

10 The first agenda. item deals with the IPEEE

T: 11 Prograr which we first saw~ extensively in the form of a.
,

12 generic' letter.in November of '88.- In May of '90, the

'(~g c13; Committee-wroce-a letter on the program. A workshop was

?J*

14. : held in Pittsburgh~-in September, and we now have'a revised
.

'

15: , material which appears in tab two. -The-staff is'here this

.16 . morning to make a presentation on the materia 11and answer
'

11 7 -any questions.that we may still have.

?l8- So1withathat, Tom King, I think, is going to lead

'

i19- Lthe staff's presentation.
,

20 [ Slide.]

'21 MR. KING: My name's Tom King. I am with the

22 office;of Research, Division of Safety Issue Resolution.

. e.have in that division the responsibility forW23

24 finalizing the generic letter and guidance 1 document and,.

L- 25 -getting it'out for IPEEE.

.

.m _ .. -- -~ _ , n--.,
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l
L 1- This. morning |what we're going to:do is quickly;

--

,

:L21 |I'll?giveDan introduction and the status'and schedule,Jwhere-

'3 we're; going 1from here on the-IPEEE.

'4 Larry Shao is going to talk.about the workshop _

15: that we had, the major comments and changes we've made to-_

>:

6' the packages and the Andy Murphy and John-Chen will go j
7: through-the-three major subsections of the-package,' seismic,:-

y
'8 . fires, high-winds, floods, transportation, and talk about <

,

19 the major changes that have been made since the' draft- ,f

-10 version ~that you_saw back in May. t
i
.

11'- In the. handout.it's got all the slides |for 1
>

112f 'everyb6dy. We'sent you a copy of.the entire draft package-on
~

=1

137 , January lith. There-have been some, word engineering ch'anges: -- ;

:14 -that have taken place since-then but there's been no

U -15 substantive change-to the package. The technical.contentLis- ,
'

1

- 16 ' essentially.the-same.
u

17 (Slide.') '

' 18 '- MR. KING: 'The purpose of the briefing.today,~as I|

i- 19 |said, we want to summarize-the status-of where the package.
'

'20 Lstands, major c'omments that' we received, and.the changes'
.

a m ' 21 ~ that,we made.-

|- 22' -We're--going.to emphasize the changes.in:the-
\;

! f23 presentation.
a

24 We do request a letter from the full Committee

:25 after this. meeting-if'that's possible.

|

,

. . _ _ _ . ._ -_ _ . . _ _ - _ . _ . _ ._ _ _ .. _ . _ . _ ,
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9 |

1; MR.. CARROLL: Thezchanges that you refer to,LTom, <

2' areLthey1 reflected in what we.have?in our binder?.

:3 MR.JKING: -Yes. Yes, the changes are' reflected ini
'

!'

:4 your binder.- t
.

; 5' You;mean areLthey highlighted in your binder?. !

i

6' - The-SECY paper, there should have been a-SECY j
4

7; paper attached;to-the generic letter and draft NUREG-1407,

8 .which highlights the major: changes and we tried to highlight'

9 in boldface type --
-

10 MR. CARROLL: Oh, okay,-yes. That's fine.,7j - 7

: 11' - MR.' KING: - in thefpackage, okay. ;;

.

i
0 12 MR. CARROLL: That was also in the January lith, t

( 131 MR. KING: IThat was~the Januaryfilth package that- |'

-31 4; iweisent you.:

15 MR CARROLL: I' mean' the one we got earlier. :
a

'

- :16 E" .MICHELSON: The one we_got in-the mail'is the

17- same-one,;I think. -There may be changes-from what-we got:inL ;
'

:\
18 the mail.. I haven't'had' time --

'

. .

19 MR. CARROLL:- That's what I:was trying;to

'
20L _ establish.

t

21- MR.= KING: What'I'm saying is the package you'got

-22, January 11th there's been some word engineering changes but:
~

*

'

23- no substantive. technical change to the package.

24' MR. MICHELSON: And the word engineering is

25 -reflected in-the one we have in our binder, or do you know?
,

Nt
'

'

- . . . - ... . - ,_, . - - ,
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F

10

- pl MR. KING: Well, I'm not sure:what'you have11n
- -

21 -your binder. I thought you had.the January lith version-in~ #

i Sm-- ;

3t your-binder.
_

:4. MR. CARROLL:. We do. *

.

5; MR, KING:- _Okay. I'm saying there's been some

'61 word engineering changesisince then'as-it worked its way=
~

7 -through concurrenceabut no.changeEto_the technical-content.

8: MR.. CARROLL: All right. -

1
-9 (Slide.) ;

14

By way of background, the purpose of. l10" MR. KING: *

11: the IPEEE hasn't. changed from what we. originally proposed. ;

12' and-'really-is_ essentially the same purpose that the entire j
i

:- 13: IPEEE bothLinternal and external events has.

14- That's summarized in four-items. *

1

15' It's to have-licensees develop an appreciation of

~16 - -severe accident behavior for their plants; to help them

17J understandTthe most_likely severe accident sequences that*

4

' 1'8 - .can7 occur at their plants;. understand the overall: likelihood-'

,

119? 'of core' damage andLradioactive material release and

'

i

20' ultimately;to' reduce the overall-likelihood of core damage

217 and radioactive material release where that's appropriate,

e - 22: (Slide.)

23 MR. KING: :The scope of the IPEEE, the overall
__

7

.:24
~

is not just--for the package you saw back in May,scope

' ' p/
; 2 5

.'

(,s ;although some of the depth and the details of.the review

i1
L

L
|

, . . - . . ,. - . . , _ , ,- -. , . . . . . -
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11

__
3 have beenimodified,:particularly in the seismic margins

2 method area and we'll talk about that later.
.

3= Basically the scope is seismic events,- internal

4 fi'res',.high winds,__ floods,_ transportation, nearby facility
I

5- hazards, and thenLin the other sites, unique hazard that a

6 particular licensee may have er a guidance document provides

7- guidance for the first three.- The site-unique one is up-to
#

8_ the-licensee to identify and address.

9 MR. WARD: Tom, let-me ask you a-question about

'10 - the scope. When the IPE process was_ initially -- I.mean

11 just the:IPE. process initially developed,~there was a' lot of-

12 -conversation about it. An important purpose was to look for

f''f _ L13 : outliers,-things that -- not necessarily in the mainstream |.

k/ +
14- of-understanding about risk but things that might be missed

!

15 absent a systematic search.-
,

16 I' don't find any language like that here.
4,

17 Is~there a change? -

18 MR.-KING: Well, I think " outliers" -- the word's

19- been replaced by vulnerabilities. !

.

20 That's the word we use. 'Let me.go back to page - -

21 MR' CARROLL: You say vulnerabilities on page-S..

J22 MR. KING: To identify vulnerabilities.to severe

'23 accidents. That's really synonymous with outliers, which I
L

24 Lthink is the word that is used in the Commission's policy
.-

.

-\ - 25 statement.

. - . .. .- .-
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12
1

1 Yes; the intent is still-to look for-those. We're
yy
a f -2 just. calling;them vulnerabilitico.:

s

3 MR. KERR: 'A vulnerability is synonymous with an-
f

'4-= ! outlier?-

5. MR; KING: We don't use the word " outlier" in the

6 package-anywhere.

7 MR. KERR: But I thought you said that the word

8 " vulnerability" is synonymous with " outlier" -- that may be
,

9 an NRC definition but it certainly isn't the way the English

'
10 -languagefis normally interpreted.

1 11 MR. KING: Well, I think in the sense the word'

'12 " outlier" was used in the-Commission's policy statement, the

i 13 waypthat's:been implemented and translated into language in

14- -the~IPEEE, what we're asking the licensees to-look for is

E 15 vulnerabilities. That's the word we're using.

16 MR. WARD: You don't think the Commission really
-

17 meant outliers,EI guess?

18 MR. KING: Well, I.think the way'we're:using the

19 -- ~ word " vulnerabilities" I think that that-essentially i

'20 translates to " outliers."

21 MR.RKERR: As the Queen said, words mean what I
,

22: want them to mean.

2 31 '[ Slide.]

2 4 -: HMR. KING: Let me go on briefly as to what's

A( /, 25 happened since May.

_.-
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When-you saw the original. draft package and '!1
,

:
-

i 2 commented on it,:it went to the commission.

3 At the end of May we received a Staff requirements

4 memorandum in the middle of July from them which approved-

5 issuing the documents for commer.t= and _ conducting the

6 workshop..It also. requested that the. final documents be sent

'
7' back to'the Commission'for their review prior to issuing

.

8 them as final, that that be done via negative consent paper, i

9 and that that package address additional ACRS: comments as- 9

- 10- Ewell asithe-workshop results, so that's the package ~in front
,

11 'of you'is an attempt to do that.

12~ As'was_ mentioned earlier, we had the: workshop in-
_ ,

yj| 13" September -- a* lot of interest, a lot of_ attendees. Larry _

\ss/ <

14. Shao-isigoing to talk some nore about what came outaof that:

15 workshop' :
'

.

16 MR. LEWIS:- If Chet Siess-were here,.he would

:17 point ~out that the word =" verbally" --
t

1 81 MR. KING: Oral and written.-

1 91 MR.~ CARROLL: This is going to be a long_two days.

20~ MR. LEWIS: I thought we might as well get off_on

21 -_the right foot.
y

22 (Slide.) f
,

~23 tiR.' KING: Where we stand today is, we have-

24 developed the revised. package that addrasses the comments
.s
\

- 25 that we have received. We've made changes to the package as

1

1

4 am - r ,- ~.'



, -o;

'
14

:1 a result of some of-those-comments. All-of the comments are

fr'Y l

Q] -2 summarized.at Appendix D to the NUREG 1407 which'is included

in your package.'3

4 our current schedule calls for providing the
-!

5 package to the EDO the end of this month. It goes to the
g1

6 Commission in early March and we hope we have _ timely action !

7 by the Commission and will be able topLissue it to the.
|

8 industry in' late March.

9 One item'that's continuing is to complete our j

-l'O- review.of~NUMARC and EPRI's proposed fire methodology _which

]11 weLnow believe we can have done by July of this year. You
N

'-' 12- -will Esce a : more detailed-- schedule later .on the steps that --

f)-~g - ,13 . =are11nvolvedlin doing that.
'

t /.
'''

14- - We're requesting that licensees submit their plans1

15. for:doing the IPEEE 180 days after.the, final' generic letter' |

16 'is issued. So,71f it~gets out in March, that would be in.
'

4

17; September. The IPEEE actual-work is done and the

18- information submitted three~ years:after_tho issuance of'the-'

19 . generic letter. -MR. CARROLL: 'Is industry more

20- comfortable with those schedules-thanithey were with the-
~

L21 earlierfones?

~

22 MR. KING:- Industry had-asked that the three years

-2 3 - be extended to s'omething like four or five years, but we

- 24 have a direction from the Commission to complete things,

$ 25 including our review, by mid '95, so we have to stick with
'

i

-
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1 the"three years. We originally had 60 days in the package.
j"N
i ,/ !2 We've extended it to 180 days, primarily because_of
s

3 industry's comment that the fact'that we're still looking at

-4 the fire. methodology that NUMARC have developed', they would

5 like-to be able to make a decision as to if they can use

_

that or not, which means that if we're going to not act on6

7' it till July, they need some time beyond that to actually-

8- look:at it and-make a decision. That's why we've gone to

9- 180-days.

10 Just a quick _ word about what'the staff is going to ~

11 do.with this information when it comes in: We have not yet

12- developed our detailed staff review, plans, although we would

j'~/-y 13 expect the review process we conduct to be similar to-what
,

Am_
'

141 ,we're doing now for the internal events IPEEEs which are --

-15 All cubmittals receive a-screening review and

16_ depending upon'the results of_that screening review, certain

17 .submittals;are-selected for more.in-depth review. We plan

18- to write a supplement to each plant's SERs by way of

19 documenting the results of the IPEEE-internal event. review,

20 .as well as the external event review.

.21 Again, if:the staff.would disagree with the

2:0 licensee's conclusions in terms of additional' improvements e

23 that are needed, we would pursue anything beyond what the

24 licensee has included in his submittal through the backfit

25- rule. -That's the same process we're following for the

- - - . . -
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~1. -internal events.

4%
With that,_I'm going to have Larry Shao talk about--, Jj 2L <

-y-
3~- the workshop _and cover the major comments as well as changes

4 that we've made.-

5 (Slide.)
16 -MR._SHAO: My name is Larry Shao.- I was the d

o |

7 -Chairman of'the External Events Steering Group.- The q

8 -External Events-Steering Group provided the~ technical input

9 .to the IPEEE' generic letter. Today, I'm going to talk about

10 'the summary of the workshop which.took place'on September

11 10th-to 13th, 1990 at Pittsburgh.
-

,

12: Also, I'm going to briefly-discuss the major
_

p 13; public comments.

U
14 [ Slide.]-

15 MR.lSHAO: What;are the purpose of the workshop?

16 .The purpose of the workshop are to give'the~NRC staff an-

17 opportunityLto~ clarify;the objective of theigeneric' letteri

~18 and;to clarify the-guidance and proposed procedures.' The 1
-

19 -staff'want.to make'sure the industry understand the package-
~

20- and what they have to do.
;

211 -The workshop also give the public and the industry
1

22 an. opportunity to discuss and commention the package.

23 Altogether, there-were about 250 participants, consistinglof

._

people from the federal and state government, utilities, ;.241
|

:7 sA,) 25 architect / engineers, consultant companies.q
,

'|
|

, _-
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1D 'There were'several major general comments. The-
,

: 2 first comment is just like the generic' letter: for_ the RP for- d

~!
? 3_- ~1ntern'allevent.- |The IPEEE generic letter were be sent as: ]

,

i:50.54 F letter.which is essentially an-information request.4 -

:5 NUBARG which stand-for Nuclear. Utility Backfitting

6 and Reform Group, they. commented that the 10CFR109 backfit

7_ - . analysis should be performed before~the.IPEEE generic letter- -

.

|
'

8' is~ issued. -The NUBARG comments were very carefully reviewed.

9, ib'y the Office of General Counsel..

o10 The ODC response was, the :IPEEE generic letter is

11- .not arbackfit, as this lettersdoes not involve any-

1: 12 > modification or addition-to hardware or design. I't just |

L13;- -asks for search for vulnerabilities. Any7 modification;or

l'4 : addition?to the' plant will be voluntary on the part of-the

15 licensee.
'

;i

L16' If the staff asksLfor any-modification or changes,

-I
L17 then'it-is_ subject to backfit: analysis. 1[ have;a copyn f-o

. i

118- the OGC letter. If you are interested,.I.can make a copy:

1195 forHyou.

120- The:second-important general comment was the staff ~

J 21~' estimate for connecting the IPEEE is too low. The staff- 1

. .

.

'22 estimate was' derived from-the-resources spent on= performing _

,2 3: external event PRA for NUREG 1150, from the-Hatch seismic

~ 24: 1 study and by talking to=various industry organizations.

? 25 The staff estimate to conduct IPEEE is about man-

>;7

t
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1; -year. :The industry thinks'it's much higher.--

V~%
(( J- L2_ MR.LKERR:: You recognize that one part of'the

4

>3 staff insists that one can't draw any general conclus!.ons
-.

4L about.other plants from the plants treated in 1150, I take

5 Lit?

6 MR. SHAO:- I realize, but I think on-the resources

7- part of it, I think for the 1150,.they did a survey and at' !

,

8 Peach Bottom and we got approximately how much time they
L

9 spent on the IPEEE. area. It was much smaller than the.6

10 manyear,- but'we doubled it anyway,.so --

ill Also, we talked to the different architectural

12; - engineer of some utilities. We think-we're in'the ballpark, i2

- -13- z butlindustry'doesn't. agree; they think it's much higher that, g'}'

i\_/
14 6 manyear.-

;

u15 The third generalLcomment'is NUMARC want to extend

16 the completion date. As Tom said, according the commission
~

11 7 mandate,-all RPs should be completed by 1995. However, the

18' ' staff will-give~ extensions on a case-by-case basis.

19'- - Supposing:the -utility 'has several units :to work on or maybe

-!- '

they;are really busy;with some project modification or-othert~

F 21 ! safety: issues, they just don't have time to-work on it.

L2 2 ' The last general comment was_the industry thinks

,23' Lthe 60' days for initial response time-is'too short, so-we j
)
'

24 -extended it to 180 days.
p(-
\s b 25- (slide.) .

l

|
h
l-

- - - - - . . . - - . .
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'l MR. MICHELSON: You did intend to introduce-

-- A

rp ~2 yourself?

'3- ' MR.. MURPHY:' Yes, I will.

4 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. Thank you.-

5 MR. MURPHY: Just as soon as I figure out who I

6 am.

7 - MR. MICHELSON: All right.

8. MR. WILKINS: We haven't even started-to ask you

9 questions.
,

10 MR.; MURPHY:. I.am Andrew Murphy, Branch Chief of ;

11. the Structural and Seismic Engineering Branch. I was the

l2- Chairman and Co-Chairman, with Leon Reiter, for the Seismic.i

-- (~} - 13 = Subcommittee working for the External Events Steering: Group,
V-

14 and I will be making a presentation 1on, in fact, the-changes ,

- s

- 15 - that we:have implemented based upon public comments and

161 11nternal= staff.commentLon the seismic portion of_the generic-

17 letter and the guidance document.

18 Just by' quick review, the guidance document has

19 .noted that there;are two acceptable ways of carrying out the

(20- seismic portion of-the IPEEE. The first is with-a -

21 probabilistic-analysis. The second is_with the seismic

22- : margin method,.and here, we have accepted both the NRC and'

23 the EPRI methodology for doing these but have requested some

24 enhancements.

O 25 MR. WARD: Andy, now if they do a PRA -- I mean a

.

we r - y y
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'

I seismic-PRA, what-do you have to say about which curve they

7
-.y 5 2 -. ---tseismic hazard-. curve they'use?-

--

-3} :MR. MURPHY: .Let me get a couple of| slides into-

'

4. this,_ and San can get really going. ;.

5- 'MR. WARD: -Okay.'

-6L (Slide.]_
'

7 MR.-MURPHY: The major comments that came in upon.

:8 the seismic-portion of the:IPEEE were objections to using

9 both the'ha'zard curves and for comments about.the' scope of
i

10 the; relay; chatter evaluation. I will talk on both those

i i i i i11; - top cs, start ng_now, w th the comments on the-se sm c

12 'hazardtand.using_the:twox curves.

- 13 - -(Slide.)
14' MR. MURPHY: Basically, the comment was, as it

-3

L15 - said, the-industry felt that the use of the-two curves was
'

161 -unwarrantedrand too burdensome.
-.

-17 'We think part of-that comment.was-that, initially, H

-18 JtheyL didn'tEunderstand how'much effort we thought;was

19i -involved in carrying out the two sets of calculations.-

20; We thought that they would-be a minimal amount of

--21 . additional effort. -I would hate to_.try to-put numbers and-

22 texact times on them,-but we didn't think that they were --

23 would be significant. But' industry disagreed-with us.

24- So, the response of the staff wasLthat the option

25 ;would be given of the IPEEE seismic review being done with

__
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1J the:nore conservative _00_the two seismic hazard curves that-_.

- ;

.2 '. :are'available,:and the emphasis is_on-more conservative,.

13 ratherithan on' conservative.

4: I don't'know at what level of conserv'atismielther
# .5 - one of them have. |All we're doing is saying to use the_more'
4

6 -conservative one,;so that we will know that we've captured - j

71 all the: vulnerabilities that would be --

:8 ~ MR. WILKINS:. I am now ready to make-the comment: j

> - . . . -

_. 9. -thattI refrainedLfrom making earlier. '

-; r --y

10 :MR. MURPHYi Okay.7 ,
, ~ ,

11 ;MR.|WILKINS: You're supposed-to use.the more-

12 . conservative.' Is there'a theorem that says that one ofLthem- i

13-- is .more~ conservative than the .other? i

14~ MR. MURPHY: -The'only way we're1--.

.

15 :MR. WILKINS: How do you know which is -- in the-

~16 , absence of'such1a-theorem, how do'you-know which_is more.'-

-17 -conservative until you:have;done both?
i

L18 MR. MURPHY:- We are simply saying.one'is_more

19L 7 conservative thanLthe other because it's higher and: lower on_

20 the graph. 4

.i
'21 MR.-WILKINS: No, no, no, no, ilo.

,

w 22 MR; MURPHY: I understand.

. o
23 MR. WILKINS: You didn't hear my question.

;&

H24 MR. MURPHY: Yes, sir. I did.

25 MR.- WILKINS: Which is more conservative? Can you

.

!

. - _ . _ _ _
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1 answer that now, in advance?

<x
i 2 MR. CHOKSHI: This is Nilesh Chokshi from the-

R.)

3 staff.

4 The higher one will give.you the higher numbers.

5 MR. WILKINS: You are not paying any attention to

6 what I said. Now, please listen. I'll try it one more

7 time.

8 Can you tell me today, in this room, whether the

9 EPRI or the LLNL is more conservative?

10 MR. CHOKSHI: No.

11 MR. WILKINS: Then how can the utility decide in

12 advance of doing both calculations which is the more

,fx 13 conservative?
? )
''

14 MR. CHOKSHI: I think what we can say is which one

15 is higher and which one is lower.

16 MR. WILKINS: How can he say that?

17 MR. CHOKSHI: Because you have the two hazard

18 -estimates.

19 MR. SHAO: There are two curves #or each plant,

20 for each site of a plant. There are two curves drawn for

21 each site, and the higher curve usually give --

22 MR. LEWIS: If I can contribute a little bit, they

23 don't mean conservative. They just mean bigger. They don't

24 know that it comes from conservatism. They just know that

/~5
() 25 it's bigger.
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l' MR. WILKINS: They know that the. answer is bigger.
L('N4 !

-

. -(,,jf 2 - MR. LEWIS: That's all they know. They do not --- d

3- MR. WILKINS: Before they do it.

4 MR. LEWIS: They use the word " conservative," but

5 they don't know that that's what it is. !

!

6 MR. MURPHY: Do you understand that we already H

|
~ 7 have these curves all calculated out?-

'

i

8- MR. WILKINS: No. -That's clearly my problem. .In

9 other.words,_ they already have these answers.- 1
.

a- 10 MR. MURPHY: They already_have all of theLseismic

=11 hazard --

'

12 101. KERR: They don't have the risks calculated.

Ij?'\; 13' They_have the earthquake curve calculated but not the
O .

R14 ; associated risk..

15; MR. LEWIS: I think Ernest _has put-his finger on a

.

:16: fairly important point.

17 They're taking for granted that it's'a consequence. *

18- 'of conservatism, and that's far from assured. It could be

19. :just a mistake.
~

20 10R. SHAO: There are so many-sites-in the United-
-

;
. - -

Each site has two curves ~ drawn ~. One is drawn-by21' States.

22 LEPRI; one_is drawn by Livermore.

23- So, the high curve, we think, is more

24 conservative.
f~
l - 25 MR. CARROLL: But it isn't always the EPRI curve

.. .
- - _ _ _ _ - - .
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1? that's high.-

T
1]w [ 2' MR.. MURPHY: There is a little bit of-changs~in

,

3- ' frequency,.butLgenerally, if you want.to characterize them,

74- LmostLof the-timeJyou'd be correct in calling the-Livermore

<5: .more conservative - -no --1 higher, excuse me..
.

--

: 61 LMR. . LEWIS:' If you were to simply take the'

'7 Livermore>results-and triple-them, that would be even more
'

c

8- . conservative.. Right?' !

9' EMR .' MURPHY: It would be even higher,-yes,

10 MR- LEWIS: You do learn..

!;11 .MR. MURPHY: . Yes. I try.

_12 MR.fMURPHY: Okay.: That'sythe comment and

.O '13- response'.
g\

14' The staff requested the calculations, that two

15- calculations-befdone to,-in our minds, highlight the
,

16- ~ uncertainty in the bottom-line numbers'. . We:didn't want to<

ge |17 'give-these bottom-line numbers-life-of their.own.

18. -The second-point'wasLto highlight the robustness-

19: .of the results using both-sets of calculations.

I [2 0 ' MR.LKERR: What.is meant;by highlighting the

'21- -uncertainty ~in terms of something'that is accomplished

.221 -there?

23' 'MR. MURPHY: ' Highlighting-the uncertainty, what we

-24 are just trying to say is to make certain, just as the-word'
.

| 25= implies, that it's noticed, that it's seen, that it's

:

-- - - ,,a+ .. . . --- ,-
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<1- Lvisible.
;

- (_ 2- MR.-KERR No.- But what does.that" accomplish in.

3 terms of increased-safetyLat the plants,'which I assume is

|4 your ultimate' objective?

5 :. 'MR. MURPHY: Our ultimate objective is,.in part,

-6- that the differences andithe' uncertainties that are

-7 associated with the seismic hazard curves be properly

8- compared with-the.other uncertainties,-the other risks, so
~

_. 91 that - 'to quote my. colleague, Leon Reiter,- that we're not

~101 comparing apples andLoranges.

11:! . We just want to make certain-that people are-

12) intelligentcabout what information.they-have in-their hands

,

113 - and howfthey make use-of it. That's it.
.

14: MR. KERR: ~Do you think that there is.anybody out *

: 15 - 1thereiwho is doing these calculations that thinks that-these
,

hazard:- =either one of these-hazard curves-is exact?.'
-16 t

,

17 MR. MURPHY:- I don't think -- I can't name names,

18 no. .I don't think there is anybody that I can specifically

19 zpo ni t outsthat;says thisLis the correct answer,. period.-
~

.

2 0' -- MR. KERR: .Then'why.will.doing the'two sets of- -

'21L calculationsfmake them recognize,_somehow, that there'is

22 uncertainty?'

|23 tGt . MURPHY: I guess I'd say we're-getting into' '

;j. - c the philosophy and the psychology here.24-

J25 .I think what we're saying is that if you have beenE' --

4 .

'?
_ .. . . _ . . . . . _ . _ _ . ,_..-._s ,- - - - _ . . . . _
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1 given a single _ number, even with some error bands on it,

I f _2- uncertainty bands on it, you are far more likely to run and

3 sa2 - no, not necessarily you, but people are far more

4 likely to say this is a good number, this is a number we

5 should be using, and just go ahead with it, and forget,

6 neglect, or play down the role of the uncertainty. That's

7 all,

8 [ Slide.]

9 MR. MICHELSON: You did intend to introduce

10 yourself?

11 MR. MURPHY: Yes, I will.

12 MR. _ MICHELSON: Okay. Thank you.

r- 13 MR. MURPHY: Just as soon as I figure out who I

Q
14 am.

15 MR. MICHELSON: All right.

16 MR. WILKINS: We haven't even started to ask you

17 questions.

18 MR. MURPHY: I am Andrew Murphy, Branch Chief'of

19 the Structural and Seismic Engineering Branch. I was the

20 Chairman and Co-Chairman, with Leon Reiter, for the Seismic

21' Subcommittee working for the External Events Steering Group,

22 and-I will be making a-presentation on, in fact, the changes

23 that we have implemented based upon public comments and

24 internal staff comment on the seismic portion of the generic

~

25 letter and the guidance document.
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1 Just by quick review, the guidance document has
,
,

\_ ! 2 noted that there are two acceptable ways of carrying out the

3 seismic portion of the IPEEE. The first is with a

4 probabilistic analysis'. The second is with the seismic

5 margin method, and here, we have accepted both the NRC and

6 the EPRI methodology for doing these but have requested some

7 enhancements.

8 MR. WARD: Andy, now if they do a PRA -- I mean a

9 seismic PRA, what do you have to say about which curve they

10 -- seismic hazard cu've they use?r

11 MR. MURPHY: Let me get a couple of slides into

12 this, and we can get really going.

[ ')' 13 MR. WARD: Okay.
v

14 (Slide.]

15 MR. MURPHY: The major comments that came in upon

-16 the seismic portion of the IPEEE were objections to using

17. both the hazard curves and for comments about the scope of-

18 the relay chatter evaluation. I will talk on both those

19 topics, starting now, with the comments on the seismic

20 hazard and using the two curves.

21 [ Slide.)

22 MR. MURPH'.' : Bcsically, the comment was, as it

23 said, the industry felt that the use of the two curves was
,

|
24 unwarranted and too burdensome. |7

| ('-) 25 We think part of that comment was that, initially,
i
1

t
__
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1 _theyJJidnf t1 understand how much effort we thought was

#)w; 2 . involved |in' carrying out the two_ sets of_ calculations.,;

3 We thought that-they.would be a minimal amount of

24' additional' effort. I would hate: to try to put numbers and

'

15' exact times on them,' but we didn't think that they were ---

'

6_ would-be significant. But'industryLdisagreed with us.

-7 - So, the response of:the staff was that the option ,

8 'would be:given,of the IPEEE seismic review being done with
~

;

a
9 ~the more conservative of the two seismic hazard curves -that

.10 are available, and the - emphasis . is on- more conservative,

I ll" rather than on conservative.

-12 I don't-know at what level of conservatism either
. . si

"13' one of them.have. All we're doing is saying to use the more"gr~g ,
1(_)~ .

conservative one, so that we will know that we've captured
- ' 14.

i

.' 15 - Lal'l.the vulnerabilities that would be --
;

161 MR.~-WILKINS: I am_now' ready to make the-comment

17 that I refrained from-making earlier.-

18 ~MR. MURPHY: Okay.
t

19 -- MR. : WILKINS : ' You're supposed to use: the more -
;

!,

-201 -conservative. ?Is there a-theorem =that says that one of them 1
1

21 is more conservative than the other?

22 MR . : MURPHY: The only way we're --1

c

23 MR. WILKINS: . How do you-know which'is -- in the
,

'24 absence.of such a theorem, how do you know which is more

~25 conservative until you-have done both?-

1

y-n-,x,-
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'l MR. MURPHY: We-are simply saying one is.more

NN h -

conservative than-the other because it's higher and-lower on jE2
_

.. !

-( fj
3- tne graph.'

<4! MR. WILKINS: No, no, rt>, no, no.

5 MR. MURPHY: I undeistand.

6 MR WILKINS: You didn't hear my question.

7. MR. MURPHY: -Yes, sir.- I did. I
t

8- MR. WILKINS: Which is more conservative? Can you*

9 : answer that-now, in advance?

10 MR. CHOKSHI:- This is Nilesh Chokshi from the

11 -staff.
,

12 The higher one will give-you the higher numbers.,
,

13- HMR. WILKINS: You are not paying any attention to

- 14 what I-said. Now,_please: listen. I'll try it one more y

- 15< time. 1

- 16' Can.youLtell meLtoday, in this room,-whether the

1 71 : EPRI' orf the LLNL is more conservative?
!1

.18 =MR.JCHOKSHI: No.

19- MR. WILKINS:- Then how can'the utility decide |in
~)

-i
! 20' advance of doing both' calculations which is the more gj

:21 conservative?

22 MR. CHOKSHI: I think what we can say_is which one

23 is higher and which one is lower.

24 MR. WILKINS: How can he say that?
.,

b/ 25 MR. CHOKSHI: Because you have the two hazard

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 estimates.
A
(_) 2 MR , SHAO: There are two curves for each plant,

3 for each site of a plant. There are two curves drawn for

4 each site, and the nigher curve usually give --

5 MR. LEWIS: If I can contribute a little bit, they

6 don't mean conservative. They just r.ean bigger. They don't

7 know that it comes from conservatism. They just know that

8 it's bigger.

9 MR. WILKIHS: They know that the answer is bigger.

10 MR. LEWIS: That's all they know. They do not --

11 MR. WILFINS: Before they do it.

12 MR. LEWIS: They use the word " conservative," but

p 13 they don't know that that s what it is.

\ms/
14 MR. MURPHY: Do you understand that we already

15 have these curves all calculated out?

16 MR. WILKINS: No. That's clearly my problem. In

17 other words, they already have those answers.

18 MR. MURPHY: They already have all of the seismic

19 hazard --

20 MR. KERR: They don't have the risks calculated.

'
21 They have the earthquake curve calculated but rst the

22 associated risk.

23 MR. LEWIS: I think Ernest has put his finger on a

'

24 fairly important point.
(3

25 They're taking for granted that it's a consequence'-

1
a

. _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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1 of conservatism,:and that's far from assured. It could-be
,

2 just a mistake.

3 =MR. SHAO- There are so many sites in the United
:

4 States. Each site'has two curves drawn. One is drawn by

5 EPRIi one:is drawn by Livernors.

-6 So, the high curve, we think, is more

7 conservative.

8 MR. CARROLL: But it-isn't always the EPRI curve

-9 that's high.

:10 MR. MURPHY: There is a little bit of change _in

11 . frequency,-.but generally, if you want to characterize _them,

12_ _most.of the_ time you'd be correct'in calling the Livermore

13 more conservative,-- no -- higher, excuse,me.

'14 MR. LEWIS: If:you werc to simply take the-

-1S Livermore results and triple them, that would'be even more

16 conservative. Rightir 1

17 MR. MURPHY: It would be even higher, yes.

18- -MR. LEWIS: You do learn.

19- MR. MURPHY: Yes. I try.
'

20- MR.. MURPHY: Okay. That's.the Momment and
,

21. response.

22 The staff requested the calculations, that two

23 calculations be done to, in our minds, highlight the'

I24 uncertainty in the bottom-line numbers. We didn't want to
-\

25 give these bottom-line numbers life of their own.

<

____ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - _ - _ _ _ - - -
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1 The second point was to highlight the toeustncas- |

C 2 of the results using both sets of calculations.

-3 MR. KERR: What is meant by highlighting the

4 uncectainty in terms of somothing that_is accomplished
,

5 there? ;

6 MR. MURPHY: Highlighting the uncertainty, what wo j
'

7 are'just trying to say is to make certain, just as the word
r

.8 implies, that it's noticed, that it's seen,-that it's
'

9 visible.
,

10. MR. KERR No. But what does that accomplish in <

'11 - terms of increased safety at the plants,-which I assume is .

'

12 your ultimate' objective?-
_

,

13 MR. MURPHYt; our ultimate objective is, in part,

'

'14 = ' that the differences and the uncertainties that ara-

15 associated;with the seismic hazard curves be. properly

16 compared with the other uncertainties, the other risks, so

17' that'-- to; quote my colleague, Leon-Reiter, that we're not

comparing apples and oranges.18 '

;

19 We just~want'to make certain that people are. -

12 0. intelligent ~about what information they have in their hands. ;

21 and how they make use of it. That's it..

22 MR. KERRt Do you thir;'* that there is anybody out *

>

23 there who is'doing these calculations'that thinks that.these
'

24 . hazard -- either one of these hazard curves is exact?

25 MR.-MURPHY: I don't think -- I can't name names,

,

f

.. . . .. J; . ---.-...,...._,,..~.m. ._.._,....,.,_.__.,__,,,,,,,m..,_,. . . _ . - , . ,, .-~ ,y..,,..,,,.,4'

_
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1 no. I don't think there is anybody that I can specifically

() I2 point out that says this is the correct answer, period.

3 MR. XERRt Then why will doing the two sets of

4 calculations make them recognize, somehow, that there is

5 uncertainty?

6 MR. MURPHY: I guess I'd say we're getting into

7 the philosophy and the psychology here.

8 I think what we're saying is that if you have been

9 given a single number, even with some error bands on it,

20 uncertainty bands on.it, you are far morc likely to run and

11 say -- no, not necessarily you, but people are far more

12 likely to say this is a good number, this is a number we

7~ 13 should be using, and just go ahead with it, and forget,
\

14 neglect, or play down the role of the uncertainty. That's
,

.15 all.

16 MR. LEWIS: I do have a lot of respect for Leon

17 Reiter, who is a fine fellow, but speaking for myself, I

18 have no trouble comparing ap?les with oranges. You also

19 have no trouble.

20 MR. MURPHY: But anyway, that's why the staff put

21 the two of them in there, okay? The justification that we

22 came to within our minds as to why we could allow the use of

23 one of the curves and the higher one was that there was no

24 technical basis for selecting one over the-other.

O)(. 25 The higher estimate -- see, we got it right
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1 finally -- the higher estir. ate will capture all of the

.2 potential sequenceu that we're looking for, the dominant [
3 sequences that are going to lead to core damage,

c

4 -MR.. LEWIS: Okay - I can't resist responding to,

'

' 5: that because that's a substantive point. The argument that

'

6 you should always take the higher one because it will

7 capture more sequences can be carried logically to my [

8 original suggestion, which is to take any of them, triple

9- it, because that will also capture even more sequences.-

- 10- capturing sequences that are not real is not a

- 11- benefit for.the health and safety of the public. The

12 purpose-of an analysis of this kind-is to make a fair

13- estimate of wnat the risks are, what the sequences are.that-

14 .ar9 important.
'

15 There's a cut-off somewhere that takes out the
,

161 ' sequences which are not important. You don't cover them- I
,

- 17 all, nobSdy ever pretends.to,.and to deliberately choose a. '

,

, 18: ihigher one because it gives you more sequences is simply
>

19: misuse of probablistic risk assessment'. I got-to say that.

#

- 20 MR.- MURPHY:= I don't think.- the staff wants to

21 use both of them, in part'because of some of the arguments

22 .that you are making.'

23 MR. LEWIS: I don't think so.

_ , .
24 MR. MURPHY: Fine. That's your o' pinion.- That if

25 you have got two pieces of information, you have two sets of
.

i 7 vm, e- ,y, ,..e #e-,ev .,e., , r.,we-,, .,c *,--r.. - .. , . - , ...,.m,--..--wv.---w-, ,-m,s-.-r-s.- .e ..-.x- . . ,, .ic-=* --
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V
,

I hazard curves, we suspect, as shown by the NUREg -1150 ;

2
-

;
, ; .

example at Peach Bottom and Surry, that the curves are, ,

3 similar in shape and will expose the same sets of sequences- - j

'4 and components.
'

5 The concern as you pointed out is that if you use

6 one over the other, there may be sequences that are

7 important that gets loss. The staff is interested -- - i

3

8 MR. LEWIS: How do you know they're important?

9 That's my whole point. They may not be important if the

10 other one is right.

11 MR. MURPHY: That's correct, they may not be

12: -important. That's why after you have found them, which
."

1

() 113 takes'some effort, you have to understand where they.came ;

14 from, why they are there, and if they are not important, you

"15 reject them.

16 MR. LEWIS I'm not going to argue with you, but I

17' will assert that that is a misuse-of probablistic risk

18! assessment because you carry it absolutely to the point of

t19. saying you should double every probability'you get because-

20 that will expose more.

21 -Whatever you do, you will expose more sequences on

22 the way down, and what you need is a consistent rationale,

23' for cutting it off, and it's_got to be based onLthe best |

E 24 knowledge you have of the system, not just going for the
O

25 - lowest. That's my view, and I don't particularly want to
1

. m- -- % - - e- -.= ' .,-e%--i----,--. - .,--.~.4 --re..-e 1--+r ,,w .-m-- +-..,-ww-. v v. w-- e.-~r--y- v v --w y-a- + y-v.e- - - -y
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1 argue it.
,() 2 MR. CHOKSHI: May I say something? This is Nilesh i

3 Chokshi again. I think you are right, but we are not

4 arbitrarily raising the lovel of hazard. We are starting

5 with the two sets of hazard given by experts. We have two

6 estimates, and that's where we are starting from.

7 I think you are absolutely right, if you start it

8 arbitrarily -- say I want to use something higher to capture
;

9 all potential sequences. Both curves are supposedly

10 estimates made by experts. That's the first point.

11 I think the second point, that is the reason we

12 would like to use both, and then you can see when the

13 results como out, Are we getting off at right places? What(~}
\_/ t

14 sequences are we getting from this higher curve versus lower !

15 code? Are they reasonable?
,

16 MR. LEWIS: I will make one more effort to say

17 what'I was trying to say. Any rationale that treats them

18 evenly by throwing darts or something like that would not

19 trouble me because there is genuine uncertainty here. What

20 troubles me here is automatically taking the largest and

21- then pretending to have a rationale for it which is not a

-22 rationale that will survive scrutiny. That's my only point. 1

23 MR. SHAO: Actually, we don't want to pick the

24 largest. We wanted a true curve. Suppose you're in the

(~x
\ 25 Florida area or in the very low seismic sound, they can do

i

'l
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1 the high curve and everything is okay. Then they don't have

2 to do any moreLwork.

3 MR. LEWIS: I only want to stipulate that having

4 ~ the last word doesn't mean I' agree with you.
!.

5 MR. CATTON: Just out of curiosity, how much does

i
6 it cost to do each of the calculations? Is it an expensive

..

7 --

B- MR. MURPHY: I mean the difference between doing

9 one calculation and two is the question. !

-10 MR. CATTON: In cost?

'
11 .MR. CHOKSHI: I would say a dollar figure would be.

l
12'. something like in the $10,000, $20,000 range.

'13 MR.'CATTON: I think, if we discuss it.anymore,
.

" ~

14- we're wasting more money than not. -

15 MR. CARROLL: ' Particularly with our pay raise.

16 [ Laughter.)
~

17- < MR. CATTON: You're right.

18 MR. WILKINS: Ey the way, these guys got a. raise,

19 .too.

20- MR...CATTON: Well, we're wasting even more-money,-

l
21' then.- -

22 MR. SHAO:- By the way, the 1150-is done in the

23. same way, the 1150.

24' MR. MICHELSON: Go ahead. |
-

!( 25 (Slide.] 4

-- ,.--.-..-.- . . . . - . - - - . . . . . . . . . , . - . _ . - . . - . - - . - . _ , - - . - , . - . - . . ~ - . - .
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;
- 1 MR. MURPHY: Okay. The next item that we'll

? .- 2 discuss is the relay chatter, and I'll just give it to you
'

3' quickly here. The comments that came in from industry,
,

4 basically, at the workshop was that the relay chatter review

5' requires a considerable resource expense. The case of Hatch
I

6 was used aus an example, and the numbers were quite large. f

7 They also came-in with the comment that even with ;

8- Hatch, the problems that were identified were recoverable
,

0 using existing _ procedures. In other words, if a relay did

10 chatter and somethin'g happened, that the relays that
i

11' chattered could be reset or mitigated before_there was an ;

- 12 opportunity-for_there to be a serious problem._

()[ 13 The staff response.was, We recognize the resource

14 issue, and we proposed a graded approach to reducing the 4

15 burden for most plants. This is - and-that'what we came

16- back with was that there would be a division of our plants
i

17_ 'and that we would have these things called a: full-scope set

18 of plants,-which we'll get into a little bit later. We'll '

19: do a more thorough-review to-provide additional confidence.

!20 that the conclusions in 2 above are generic.

: 21' This'was based upon a scope being consistent

22 between-the seismic hargins and the PRAs. So both sets

23 would be doing the same kind.of review.
,

s 24 .MR. MICHELSON: How do you determine that existing

25 procedures will take care of your relay chatter problem

, _ - s._-_,-_--_,. . , . . -- _._.1 __ -. - _,__ __._.,____..m._ . _ ..
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1 until you identify the relay chatter possibilities't

() 2 MR. MURPHY: This was.done based on the experience

3 of Hatch.
1

4 MR. MICHELSON: That's just one plant.

'
5 MR. MURPHY Pardon?

6 MR. MICHELSON: That's just one plant. J
'

7 MR. MURPHY: Hatch, Limerick,-and Diablo Canyon. !
1

.

8 MR. MICHELSON: Well, that's three plants out of,

:9 .the total.

10 MR. MURPHY: That's three plants. This was the

11- three plants'for which'in-depth, we'll call them in-depth _-
i

12 reviewsfof the relay chatter problern were looked at. Theso -)
|. .

'

' 13 - three cases --

14 MR.' MICHELSON: .So on the basis of that sample, .:

15 ;you're concluding that, generically, all plants should be

16 able to recover with_ existing procedures?'
~

.17 ' RMR. MURPHYt- No.
*

18 .MR. MICHELSON: Is that right? Oh.

19 MR. MURPHY: What'we're:doing is saying that at

20- this' time, we'reLtaking the position that it's probably an

21 undue burden to force a full chatter relay on all the
.

22 utilities. But what we're doing, and w<e'll see in later
~

23 slides, is setting up a series of. full-scope plants which

24 have a mix of different vendors and different type plants,

; O ;25

,

that we'll look at this thing in more detail.

, -.. -.- - ,.. _.- -.- _ -. -. - . .. - -.--.-.- -. - .-. - , -. . . . .
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.1 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. _You'll take a bigger -

] 2 sample?
i

3 MR. MURPHY: Right. )
,

4- MR. MICHELSON: Okay.
1

5 MR. MURPHYt' And then if there is a problem

6 detected in the. larger sample, it will be incumbent upon the j
|

7 staff to go back and require'--
]

8 MR. MICHELSON: This will be tacked down before

9 1995 if it shows up? ,

10 PUt.-WARD: .That's right. ;

li' MR. MICHELSON - So it's just moving it out without '

12 asking everybody to be included in the sample,

je~ -13 MR. MURPHY: ' Exactly. ]
V

14 MR. MICHElsON: How big a sample are you'taking?

15 you're concluding

16 MR. SHAO: We are looking in detail at seven ,

17' . plants. -

L18 MR. MICHELSON i Maybe I'm getting ahead of your

19 ' presentation.
<

"2 0. MR. KURPHY: You're getting a little bit ahead.
~

21 MR. MICHELSON:- I thought you were going on to

22 something.else.

23 MR.~CATTON: I'm a little behind. How do you. -

24= define the_ relay chatter? Does it bang a lot of. times, or
,

n
x_/ 25 is it.just one opening and shutting, or what?

, - - . . . - . -..- . . - . - . . - - . . . . - - - . - . - - - . . . . _ = - . - ... ... . . - .
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L

1 MR. MURPHY: There is a definition that involves

_

2z so many chatters. Nilesh, what are the exact numbers?
t

-3 MR. CHOKSHI What was the question?

4 MR. MURPHY: The actual definition of relay
i

5 chatter. i

6 MR. CATTON: I'm just curious. I realize that

7 these relays were being testing. They would put in a

8 constant loading and give different frequencies over a
.,

9 period of time. It seems to me that that's not what an

10 earthquake does,,so I'm just curious as to how you define

11 relay chatter when you go looking.for-it.
|

' 12' MR. CHOKSHI Well, here, the first approach.is.to ,

.( .13 foresee Uhether relay is. susceptible to chatter, emit-

14 chatters.

. 15 MR. CATTON:- When you look to see whether it's

.16- . susceptible to' chatter, how do you do that?

. 1'' MR. CHOKSHI: Test data..
1

18 MR. CATTON: Test data. But how do you run your.

: 19- tests? That's.a constant "g" level'at some frequency for a

20 period of time, isn't it?

21 MR. . MURPHY: There is an industry standard. IEEE

22 501 has -- H

23 MR.- CATTON . I'm asking out of ignorance. I don't

24 know what these things are.

25. MR.. MURPHY: There is an industry standard that

|

.. - . - . - . . . _ . ... . . - . - . - , . . - . . - - . . - . . . - , - - ..
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1 defines ralay chatter under a different series of sequence

'

2: of tests.

3' MR .' CATTON: But you don't put in what you.think-a

4 seismic event might look like.

5. MR. MURPHY: Yes.

6 MR. CATTON: Do they do that?'

7 MR. MURPHY L: Yes.

8 MR. CATTON: So you get a large impulse, and then
'

9. it sort of drops off?
'

10 MR. C HOKSHI Yes. Exactly. Yes. We actually

11- calculate that. ..

1

12 MR. CATTON: 'Okay.

11 3 MR. MICHELSON: Has that same procedure been used.- ;

14 for instrument contacts, because relay chatter by definition

15 -includes-all kinds.of contacts -- r

16 MR. MURPHY: 'Right, it does..
>

17. - > MR. MICHULSON: -- both relays and instruments and
*

.18 so forth.
r

19L MR. MURPHY: Yes.
<

: 20' HR. MICHELSON: .Anduit's veryfdependent -- whether

"
_ 21; it's a problem is. dependent upon the time response of the

22. system to which th( particular contact is inserted into. ;

,

2 31 Some of them are microsecond response times, some of them

24- are high millisecond response times. That makes a big

: 25 difference. .

e.-

._

'-_

m - .C...._-,, -. - . . . - . . - , - . . _ . . _ , . . . - . . . . ,- .,_,_ _ , _ _ , . . _ . . , _ , , . . _ _ , _ , _ , _ _ _ . _ _ . , _ . . . . .
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1 MR. MURPHY: Yes, it does.

() 2 MR. MICHELSON: That is a problem with the old

3 tests they did. A lot of them, they looked at the results4

4 and looked at their circuit, and said it's a nonproblem.

5 But somebody else using the same relay in a different time

6 response circuit, it became a problem. And people said oh,

7 that's a seismically-qualified relay. It really wasn't, for

8 the circuits you were going to use it in. And people lost

9 that and just started saying, taking off the shelf these so-

10 called seismically-qualified relays, and they weren't

11 qualified for their circuit, they were qualified for

12 somebody else's circuit.

('N 13 MR. CHOKSHI: I think you are right. And that's
e

14 one of the reasons why it's so expensive. The way the

15 analysis is being done --

16 MR. MICHELSON: Oh, it's very expensive.

17 MR. CHOKSHI -- assume all relay is chatter in

18 the first cut, and then look at the consequences on a

19 system-by-system basis, then look at whether you can weaken

20 the time frame. So you have to do almost all circuit

21 analysis. And that's why it takes so much results.

22 MR. MICHELSON: I was hoping the IPEEE at least

23 would find all the mercury switches that might still be in
1

24 the plants, including the ones you found at Peach Bottom, I
m

'

25 think, during the 1150, or in that time frame.~s

!,

1

. - _ . _ _ - . , _ _ -. .
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1- MR. CHOKSHIt. I.think you'will see that in a later

k 2- slide,.what we are going to look at.

3 MR '. MURPHY: Like Nilesh said, we're. going to get

4 away from exact relay chatter scope at the momeht. I

5 MR. MICHELSON: So you are going to use really
1

1

6 your experience =with this next.seven, did I understand, j

7 plants?. i
; >

8 -MR. SHAO: Seven Eastern plants. I

'

9 MR. MICHELSON: Seven Eastern. Plus what?
.

10 MR.-SHAO! *And Western. plants.

'll - MR. MICHELSON: Okay. Seven more.

12 MR. CARROLL: Are the people that got chosen to be

f(~i 13; famong the seven happy with.your choice?
V

~

-14 [ Laughter.)-
,

.15 MR. MURPHY: We haven't asked them-yet.

16: MR. CARROLL: They must have been volunteers.

17- MR. MURPHY: They were volunteered, by us.

18 MR. MICHELSON: That includes all four vendor
..

'19 . typos in'the sample?..

20 MR. KING: It's more than seven, It's seven
~

o

.

}L .21 Eastern plants plus probably, what, five or so Western

22. plants.

23 MR. MICHELSON: Oh. So it's seven plus. .

24 MR. WILKINS: Seven Eastern and all the Western.
,

O 25
.

Right? All the Western plur seven Eastern. I found the.

. , , - . ~ , - . - , . . . - . . . . . . . . - - . , . - , . - - - - . - . - . - . . . - - -
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1 list'in here. L I just can't find it again.

_ () 2 MR. MURPHY: It's the-end of Chapter, Section 3.
'- !

3 -(Slide.) |

4 MR. MURPHY: The margins approach.

5 There are in effect two major, we'll call them two

6~ major changes to the margin approach.

7 The first was the using the seismic hazard and

8 seismic design basis for determining the scope of the

9- review.

.10 In the first cut, we had used seismic hazard

11 alone. Based upon this, we came up-with a revised scope for=
,

12 the relay chatter review, and in effect this introduced what'

L13 ~
)

-wo call a| concept of_-a focused-scope review. This vas a

14- ' concept or an idea that was suggested by NUMARC, both in

15- -comments and in public meetings.

'

16 MR. MICHELSON: Now what is the focused-scope

'17 review?

'18 MR. MURPHY: We'll get to that'in a minute..
~

19- MR. MICHELSON: Oh.

20 (Slide.)

21 .MR. MURPHY: So based upon the public comments,.
.

22 what we did was we.took the .3G bin and subdivided that.- By

23 way of reminder, the staff had proposed three bins for the
,

24' margins review, a .5G, a .3G, and a reduced secpe. And the

O L

'

12 5 - - reduced scope was basically the plants that, if you want,
r

- . - - . .. .%. _ , , - . . . . - - _ . _ , .-_ . . . . . _ ~ , - . _ . . , , . . . . _ . . . . - - _ , _ . . - - , . _ . . . . . , - - _ . ,.
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1 were in Florida and Texas, low-seismicity plants. Okay. We

/~N
( ,) 2 took what was the one bin, the .3G bin, and we subdivided

3 that into a full-scope and a focused-scope. The basic

4 difference or the principal difference between the two bins

5 was the level of relay chatter review that was done.

6 We made our decisions on the plants that were

7 going into the full-scope review based upon plants with

8 relatively higher seismic hazard and relatively lower

9 seismic design basis.

10 MR. WARD: Do you mean that combination?

11 MR. MURPHY: Yes, sir.

12 (Slide.)

13 MR. MICHELSON: That is sort of based on the

14 assumption that all plants have the same kind of

15 accolorations at that particular level in a cabinet and so

16 forth? You can have a low seismic plant with a very high

17 seismic vulnerability in a given cabinet, depending on its

18 design and so forth, can't you? Relatively speaking, you

19 can run into that.

20 MR. MURPH7: That particular item is covered in

21 What is done for the relay review. The elevation above, I

22 think it's 40 feet, is taken into consideration.

23 MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

24 MR. WARD: Could you explain to me how a plant has

\ >1
*

25 a high seismic hazard and a low seismic design basis?

, - - . . . . . . . .- . - .- . ,_ - . - - . .-.
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1: MR. MURPHY: That's what we're getting at right 1

:h
1 s_- 2 here.

3 MR. WARD: Oh.

4 . MR. MORPHY: And again, those are definitely-

5 relative terms. '

r

6 So again, the staff made an assignment of

7 subdividing the .3G bin. And the criteria is one that was '

8: - initially. proposed by NUMARC and was very similar to the-

9 - criteria-that-the staff initially used for binning the_
,

10 plants'to begin with.

11 What we did was, we developed a composite

.

conditional probability of exceeding-the seismic design. 12
:

'- M['l
13 basis that four special ordinates for the EPRI, the

1 14 Livermore, with.four ground experts and with five ground y

15 experts, we examined this at the median level, the mean, and

16 at the 85th percentile.
,

17 So in effect what we did was;we came up.with a

18 number, a composite, conditional probability for nine cases.

- 19- ' EPRI mean, EPRI median, EPRI 84th percentile. Livermore ' i

: 20- five experts,,Livermore four experts, for the same thing.

21' ' And what'we did was again, as we did before, we simply made

22z lists of=these and looked at the list'to see where'the

23- relative plants came.
,

24 Based upon that examination, there wasia clear

O' ;5 demarcation between what we call the top six plants and the2

r

>,m v,~,- e~,-,,.----, se ,,w ,ew.,,,-n. .---wa,. an, ,a, ,-,-w e-++.n,.-- +. - - , ~ - _ - - . - . - , , - - w .w. , ~ . , , , -.- -
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:

1 rest-of them, or the top six sites and the rest of them..

,

- 2 MR.--WARDt That sounds suspiciously like you
-.

3 averaged the seismic hazard curves. ?

4 MR.-MURPHY: No, we didn't average them.

5 .MR. WARDt Oh.

6 -MR. MURPHY: We didn't do any mathematical

7 . manipulation:with-these conditional composite probabilities,
>,

8 once we had'them-in our hot little! hands. All we did was

SL 'make lists. And when we looked at-the lists, you got, in

10; 'effect you got;a checkmark if you were high on the list; you

11 didn't get.a checkmark.if you were' low on the list.

12 .The six plants that we looked at and put into the
,

} 13- full-scope bin were all consistently at th-e top of the

.14 list. And~on that basis, we were saying that they had a j
i

15. high seismic,;a-relatively high seismic hazard and a
;

16 relatively' low seismic design basis.

17 .MR. WARD: Okay. So you've already done some-
.

18 decision-making based on composite conditional' probability

19; of exceeding some hazard criteria?
,

-20- MR. MURPHY:- Right.
.

;

- 21~ MR. WARD: Which sounds, again', like averaging the

22 curves.-

23 MR.. MURPHY: In the sense that you looked at them

a .

fine, that's one
.

.

24 all'together and you eyeball-averaged them,
>

25 way'ofilooking at it. In the sense that you added them all.'

~ -_ _ .. _ . -, _ . _ . - . . . - _ . - . ,, _ _ . . _. __ ., _ , - - _



.. _ . _ - - . - - . . - - - __ -

49 1

1 up and divided by nine, that was not done.

[)(_- 2 MR. ROTHMAN: Each of those hazards was looked at

3 independent. And there had to be agreement that the plant

4 was at the top of the list for all three. There was no

5 averaging done. There was consistency between the different

6 hazard curves. If it was an outlier, let's say, for one

7 hazard curve and not the other two, then it was not

8 considered at the top of the list.

9 MR. MURPHY: Then the bottom third says, the

10 resolution of the Eastern U.S. seismicity issue identified

11 five plants at five sites as outliers. There's that word '

12 again. These were decided that these plants would do a

(''T 13 full-scope margins review, if that's the way they chose to
V

14 do their IPEEE. Based upon that review, one additional

15 plant was added to the list of six, giving us the seven

16 Eastern plants that are being requested to do a full-scope

17 margins review at the .3G level.

18 MR. MICHELSON: Is it clear from your' generic

19 letter that if the resu)ts of thin examination show some

20 real seismic relay chatter vulnerabilities, that other

21 licensees will then be added to the list? Is that somewhere

22 in this generic letter? Because I didn't find it on a very

23 quick perusal.

24 MR. KING: No. What we're going to do is, if the

'

25 examination of these additional plants show that relay-

._ __ _ _
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1 chatter is a problem, we're going to raise it as a generic
,,

2 issue. We're not going to reopen the IPEEE and go back --s-

;

3 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. You're not_ going to add to
'

4 the IPEEE, you're going to go back and introduc'e it as a new

5 generic issue?

6 MR. KING: Introduce it as a new generic issue and
,

7 deal with it that way.

8 MR. WARD: So these seven plants were chosen,

9 based on this sort of argument rather than an argument that
)

10 they were somehow' representative -- that their designs were

11 representative of the whole population?

12 MR. MURPHY:' That's correct. They were selected,

{ ) 13' and then, in hindsight, we went back and looked at them to ;
'

~

see what: kind of mix we had of vendors, plant type and thatL14 .,

15- sort of~ thing.- Based upon that, we'were reaconably1

1

~ 16 ' ' satisfied that we hadLa good mix; that it would help us, in-

17 hindsight, answer the. question of whether or not Comment 2-

; 18 on the generic applicability of recovery was appropriate.
.

,

19- This. decision was made-and'then we looked at it

20 afterwards to.see if we were satisfied with what we.had.

21- MR. - MICHELSON : In doing the IPEEE, if a utility

22 finds a vulnerability, do they have to report it before they 2

23- fix it, or can they fix-it.and then report they have none?

24 MR. KING: They can fix it and report they fixed
"

i

25 it. We encourage them to -- 1

1

.

1
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1 MR MICHELSON: But they must report any they find
,,

( -) '(
2 MR. KING: Yes.--

3 MR. MICHELSON: -- before the fix them?

4 MR. KING: No.

5 MR. MICHELSON: I mean, that the have found it?

6 MR. KING: Yes.
!

7 MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

8. MR. KING: We encourage them to fix it without

9' waiting.

10 MR. M7CHELSON: Okay.

11 MR. KERR What is meant by encouraging them to j

12 fix it? What sort of encouragement do you provide?

/v) - 13 MR. KING: We put a sentence or two in the generic

14 letter that says we would like to see the go ahead and make

15 the fixes as soon as they cocide it's a vulnerability,

16 without having to submit something to us.

17 MR. KERR: Thank you.

18 MR. SHEWMON: Have we defined what a vulnerability

19 was, or have you in this. As I recall, a year or so ago,

20 there was a certain element of faith that when we saw one,

21 we'd recognize it, but nobody could give a very quantitative

22 definition. Has it changed?

23 MR. MURPHY: That's correct. The staff has not

24 defined vulnerability, either in the IPE or the IPEEE.73
b

25 That's a -- if you want to say, a definition left to the

- ,
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i utility. -

() '2 MR. SHAO: All of these are on what we call a

3 reporting level, just a reporting level.

-4 MR. KERR: You are not going to question the
,

5 utility's judgment, once they identify a vulnerability?

~6- MR. MURPHY: No, that's not true. If the --

7f MR. KERR: Then you've got to have a definition of

8 a vulnerability if you aren't. !

9 MR. KING: We're going to use the backfit rule.

10 If we disagree with what'the-licensee has done, we're going

11. to use the backfit rule to determine --

12 MR. KERR: But you're going to use it because you
>

detect a vulnerability which'they didn't see.
O 13

' or they saw it and didn't do something
:
i

14 MR. KING:

15- 'about it.

'i
-16. MR. .KERR: _.That means_that you have to'have your

17 own definition:-- some sort. of- working definition of what a

18 : vulnerability.is.

'19 MR. KING: =It's called.the backfit rule.

20 MR. KERR The backfit rule is a rule you use

. 21 - after you have identified something'that needs fixing. .The

i22 backfit rule doesn't identify _it.
,

23 MR.-KING: We're looking at the results of an
'

24 IPEEE submittal and we see something that would, we believe,

25 pass the backfit test and the licensee hasn't done something

:
, - . -.- u .. .- . - . - . . , , - - - . . - -

--,-.--,1
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'
1 about-_it, we will pursue it through that avenue.

2 MR. KERR Go ahead.
,

3 - (Slide.)

4- MR. MURPHY: Basically, the staff is not going to

5 define vulnerability. We probably can't be forced into it-
1

6 -yet. - This is what we propose to do for our relay chatter

7 ' evaluation.--

8 MR. KERR: Excuse me. I really think this is

9 important because what's going to happen is that the group

.10 of_ people who have looked at this a lot and has decided that-
.

If they really can't define.a vulnerability, is now going to

= :12 pass on the' responsibility of. defining a vulnerability to a

() -13- . different group of people that has not looked at it and t

14' thought-about it nearly as:much as you guys have.
,

15' It's therefore going _to be'a rather arbitrary

16 thing. I think it'e. important that you think about this if
i

17 you.are really going to do what you tell me you're going to

18 do.

' 19 MR. MURPHY: _IJfully understand the comment._
.

- 20 MR. - MICHELSON: Let me ask this:- the utilities . !

21- _are going'to_do.this analysis and they're' going to decide
;

22 |whether it's aLvulnerability. I guess when they see-

f23 something they suspect, they'll call it a potential-

j- . J24 vulnerability and then they'll chew around on it for a while
'

'

;

~(_/, i

25- and then decide whether to consider it a vulnerability or-
.

Y

ti y e t-v 's v y- w it , y-m-w ,+*w1 + , ,+w+.n,.rev.,,-* w.ww uwn,,-rw,,m,, , - . - -r-,..-- mmrnww+ c e e . . , w wmw.i ews ey n =-r r + 2w.r e,r,- , , ..m.,
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1 not.*

,.
,

(_) 2 You haven't provided any ground rules by which the

3 judgment is reached that it is a vulnerability.

4 MR. KING: We've asked them to define what they

5 consider to be a vulnerability.

6 MR. MICHELSON: If I were a utility, I could --

7 depending on my degree of conservatism, I might report

8 nothing to you as a vulnerability and then the next utility

9 that would look at the same situation might report a long

10 list or vulnerabilities.

11 MR. KING: That's true.

12 MR. MICHELSON: I don't know what the results of

b(''i
'13 this 7 sample even means.

14 MR. SHAO: For instance, let's say we have margin

15 survey for a few plants like Hatch, Maine Yankee and a

16 couple others. When they go through -- they look at the

17 vulnerability. There are three things tho utility just fix

18 it, like the anchorage and things like DC. They think it's

19 a vulnerability and they just fix it.

20 There were no argument.

21 MR. MICHELSON: They wouldn't even report it to

22 you if they just --

23 MR. SHAO: They report to us and fix.

24 MR. MICHELSON: Wait a minute now. They only
(,,)
'' 25 report to you what they finally arrive at as vulnerability.

. ..



_ . . . .- . _ - - - - _ . . - . . . . . . ~ . . . . . - . - . . . - _ . ~ - _ ~ . ._

_

55 ?

1 MR. KING; No, that's not true.

2 MR. MICHELSON: Oh?

3- MR. KING: There's a set of reporting criteria

.4 that they have to report, sequences that contribute so much

5 to core damage frequency and so ---

6 MR. MICHELSON: You report anything they find that-

7 they might fix?

'8: MR.- KING: They have to report -- there's a-set of

#

9 _ reporting criteria _that tells them what they have to report.

10 -Within_that_ set of things that they have to' report, they may

11 _ identify a few or a lot of those as_being vulnerabilities

12 that they fixed or didn't fix, and they --

([ 13 MR. MICHELSON: . I guess the reporting criteria is'

:14- almost a' definition of vulnerability then? Maybe I need to ,

15f Lsee the -- did-_we get the. reporting criteria somewhere in

16 this?
.

17 MR. KING: Yes. They're in one of the appendices

18- or. enclosures to the generic _ letter.

19 jMR. MICHELSON: That may be where' the definition

20 of. vulnerability'is.

21 .MR. KING: No, you'can't consider those

.22- vulnerabilities. They're reporting criteria.

23: MR._MICHELSON: They're less -- they're potential

24' vulnerabilities or something.
7-
-( ,

= 25 MR. KING: They're things that we want the
I

l
1

, .. ._, .--._,,, , , _ . _ _ - - - , , . . . , . - , _ . . - - . . _ - . - . _ - - - - . _ , ~ _ _ . . _ .
.._,.-.-,1'
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1 licensee to look.at and that'we-want to look at.
-('

2 EMR. CATTON: How many iterations of.the PRA are

3 they allowed before they submit it?

-
- 4- ~MR. KING:- I am not sure I follow your question.

5 lt mean,fcould they go through and-fix everything and then

'6 come back and say --

'7 MR. CATTON: No, you run the PRA and then you say,
r

8- gee, that's sticking up'a little bit and maybe I better take

a look 'at the conservatismLand you Wiggle it a little bit9; :
-

'10 and theyJall go away'.

11 MR. KINGt That's up to them. We haven't set any

12 criteria on how many iterations they --
.

k s)/
I 13 MR.'CATTON: So how do you.know that you're
s t

.

14' ' getting-equality from all of the.different utilities? Is i

15' the same person going to do all: the PRAs?-

-- 16 - MR. KING . No, but we haven't ---

Then youT avefno idea..h17 MR.JCATTON:

18' MR. KING: We have identified.certain guidance

~ 19 documents that define how'to do a PRA and what should.be in,

20 a PIU4. - <

21: MR. KERR:- You do not want the ut$lity to take.the-

,

$22 ' bottom-line-number seriously anyway.
'

23 -MR.'MICHELSON: Go ahead.

24 ~ .(Slide.]-
.O~

J25 MR.' MURPHY: Relay chatter cvaluation:- Reduced- ,

.
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.

El ' scope plants, these are the ones -- well, we'll cal.' them-

- q)-(. 2 Texas and Florida, mainly.-

3 Under that, we've got two sets. We've got two-
.

4 sets under all of them, some of those that are covered

SL already by the A-46 review.

6 The A-46 plants:obviously have to do the A-46

7. : review for; relay-chatter. - The non-A-46 in the reduced scope

8' areas have no action. L

9- -For-the focused scope plants, these are the ones=

1CL that were not identified. This is the bulk. Approximately !

l
11' 50 sites in the east United states do e focused scope '

i

12- review. LThe A-46; plants have to'do the A-46 review. ;
i

) # 13 ' If-the. low ruggedness relays _are found, they_have

14 to expand theLscope from the A-46 review to the scope of the

11'5- <IPEEE, which means instead of-just.doing a-single success .

16 path,,they have to do the'. alternate success path that's, j

17 required by'the margins or'the'IPEEE1 program.

18- MR.'MICHELSON: What 'h low seismic ruggedness?
'

-

_

19 Is there some kind of a defini; in?

20 MR._ MURPHY: Yes, there is. _There.is~a set or,a

21 list _of relays that specifically fall into that

22- classification.
!

23 MR. MICHELSON: That are known, from testing, to j
24 '.be of low seismic ruggedness?

O 25 Fm. MURPHY: Known from testing and from -- I

:

___
- ..wa-m .---._---- ---w---.w--
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1 believe from experience, as well.
r~ !'
v( N) 2 MR. MICHELSON: Now, of course, relays, again,

3 means instruments and the whole spectrum.

4 MR. MURPHY: Everything.

5 MR. MICHELSON: That spectrum wasn't very well

6 tested in the past when it comes to instrument contacts.

7 There was much better testing when it came to relays

8 Is there a good set of data on all potential

9 contacts in a plant that might be susceptible to chatter?

10 MR. CHOKSHI: We had done a lot of testing.

11 MR. MICHELSON : . We've done a lot of teeting, but

13 on the variety of things that are out there and not just on

r N. 13 relays?

(V)
14 MR. CHOKSHI: Well, I think that's part of the

>

15 reasen that we wanted them to do tnis. The full-scope

16 plants --

17 MR. MICHELSON: We're not going to do any testing,

18 though. So, they don't know what -- they're going to go to

19 your table, I guess, for low seismic ruggedness or your

20 guidelines.

21 MR. CH0KSHI: The plants in the f"11 scope will

22 look at everything. So, we are, you know, mounting on

25 those.

24 As of now, we have a list of relays known to be
_7 3

C) 25 low capacity,

q.-
_ _ _ _ - _
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1 MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

2 MR. CHOKSHI: And that's not necessarily a
'

3 complete list, and we are still doing some tests, more

4 te f '.s .

5 MR. MICHELSON: But on that list, there are not
.

.

6 such things as mercury bowl centact-type relays and so

7 forth, necessarily, because_nobody ever, in their right

8 minds, even bothered to test them. They already knew what

they would do, t ,t yet they showed up in plants.

10 Now, how'was that sort of thing found such us was

11 fetad at Peach Bottom?

12 MR. CHOKSHI: Well, that particular has been known

(} 13 from experience.

. ' . ,$ 14 MR. MICHELSON: Well, you don't need any:

15 experience to know how they behave when you shake them a-

:s
N 16 little bit,

17 MR. CHOKSHI: Those things will be probably

18 removed.

19 MR. MICHELSON: I bot you they aren't on your

20 list.

21 MR. CHOKSHI: I don't recall now. It's a well-

22 known relay problem.

23 MR. MICHELSON: So, the bad actors somehow

24 everybody knows already and is going to look for them.

O 25 MR. MURPHY: Okay.

- _ - _ _ _ _ _ _
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'l The full-scope plants, which includes those in the

T I 0.3G bin and also those in the 0.5G bin, which includes some'

~/-

3 of the wastern sites, for the A-46, they nave to follow the

4 A-46 'iew, the procedures.

5 They have to review the IPEEE systems using those

6 that are part of or included in the scope of the A-46 review

7 but at the assigned IPEEE levels i.e., either at the 0.3G or

8 the 0.5G level. And for the non-A-46 plants, thuy have to

9 review the relays, all the relays at the -- all the relays

10 within the IPEEE system:t at the IPEEE assigned value;-i.e.,

11 at either 0.3 or 0.5G.

12- That's basically my presentation.

13 MR. MICHELSON: Let me ask you: When you look atfS
t )
''

14 the G values alone, of course, that doesn't settle the issue

15 of whether or not there is a problem with the fast response

16 of the electronics on that particular system.

17 How do they include that? Because a lot of these

18 in the past were qualified because the -- it was mostly

19 electromagne,'O systems, and they were very slow response

20- compared w.... relay chatter frequency. But if somebody's

21 gone back and put a digital system in or something and these

22' instrument contacts start chattering into a digital system,

23 the response is entirely different.

24 MR. CHOKSHI: I think the assumption, the way the

(h
(._) 25 reviews will be done is to assume first the chatter. Look
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11' ' at the circuits, see what'are the consequences.- |y

;\ 12' IMR. 'MICHELSON: Well, is that-th'e rule, that you

60 i
'l - :3 i "

first assume;all-? relays chatter?1

4- MR.-CHOKSHI:- That's how,-basically, the margin -- j

5 .MR.--MICHELSON: Is,that in thetguidelines? 'Is-

q

' hat what this|says to do?f6 ' t 7 ,

17' MR.-CHOKSHI: EPRI_ margin method has digital-

'8- Lguidelines_on doing the review.
,

9 =I LMR. MICHELSON: But that's only true of these-

a

10 seven plants _plus the western ones?- t

!

_.
Lill _MR.: MURPHY: They're the full review, right. j

'

e

~12 : MR. _ MICHELSON: 'They'll do'it right.

s: |13| .MR.1CHOKSHI: Plus A-46 plants _will'do'the-review, l

I14- - MR. MICHELSON: :ThoseLsample'. plants'will assume-,
'

2

,151 that'everyfrelay -- everyfinstrument contacts,Jall cophacts g
1

167 ichatter. :

.

MR.-CHOKSHI: That's--howsit has been-done. - jb 17 :
,

!
4

18 .MR.:MICHELSON: Contact |by--contact. That's ay

19.. large. job.4

,

20L =MR.ucHOKSHI: 'Yes.
}

n w 21: MR.cMURPHY: Yes, sir. That-was the complaint.

1
_

I wonder if they understood it was-12 2 ; MR. MICHELSON:

.231 that .large a job;

|

-24 MR. SHAO: When they did the hatch, they found outp.
N _) --'\.

:'

L25; .it's a big job.
|
'

i

I

IL e
.
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1 MR. MURPHY: Okay. That's my presentation.
73
; i
(_f 2- MR. CARROLL: Just to follow up on Carl, so you're

absolutely certain that people are looking inside of'

4 instruments. You walk in a power plant, and there are relay

5 boards. There's also a hell of a lot of relays inside of

6 things.

7 MR. MURPHY: I've got to say I believe that's

8 correct. Will I say it's absolutely certain? I'm just not,

9 right this second, prepared.

10 MR. CARROLL: Was this issue discussed at the

11 workshops? Did people get into that kind of detail?

12 MR. MURPHY: I don't believe that particular. issue

(~) 13 was explicitly addressed at the workshop. I believo some of
v'.

14 that was discussed at a couple of the public meetings that

15 we had, basically, with NUMARC, discussing the relay scope

16 review,

17 MR. MICHELSON: Fortunately, there are also a lot

18 of black boxes in plants that -- that the utility even

19 replaces as a black box, if anything goes wrong with it, but

20 not necessarily full knowledgeable of all the circuitry

21 within the box, because they don't repair it and they don't

22 maintain it. They just replace it if it gives a problem.

23 Do they know what's inside the box in enough

,_ 24 detail to analyze the response of the box?
! \
~# 25 MR. KERR: If'it's a safety-grade box, doesn't it
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1 have to be qualified?

'
w/ 2 MR. MICHELSON: That's the question. Was it

3 qualified? How was it qualified? Under what group does it

4 come?

5 If you've got test data on~the box, you're in

6 great shape, on the electronic response of the box, not on

7 the physical response. Sometimes people made sure the box

8 didn't come apart, but it didn't necessarily monitor all the

9 electronics during the shaking. .

10 MR. MURPHI: That's what they're expected to do.

11 MR. MICHELSON: If it's done right.

12 MR. CARROLL: The full-scope program requires.you

) 13 to assume the relay chatters and really follow it out[J
14 through the circt .t to see what ef fects result from that.

15 MR. MURPHY:' I believe that is correct. That'is

16 specific guidelines within -- at this time, within the EPRI

17 guidance document on how to carry'out the relay review for

18- -the margins program.

19- Nilesh, do you-have the specifics on it?

20 MR. CHOKSHI: That procedure was carried out at

21 the hatch, a. trial review for the margin method, and it

22 basically looked at all circuits.

23 MR. MURPHY: Which is why '.; hey came up, like I

24 said, with a tremendous amount of expense and burden,,

25 associated with that.
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| l' ; MR. = ' MICHELSON : And.you.have'to'give them.a !

(.- '2 ' frsquency response of each contact, also,--because dopending>
.,

3 on' the electronics,: that-. frequency may be a non-problem. ;
~

4 MR. CARROLL: When circuit'"A" malfunctions-:-
t

5- - Fecause;of relay chatter, it.may have some im; act on. circuit

~'
'6 "B" and'"C"~and "D".

o
'7'.

. .

That's right.
.

MR . - . MURPHY : .:

|8' MR.-CARROLL: And'you've got to assume all of>

- 4

9' these'are -- !

.. .

You've-got to chase forever.10 :MR.-MURPHY:

11' MR. MICHELSON: I think:he1was. making;a larger.
!

~ 12 ' . point, though. Are you doing'it as a simultaneous
~

_

:q -- 1~3 . - examination /or'as a one-at-a-time contac't chatter exam?- !

-\ f . . . < ,
'

14= LMR. CHOKSHI:.. In Diablo' Canyon; which.I am
- , .

.
. J

15 ' familiar with,-.allLrel'ays were' assumed to chatter.
'

'16- -MR. MICHELSON: At-the.sameLtime.

-17 MR. CHOKSHI:' At:the same time.:.And the'n:you-look

;18 :_ ;at combination ofLrelays, which'can get you;in-trouble.
~

'

19- ~.MR. : MICHELSON :: So, you have to look at relay.
,

- 520 races;and'all the.other things.
,

:

21: :MR.-CHOKSHI: ~ Sneak circuit and allakind of.,

f22 - things . :t

[ _23" .MR. MURPHY: 'Right.

L

(
O)

24. JMR. MICHELSON: Sounds great.

[IL ' b ~ 25 MR.' MURPHY: Okay.

.

ns , |.- , , ,, , . - - , n>s,, ,, + ,,.vs, -- .
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.
1 The next speaker will be John Chen. ;

j-

1N_f; =2 MR. WARD: Ist's take a 15-minute break.: .

\

3 (Brief recess.)
U L4 ;--- MR.-WARD: Mr. Michelson, back to you for --

5 MR. MICHELSON: Why don't you proceed. I believe !

6 the next speaker is ready to move.-

,7L [ Slide.),

8 MR..CHEN:. My name is John Chen, I'm'with severe

9' Action: Issue Branch. ;

10 , What I'm going to~tell you is-basically, summarize

Lil what we did on the fire and the high-wind flood areas. |

'12 Basically, sur feel,-as acresult of this. workshop 1

. A

j{~ .. and'also';the. comment we received, we don't see.any major !13
%

14- comment which cause us to make any kind of major changes;in j.-

-

?

L15 the guidance documents as well as the generic letter.

16 -'In the: fire' area,_one.of the-important. comment- q
'

17: " raised during the workshop and later onLwe rec'eivedain1the-

18 tpubliefcomments',Lis related'to NUMARC's, fire methodology.~.

19 -That's currently in the developing.- .. ;

lM)- .Another one is we made a' lot of procedure = 1'

21" ~ clarifications in' Appendix D ofLthe NUREG:1407. We
3

;22 basically provided aclot of clarification about procedures,- .

h- 23 fhow you're-going to' carry;on your work. ;

m .

24 -As far as fire,.our planning is because of"the
< -> .

\ 25 current procedures, it's not compatible with our current .j
~

.

ya e-
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:1 sch'edul e , it's not compatible with our issuance of the- 4

"

f :j v:| .2:
.- -

JGb !-
'

IPEEE.
,
'

'

'3: (Slide.]
'~

4- MR. CHEN: So our -- what -_e-plan is endorse,1

"
5 after our evaluation and. acceptance _of the fire endorse,'in

6 a separate letter. This probably will come in -- probably.-

75 will come in July..m+,

8 MR. CATTON: Have your questions gone to NUMARC
_

g- ;9 yet?

10- MR. CHEN: We sent out a question back in
* ^

.

? l l ,~ September, and we-received-their revised five-write-up.-
.

I12 We're also waiting for their submittal related to. database,-4 t

F

.

13; also related'to'their-demonstration-plan. review,(Palo_ Verde,

1

- : 14 = .and Duane Arnold.

; 15-
- .it

-We now -- we are reviewing their write-up for the
i

16:- "FIVE." At the same; time, we:are' reviewing the validation 1-

, ,

4

17 of their calculation for'the.:look-up tables. '
:

i

18: a MR. MICHELSON: :Now, you will - .you will writeJan-
'

"

c19 SERifor the "FIVE?"
q

120 MR.-CHEN:| That's comparable to SER, is a. letter. m
i

21: |in evaluation of --,

' N q
gi /22- MR. MICHELSON: That-is some: time in July? 2

23 _MR._ CHEN: Before''-- I think it-some time'-- Will-,
,

24- -be issued in-July.- That's our current plan.

T% -
t fi,,/ _ 25 MR. MICHELSON . By issue, you mean that's the.

'\;>-

,

LI

J& '

;
. - _ _ . - _ _ , . . _ _ _ . __..m.-_.. . _.-.... . .. .....,,..,.;
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1- first'we'll see it'or'-is that when the public gets it?

2- 'MR. CHEN: Our plan, let me put a few things in:

3 here. We_are anticipating to. receive the data base,

4 originally in -- well, we're hoping to receive in February.

5- I think,.right'now, we'll talk about February in here. We

6 also will receive the demonstration report-in March. .Then

7 we will firm up our draft position-some. time in April.

Bi 'We're hoping that we will come to ACRS before June, and

9 we'll also meet CRGR to express'-- to get their. review.

.10 After that,-then we-can issue the letter to say our

11J . endorsement, as well as if there's any enhancement, we'lli

.12. see what we needed,3will'be in that letter.

- :13? MR. CATTON: LWere you at our subcommittee meeting

-14 of the~.17th'of January?

15 MR. CHEN: No.
'

16- MR. CATTON: There was a lot'of discussion about
,

17 _. theinumbers that con.c out of a PRA versus commonly held;,

18 ' beliefs about' risk. associated with fire; We really didn't

:19- get anywhere, at-least, I still don't'know why. But,.the-

-

4

20 consultant that we had, who's Jim Quiutiere, was at.the;

:21' -National Bureau of Standards,;now, I-guess, is at.the Fire-

,2 2. -Engineering Department or something, at the University of

23 Maryland.

24- .He postulated a series of questions that maybe if

25. you asked of the PRA at the front-end, might eliminate some

- - _ . , . - - - . -
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|1 of.this..'I1can just -- youlcan get a copy of his report, if

p(ff J

.

2 -. you?want.- But some of-them are like -- things like, what is
.

3' the: actuation time of alarms, sprinkler heads, etcetora, to

:4 |a[given fire. By;given fire,.that means fire somewhere of

ii

-5L Esome-magnitude. That means you have1toimake an estimate in
~

6| aLgiven~ area.of what the magnitude ~is going to be, and you ,
1

.

7: can't just use data that there have been so many fires in a

'8: -given plant.- 1You.can't just randomly;use it. Tm have to
{

,

9: . say something about,the fire.' |
#

-11 0 The'second question deals with-that. What is a
.

11 typical:-fire,-in terms of. energy and; smoke release? If

LI2 2you're g'oing to have-a. fire in a'given location, say
F

-4 % 1131 ,|something about sits: energy and: smoke . release, because then -
' b l.

11 4 : that impacts the'first question for the2various locations

f.15 : that are df importance.

116 ~. -There;were'- .there are some other things like -

1

117L consequences of hot smoke exposure:to equipment:and so
"

,

A 18J -forth.

Is y 119L ~ MR . CHEN: 'But those.are what---
,t .

Eh '201 Our~worklwe line:up for:now is --1we are now .

>

21[ icurrently| review --
, :D

1.; . .

Q) 122 MR. CATTON: Are these>up-front kinds of questions'

y '2 3 ' 'that-you look for?'
1

.. 24' MR. CHEN: . I think what you just described are
F

3
% -25 four. things.

<i
1 ,s.:

'5-:

1

|}.

% % . , ,,
, . .. . . . . - . .- .-
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1 MR. CATTON: Well, there are six of them, but I'll
,.

(,[ 2 -- you can get a copy of this.

3 MR. CHEN: Okay. What you described is really

4 essential to PRA procedures, what you are going to carry out

5 to assess all those problems.

6 MR. MICHELSON: Have you looked at fire PRAs?

7 MR. CATTON: As near as I can tell --

8 MR. MICHELSON : You don't find that sort of thing

9 in a fire PRA, at least presently or at least the ones I've

-10 looked at. Maybe - 'I keep asking, please tell me which one

11' to look at that has that sort of thing in it, and I'd be

12 happy to look at it.

'''' 13 MR. CHEN: If you look at it -- if you look at the
;L ,). '

14 procedures described in NUREG CR4040 --

15 MR. MICHELSON: No, I'm talking about the PRA now,

16 not the procedures that somebody might have used in doing

17 this. It's the PRA, itself, that I look for, because that's;

;18 what people get their bottom lines'from.

19 MR. CHEN: No, that's why I'm saying this

20 procedure has been applied to five --

21 MR. CATTON: Now, wait. Does the procedure

22 include questions like those being answered?

23 MR. CHEN: Yes.

24 MR. CATTON: So you actually do then calculate the i

"\.;

25 magnitude of a fire in a given room and the impact on-

1

|
!
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1- _-everything that's'in-it?

If*')O: ,

L( )7 . ~2 _ MR;|CHEdt 'f e s .
._

3 MR.iCATTON: Impact on barriers? Well,othis is a

4 --little bit contrary toL.what.we learned on the 17th.

15' MR.-CHEN: No, barrier:-- that's -- you did'not---

_6 state it inTyour first four items. [
i

-7=- MR. CA.TTON: No, I said there were more questions;~ >

8 barriers was one of them.

9 1(R . CHEN: =Okay. But whatryou described -- first
.q

10= 'you: identified the' location of the fire and how'significant
'

.11' this fire.will be, .howeit's going to impact your systems, .j-

It12. 'and whatLthe consequences will b'e. All those procedures are

13 der:ribed - -,

14- 14R . CATTON: :Do you calculate the energy release-

t15 of smoke generation?

16L MR. CHEN: Yes.
'a

17: MR..CATTON:i You locate'the' fire,,then you ask

7 18 _what's_the. impact on-the surrounds, then you_put that into
-

19| -your PRA..

20 MR. CHEN: Yes. Those are all ---

21 MR. CATTON: 'You do that?

22 - MR.LCHEN: -- the procedures ~-- standards-
,

23- procedures:in the PRAs. 1

124- MR. MICHELSON: Do the PRAs reflectuthese

25 Lprocedures then? I'would' expect to find these calculations
..

y y ,, , y ..y ,._ -y -, g- w. .,.m- --. -ew-a
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1: asca(part of.the PRA,- including the heat and smoke migration-

.

2 and-the - - - jI
L

.3r LMR. CHEN: Not -- not smoke migration. j

4 MR.-MICHELSON: . Heat migration -- heat and-smoke. j
!'

5 MR. CHEN: We'll talk about the heat -- if you '

6-- have-a' fire in a room,:how this fire will affect your safety-

7. equipment. That will be either calculate or like right'now,
!

.87 we have alternative methodology, which'will be a 'look-up-
t

'

'9: table saying how-far,away your fire versus your target for
-.;

.

10 :say, safety' systems;-how it's. going to impact this-system.'

- 'll- _That: Will be able-to address those in:the procedures.

12; ~MR. CATTON:| =You don't include' smoke?-"

f. . -13L - MR.-CHEN: : Pardon?

! 14 - MR. CATTON:) You don't include smoke? ,

,

15' . MR. CHEN: The-impact of-smoke is not because we - j
,

'Lweidon't:have - we don't'have a specific handle how'to-.16 -

a-

.17- ~ address smoke..>

!

,
.

;MR.JCATTON: Well, I met a-guy"from Factory Mutual-11 8 ,

11 9'- aarlierfthi's-week, and heard some~ horror stories about.

L201 smoka.- The relative damage from the fire was one-tenthiof'

:21 E the dacacc from the smoke. The: damage from the smoke!was. f
1

22 bizarre,.-what-it'could do. In-one case that he described
.

= L23J there was a machine shop of-some kind that was control-led ~
.

v . |
~

:24 Lwith some_ sort of. equipment. .The actual problem occurred a'

v25 couple of months later.-
-

u
;

-.

% .e , prey.-~,-y wy y-, 7- e..-4- ,. .- g, y ., - 9-m, g m- .es--ws,q , rt y + r
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ll MR.:CHEN: - That -- that essentially,-is what we

/ ) 2 are facing with;certain problems we.have -- we'll talk about j
-

3 1somewhere in unknown stage -- the current state of art.
!

- 4. MR. CATTON: Do you'have any|research request

5- letter to look into smoke transport and impact?

'6 - MR. FLACK: ..This-is John Flack speaking.- There is ,

s

7 a generic -- generic 11ssue that'has-been raised with regard

8: to smoke propagation. i

lD MR. CATTON: How are you going to deal withothis
- l

.10: in'the IPEEE? i-

11~ MR.I FLACK: -From the point of view of trying to O

12 resolve that11ssue, we're not. But-we are ---we did put inm

fs .13: the attempt'that they areito think about it while they're

'('
14 .doing theirTanalysis,Ebut we're not expecting that they're- L

'

715$ . going-to use ;..spaisticated codes to: analyze ~it.

16- MR. CATTON: _.I-don't think:you need sophisticated
1

-17 codes._ JI;mean,_.I hope I'didn't| imply that. j
L18- MR. FLACK: !Well, I don't.need them, myself,Lbut,.

19; ?nevertheless,1we;believe that the issue.--
1

20 MR. CATTON:-- How about sim'plistic codes?

21- MR. FLACK: :Well, there's a=few oututhere. '
.

. . . - 1
-

~. 2 2 -- MR. MICHELSON:. How about any?.
~

23' .MR. CHEN: -We have-not talked about the code,..we4 s

-- 2 4 have talked about_ actual impact if you have smoke. The <

-25L long-term impact.

.

-ey- -

7 7 x w +- e- m-
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1f MR'.CATTON: 'Can you tell me~how you.get the.

/ Y' - . . .

!

... (_/; 2- impact'without;considering the smoke? How can you talk.

3 about. impact?

4 MR. CHEN: That's'why we have not specifically

S' addressed in IPEEE, related to smoke migration. We talk the

6 . smoke hindrance on your detecting of the fire. ThatJpart we

i _ 7-1 want the peoplesto address, because that'part can be-

8i addressed.- ButLwe cannot address, at this time, how the
,

!
'9 : smoke williaffect the long-term specifically; whether they

10 .will causeLany' kind of short in1the. circuit or any short in

11L the cables or what other impact, we've not asked-them to
,

-address ~at this moment.12'--

1L -- 13- ' MR. MICHELSON:-'Could-I ask one question on'your-

14 'look-up; tables? Apparently you've developed look-up' tables

15J on-some kind of-a calculational process that tells you what

16T the' thermal) distribution-is in the vicinity of a-fire. Does,

.17 - that look-up table start with temperatures like 150.

118: . fahrenheit,-or.dces-this start with temperatures like-5, 600,

:

-19 fahrenheit?

120= MR. .CHEN: The look-up table'is still --

J21 MR. MICHELSON: L In other words, can I tell,_from

i' 22 'the1that table.the temperature at the floor level on the

:23 ~ opposite' side'of the room in which the-fire is-located?'

.R. .CHEN:. At this moment, the look-up table is in- 24 M-

:
''

'25 the development. That's not in this package.

$

.,,,.,-.--m. - -+
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3
l' MR. MICHELSON:- Oh,JI-thought it existed, okay.-

\ !2 - MR.-CHENt-'Dut the. idea is starting from ambient

3 Jtemperature.
>

.4: MR. MICHELSON: It should.- Yes. :

i5 MR.1CATTON: Is.there any.way we could-get a__

6' preview of'this-NUMARC "FIVE" methodology? I there -- ,

.

/7 . MR..CHEN: 1 Well --

8 HMR. CATTON:-.I may already have'it. .;
q
dL9 ' MR.'. MICHELSON: I think you do.

: 10 ' . MR. CATTON: I think I do.,

11L - MR. MICHELSON: ' It's going-to be the subject' of -- '

-

-

1
12' - apparently.of;our meeting on the_-- whenever.'

h .13. , MR.'CATTON: .I think-I ask for-it every time. I .'
M

~14; - have-several copies now.
'

'15- I,think_you've got to_ address' smoke somehow. I

116: MR. CARROLL: Now,_the third 4 1.11et : talks aboutDa

_ 17! data' base toibeVsubmitted.. This is a fire frequency ~ data |'

*,

18 base?
'}.

-19 EMR. CHEN: Yes._ The accumulation =-- our. data-base ''

-c
-- so far we-have NRC-developed dataLbase, up to'85.. It's20 >

21L by_Sandia.--NUMARC,is taking the data base,. expand it.and' , t|_

^\
r,<

''

- 2 2 -- added this"up to 88'or''later.
"

1

2:f MR.fCARROLL: You.expact that database to=be what?.

i24 |MR. CHEN:'- More comprehensive.'

(g
25~ - MR.' CARROLL: And it would probably predict moreo

.. ~
w a ra, w 6 e.-, e , . , - - . - .,s . . . _ , . . < .--m...-s -- -~ w



, . , _ . . ~ . . __ . . _ _.. .. _ . , . _ . - _ . _ . _ _ . . . _ . --._m . . . ,

< .

<-

75
;

'l 'frequentifires?

|( '

' ' 2- MR. CHEN: That's the part we'want to review, 1

.y
'

31 ibecause we want to know the database'itself,_whether there
^.

,

14- is: encompassed all the~-fires or some-have been/ screened out j4

,

5- becauseithere is certain justification to put on_those

6 -fires. !

7: MR. _' CARROLL: Do you believe_the-Sandia database ',

!
!

8 as it exists today needs some screening, that there are

: 9- .many,1manyffires in'that-database that are|so-trivial that' i

11 0 - you can't_even=think*of them in terms of causing a major-

11 -- ' fire?

112 MR.-CHEN: I think to some extent it may be.true.

13 /For instance,.the construction fire',Jwhich may:not be-

14 applicable to.the operating plant.- 'And those; parts,Lif it's 1

-3

c15: Tincluded'intthere, and'it-Will be unlogical to take=i_t out. }t
. . e

--16L MR. MICHELSON:-- Whyndon't we move on, since<we'll-| 1

-t
17; igo.back to all of this when'we lookxat:this "FIVE"-

1
'

a 518, -methodology;1ater'on,,in-March or whenever?L

. [- 191 MR.' " FARMER: -Farmer'.of'the Staff.. In response to'

,
,

J20- |Dr. Catton's comments on smoke, the Research Office 11s=

'I*

21' . working with.the German:HDR program. Theyfre; conducting; j
. _ y

t

J
'

22 ?large-scale fire tests in a1 containment vessel over in'
!

233 Germany. And'we expect to get from.those tests a fair- I.

. e- 24' amount _of'information on the' behavior of equipment with the-

L1[[)-
__

+

25 smoke. So we do have access --

V'

}
' uw . , - . . . . . . . -- - -.



, .

76

:1 MR.iCATTON: -_You are not-going to get information

2, on-the: behavior;of/ equipment from smoke, you are going to

i

!13 .get.information on the propagation of smoke:throughout a-
l

4, containment building 1from those tests. There's a j,

5. ~ difference.'
;

. . i
.

.R. FARMER: :Well, we intend to ask the Germans'6- M
.

L7:: and, discuss with them putting in a few items of electrical

8- eqdipmentLto test directly cable. tests that would come up-1

SF later this' year, or early in 1992.

110f :MR . CATTON:L ILbelievezchat you'could already do

*
' ll ;at least'zero withJwaterfkinds of-calculations ofismoke

L12' propagation |with theJtools you have. And it seems to.me to

.: wait to' dot all.'thec"Is" and= cross all the "Ts"-is a mistake _- -13 -

7

14 Lwith the.IPEEE coming down1the road _now'and with-this.NUMARC. |
:

x15 '"FIVE" in' front of'you. LYou ought to bringitoLbear,vthey've'-

,

, 1 61 ~donezallat;of experiment's at the HDR containment.- They'vet'

~17c _already..s.et-off'a? number of fires-'in: lower rooms:to see-

18: where the. smoke.goes. Theyfjust?finishedfcleaning|theiwalls-

19: 'from the-last;one.1
,

- . - t

20L MR. FARMER: Yes', they ran:oneLin November.='

L 21 'MR. CATTON: 'They've.run some:before Novemberp'
:

f22- - too . i

23 MR.: FARMER:- Yes. There's been a heavy emphasis

24 -in theitests that-they've-done on smoke migration, and 2- '

o

L 25- fcollecting smoke on filters and trying to clean it from the

|'
-- .. - - -.
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li atmosphere so theyLwould have escape routes-for. operators,
;,r .
i / _2 but there has been less emphasis on what happens to

. .-
,

3 ! equipment-located in the vessel.

4 MR. CATTON: They are'actually separate questions.

5 The first question is the migration. .I-think you have

6 enough data to do something. The second question is the

7' impactTon-the equipment. If=you:can't address the first, |
!

8 I'm-not sure what good the second does you.

'9 MR. . MICHELSON: I think we'll-have-to proceed to:

10 finish.on time. We're going to get into'this in great depth'

11| .latsr.

|12 'MR. CATTON:' 'This is the preview for NUMARC FIVE.

If'..
.

-(Slide.]Q' 13 ,

14 ~ MR. CHEN: - In-_the high= wind, flood and

=15 transportation,;or other areas, we don't have', we did not

H16 . make,any. major changes. -A few1 questions have been raised
1

-17 mor's or less as a clarification, and they want to see7why we

'18 '' feel a'few' things,.why'we should' include it.- And'it's, the;'

,

19 response is. addressed in' Appendix D. And.this is basically 1

20 related to fire''high wind,_ and flood. f
~

,

>

21 MR. MICHELSON: Now, _ floods mean water coming to

2 2 '- the building-from beyond the building?:

-23 MIb CHEN: Basically,'the flood we talk about.in

. - - 24 here'is external'..
:r

Ji
.

A 25 MR MICHELSON: But external means what? External

,

,e .-
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11V :to theibuildings,-oriexternal to the equipment?-

p.
~MR. CHEN: External from the external, source.: L2

3: ;It's from the buildings. If you' talk-about, if it's like j
:4 -rain f all . - !-

l
15) MR. . MICHELSON: Okay. .|

GL .MR. CHEN: And all those floods.

7 MR. MICHELSON: Internal flooding, now, has always ;
!,

8- been the confusion. Sometimes you say:it's already been j
,9 covered.

,

:10 MR.'. KING :. That's pipe break kind of flooding. ;

1

111L We're' talking about flooding from -- j-

l

12' LMR.-. MICHELSON: ' But the pipe break _ flooding. ]
> ';.

a

13 |unfortunately.wasra rather=11 cited: spectrum of flooding: |

14- Lpotentials, too.--You remember the who'le problem of the .|
!

:15 ' nonqualifieditank in a1 room. =You didn't even look.at the
,

1

116 . water;lycu looked atLthe' structural impact of the tank under j
.i'

..

c171 A-46,Lbut you'never looked at.the waterJrunning-across the j-

:18; room, Eat least11t's not a regulatory. requirement to look.- ]i
!

'

19i Land now,;.when.is.that kind of flooding being.

.5

2(T concidered?J
'

_- |
21 'MR.' CHEN:- I'think under IPEEE we.:have a seismic-

22' ' induced-flood.- That's= covered'in this area.

23 EMR. MICHELSON: That's clearly covered in here?
)

J24'~ 'MR. CHEN: -Yes, that's covered in our seismic,

O ''2 5 - fire,: or say with a seismic and flood interaction aspect.

.- .. . - .- . _ . . . ..



-- . .. -

791
.

-.

(1:- MR._-MICHELSON: Okay.

|2; MR. CHEN: -But our guideline basically is based'oni

.3 the EPRI ---

4 - MR.: MICHELSON: There are some interesting kinds

.5- of.floodings that some sites can get into. Namely,-the
;

6 flooding from groundwater, when you shut the groundwater

7- pumps off, like when you lose offsite powerLand so forth.

8 Is that sort of. flooding being looked at?. This happened one f

=9' time at1 Brown's Ferry, as the Staff well knows, in'which the

- 10 = groundwater: pumps-werentaken.out of service. The first

ellL thing you1know, they flooded the basement. -And the

^12 groundwater is-:auvery high level there,,and if you shut the_

M- :13 pumps off,;and it starts rising,:the head forces the-water
u,)

_ .

..into the building. .!

,

14-
.

T15. Now,-is that considered flooding?. Is_the IPEEE

(16 ' going tofcheck'for that sort'of thing?:
,

17 MR. CHEN: We'are hoping some of those things were

- 18 ' brought,-.would bring.the utilities'-attention. .I think for--

~ ~ iG |19 : instance, we talk about in a fire database, we talk ~about

120: one spent type.

'21 FUL SHAO: That should be covered.
.

/22" MR.-CHEN:- Yes. Those are-the kind of things,.if

L 23 you have that kind of potential, then you should think about
,

! 24 it.

i.
EN _25 MR. MICHELSON: It's somehow, some general word

!.

l
. _ . ., __ .
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ithat says if you!think you got any kind of a potential like.L1

7q .
~

fy/t ,2 that, you better check your power sources and your effects

_3 of earthquake and so forth, because those are non-seismic.

4L pumps as well.

'5 MR. CATTON: Mr. Farmer,:could you get me some

. . !

16 informativn:on that program at HDR?

7' .MR. FARMER: Yes. We have several reports. I'd

'be glad to send-' copies.8 t

9 MR. CATTON: Particularly something that would- j

10 give me an overview of-the plan.

11 MR.. FARMER:- I'm sorry?
!

' 12 '- MR.JCATTON:~ An overview of what-your objectives

} 13 .are_and;what:you plan.to get out of the tests.

14- .MR. FARMER: All right.,

; 15 ' :MR. CATTON: -Thank.you.

'16 MR'.iMICHELSON:? One.further| question'on the
'

- 17y -flooding. /In the case of cooling-tower basins and so forth,

"18 .isithat the kind of flooding you're' talking?about on:a
~

L191 landslide,Eif those'should rupture during an earthquake?'

:20 ; MR.2 KING: _Yes, that would be included under.the- 11

"'

- 21_' ' flooding.

22 MR.'MICHELSON: The licensee-is supposed to look, |

23 and'he=first of~all,-I guess, just-postulates a burst and

24 makes'sure nothing happens, or if it does, then he's got to
U

'
- 25 go back and-do some kind of an analysis and show~,it really.

*
. . -_ ._.
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1L won't burst;'is that what he does?
'

{g- g/' 1

_

j 2| MR. KING: It is in the package.
-

,

.

3 MR. CHEN:~ That is in the package. That is more

4 or less addressed through the guidance of the EPRI 6041

-5 -tank.'

-6 MR. MICHELSON: What do you do about all your non-

7 !- qualified chemical tanks and so forth out in the yard

8 containing chlorine.and hydrogen gas and~whatever? A lot of
,

9 that is non-seismic. How-is that brought into this

-10) analysis? -It's not a safety-related piece of equipment,

11 ~it'sEnot a1 flood.- It's a flood'of gas, it's not~a flood of. s

12 water,:which people usually think of.

' - 13 MR. CHEN: I think basically, this kind of
- ,

''

14 interaction type of_ problem, in the licensing stage, we have

115 Laddressed that. --We-believe to a certain extent,,those

. - !

L16 - : things have already been--addressed.

17 MR.- MICHELSON: -I thought all these problems'were-
-

L183 :already in theLregulations. The-problem was that you are

19 going back now'to.make.sure you really took care'of it.
t

:20- That's what-IPEEE was about, wasn't it, because there-is a.
. , .

21 question of=whether you've overlooked some of-these.' ,

i: 22 MR. SHAO: .Well, we look beyond design basis.

23- MR. MICHELSON: You're looking for vulnerabil'ities

24- 'which aren't supposed to be there. They were supposed to

25 have been analyzed.

_ -- - . . .
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1 =MR. KERR:- In this,'you are also looking at higher

9/''d: -- -

: earthquake: potentials in the design basis.ij >21
.

3I MR.- MICHELSON: -To that basis, yes.

'4 MR.-KING: We are trying to look at beyond the

5 design. basis, and-to that extent, a licensee would be

6L expected'to_look_at those-kind of hazards.- ,

i

7 <- MR. MICHELSON: Hopefully, you'll' find all these' >

iothers because it turns out that there was:no design basis8!

9 'and that for those kindlof earthquaxes, they, indeed, do

10f . fail, and_you look at the effect of failure. I'm just--
_

T

:11: :trying; to figure _out what you did- with siteL equipment- ;
-

12! .-outside thefbuildings.

9 % 13 .MR . KING:
.:()

. We would expect them to look at that
,.

14- even though11t's non-safety-grade kind of equipment.

L15; MR. MICHELSON: And even though it's not a flood
.i

~ 16. fand-so forth?-

~17- MR. KING: Yes. I.think that's covered under the

, 18' catch-allLof'other external hazards that-may be site t

19: specifically| unique.-7

20 tut. . MICHELSON: All'right.. ~ Tom, dolyou have-

<< 21r anything further?-

22 FR. KING: No,.that' completes our presentation.

'

d3 MR. MICHELSON: We're a little ahead.of schedule,.

-24 I believe. Eleven o' clock was the scheduled time. So I

25 guess we can go to a committee discussion on this.

. . .
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1 MR. WARD: ' 'Okay. . Sounds good.-
>fs-

'2' MR. MICHELSON: Do we want to record the committee l,)|
3_ discussion? _I:have no preference.

4' MR. WARD: I have no problem with that. .

1

5 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. We'll go ahead and record

6. it.

7- I think that, first of all, it's my understanding
~

8- that:Chet looked at the proposed documents and had no

-9 problem.- Is that correct? I looked at the proposed ,

101 documents and I have no problem with:them. They seem to

l11; cover the appropriate caveats, what we've ber.n most.'

12 concerned about, at least what I was highliV;tinJ. So I

r' 113' wonder,-have other members looked at the do.:umc6 'and dog

x_,

:14: they have any problems with them?-

.

11 5' 'MR. KERR: From the. preliminary discussions, do
:|

16 :you think that-.most of the licensees are-likely to use.a:

17 . margins approachLor the PRA approach inidealingLwith the-- i

~18 seismic issue? <

L19 MR. CHEN:' I think the idea, it depends.oniwhat- g

.

-20 they feel comfortable using. Given.those people already

21' sent'in:their response, a lot of them are using PRAs, But

> cnr the otherc hand,. the methodology developed' by EPRI, the - '
;

margin methodology, is very advantageous for them to use ,

.

because it's much easier for them to understand what's going
,

-25 on in their plant. So there is a trade-off on their part, I.

. . - .. - . - . . . .



, . . . . . . . - .

84:

,. 1- -think. We arez thinking.about maybe'50-50.
p,
M /L -2J .MR. SHAO: We think about 50.

,

3~ MR. KERR: __Thank you.
j

4 MR WILKINS: I don't have'a substantive point,

.5 but it does disturb me that the draft letter cites as -i

6 authority from the office of Management and Budget a

7 clearance which_ expired in December'of'1990.

'81 MR. CHEN: Okay. Let me provide _some

9 clarification on that. That has been modified to April

10 30th..; That's interim clearance, because we are negot iating

11' Lfor three-years. -We haven't reached that stage.yet.
>

.' ~ E12 MR..WILKINS: _ Just~make sure the letter.shows

(~')y-
'

13 April.
q

-14. MR. CHEN: Yes.

11 5 MR.'WILKINS: Thank:you.

16 ~MR.'MICHELSON: Other comments?
j

-'17 MR. WARD: Carl, there are a couple of points that'
.

L18 were discussed horn this' morning, and this definition of
1 ; ;

ls vulnerability is one. It's one t. hat'seems to come up everyV i
.

,

_''20 time we talk about the IPEEE, and it's!hasn't.been resolved.

t 'UL Are you' going to say anythi*ng:about that'in the letter?

12 2: MR. MICHELSON: .f the committee wishes, of

23 course, we_will say something. It's a problem of specifying
,

24 beauty - _it's.hard to do.e

.

- - 25 (Laughter.]

:

g_

!
'

+ + - - , - , . . _ . _._ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - '



- . . _ , - _ _ . _ - - _ _ - _ - - - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . .. .
,

-

85-

l'- :MR. MICHELSON: But we can attempt to indicate. I

- /"N -

hink that's the staff's' problem,-is.it's very difficult to -|
- - .i

( ,/ 2- t

.3 -provide a_ specification for this.
,

4- MR.-KING: Yes. -We chose not to do that. We

5 chose to;1et theflicensees define'it.

6 MR. MICHELSON: Now,-if the committee thinks that

7- we should define vulnerability in some way -- !

.8 MR.~ . KERR : Carl, it isn't'a question of what the-
_

91 committee thinks. 'The staff is= going to have to defino it

10 when theyido their reviews. They will make a de facto ad

11 hoc definition that works,-butcat some point, it has to be

12. ide fined'.

.A _ 13 .I-don't disagree _with them that it's difficult,

V-
! 14 - but:if they're going to do the review that they say they are

,

15' going to do, and if they_are-going to_ disagree, as they may_

- 16, 'Well,L91thithe conclusion-reached by: licensees, then they

- 17_ are.Egoing';to have-t'o<have a working' definition.

18 JMR. MICHELSON: Comments?'

19 = MR . FLACK: This is John Flack. I'd-like-to just-

20 - .make a comment on that. We're not trying to define

21 - Lvul.,nrability in an absolute sense. I-think it's impossible

22- and-I .hink it's= inappropriate to define it in an absolute-

23- sense:across_all plants.

24 I think it's something that would come out of the
A.

D(_) 25 review process. It's something that you have to look at the

|

. _ _ - - _ _ _ _
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1 entire PRA,.what the IPE is telling you before you can

2 determine whether you have a vulnerability or not. I don't

3 think we can do that in an absolute sense.

4 MR. MICHELSON: It's like a beauty co'ntest, then -
,

5 - if you e a few, you can make a choice.

6 MR. KERR I am not insist (ng that one do it in an

7 absolute sense or a numerical 3ense or any other sense. I'm

8 simply saying you!re going to need a working definition, one

9 -tihat a reviewer can apply. Otherwise, it will be up to the

10 4,ndividual judgment.Of the individual reviewer, end it seems

11 to me that is somewhat capricious.

12 MR. MICHELSONt Other comments on that point?-

13- MR. FLACK:- Just one more comment. It will=not be

-14 left up to any specific individual. There will be teams

15 reviewing the IPEs. There will be contractors to support,

1G that team review. It would be done in that type of frame

'17 work. It's not to be determined by any specific individual,
i

18- MR. KERR: It doesn't make me feel any better that

19 'It's going to be done on an ad hoc basis by committee

20 because that means it'll be done at the lowest common . i
1

21 denominator probably. That's what usually happens,
i

22 especially if-nobody:has really. thought about it before.

23 -hand. They sort-of get.together and say, Well,'what's a

24; . vulnerability? Well, I know one when I see.one.

;25- MR. MICHELSON . Ernest, did you have a comment?

!

. -
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1 MR. WILKINS: I am not sure if this is meaningful,

2 but am I correct in inferring that the licensee will furnish

3 his own definition of vulnerability in his IPEE?

4 MR. KING: Yes. We have asked that he provide his

5. definition of a vulnerability.

6 MR. MICHELSON: Did you ask that literally? I

7 mean, you literally asked him to define it.

8 MR. KING: Yes.

9 MR. WILKINS: How, then you could audit or at-

10 >1 east you could examine their response in light of their own
!

11 definition without having to invent your own definition.for-
I

12 .that purpose. of course, that would mean that you might1

( ) . well be inconsistent between licensees.13

14 MR. MICHELSON . I would think that that definition

15 ought to come up front and be kind of discussed with the

26 staff.before they spend three, four years doing the work.

17 Th:t would seem logical. !

18 MR. WILKINS: one might think that was prudent.

19, MR. MICHELSON: Yes. And that might be a: valid

20 suggestion. Maybe after you look at enough utility

- 21' definitions, you can arrive at what appears to be acceptable

i22. to the staff, and then.all utilities can use that

23' definition.

24- MR. SHEWMON: Well, is-there an owners group or an,

'

25 ;EPRI group that has been working on this or helping

_ _ _ - ___ -_ _ - _ _ - __ -
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1 coordinate? NUKARC.

gw
2 MR. KING NUMARC.

3 MR. SHAO: They have two working groups, one is a

4 seismic working group; the other one is called Severe

5 Accident Working Group. There are two groups working on it.

6 MR. SHEWMON: And they could come up with

7 something that would perhaps reflect the safety goals of the

8 Commission or some such thing, or do we know yet?

9 MR. SHAO: I don't think they have come up with

10 anything yet. They may be working on it in the future, but

11 not right now, no.

12 MR. CARROLLt That seems to me to be the key,

13 Paul. It seems to me vulnerability has some relationship tog-')
V

14 the safety goals.

15 MR. MICHELSON: But neither tho industry nor the

16 staff has been willing to define it so far, I gather.

17 That would certainly be a valid suggestion.

18 MR. SHEWMON: The staff believes that the industry

19 is going to blink first.
.

20 MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

21 MR. WARD: Does the staff see a connection with

2a the safety goal'here? I mean, do you plan to use the safety

23 goal in reviewing the IPEFE?

24 MR. SHAO: For the seismic methodology, there is

25- no quantity in numbers, so you cannot really use aafety

- __
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1 goals. For PRA, maybe you can do that, but --

l

/''N)( -2 MR. WARD: You sound pretty tentative like you
|

3 don't really want to or you don't think it's applicable?
:

4 MR. SHAO: For seismic margin,-you cannot use ;

5 safety goals.

6 MR. WARD: I understand that p o rt.

7 MR. BECKNER: This is Bill Beckner. We said in

8 the IPEEE documentation that we would, once thic is all over

9 and we get insights from all the plants, we would go back

10 and make use of the safety goals for the whole to see if

11 we've identified any vulnerabilities in our regulations that

12 might cause plants not to meet the safety goa,1, but r:ot as a

(~T 13 criteria for the individual reviews.

%)
14 That was stated, I think, pretty clearly in th

15 original generic letter.

16 MR. WARD: Okay.

17 MR. CARROLL: You have come up with a definition

18 of a vulnerability in regulation?

19 MR. BECKNER: It's called the Backfit Rule.

20 MR. MICHELSON: I don't think that's the case, but

21 I don't want to spend time to argue that one. Is that your

22 only definition? Is that what you think vulnerability

23 means; that something that I have now apply the backfit rule

.

24 to?
.O

~s 25 MR. K7NG: No. If the staff wants apply some

-_, _ ..
_
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'I additional requirement on a plant, they're subject to the
re 1

k 2 backfit rule.

3 MR. KERRt I am sorry, but if the staff-determines

4 that something r.akes a plant not appropriately safe, it does
;

e

5 not have to apply the backfit rule.

'
6 MR. MICHELSON: It depends.

7 MR. KING: That's not true. The staff has to
'

#

.8 follow the backfit rule.

9 MR. KERR Even if a plant is deemed not

10 adequately safe to protect the public?

'
11 MR. KING: LThe backfit rule = covers that

12 possibility,Lunless you're talking compliance. If you're

13 talking compliance, that's true, you do not have to use the .

,

14' backfit rule.

15 MR. KERR: 'Sure, I'm talking compliance; I'm
.

16- talking about compliance.

17 MR. KING: That's something new, over and above --
,

18 .no, compliance, that's true.
.

19' .MR. WARD: I guess'he's saying the backfit rule
,

'

20 acknowledges the issue 1of adequate protection and it doesn't

21 require the-cost / benefit test.

22 MR. KING - That's right. >

R23 MR. KERR:1 That's all I'm saying. In the case
.

J24~ where it.is deemed that something does not' provide adequate

25 -protection or makes-you conclude that this plant has not

... _ . . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ . _ . . _ . _ _ . _ . . . . . _ _ . . . _._ . _ ... _ . _ __,.,m,
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1 provided it, the backfit rule doesn't apply.
~ I() 2 MR. WILKINS: You don't have to make a I

3 cost / benefit analysis.

)
4 MR. KING: Yes.

5 MR. WILKINS: But the statement that the backfit

6 rule doesn't apply, isn't correct because that's in the

7 backfit rule.

8 MR. WARD: That's my understanding, yes.

9 MR. KING: The backfit rule makes you make the

10 case that you don't need cost / benefit.

11 MR. MICHELSON: We do need to prepare a letter, I

12 think, with whatever views, if any, we have, just to keep

13 the record on this clean. We have a copy of our previous('']V
14 letter on page 4 of Tab 2.

15 I would suppose, since Chet's not here, I-will see

16 to it that an introductory paragraph is prepared. Now, as

17 to what else you need: I read through the letter. I find

18 that our comments there still stand.

19 I think that it would be appropriate in our

20 transmittal letter to say they still stand. Is that truly

21 the case, or do they -- does any member have any problem

22 with what was said as to whether it still stands, and do we

23 .have any additions and possibly this question of the

24 definition of vulnerability could be an additional
/~'
N 25 paragraph?

- - . . -
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1 That would all be what I would envision for the
[ ') |
k/ 2 letter.

3 MR. WILKINS: The final sentence of this letters

4 says we'd like to have' the opportunity to review such

5 changes _and provide our comments. |
!

6 MR. MICHELSON: That's what we're doing now. j
l

7 MR. WILKINS: It would be appropriate to comment !

8 on the changes if we think we have any comments.

9 MR. MICHELSON: If we have any comments on the

'

10' changes, plus the -- you know, new things or anything else,

11 yes. That's what we're doing now, so I think we need our

12 followup letter, all right, and it's just a question of what

( ) 13 we would like to see in it.

14 Bill, would you like to draft a paragraph dealing

15 with the question of definition of vulnerability?

16 MR. KERR: I will attempt to.

17 MR. MICHELSON: I think that would be a useful

18 paragraph. I kind of agree with your comment. Let's see

19 what it looks like.

20 Would there be any other paragraphs needed?

21 MR. WARD: The other point that was discussed at

22 some length here thic Herning is this issue of the two

23 seismic hazard curves; whether it's meaningful to require

24 use of both of them and the issue of whether conservatism is-

'd 25 an appropriate' approach.

. - . ._. _ . ._~ _ __
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1 MR. SHAO: By the way, the two seismic curves,

() 2 there were no changes. We just give an alternate. They i

3 were the same before.
,

4 MR. MICHELSON: Maybe it's our increased
r

5- ' understanding that's changing these things.

6 MR. SHAO: There were no changes.

7' MR. SHEWMON: I think that the point that Al was

8' making was that there was not a criteria for a cutoff, but

9 there should be one.

10 MR. MICHELSON: I think it's an appropriate

11- paragraph to see, if we can get Hal to draft. See if you

12 can get-Ha1 to~ draft a paragraph then. ,

13 MR. WARD: Why don't you say;something to him?

14 MR. MICHELSON: I think it would be useful to see

15 what.that paragraph would'look like. Any others?
-

-

-16 [No response.)

17, - MR. MICHELSON: I was not intending to go back and

18 retouch on anything that's already clear.in our previous

19 letter and still: stands; for instance, fire is the same
-

;0 situation. There's nothing,new, nothing changed. We don't2

21- disagree with what the staff's doing. They're coming up ,

22 later-to tell us. By July,-we'll reach agreement on the

23 FIVE program.

24 I wouldn't intend to mention fire since there's no

25 change.

.

~ s 4 - ,,,,n...-, -,m._,,,. . . . , m, . ., .-- . , . ,,~,v. ,.,-,,.._,t.,...-,,,s. e., .r - mv ..-_...m.%,., ,,r . .....-+.m. . . . ~ , , - -
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1 MR. MURPHY: Excuse me. This is Andy Murphy of
y
j, .2 the staff. I think on the discussion of the two hazard

~ No ;

3 curvos, we will take your points into consideration, and if

4 you want change the words from talking about a conservative
.

5 or non-conservative and simply go to a higher or lower

6 curve, approach it, if you want to say absolutely in that'

7 sense, rather than its relative conservatism.
.,

8 MR. MICHELSON: Well, we have to write our letter
, ,-

9 based on what's in front of us, of course, and what we've ;

10 h'eard -- we will= comment on this and you will already have

11 recognized what the comments might be.

'

12- MR. MURPHY: That's what we're saying,- recognize

13 your comments on the use of the conservative. "

'

14 MR. MICHELSON: Your reply will be, we've taken

15 care of it and here's'how:
..

16 MR. MURPHY: Yes,. sir. j

' 17 ~ MR. MICHELSON: But we.would put'the paragraph in-

18f the letter.

19 MR. CARROLL: One external event that we didn't

.20 hear anything about this morning.is the.effectiof. lightening.

.21 which is.in the. program. Charlie, have you looked at the

22 NUREG that's referenced about lightening and are you-. happy

23- that sufficient guidance is out there for utilities to-
1

24 ' evaluate it?-
r

'25 MR. WYLIE: I haven't really reviewed it.

. . . . - . . . . . . - _ . . . - - , - . . - . ~ . . . - - - . -- .- -
.
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1 MR. CARROLL: For the last couple of days, we've

() 2 heard quite a bit about bad grounding and its impact on

3 control and protection systems.

4 MR. W'.i.fE: I'll do that.

5 MR. CARROLL: Okay, it's referenced in here.

6 MR. SHAO: By the way, there was no change in this

7 area from the last.

8 MR. MICHELSON: One of the things we also, along

9 that same line, we heard about the last couple of days was

10 the fact that a number of plants are now going to digital

11 control systems, some a little ways, some of them rather

12 extensively. Of course, one always wonders if they had

13 really analyzed the integration of the digital controls into7sg
V

14 the old pressure instruments they're still'using and so
.

15 forth, because the noise levels are now changed and the

16 response is vastly changed.

17 You're now talking about microsecond response

18 systems put in with the old relay -- the old contact chatter

19 of the instrument. Have they done that sort of thing? I

20 assume that's all integrated into these words, but I -- it

21 depends on how you read them.

22 But they will have to do -- they can't depend upon

23 all the evaluations in all cases. They've got toHgo back
|

.
24 and reevaluate.

(D
| (_) 25 MR. KING: Yes. It is mentioned in the package

i
l

_ _ _ __
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1- that they have done a PRA in the past and they have made j
_

4 i

\ - 2 changes to the plant that the IPE analysis should reflect-
'

l

3 today's plant. j

4 MR. MICHELSON: You realize relay chatter is

5 generally not included in PRAs as such.

6 MR. KING: That's right.
|

7 MR. MICHELSON: So it's got to be something --

8 can't useithe PRA route to make that determination. It's

9 got to be some -- whatever,-but you think the generic letter

10 makes lt clearer that you do have to make sure that when you
~

11 put-these other-systems in that,you've re-examined from the

12 head end of the process.

( ) 13 MR. SHAO: I think we think it's clear here.

14 MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

15 MR. WILKINS: Let-me-ask a naive question. I've

16 read the_ description on-page 3 of this generic letter that

17 -talks about identifying the~ external-hazards and I--

18 understand:the philosophy here.:
_

19 You don't mention sabotage at all. Is that

20; - considered an external event?

~ 21- MR. SHAO: Ho. -That's not part of it anyway.-

22 MR. WILKINS: I_know lit's'not part of -- not here
1

- 23 so it's. definitely not part of it.

24 Is it covered anyplace else?

| 25 -You don't care anymore?
|
,

-,g g + -,w -- ,%-- -
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l' You know the events in the last few weeks it seems

() '2 to me have increased the probability -- I mean if they can

.3 fire mortars at 10 Downing Street, I don't know why.they

4 can't fire mortars at -- .

5 MR. MICHELSON: Oh, they can do better things than

6 that.

7 MR. WILKINS: ' They probably can. Is this

8 something that anybody is worry 1ng about or needs to worry

9 about?

10 MR. KING: Yes, people worry about it. It's not

11 part of IPEEE anywhere but there is a division in HMSS-that

11 2 dealsfwith the. threat, the-external threat from sabotage-and

13- periodically tries'to keep up to date With.the latest :

14- potential threats'and deals with it through their channels

15 bel'not through this channel.

16- MR. MICHELSON: It's specifically included by

17' 'words though in this program, isn't it? .Doesn't it say

18 somewhere you do not include sabotage? Or does it?

19' .MR. KING: I didn't:see it in~this paragraph on

20 page 3 of the generic letter.o

21| MR. MICHELSON: I was thinking I've read it

22 somewhere --

23' MR. CARROLL: It has never been included in --

24 MR. CHEN: It has never been included in IPEEE but,

25 .in our response, in the' Appendix D, we have a section

:
f

N
. . _ . . _ . . - _ _ .- _ . . _ _ . . _ . - _ _ . _ , _ . _ . . , . - _
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1 specifically address that sabotage is not included in the !

2 IPEEE. !

i

3. MR. KERR There has been a recent request for

"

4 rulemaking to-change the NRC " defined threat."

5 MR. CARROLL: Which was denied -- and Mr. Bernero-

6 in denying it noted that the NRC is continually reviewing f

.7 the threat environment associated with commercial nuclear

8- ' facilities and then based on evaluation of the intelligence
_

r

9 community and other relevant data.

10 .The Staff has determined'that there continues to

111 beino credible-threat of terrorist actions againat any HRC- '

:

12- licensed-facility.that warrants. implementation of ;
;

-c
13- . contingency plans.

~

.

)
"

14 MR. MICHELSON: Recent?

.15 That1was Feb'ruary 23rd,~1990.

"~ -16 MR. WILKINS: When did we' start bombing. Kuwait?
,

17. JanuaryL15th?. |

18' MR. MICHELSON: I think, gentlemen,Lthat charlie

19 had' planned on bringing this up as an added agenda item i

20: during;our future: agenda discussion <in which we will talk
,

21.- -about what we-wanted to do, so I'd rather.not spend any time

22' for.this. subcommittee --L

23 MR. CARROLL: We are just killing time 'til 11:00.

!
24 -(Laughter.),

.

.

1 25: MR. WARD: I don't understand. Jay brought up a.-

r

u.

_ .. . - _ . _ _ . , ._ _._ _ . . _ . _ . . _ _ . . . . . _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ .
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i thing about lightening and Charlie said you're going to take

() 2 a look at it.

1

3 .Where do we go from there? What happens? |

4 MR. MICHELSON: You may have a letter, a paragraph

5 in a letter, depending on what he decides, I assume --

6 MR. WARD Oh, I see.
J

7 MR. MICHELSON: -- even if it's a caveat, which I

8 think we need to put in here. If there are things you

'

9- really think need to-be looked at and haven't been discussed

. 10 and don'tfappear here, then we need it in our letter.

-11 Any other: paragraphs we think ought to be added,

-12 at least at this time?

13 If not, then we'll all proceed on this basis. I
'

. ,f

14 expect to get at least two paragraphs from people and

15 perhaps a third and I'll take care of the boilerplate and "

16 the rest of the letter.

17 I believe that's'all, Mr. Chairman. i

s

18 MR. WARD: All right, well, thank you very much,

19 gentlemen.

20 MR. MICHELSOh! Oh, excuse me. Ono more thing --

'

21 I'm'sorry. I was handed a note here that says that Dr -

' 22 Sless also wondered about the definition of vulnerability.

*23 That adds encouragement to your paragraph.

24 It's yours, Mr. Chairman.

25 MR. WARD: Let's just take a five minute break for

.
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1 the meeting room to clear and then you're on at eleven
/~

( ,) 2 o'cicek, right?

3 (Brief recess.)

4 MR. WARD: For the next topic, Mr. Wylie will lead

5 off.

6 MR. WYLIE: This portion of our meeting concerns

7 the staff's plans to complete its review of the EPRI

8' Advanced Light Water Reactor requirements documents and

9 specifically what the staff intends to do with the rollup

10 documents which were submitted September 7, 1990.

11 Tab 3 contains a very good status report and

12 summary of the activities in this regard over the last

fg 13 several years.

V
14 Just for a moment, I'd like to refresh the

15 memories of ourselves.
,

16 The original purpose of the EPRI Advanced Light

17 Water Reactor requirements documents was to identify and

18 define all of the features and requirements which the

19 utilities wanted in the futurn advanced light water reactor

20 plant designs and to identify and reach a position or

21 agreement with the NRC on all regulatory policies and safety

22 issues by way-of the review of the documents and the

23 isnuance of the staff's SERs.

24 Thirteen chapters of the original version were

O)x_ 25 developed and submitted between June '86 and October of '89.

.
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1 The staff has issued SERs covering all except Chapters 10 ;
-

: ,. f 2 -( and 11, I believe. However, they are remaining open items.

5-3 I'believe that the original intent was that the

4 original version of the documents were to be revised to
r

5 reflect the final agreements and staff positions, much like

6 a-FSAR. However, it was -- it is my understanding that so j

7 many revisions had to be made that EPRI decided to issue

EL what-is known as the rollup documents, which were submitted

9 September 7, 1990, to reflect the final agreements reached

10 with-the staff and the positions.
,

11 The rollup documents consist of Volume 1, which is
,

12 ithe executive summary and policy, and Volume 2, consisting
-

~13 of-13 chapters covering the evolutionary advanced light

14 water reactor plants, and Volume 3, 13 chapters covering the

15' . passive: advanced light water reactor plants.

16 These rollup documents are somewhat different from

J17 the original versions. They expand the scope, and they do

18 not reflect!all of.the staff positions or agreements which

'19 'have been reached-or in the SERs. -And of' course, there are-

20; a' lot of.open items yet.

21- Before we proceed -- well,LWe'll come back to
,

22 'this.- ILhad first-asked EPRI to be prepared to answer some

'23 questions. I believe they are prepared to wait until the

24 staff makes their presentation, and then we'll ask those
'

2 5 -- ' questions.-

!
l

. . - . . - ._. . . - - . - - . . . . - . . . . - - - . , .-
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1 So, go ahead.

k 2 (Slide.)
3 MR. KENYON: My name is Tom Kenyon. I'm the NRC

4 Project Manager on the EPRI requirements document for both

5 the evolutionary and the passive plant.

6 MR. WYLIE: First of all, let me ask a question,

7 Tom. Do you agree with what I said?

8 MR. KENYON: There's a few corrections I'd like to

-9 make, and I figure either I or Mr. Trotter from EPRI can-

10 make them as we go along.

11 (Slide.)

12 MR. KENYON: The purpose of my presentation is to

( 13 discuss the status of the review of the requirements
(

14 document, both the evolutionary and the passive. I'm going

15 to discuss the review that's taken place to date.

16 We'll address the regulatory significance of the

17 requirentents document and then discuss the remaining work

18 that has to be done and the review schedule. I intend to

19 emphasize cn1 some of the work that we expect will have to be

20 done with interactions with the ACRS.

21 (Slide.)

22 MR, KENYON: The next few slides are nothing more-

23' than a chronology of what's taken place since the inception

24 of the review back in '86.

25 Since I last met with the Committee, which was -

-

___ _ _ .__ _ _ _
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1 sometime in July, a number nf major occurrences have taken

/ 2 place.

3 EPRI has submitted the rollup document on Volume 2

4 of the evolutionary plant, as well as the original -- their

1
5 original version of Volume 3. i

6 It's my understanding and it's always been EPRI's

7 . intent to provide a rollup document that would reflect

8 modifications that were agreed upon after we have performed
-

9 our review.
.

10 Theforiginal plan with the rollup document was

11 that it was going to be submitted after all the draft SERs

12 and after the review of the original document was completed.

. 13 However,: for a number of reasons, EPRI has

14- submitted -- decided to submit the document based on the

15 'five draft SERs.that have been issued on chapter 'l through 5
4

. 16 ~and alsoJincluding what they knew of what our concerns were
-

17 on the other chapters.

18 .So, the rollup document on the evolutionary plant

. 19; does not. reflect all the concerns that you've seen in.the

20 other six draft.SERs that we just-issued.- '

'

- 21' MR. MICHELSON One of the problems I'm having,

~ 22 .though, with your SERs is that they don't reflect what-

23' changes EPRI has made--in the rollup document that had -- I

24- don't know.if they were negotiated or not. I have no way to

- 25 know. ,

|

i

e
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l' But they have significantly changed some areas, !

- ) 2 moved things around, and significantly added an'd sometimes

3 moved them from one category to another and so.forth. Has
. e

-4- .all-this been negotiated with the staff?

5 MR. KENYON: I understand the concern. There's a

15- couple of ways'that EPRI and the staff have arranged to

7- - mitigate the. problem.
>

8 First, EPRI has submitted a third-document -- t

9 well,-I shouldn't say a third -- a version of the

i
10- evolutionary require *ments document that shows us what ;

11 changes were made. It will help the staff identify where

11 2 things have been moved around.

13: 'MR._MICHELSON: Is that big. book or something

~14 that's manageable-that I could get a copy of?

15 MR. KENYON: No. It's a small-box.

16 MR. MICHELSON: .You mean it's a foot of paper.

~

17 MR.'EL-ZEFTAWY: It's about an inch for each-

1B chapter. We've got 13-chapters.

19. MR. KENYON: :0t's a markup. - It shows what was-

20: -deleted and what was added.
,

21 MR.- MICHELSON: . When it's been deleted .cnr added,

22. Lwasithatzafter negotiation or-before negotiation _with the

23 staff?.

24 MR. KENYON: Well, for Chapters 1 through 5, I
.

O.
.

I 25 would say it was ---you know, these modifications were made

|-

E,
_.__ __ _ . _ _ _ . _ ___ . . _
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11 after they saw what our concerns were,

f( ) 2 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. So, the rollup document

3 reflects your views at least on Chapters 1 through 5? !

-4 MR. KENYON: Well, no. It reflects the views of
,

5 EPRI, as they understood what our concerns were on the draft

6 SER.

7 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. The.rollup has been

'8 negotiated already on 1 through 51 So, I can believe that

9 the staff is at least aware of the changes and doer.n't have

< 10 ' a violent disagreement.

11_ MR.~KENYON: Well,'we're going-tolbe reviewing it

12 to determine that. We haven't started the review of the

13 rollup document in a great deal -- in a great. amount off-sg

'O
14 detail.

.15 MR. MICHELSON: I thought:the rollup was to

'

1 61 represent some. sort of a final consensus.

17- MR. WYLIE: Well, just like he said, Carl,.it

18- doesn't reflect that, and so, you plan to review those and

.19 comment on those?
!

20 MR. KENYON: I guess what I'm getting at is it-

21 should. reflect'what we've discussed and what EPRI
..

22- ' understands to be the resolution to the problem. Until;we
'

123 review it, I'm not in a position to say'that it does.

H24 MR. :MICHELSON: I see.

b
(_/ 25 MR. KENYON: As you can see, in January we have

- . ., . - . . . . - - _ - - - - , - - ._-.. -. - . - -.. . . . . - - . ..- - -
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1 issued six more SERs, and that was based on the original

() 2 document, not-on the rollup document. There were a number

3' of reasons for that. But the primary reason is, by the time

4 EPRI submitted the rollup document, we were too far along in

5 our review of those chapters in order to efficiently switch ,

6 to the.rollup document. So we decided to issue the draft-

7 SERs,.get them out on the table, and begin our review.of the

8; rollup_ document.-

9 MR. WYLIEt Let me ask, when you'vefissued 4~

10 SERs and you've got-the rollup documents, what are y -
!

11 1 : to review in the future?

12- Say-you review Chapter 5-of the rollup document

13 and you've got comments and op6n items there. What are you

O
14 going to correct?- The original document or the rollup

15 document?:
q

16 MR.<KENYON: I. assume it's going to be the rollup

17' ' document. .Perhaps John Trotter might want to address the

~18 mechanism EPRI intends to use to fix it..
!

19- MR. WYLIE! I.am curious as to whether we should I

1

201 ; review the rollup documents or whether we should review the |

21 original documents.
!

22 'MR. KENYON: We're going _to review the rollup

23- document to see how it reflects resolutions for Chapters 1

24 through 5. EPRI has provided us what I call a readmap,

() '25 telling us where in the rollup document they've addressed
,

I
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1 - our-concern.
'

2 And so we're going to go back, take;a look at the ;
_

3 rollup document, and if we have a disagreement, of course,

4 we'll get back to EPRI, we'll have appropriate meetings,

5 and,-ff necessary,-have documentation, you know, questions

6 sent out, et cetera.
,

7 MR. WYLIE: Chapter 1, for example, in the
;

8 evolutionary,_the old version and the new one, the amount of

9- ' infc.rmation for certification no doubt will be changed,

depending on what the Commission comes down on,-on that' i10 :

11' decision. I.would expect that to be changed in both cases.

12 MR. KENYON: Are you saying you're expecting the
'

- 13 level of information in EPRI's document?-

<
'

14 MR. WYLIE: The way-it's defined, yes.
'

.

.15 . MR. KENYON: You have to remember that EPRI is not

16 coming'in-for design certification.-

17 MR.'WYLIE I understand that. But they're

i-18 saying, though, this is a guide-for the industry, saying
-

a.

19 this-is the.information required for. certification, is in

20 that document. f
'

21 MR.'.KENYON: No, I don't think it's gding to that

-22 point.-

23, MR. WYLIE:' Yes, I think.it does, too. .

24 MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

2 5.- MR.'.KENYON: John Trotter would like to make a '

1
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I1 comment.

[) 2 MR. TROTTER: Yes. That was one of the questions

3 that I was warned about is we did go back and look at, it's

4- Attachment 2 to Section 11 to Chapter 1. And in the

5- original issue, there was a list of category.of engineering,

6 activities in Categories 1, 2, 3, and 4, 3 and 4 being site-

7 specific I believe.

8 Category-1 was the engineering effort necessary -

-9; for certification.

'10 Category-2_was the engineering details, and our

11 requirement's.were addressed toward two utility decision

12- 1 points.~

13. The first decision point was the decision to buy.
O.O

- 14- - And that-one, although-it's not as clearly stated-as perhaps

15 itJshould_be, a prerequisite for the decision t, buy is a

- 16 -- - certification.- The intent of that split in the list was-to-

17 say_the decision was just that,-that the prereq. to buy was.
. ,

18 the~ certification. What goes in chat-certification, or what-
,

19 is necessary_for_that certification, our list was-intended f
i

:20 . merely_to reflect the status of that-issue-when we were
s

-21' writing'that rollup. That was July, August of last year.
,

22 - So it reflects a negotiation process that's' ongoing in the
-

23, lindustry and'being led by NUMARC.

24= Our requirement for completion is more strongly

_25 stated toward the completion of engineering before_first

. . . _ _ _ - . _ _ __
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1 concrete. And that's the 90 percent of engineering, before

^

f '} 2 first concrete.
V

3 So I wouldn't, we are not taking a position; we

4 are reflecting our understanding of where that list, which

5 always existed in our document, now reflects, beyond going

6 to negotiation.

7 MR. MICHELSON: That list is going to move

8 sf Jnificantly; the distributior has been changed

9 significantly. It exists, yes, the list did exist on that.

10 MR. TROTTER: Right.

11 MR. MICHELSON: But you just moved it, appeared to

12 be moving it from the category of what you need for

13 certification to what you need for detailed design.
,_

'As/ 14 -MR. TROTTER: I think as people got closer to

15 understanding the impacts and understanding the needs, yes,

16 that list got changed. But we are not particularly devoting

17 much effort to understanding where that goes.

18 MR. MICHELSON: Well, this all depends upon what

19 we finally decide this is even useful for.

20 MR. TROTTER: Absolutely.

21 MR. MICHELSON: That apparently we hear last

22 instead of first. If I knew upfront what the Staff was

23 going to do with this, I'd change a lot of my comments.

24 MR. WYLIE: Go ahead and proceed, and then we'll

r~ .

,

( ,') 25 ask that question, what you're going to do with it. '

I

i
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1 MR. WARD: Charlie, could I ask a question?

) 2 MR.-WYLIE: Sure.
|

3 MR. WARD: Tom, in this past month, you issued

4 these SERs on Chapters 6 through several of them. Now,

5 oventually you're going to issue SERs on those same chapters

6 in the rollup document.

7; MR. KENYON. That's correct.

8 MR. WARD: All_right.- Are you going to refer to

9 these January.'91 SERs when you do that? Are the SERs you t

10 write months from now going to depend on these January '91

-11 SERs.on.the original document?

12 MR. KENYON: Well, the draft SERs, the January

"13 , SET.: are identifying where we feel are the open issues. So,_

O - 14.- 'we're'go'ing--to be using that as the base. . We're, going'to be

15- using that as-our talking point with EPRI. 'We' intend to be

16' .meetingivith EPRI-over'the.next several months, and for that-

17_ , matter, with the committee, over the'next several months, to

:18- ' talk about what the issues are, and the proposed
.

.19 -resolutions.-

.0 I'm not'sure of the mechanism EPRI intends to use,- :2

21L but EPRI will need to-respond to these open issues, and, if.

22 necessary, modify the rollup document from that point,
,

23 before we would write our final SER.
,

14 MR. WARD: :Okay. So you're saying this is the

;g-, (,j 25 same-SER, that this is a draft based on the original

- . _ - ..u _ ._ _ . _ . _ - _ _ _ -_ - - - _ _ . , . _
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1 document.- Some months from now, the final SER will be based - i

A

%- 2 on resoonses to this draft and also on what's in the rollup

3 document.

4 MR. KENYON: That's correct,

i

5- MR. MICHELSON: Are-you going to rewrite the SERs,

:6 though, so they make sense, so I can_ throw away the old
!L

7 draft document, use the . final rollup,.and that's self-

8 contained? I= don't need to go back? Unfortunately, I threw

9 my old one out, 'because :I was under-the impression tha t when

'10 I got.the new one, the old one was superceded, and-it turned

$11L out it wasn't. But-eventually it will be superceded; your1

' 12 ' SER will be based only on the final'rollup document?

() |13 - MR. KENYON: Oh, that's correct. ;

14' MR. MICHELSON: It's'self-contained; I don't need
,

15 to save the,, don't have to have the old document?
t

sl6- MR. KENYON:. The original version and-the draft 1
1

17 SERs are just'an interim stage to get'to the= final. g
;, ,

y13 -MR. WYLIE: You might, if you're trying to use-the |

| 09 draft.SERs that you've got,.in reviewing the open items, l

1o

42 0 because they. refer to1the old document.-

!
,

~

Sli MR.. KENYON: . Well, that's-true. . Ws're' going to'be--

..
I

(22- using thatLto' identify where in the rollup document EPRI has
.

1

23 made changes: toi answer the questions. '

. - .24- MR. WYLIE: Unless you're going to rewrite your-

+ '' 25 draft SERs.. -You're not going to do that?



_ ___ . _. _.
-

112

1 MR. KENYON: No. We intend to have only rne more

2 fin,sl SER, you know, one more SER on all the chapters.

3 MR. MICHELSON: Then I believe the answer to my

4 question is I must keep both the draft EPRI document and the

5 rollup document, because the words are, come places they've

6 even moved the thing to another part of the book. I don't d

7 see how you do this, unless you have both parts in front of

8 you, or rewrite it for the final rollup.

9 MR. KENION: EPRI is providing un with two a ides
_

10 to help us see what the changes were i- tl'e roll-up

11 document. Number one is the red-line version, the mark-up

12 version of the requirements document, and then, numb sr two,

)
they're going to be providing us with the road map I13

14 mentioned earlier.

15 MR. CATTON: Where will the 90-016 items be ,

16 addressed?

17 MR. KENYONt A lot of them have already been Ja

18 addressed in the Chapter 5 draft SER. Presumably, it would
.

19 wind up either in Cha},ter 1 or Chapter 5.
_

20 MR. CATTON: Chapter.5.

21 MR. KENYON: Things like station blackout -- it
'

22 depends on the subject. Things like otation b2 n.:kout would

23 wind up in the electrical chapter, which is --

24 MR. CATTON: Well, in particular, I'm interested

: o 25 in the 03 square meters per megawatt thermal for the -- -

,q
.

_

-

=

T

,
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1 MR. KENYON: That would be in either Chapter 5 or

() 2 Chapter 6. ]
i

3 MR. CATTON: Pitt or six. The reason I ask is

a .4 that' rumor has it that the Teceht experiments at Argonne, a

5 20 centimeter layer of molten materf41s didn't solidify very
,

a
" 6 fist, and that .02 megawatts squared is 30 centimeters deep,

7 whi L says.that that area ought to bi blgger by maybe a

l
8- -fat *ot et two.<

,,

9- MR. KENYoh: We intend to be reviewing it as part

?' of ou?' levelopment of the final SER.

i .MR.-CATTON: Okay.
*

'12 ' MR. KENYON: It's my understandiSV -- correct me

n 113 if 1*>: wrong, Jim;-~ that we intend to have a steting to l

e ss < .
. !T

14 ta,.X aboJ' the review results. Is that correct? 1"'

15 t1 SHEWMON: Ivan, is there watcr assued;: 'o be.

~

I 16L down'there when this stuff comes down?
'

< .

That's not clear. I don't know. I17 MR. CATTON:
.

.18' think-youthaveito plan on that maybe being' dry and then

19 [k1j$ 31g water on top of I don't know. But the Argonne.

!

29 experimeit was La ;]nyer of molten materials that supposedly

L Tilf were prototypic; It put-water on the. top of it and it.
t. .

i

23 didn't cool vcts fast. Now, they're going.to repeat those j
)

23 . experiments. I Jutt wanted these people to be aware that'

~24 there.could be.a bij headache out'there for containment - !

'

25 design.

.

N

. _.
.



- - ___ - -

114

1 MR. KENYON: I think lhat will be addressed as
,.

( ) 2 part of our review to the final. My understanding is there
x-

3 is a maeting, it's not necessarily an EPRI specific meeting,

4 but there is a meeting to disc'.ts the results of that. From

L 5 that, we will --

6 MR. CATTON: Maybe EPRI could comment because EPRI

7 is funding those.

8 MR. SHEWMON: And this is half of the coarse
i

9 spread uniformly over the electrical area?
,

10 MR. CATTON: Well, I don't know where the 30

11 centimeter number came from, but that was in some of the

22 discussions with EPRI and also in the Fauske & Associates
v s

13 report that they based the .02 on. That's where I got the,s
'%-)

14 30_ centimeters, roughly. Well, if 20 centimeters doesn't
a

15 cool, then I think you have to come to the conclusion that

16 .02 is sufficient by another direction, and they probably

17 ought to start thinking about it.

18 -MR. SHEWMON: I guess where I come from repeatedly

19- is you are never going to get that stuff melting as hot as

20 it does, pour it out on a cold surface to spread uniformly.

21 MR. CATTON: Well, I don't believe you're ever

22 going to have to deal with all the core, either.

23- MR. SHEWMON: Well, so it ought to be half --

24 MR. CATTON: I'd like somebody to show me that.

CN
J(_) 25 MR. SHEWMON: -- and.it ought to be some sort of a

I
l

_ _ _ _ - _
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1 cone, and you may get the same answer.
p
J _,) 2 MR. CATTON: I would hate to see the process ,

s
3 until the end when the final SER is being written to come

4 grips with this question. They ought to be thinking about

6 it now.

6 MR. WYLIE: Have the 90-016 issues been

7 incorporn?ed in the roll-up document? I don't think they

8 have.

9 MR. TROTTER: This is John Trotter. Yes, we

13 reflected the 90-016 issues in the roll-up to the degree !

11- that A) we understood how to implement them in a

12 requirements level document, and B) to the extent that we

,r 3 13 agreed that they were the proper technical answers. There
)'

v
14 are some where we would like to continue the discussion, but

15 I believe that's not more than one, I think, on the

16 evolutionary plant.

17 MR. WYLIE: So far, the staff has not really

la reviewed that, I guess.

19' ml. KENYON: That's correct.

20 MR. CATTON: Well, the EPRI document, at least for

|
21 this .02, hac been available for some time.,

22 EMR. MICHELSON: Could I get one clarification?

23 When I read the' roll-up document, do I assume that there's

24 .no flag there that says that the NRC hasn't agreed or
es
( )
(_/ 25 whatever? Do I interpret the roll-up document then to mean

l
1

.. .. . .

_ _ _ _ _



116

1 that the NRC is aware of this position and hasn't indicated
,3e ,

(_) 2 any disagreement? Is that how I read that?

3 I thought the roll-up was to roll up the SER

4 responses and everything into a final document, and now I'm

5 beginning to be uncertain as to whether that's -- I think

6 it's just Revision 2 of the document or Revicion 1, and

7 there's another roll-up. The roll-up is later, beer.use if

8 you haven't rolled up the SERs in this thing, I don't know

9 how to read it.
<

10 MR. CATTON: Maybe the roll-up was wishful

11 thinking.

12 MR. MICHELSON: I think it's just another revision

(~') - 13 and that really, there is a roll-up coming after this
J

14 document I have so far in front of me. Is that correct?

1

15 MR. TROTTER: Yes, I think that is substantially

16 correct.

17 MR. MICHELSON: This isn't the roll-up that we

18 used to talk about.

19 MR. TROTTER: Right. We got to a point where we

20 had received many comments from many people, ircluding the
7

21 NRC. We wanted to keep both the requirements for the

22 passive plants and the evolutionary plants in sync, and it

23 was time to submit the requirements for the passive plant.

24 So rather than have two sets out there that were out of
r'N
; >
\~/ 25 sync, we submitted Rev 1 of the evolutionary plant and Rev 0

e

l

_ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _
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L1- .of the passive plants,
, . _

- f~}7IN, :2 We will intend to submit - .you know, where-

[
3 negotiations result in necessary word changes to the

L4 evolutionary | plant requirements, we will submit-page
,,

_ 5- changes.

6 MR. MICHELSON : Well, I had been_ reading _it like ;

: I
^

17 .it was theiroll-up, and I thought I knew what the roll-up
''

. -

8 meant, and I said,-Gee, this can't be the roll-up. The -i
,

9 .. staff certainly_-hasn't agreed to some:of the --

10 L... WARD: For the passive plant you're' talking

,

11 -about now?
:-

412' .MR. MICHELSON: . No, in'the evolutionary. Your-- g

|' ' 1.3 L comment.was on.the~ evolutionary,.right? j

' ure.1 l:14l MR. TROTTER: S

.15 J ' MR. MICHELSON: ~ So_what:they're saying-is that

116 .we''re-looking at a new revision,1but.it's not the roll-up ,

#

-.

-tt.at we all envisioned'as thetfinal wrapping up?of the~27'

.18 , disagreements and.so.forth. -Okay. That helps me.immennely.

-19 - MR.'WYLIE:: As Carl says,=the(format of it ls
*,

20| different,_too.
y

~

21- MR. :MICHELSON: Yes.
'

J
22 MR.-WARD: Some. things-have'been moved _around.

>

.' L23 lHR. MICHELSON: Well, they can do anything they
,

124? want in'the revision.

. 25:.. MR. WYLIE: I know, but.if you're trying to
.

i,

III i
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fN
kJ _2 MR. MICHELSON:- You.can't. Yes. It's difficult.

3- Unfortunately,-I threw out the one_that they wrote the SER

4, 'on because I. thought-this was the roll-up. I was
,

5 misinformed.- It really-wasn't the roll-up. .

'

6 MR. WYLIE: .Please proceed.

<71 (Slide.)

BE MR. KENYON: I've only provided this slide just to

9_ remind =the committee of-the number of interactions that'

<

M .10 ' we've had with the staff between the EPRI and the staff,-and i

'

11. I didn'tireally_ intend to belabor the point.

4'12 :(Slide.).
.

?(~'% 113i .MR. KENYON: I have a'secondL11st of packages -|
,

I;d
'

14 - _ givenito Med. It:-has a cover letter like that.- All it does'
m

15- is|itL11stsiall of the'open. issues that are present in-the

16 draftiSERsjthat.we've issued to'date.

17: A bean counting of-those issues is my next slide.
.

11 8:1- .My main point is to-point out there'sLabout 186 open. issues.

m .:19 'Now, I want to. point.out1that about 50 of-those open: issues; '

i
''

'20, are redundant andnthat they were'identifiedlin one-' chapter'

21 and perhaps identified in several differentLchapters.. So
-

022L what we're really looking at is roughly'about 130 open

23: lissues,
'

,

~24 MR. CARROLL: I' guess I had-a question in that:-

f N-
\ /h 125 regard. I almost fell out of my chair when I read your.

4.

--r,
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1 comments on Chapter 13, where you're presuming to make
f~s

' ( ,) 2 things or insist that EPRI do things. Generator

3 instrumentation, for example. What has_this got to do with

4 public health and safety and where does the NRC get the

5 expertise to decide that fiber optics generator intern

6 monitoring should be required or shouldn't be required?

7 MR. KENYON: Well, in Chapter 13,-we noticed that

8 we didn't have a lot of regulatory authority in that area,

9 and I'll grant that.

10 MR. CARROLL: Not a lot or any?

R11 MR. KENYON: What we tried to do in the draft SER

12 is id ntify areas of suggestions. If you read the SERs, I

/''i, 13 think we tried to make ti clear which areas were suggestions
s.)

'14 and which areas were things that we thought needed to_be

15 met.

16 MR. CARROLL: I didn't see that distinction in the

17' language. It keeps saying this is an open item that must be

18 . satisfactorily addressed.

19 MR. KENYON: Jim, do you want to address that.

20 MR. WILSON: Jim Wilson, NRR. I think we

21 identified this as an area that was -- there was no

22 information requirements document, and without prejudging

23 what EPRI might respond or the way they might respond, one

24 response might be this is out of the scope of the
,,

/ 25 requirements document and will be addressed at the design

i
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11 | specific stage where it was in.some other fashion. But -- ,

--2' MR.-CARROLL: But you are going to review whether

3, .somebody puts intern winding vibrationLmonitoring-in a

4_ Canerstor? If so, why? I

.

5 MR.;KENYON: I guess I'd have to see how we stated

:6 the issue. . I know.that there were a. number of items in

, '7 ' :there;that we put in as recommendations.

8- LMR., CARROLL: This is an open item that must be !

.9 satisfactory addressed.

10 .MR. KENYON: I can't answer that. Perhaps1we-can'

111 :answerfthat when we discuss-Chapter 13.
'

:12- MRs CARROLL: I just picked one, but there's a

j ] 13 whole bunch of stuff in here. -It-seems'to me'your only'
b- 4

'14: involvement historically in turbine generators has been "

15' turbine missiles.

L16 MR. KENYON:-_ That's probably a fair statement.

= 17s MR. . ' CARROLL: -And this. thing:just gets into all-

18: ' kinds of stuff that seem to me_to be totally outside the-

191 .purvjew of the'NRC.
,

'

-20- MR.'KENYON:. I guess --
,

-21' 'MR.- WILSON:- One. thing _is this l's.a-draft-and-it's-

22~ _ points'for discussions, and the final: SER may be quite

12 3 different-in character from what the draft was.- This.ist

1:4 just something to get issues out to the staff and begin theg :
: . -

S~. - .25 dialogue,

i
1

, , . . . . - . .- - . . ~ . . - ,
|
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-1 MR.-WYLIE: Yes, but why do you want to discuss it

g
3 2- Lif'it's not germane to your regulatory mission?

3' MR. .KENYON: Well, I guess we thought it was

4 appropriate, you know,. to-provide recommendations to a

5 number of issues.- Now, I'm afraid I don't have the right !

?

6 people to-discuss'the technical issues here. Perhaps the
,

-7 best thing to do :is to put this off until we come to the

[
8 Chapter.13 discussion.

,

9- 'MR. CARROLL: All right. You might forewarn them,-

10- though, that they better be readv to answer the question,

11 What does this have to do with public' health and safety?-

12 MR.-KENYON: To'be quite honest, we had several

y 13 ? discussions'on what;was required and what wasn't.
y s>

' 14" (Slide.]

15: MR. KENYON: This is a slide;that I've used in the-

11 6 ' past;regarding_the-conduct of the staff's-review. Really,

17t the1 main points here I wanted-to present is that we tried to

1 81 dosthe1 review of.the requirements document of the different

- 19 -- (levels'o'f information-that-they've given us.

'
~

12 0 ' .A-question.was asked regarding how the leveloof J

121 -detailLissue affects the EPRI requirements document, and the=

22 wayfthis is set up is EPRI has determined the level which
n

23 ,they-wanted |to go into. We reviewed it to that level, and
, ,

L 24 unless we recommended otherwise, we generally went to-that ,

- L25~ ~~ level of information.

.

.

L -
|

- . .
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. ]<1 <

J 1 The_other. point that.I wanted to'present is that- t

2' . jthefrequirementsidocument, as I'm sure~you are all aware,-

.3- -does not-follow 1..the_ standard review! plan,~and so it was kind-<
:

:41 .ofta difficultireview.. But-because it didn't follow'the_ --g

'5 -standardfreview-plan, we didn'tflook atLthis as a U
-t

6. Ecompletenessfreview.

L7L . We= asked'EPRI and they have provided in their

|8 ~ LAppendix B to Chapter.1 in their roll-up document to_- -they a

SL have provided --Eidentified areas of compliance'with the
-

, >

10: LCommission's. regulations. -We don't.look at that as detailed.

4
11 enough-to;beLable?to_come to-the conclusion that -- if.they:-

- ',

12i- : say, that: they''ve met z all'theiregulations, we have:to review- ],

4 - q :13 itito#seefif:welagree"with';them. It is'not;that-easy to
,

h (- - I
14- determine whether or.- not -- given the : level! of detail,- it's- ; '"

'{
215, not that easy to determineithat'they'veimet these

'

1

/16: | regulations.. That's what's. causing:us to"go back and look .

117_ at'the: design certification applications.,
-1

-18s : MR..MICHELSON: :I= guess'what!you-areosayingEis j-

fl9 : <that"whatever'isisaidSin1the EPRI-requirements document does: 9
s,

20- -not'in any way bind,you when11t come'sLto reviewing a
'

'

specificiapplication,_such,as ABWR? Is~that what you're2n 21J 2 *
1

,1 ..

. .

,?22 :saying?| m

'2 3 ( 7, .-: - MR.:KENYON: We are'not: legally bound to that.- N
w

124" MR. u MICHELSON : ~Well, that's the only1 thing |that'

, ((~Y l'

'\_s,/ ,25- :really counts, doesn't it, on-finality? Part.52 talks about

L t

. t

. , -

-

, - , - __- . . - . - ._ . _ - .
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1- finality,Lbut it's a legal document. hSg, that's the
f%-
N-[ 2 . finality I'm' talking about.

t
,

.3 MR. KENYON: Let me discuss thatJin the next- ;

4 ' slide. Maybe that will answer.your question.

5 MR. WYLIE: Wait a-minute, before you leave that

6 one. I think that's a very.important point. You say the

7 staff assumed that all regulatory requirements would be met

8. :by a-design that complied with the EPRI ALWR requirements
_

9 document except where deviations are identified in the
,

10 document by EPRI, where.the staff identified essential

,

11 incompatibility in-EPRI proposed design requirements and the-4

n 11 2 current regulatory requirements or where the staff
. . ..

[Q'\T 13
identified a possible misinterpretation of regulatory

14 regn'rements.

15 Now,.all this depends onridentifying something,

~16 right?

17 MR2 KENYON: .That's correct. i

=18 MR. WYLIE: And'if you don't, the staff then

19 assumes that the requirements are. correct.

20 MR. KENYON: No . . -We're assuming that EPRI has

2 11 complied with.our requirements, and if we've n.issed it --
4

2 2 -. We're reviewing it to determine whether or not the

12 3 requirements document conflicts with our regulations. If we
,

f24~ haven't identified that it has'and we haven't brought it-
f.g

:G 25- out, we're working under the assumption that they comply

*
'

. _ . - .
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El- with.our regulations ~ But if we do miss it,.we expect to be !- .

-2 Lable to pick it up in the design certification review of an
,

3 : actual--design.

L4 MR, MICHELSON: So, therefore, the EPRI'

:5 requirements document doesn't reall'y bind you in any way in
.

6 terms of Part-52,-that you;do.your Part 52. review, and

'7 that's where you make.your final determinations as to

8- -whether-you've met regulatory requirements?
'

-

9 - MR. KENYON: That's-correct.

- 10 MR. MICHELSON: L Okay. So this'is a for-

111 information-only document, as I see it.

12~ - MR. KENYON: I'm sorry,:what was that?

/'N 13- MR. MICHELSON:- I say.It's-a-for-information-only
d

'14 stype document. In other words, you. read it'as nice,-

15 interesting guidance.and.so.forth, but'it.isn't a binding-

16, document at all.-

17- MR. CARROLL:- The next.page will tell_you what-

I18, they think:it_is.

119 - MR. MICHELSON: _.O h , o k a y ., Go ahead', then.

20 MR. WARD: But on the other hand, the. utilities _

|21 are hoping that EPRI has settled:some of thecn issues with-

22. the NRC.
.

23 MR.-MICHELSON: Well,_that was thought to be the
.

24 goal.
,

'25 (Slide.;)

,

s ,, m + - , - , <w- -
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1 -MR. KENYON: ' That is the goal', and that's'the way
;d-

.
.

-- -- .

.() .

we've-treated it.- First off,;my first statement is that it2

3- has no legal regulatory status. That in some ways has

4 - always beenLa problem in doing the review of this document.-
~

,

5 The next three items identify-the way the staff

6 ' sees the EPRI requirements document. It serves as a vehicle-
,

7- to'get consistent resolution of a number of'open issues.

.8 It's what I-think-EPRI calls their regulatory stabilization,

9 where they're trying to get a consistent solution on EPRI

10. and.under the assumption.that that will be reflected in all

11- of our design certification reviews.

12- MR. MICHELSON: How do I know, in looking at the

} -13 EPRIldocument,_-that the second bullet has-been the process
),

~

14 . by which-the; statement was reached? Tn other words, how do

15 . I know that there's been a resolutionLbetween the. staff and

!EPRI when I read this Revision 1 that I have, or let's say16 -

f17 . RevisionLO -- well, the roll-up-document, whenever it comes?

|18 fMR . KENYON: .It would be identified in the final

19= SER whenLwe complete our review.
,

'

20 MR. MICHELSON: If it's not identified in the SER

21 as a problem that was resolved, then.I assume it was

22. resolved or I assume-that it wasn't even discussed, or how

23 do.I?know?,

-

24 MR. KENYON: Well, we are assuming that if we have ,

: ,- ~.

%- 25- not identified any places of -- any other areas where

. .

ty e e m,= P 4- y. *nr-.
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|

1- regulatory---

fx
-( ,) -Okay. Having not identified it,2- MR. MICHELSON:1

,

'3 then you're satisfied.with the EPRI requirements document,,

4 -even if you might-not have even thought of it.~ Is that.the

_S. . type of finality it is, or is it -- I can understand that if

6 -the document. clearly says the staff reviewed this item, this

7 is a: resolution, and if it's clearly stated, I have no
,

L8 problem. But a~ lot.of what I read is never clear to-me

91 whether it's a one-sided statement or both parties have

:10 : agreed'.to11ti -

l'1 .MR. KENYON: _ I think the. point is that we've tried

:12: -- the' staff-has reviewed the entire document, every review

: 13. area-of_ responsibility. -Reviewers:have looked at that
~

- 14 ~ document and'they''ve identified where they have1been able to

15 Lor whereLEPRI conflicted'withitheir regulations. If they

:16 fdidn't: identify-it,-then we're workingfunder the assumption

17: .that-they are complying with our regulations.

|:18: Now,vas'I said'before,-even though an applicant '

fl91 ' Tfor design : certification comes in and says they. complied '

J20! .with.the EPRI requirements document,1we're going to do'our
.

21 'normalt review of;the application, and if we've missed .;.

y
!22. something.on EPRI,'we'll identify it.

>
.

2 3 ;- MR MICHELSON: ' You'are going to independently

24' review it' irrespective of the-EPRI document, I think you'rem,

. 25' saying.-

u+v + - - r e -,m , - . *
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- I-11 - M R .'. K E N Y O N :- That'.s correct. -
.

-

;.;r |2 MR.'MICHELSON: -Okay. Then th'at's= fine. Then

3 '- it's. meaningless. f
,

.. . . .

'4? MR. KENYON: On the path of plants, we see the.

S'_ EPRIidocument as being.a method of-identifying-what the
!,

_

6' majortissues are-going to be with'th'a design concepts for:

7- these_ passive' designs. -; ;

"

8 In-addition,-as'a kind of aside is that it

'9 'dentifies-with the-utilities' desire'to have in theiri

7

L !:10 future designs. .,,,- _

11L To go;on to-the next three. slides, itJwas not

M11 2; . intended to demonstrate complete compliance with the
' ;,

' 13 ' Commission's regulations. Although they've made an attempt

Ou
-

'
'

- 14 - inJtheir Appendix B to Chapter 1 to identify where-they-
'

;;15 complied._with'our regulations, we stillLdon't feel that'

\ ; s.' ' 16- there's enough-detailLin_ order to come:to feel thattwe've- 4! -

a <

175 'donela. completeness review.of'that -- toLensure;that they've
,

< , _. ' ~ if:/
"

" f. ? , 518: : met.|all of-our regulations.
..

'
~,) 19 MR.'MICHELSON:- Are those theioptimization issues? ;

|
' <

'

+

12 0L '' MR._KENYON: What,: Appendix,B?'
,

,

4

;A '21 MR~. MICHELS'ON: Yes. .
,

,

#+e i

'T F - .
~

g L22 -MR. KENYON:. We u . I think'' optimization ~ issues areL

* 23 identified =in there.- They also made a listing of all of our-

!24 Commission's regulations, GDCs.

25; MR=. MICHELSON: Maybe the optim!zation was in

4

3 $

jE %-

gp tid
'

,b::~ , # b,h t , _ , ,,n , _ , _ , , . . , , , , , , , .,_,m , _ , , , _ _ _ . . , _ , , , , , , - , , _ _
|i
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+ 11 Appendix ~.A'.
fy

,i,)[ !2L MR.-TROTTERi The-new Appendix B has three parts.-s

: 3- .Thehfirst'part11s aclist of regulations applicable to LWRs,

c 40 -andrin its?righthand column, it'll say "cc ply ;
..

_ 5 -optimization'." So it'll identity where it goes.
(
g.L. ' . 6 Later on;in Appendix B is this set of- optimization

,

7
~

--

:S:
'

MR . : MICHELSON: Those.are very interesting.

_9 .Everybody should read those. But I don't know if they were i-

:n p-

f 101 -one-sided orLwhether-that's a mutual agreement because11t.
, ,

;-c 111- turns:out that the staff hasn't even. reviewed them yet.
~

s

"

12L MR.LKENYON:-(We are(still. reviewing them.

13; MR.L MICHELSON: .But.ILassume.th'ey're the end?
.

91144 _ product ofLa-| negotiation, but7I'minot sure that the end
,

15 ' product;is_even agreed:to.- I'm just'not clear what I'm-
J-.

(16 - Ereading._ zBut,theyLare-nice. TheyfareJvery interesting,.and>
_ ;

I117 isome of:them I wonderediif the staff;really did agree to.:,s

I''w .

i

118' :Those are key: issues-that-the-committee-night-be interested:,,

,;.u

;h
,

* U19] in looking at. :These-Lare theJoptimization issues,
m

'| 22 0 .apparently in-Appendix B,LChapter 1.,

h .2 11 _MR.= TROTTER: Right. -In_the, Revision 1,.it's
-

'
' ?.? : 22' < Appendix B toJChapter 1. =It's'the secondipart of Appendix <

m -

,,

023: B,JI believe.- q
'

. . ,

f24D JMR. MICHELSON: I think some-of those are veryJ i

L2Sj ; interesting.

.

4 - 1

,: , , . . _. ._ .. _ . _ . . . . ___ _ _ . . -. .,



, , . . .. .- . . . , . . . ... . ,, .- .. . - , ~ . . . ~..

1

i

129

1. MR. WYLIE: -Of the new document.
. ;,73

:(N 2: -MR. MICHELSON: Of the new document,-_yes. I. don't

:3- haveLthe old''one.- -I threw it out.
-

3

- - . .!

4- MR._ WARD:' Well, you're asking-what standina they-

:5 have, though?

6 MR.: MICHELSON:' Yes.- Reading,them,-it sounded

'7: like they were all' resolved.

8 MR. WARD: Yes. !

9; MR. MICHELSON: But I'said, Geez, I can't_believe i

10 the staff. decided it_that'way. But we'll see.-

11' MR. WYLIE: I assume', then, that_the staff will #

12 review those and _ --
.

:/^Y 113 .MR. KENYON: The staff is= intending to review--the1

SN|
14_ | roll-upLdocumentflike we.did the' original.

E15 MR. WYLIE: .Okay. .And-you'will comment on those
_

'16 - tissues.'

,

-17 .MR. KENYON:; Land we will: issue a final SER on
3

118 _that. . We'll talktabout this later, but1we will be' meeting-

-19 :with the committeeLon:the results of|our.fi'nalfreview, too.;

20. To get back_to1another-point thataDr..Michelson

n $21. was talking about._ earlier,'it'sinot-Lintended=to be used as

221 .the: basis for supporting.the-design certification. It=is-
r

'? 12 3 : :one of those things that if.they say'that they comply with,

:24 = :the EPRI requirements document, that's fine, but the staff'

. .. _

'

12 5 is_ going to continue to do its review to ensure that it does
~

E
i

e

L

o
.-- . - . . . . . - . . . -
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1 meet the regulations;

-(he
, Ml' 2 -(Slide.]

3/ MR. KENYON: The next slide it a further

~4' discussio='.,f the regulatory status and partly explains ~why ;

5' we're doing the review. . The Commission has directed the !

1,,

6 1 staff to~give'the requirements document for the evolutionary
f'

.
- . . - - _.

7 plant equal priority with that of the ABWR and the System

8: 80+-reviews..

9 .As part of that same SRM that gave that direction,

10- the Commission instructed the staff to compare future

- 11 - designs;against-the requirements document. So we will'have-

12 an indication from the' vendors as to whether.or>not they

( 13 comply;with_the? requirements document.

'14- As far as theipassive designs are concerned, the

1'51 Commission instructed.the staff to_ complete the review

< 16 - before submitting; the -LRBion- passive designs to_- the- ACRS.
~

!

IL17 -Now, development-that_ occurred after.that'is the Commission,

'18L rin a=SRM, in'a~1ater'SRM,~said that LRBs for_the passive

i' 191 ' designs were not going |to,be' required 0 -However, the staff.'

320i is---interpreting this directive'in that the Commission still-

W: 21' wants.us-to complete..our review of the passive requirements-
x

12 2' - document before significant review effort is put onto the-
a_

"" 23' ~-actual passive designs.
i

y 24 Then on one'last note, the' Commission has

25 : indicated that its-major technical and policy issues should<
,

%

|N ,6

%
,

j
y, e- , - -
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1 be raised'in the context of the requirements document, and
,-

i ) 2 the staff sees that as its prime goal.

3 MR. WARD: So if I read the third bullet -- I

4 mean, you've given, up above it says equal priority in the

5 evolutionary designs for the requirements document and the

6 submittals for design certification.

7 MR. KENYON: That's correct.

8 MR. WARD: For passive designs, you're giving

9 higher priority or first priority to the requirements

10 document.

11' MR. KENYON: That's correct.

12 MR. WARD: And that's how you're interpreting

(^) 13 that? The Commission wants you to get everything settled

G'
14 with EPRI before you plunge into a real review of the

15 submittals?

16 MR. KENYON: That's our current interpretation,

17 yes.

[18 MR. MICHELSON: Do you have a schedule yet --

19 MR. WYLIE: Next page.

20 MR. KENYON: Let's go on to the next page.

21 [ Slide.)

22 MR. KENYON1 The best I can give you right now is i

23 the short-term review schedule. I'll talk a little bit more

24 about the. future milestones in a minute. As you already
/-

(_/ 25 know, we've issued eleven of the 14 draft SERs we intended
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1 to issue. The draft SERs are review of Chapters 10 and 11,
7

,' 2 which is the I&C and the electrical systems, are expected to)t

3 be completed by the end of this month and sent up to the

4 Commission, and a review of Appendix A, which i's -- a review-

5 on how to do PRA reviews is expected sometime in April.

6 We are focused right now on developing detailed

7 requests for additional information on the passive

8 raquirements document, and we expect to be done with that

9 some time in March.

10 We began our review when EPRI submitted the

11 passive requirements document by looking at big ticket.

12 issues and trying to identify major issues, and we're in the

'~'y 13 process of sorting those out right now and preparing a
O

14 policy paper to be sent up to the Commission.

15 Now we're trying to get into the nuts and bolts of

16 the requirements document and get into a more detailed

17 design review -- I'm sorry -- a more detailed review of the

18 document.

19 MR. WYLIE: Do you plan to use the same procedure

20 on the passive that you did on the evolutionary as far as

21 the issuance of SERs per chapter?

22 MR. KENYON: That's correct.

23 - The future milestones that I have listed are based

24 on SECY-90-065, which was issued last year and provided a
,ey
k) 25 review schedule. It's currently under reevaluation, and we-
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.

'

l' expect thisLto slip, but'we haven't determined how much yet,
--/'j I . 5

'

(f .2. and'when we find out,-we will inform the committee.

3: MR. WYLIE: .That draft SER'on.the passive,-'that's

|~^ .

the final overall'SER. Is that right?f4
.

5 MR. KENYON:- I'm sorry?

i

,
.The' passive draft SER,.that's the ;36' MR. WYLIE:

-7 final:overall~SER, right?

'

'8 MR. KENYON: The passive draft SER would be-based'

. . |'

9: -onithe original version of the passive requirements |

10 document.. ;

11 MR.-WYLIE: Yes, but you are' going'to issue one
.

12 per chapter- and then a final overall, right? Thislis'the
t

F'; 13- 1 final _overall? i.

i-*

% . '
.-14 MR; KENYON: Well,-we would issue one-per' chapter,

- !
^

.15; and then we would issue one final.overall that's aLfinal.

16 -'MR. WYLIE: That's whatithis is,t this' schedule?-
,

'

17 -- MR. KENYON: >Right. Well, this was the schedule

R|18 .for completingLour evolutionary requirements: document
s

[19 . -review..
:

20. - MR.1WYLIE: ' Yes.

21- MR. KENYON: Okay. Obviously, we're.not going;to

. 22| meettit --< -

7
-

s

if._

E23h , MR. WYLIE: No, I was talking about the: passive,- !

, _ . 241 though.

- '25- MR. KENYON: Okay. On the passive, they have
f

4

ib + c - ,s,- ~4 .,,, -w .-. --#. . % -, y. , ,y.,c. # , :- - 4
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1

_1 submittedithe roll-up_ document -- I'm sorry -- on the:-

p.
:t 1. 2 _ passive,;they-have submitted the original version. We're
A/

3" going-to review that and issue 14 draft SERs on the

4- original,p-and-then'we're going to go back and review the

5- passive final.

6- MR. WYLIE:- Between now and July '91?

|

7- MR. KENYON: -That was'the original' schedule, yes. 'i

.=8 Like I said before,'I don't think_we're going to meet-it.:
,

E9 LMR. MICHELSON: . Refresh my memory. Your final SER

10 ' is'to be written _before or after'the roll-up document.on the;

11 evolutionary?

'12 _MR..KENYON: It was supposed =to be written after

- 13 the roll-upidocument:wasEcompleted..Cg:

Q.=
- 14 MR. MICHELSON: After the-roll-up document. - But-

..>' !

15L 'weihaven't yet received the' roll-up; document. .If I

16' . understood:EPRI'a.little-.while ago, I received Revision 1 of
.

4
-17! the. original. document, but.it's/notipurported to be~the d,

;18L froll-up: document.

.19 MR.;KENYON: .I. guess it's a question of' semantics.s

*
,20 EPRI considersLit'the roll-up.docurent. .

MR.:MICHELSON: -Well,.it'isn'_t semantics. It's a:-21nd
1

e' 12'2 1 question of another revision coming along before your SER,-I-
_ _

4

23r guess.

24 MR. KENYON: But they will'be making additional

( 25 changes to the document.

-

s

.. _ - - _ _ _ - _2__m_,_m
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. -1 MR. - MICHELSON: Yes. ILhave no problem there. I

dss- '2 was just trying toLdetermine, I will see another revision of

~3 the-EPRI requirements for evolutionary plants before I see

4' the final SER?

IS- MR. KENYON: That's correct.

4

6. MR. ' MICHELSON: Okay..

7 -- MR. KENYON: By the way, there will be a roll-up.o

I
I

'

8- document for the passive requirements, too.'
>

-9 MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

'
10 -MR. KENYON: Our final SER would be based on that..

' *

11 -MR. WARD: -Sofyou showed us-these three-dates
r

-11 2 : -here, and those.were'from this last: year's SECY.

113:. MR.: KENYON: That's' correct.

T' . '14 MR. WARD: 'And there are new dates, and you' don't
L

'

-15 ' 'have any ---m

.16. MR'. e KENYON: Well, we-haven't established the-new 1
-. .

'417 dates yet. .
i

:18 MR. WARD: But they're obviously a lot later than 1
4

-. 0
19 th e s e . -.

'2 0. MR. KENYON:: I expect they!will be later. 'It's

L211 just,that we haven't determined what.they will be yet.- Dr.
'

122 Murleyfis; meeting with EPRI today. He-met with GE-'

7,-
,

" : 23; yesterday. .-I believe some of the-topics will be with regard.

. -
- 24- to these. review schedules, l

y ' 25? [ Slide.] |-

(;

u

__ _ .__.___ ___ ._ .. . . .
H.
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:1- MR. KENYON :Many of you may remember this' diagram 4
-

:,N
.

if: L27 - that wa: created,back in early or'mid 1990. It-comes'fromo

3- SECY-90-065. ,

4 .The_ reason:I put this on the board is I wanted to
:L .

1h show theLeommittee'what kind of interactions the staff
4

6 -thinks areinecessary with the ACRS Committee. If you 1

7 irecall,[thisfdiagram.was put together-based on all the 4
y

8' inputs and- SRMs that we had- received from the Commission. ]
_.

-

:9- We:sont it;up to the Commission. This was ir. the form-of-
'

'10. SECY-90-065, and~the Commission has, endorsed.it as a' review

i:11 , process to follow._

:12 L The important; things I wanted;to identify was the-~

-[ .13- .ACRS has; identified three basic'revie.; stages, as it were.; f
% ri

-14 | |The policy issues are: identified'on.either the evolutionary. '

_15 ' Lorfthe: passive requirements document, or, for that matter' ,-

Um . .

during1our. reviews |ofz the-design certification reviews. We
'

:16:
.

. .c

,

117r would' identify them:to'the Commission, to.the ACRS, andLwe. - :
~

, - t

hL18 ) iwould expect-tcf work'on.a resolution of those issues-such as
' '

.-

,d?
..i19; wefdid'.in-90-016.

J
m

#
'

1, .

|20t -MR..MICHELSON: LAren't the optimization issues /in-

m

1 121- that category?

t<

;22 -MR. KENYON: Theyfshould'be.
'

,, y

. .g 23 MR. .MICHELSON:: II don't recall --
a,

'l

24- MR. KENYON: I don't know which ones are. |
:

l"

' 2 S' .MR.L MICHELSON: -- ever seeing the first one yet. j
l

L

t

n: . _ = . _ . - _ _
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1 That was why I'was so surprised to read about all of them in !

(--
( ,) . ' 2 the EPRI Revision 1. I don't think the ACRS has ever seen

3 any of these optimization issues come through us. But I'll
,

4 stand corrected if you can just go back and look, but I j

5 don't think we've been getting them. But I've been reading

6 about them.

7 MR. TROTTER:. In the original organization of the

8 books,'the optimization issues were appendices to a given

9 chapter.

10 MR. MICHELSON: They were in the --

11 MR. TROTTER: So there were several optimization

12 issues on Chapter 5.

3- 13' MR. MICHELSON : But these are resolutions that

(V
14 I've been. reading. They appear to be resolutions.

15 MR.-TROTTER: I think that's where earlier our

16 . earlier discussion on "This is a revision" is more proper.

17 MR. MICHELSON: And they aren't really

18 resolutions, but perhaps postulated resolutions?

19 MR. KINYON: They_ arc EPRI proposed resolutions.

20 MR. TROTTER:. It's where the utility group has

21 proposed resolutions to these problems.
:

A 122 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. And the staff has yet to

23 look at them.
<

.

24 MR. TROTTER: The staff has yet to endorse them.

N./ 2 5 MR. MICHELSON: Okay. So when the staf f looks at

ug.
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. J1L .these~ optimization issues, then we'll start.seeing them-
p
C .2= . floating toward-us..~Is-that it?L

-3 MR. KENYON: Well, I think it's fair to say that

'4 somefofEthe optimization issues have already bden addressed.
.

,

5 'MR. MICHELSON: Well, is it fair to say the --

16 MR'.-f KENYON: Not most of_;them..
,,

..7: }!R . MICHELSON:-- -- ACRS over'saw any'of them? .
n

.

.

,

.

8_ Perhaps.they-have.and I just didn't recognize it.

9 I MR 'KENYON:' Well, they either showed up in the
.

10 idraft:SERsfor perhap's in-SECY-90-016. I'm not sure which.

11 .MR.=MICHELSON: Well, I'm thinking beyond SECY-90--:

. i
12 016 '. : Those particular, issues, yes., we've seen. We were -|

,

' ntimathly~ involved in them.- But.beyond'that, _ I'm trying toij L13 :

. 114 Efind:any;of.these other' issues thet-are-in that optimization

:15 set..

_16' MR. KENYON: ~ Well'', an John said, John-Trotter

11 7? said',ithe optimization issues were identified in different

118' dhapters, primarily in Chapter 5,-Eand~they were addressed'in-
'us

A L19 Lttlose draf t. SERs.

[ 2'Oi MR...MICHELSON: well,'somehow from your flow.'

'21 diagram,'I.got the. impression that when an optimization--'

:2 2. : issue came up, it-was;because.it was a'very'important. issue,

'2 31 'it needed a. lot.of thought and resolution,-and that we would

e .
224- |see each of-those individually, not drifting in through an

I!
' - 2'S- .SER where they are mentioned or something like'that.- [
b

;

L
<

. -. .. .. . .
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a

L14 MR.?SHEWMON: May I get into this for a minute?-"

[t -.
12: ' MR.-MICHELSON: Yes.

'1 . MR. SHEWMON: I'd be interested-in a definition of-

4 "anLoptimization issue. 'The only timo_I sav one had'to do

^

f5' (with. hydrogen, and there, I get the impression that an |

: 6L optimization issue was one_where the probacility was low

: 7E enoughnto be below ten to the minus five;or something, and

8' therefore you-could_use different criteria with regard to
~

,

9 Lits resolution. It was imaginable, ba'c still very ;

- fl0 improbable.- Did I misunderstand /that?- Did that only_ apply
~

i
?ll- fto" hydrogen, or whattis the: definition?

*

:12' MR. TROTTER: Our most straightforward _ definition

- 13; Loffoptimization-issueLis.one where we think-there-is an-

-(
14 alternative-to' current regulation,--and we:would11ike to.4

.

<15 s ; pursue (that alternative 1to current regulttion.
i

e16- -- MR. CARROLL:. Source tcrm'would be a-good example,
q

317 MR.cTROTTER: ?I:think-I.can name them.= Source
i

18: iterm,1 source term hydrogen, OBE/SSE. .-No,|:I-can't'name them I
-

_19 : iright now.-'But there are ten or eleven,.I believe.
'

"2 0 : . MR. SHEWMON: These are. items where you want to ''d
21 ffind-the optimum way to get them'below some-probability. 2

a

L2 21 MR. TROTTER: It'sfones whereiwe feel that-based i

23i ~on Lthe plants described by the ALWR requirements that we

24- '_think--it's-appropriate to have a change in the regulation or

25. the guidance.- I

.

;t .

, e v- ,- , 4 < --<-._v_ - __ _ ___.________._______l___._____
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$
% y ,(1; MR. MICHELSON:- It's a change in regulation'.- +

]}
ej

7

'2{ That's! pretty important.
''

'* '

"3I |MR. . WYLIE: Okay. Let's proceed. We have t o. be*

~

4' through.by twelve.'

- i 5/ (Laughter.)"
'

;g; ,

6-. MR. KENYON;: As I cald' earlier, the ACRS was

.n . _

+

[~ '7 i ; identified in three areas. OnMin policy :tssue . discussions,;

'4 8 one,._they_were identified to be involved.after the draft t
-

.

- 9; SERs'areTissued,vani they were also:. identified to'be
'

,

11 0 involved in the review of the final SER and the final coil- -i+ , . ', <

[11 - up requirements document,.

e i
,

y. :12 Asiajrosul.t.of that,fthe staff feel.s that there
m: # , .

-

/ 13 fare allarge' number of.meetingsLthat'will have toltake place

" \,*f .
,t

. - _ _ . . .

.

.
,

'

4- --14 - ,inforderLto complete a review of the: requirements document. '

7y ,

L Y.(' _ $
--

.. . . . .
'1 .

d (15t 'First( offcourcia; there wil'1 be. meetings put together, -as1weg. ,

f

a.1
_

|did int 90-016,ito talk;about' resolution of any policyEissues
_

', ' [1' L
_ .

,

"

6
n;-

(;
-

that"are' identified.-
' ~

~ ~17 -
'

,

W f* Il8 ' To.give;you;an exampla;of some.that mayEbe1 coming-
'

w+
[1;

' '

-

L19 - "up Lwe expect to have three L or fourfcomingLout of our 5
, ;

-
- -

,
-.

2 ., .
>

.

: I

?e. 's
x

~20 re.viewsLof'Chapterc10-_and!11:on I&C'and electrical systens.1

'5
''

"1 .i: 21| We're inithe fprocess, a s 'I said earlier, trying to
,

: f Y

e 122
,. ;

| identify what we- consider the maior policy | issues, on the

; p' ' -23' . passive, requirements document. We'11'be putting.together a

40 24 SECY. paper shortly and;be73ending that~both to the
'

'25 Commission'and;to the'ACRS.-

.
sy

ei {

'

;jf
. . .., _.m.. . . ~- - -_ ~. . -

.
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1. The larger number of meetin g that we expect to

Y O h avis T. r4 noing to be meetings that will have to take -- that a
.

:t . neet to td.e place in nder to -just complete review of the
|-

4 requirwn0nto document. .,

U We nxpect to be - "*s just le; sued six draft SERs

}
and we expect to issue the remaining three within the next6

7 seieral months. We will need to meet with the subcommittees

8 a number of times to discuss thes2 issues.

9 We.already have one set up for February 12th,

a,
.

1.0 where we will meet with tte subcommittee to talk abertt

11 Chapters 6 .nd nine. Six is -- J/

12 . Lt . MICHELSON: Are you referfit4 raw to de

13 Volume II evolutionary?

'

14 Mk. KEFYON: Volume II is EPRI's designation of

15 what they call the Evoluti onary Requirements Document.

16 Volume III is the 13 chapters set for the passive,

s 1.',
,

MR. NICHELSON: Okay.

18 MR. KF.NYGN: So we expect to be meeting in the
-

1

19 next severs] monthn to talk about the contents of the

20. requiremtints document and than the re.sults of the staff's

'h1 review.
t

22 In 6ddition to that, once EPRI addresses our'

-|||'
23 concerns in all of our SERs, wu'll be producing the final-

.

24 SER, and we will hate to discuss all i3 chapters, plus the

2B two appendices to discuss the final resolutions. Then we'

s

i.
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1 have to go through the same process over again on the

p\s,/
- .

2 passive requirements document.

3 (Slide.)
'

4 MR. KENYON: In conclusion, I think the basic

S point I wanted to make was that there's a lot of work ahead

6 of un for all of us to complete our review of the -

7 requiremente document.

8 Are there any other questions?
,

9 MR. MICHELSON: Do you intend to -- you know, you

{'10 are going to write these SERs and so forth. Are you going y
%

11 to write any kind of a letter transmitting or cr.dorsing or

12 whatever you do to the EPRi requirements document? Are you

} going to write a lettnr that says what the document is13

14 really good for in the regulatory sense, or how does one

15 then know, after you write all these SERs, what your final

16 conclusion is about the usefulness of the EPRI document and

17 when it can be used in a regulatory arena?

18 MR. KENYON: .I believe that was discussed in the

19 draft SERs and you'll find it in the file. Our end product

20 is a final SER talking about the final --

21 MR. MICHELSON: Of course, I haven't seen your

22 final SER. .I've seen the draft SERs, but I haven't seen the

23 final yet. You won't approve the EPRI requirements

24 document, I guess, s,h ee you've already said that it has a,_

-25 very limited usage, there's no finality to it. So what do--

.. . - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -__
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1 you do?..Do *;ae jast say, This looks like a good document?

) -2. MR. KEN /oN: If there are any remaining open

3 issues, we'll identify the remaining open issues _that we're
.

.

4 aware of and we'll -- we're going to review it to determine
;

.

. i

S if it conflicts with our regulations, and that's it.

6' MR.'h1CHELSON: Okay. Now, when we come to ABWR,

7 we don't even reference the_EPRI requirements document, I

8 guess.-
!

'9- MR. KENYONs. Well, only in that GE and CE and

- 10 Westinghouse-will be providing an evaluation of where they

11 Ecomply|or don't comply with the requiremchts document.

o 12 - MR. MICHELSON: But-are reviews of the ABWRs

13- totally based =on the ABWR submittal per se?

14: MR. KENYON That's correct. -That's a stand-alone>
,

15 ' document.

16 . MR '. WYLIE:- Let's take the hypothetical case where

:17a one comes in and says,'"Okay,-we comply with the EPRI
i

18 Ldocument."- Then what would be the status with the staff on

L19' that? ;
< u

1

20 MR. KENYON: It's additional information that
'

L21 gives'us that warm feeling that they've complied with the

22 eregulations, but we're still going *o review it to make sure
%

23'- that it does.-

* 24~ MR. MICHELSON: And if it doesn't for any reason, j

f 25 you're in no way bound by whatever you might have written in

|

M

'

_._______m__--__ _ _ -
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:

_...,i a lutter about the EPRI requirements document.
'

y'~51 -

+ 1

\_/ 2 MR. KENYON: Well, if we identify areas that were
1

3 missed, then obviously we will fix it in the actual design

'

4 certification.
'

4

5- MR. MICHELSON: But I mean there's no binding

6- agreement that if you did what the EPRI requirementsj
,

7 . document said, you're okay?

18 MR.-KENYON: Not any legal binding agreement.

9 MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

*
10 MR. WYLIEt I'll ask Mr. Trotter if.he has any:

1

11 comttonts'he'd like to make.

12 - MR. TROTTER Earlier this week, there were a
,

- ['i ~ 13 couple ofLquestions~ asked, and since I'm in the overtime
V

14 period here, I'll try to make it brief, one of which was on

. i
'5 15 the utility uee of the requirement, which is really what the- ;
p

u 16 document was written for, was for utilities.

.17 A point that we~would.like to make is that the

18- degree of use of'the requirement depends to a. degree on the
'

.

19- quality of the regulatory review and how much of the

20 - Commission positions get reflected-in their SER. I think.

that's important, that if the quality of-the: review and the.; 1 : :

aa quality'of the SERLis high,.then_we'would expect the

23= requirements document to be:more useful.

24- It was designed to be part of a procurement spec.

O - That was alwaysiits intention from the beginning. There25'
.

- M -r - . .,-.,+,E ,,#u -. -e e .-,+44--r ,,+e, . . . , .~,,,,,-,-,-----en.-e4-,,,-----3+,2- r w..'r wp'-*"e+rr"* * - v* t



;

,

145

1 have been a couple of international cases where they have

( ) 2 taken our requirements document and modified it for their

3 conditions and, in fact, used it in bid specs.

4 The ideal case -- which I don't think we have any

5 ideal, cases, but the passive plant is closer -- the ideal

6 case is where the design follows the requirement in time so

7 that the designer has the best possibility idea of what

8 staff positions E_e on issues.

9 Now, I have to go along with what Tom said -- it's

10 not a legally binding document. We don't have a role in 10

11 CFR.

12 The corollary to this question was, you know, What

13 do I think the NRC believes the requirement document shoulds

14 be, and my first caveat is to most certainly say that I

15 consciously avoid the business of telling other people how

16 they should run their shop, and I think that's one of those

17 questions.

18 However, having said that, I think there are

19 several possible uses that the staff can make of their SER,

20 and that includes closure or a clear statement of what are

21 acceptable positions on issues, on specific issues, a clear

22 identification.

23 Certainly, in the Commission SRM on a passive '

24 plant, they used the term the closure or resolution of open

() 25 issues. I want to make sure that that maintains part of the

1

..
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1 process, not just to identify issues but to close them as

x-) 2 well.

3 There are a number of NRC positions which have not

4 been updated in a long time. Adherence to, you know, codes

5 and standards have moved along, and sometimes the NRC

6 endorsement of that has not. We would think this would be

7 one place to get the NRC to write in whatever form is

B appropriate, you know, their endorsement of new technology,

9 new standards, and get that in the SER, in their SER. It's

10 their document; they can write that.

11 MR. SHEWMON: Does your document call out those

12 things that you think need to be updated or would profit

(] 13 from updating?
v

14 MR. TROTTER We list in a couple of places the

15 codes and standards which we believe are the current ones

16 that a plant should be built to today, and they're listed

17 with revision numbers. We did not consciously go back and

18 say, Okay, this one has been NRC cndorsed, this one has not

19 been. But they are listed.

20 overall, I think the advantage of using the

21 requirements document SER as a method to standardize versus

22 using the one-plant-at-a-time approach that we historically

23 had, I think there are all the advantages of standardization

24 that people have talked about. So addressing things at the,_

-)'' 25 requirement stage and making all the vendors aware of those
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1- requirements has a tremendous impact on standardization.

-2: MR. WYLIE: Mr. Kenyon thank you very much.,

,

3- MR. CARROLL: There was one issue that came up>

l 4 earlier--that maybe John might want to comment on. It was

P 5 certainly news to me.

6 That is the so-called Phase III program, where,

_*.n _ 7 after-these requirements have been reviewed and approved by

[ 8- the Commissioner, negotiated with the Commissioner,

[. '9- whatever, as I understood it, teams from EPRI will then go

"1 10 and visit the vendors'who are designing these plants and do<

7

" -11 evaluations to establish that General Electric indeed meets--m ,

,

12 all of the requirements, for example, that are in the
,

.

requirements document with respect to. digital reactor! 13

'V
,14 protection systems and feed that back to the Utility

1:

15 Steering Committee, which sort of puts them in a kind of an

16 NRC or_INPO or whoever.icle,

17 MR. TROTTERt. I think it puts us more in the roleg

18- of utility representative. - In the old days,-_when somebody-

-19- brought a plant, they quite ofton_would have their own

20 engineers go out and do that did-you-meet-my-bid-spec sort-

21 of work.

+' 22 .In this case, where much=of the design is going to

23 get finished before there is a purchase order, we-are

24 performing that function, certainly not substituting for any.

25 sort of regulatory review.

'

'___1_______m_ _ . _ _ _ _ . _
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1. MR. CARROLL: I'just thodght it wa3 an interesting

T( 2 thing that came up.

.3 MR. WARD: Charlie, one point. The meeting next |

4 week on the-12th is to review the SERs for these new
i

5 chapters.and the old. Do you have any thoughts about

6 whether the ACRS should be doing that now or not? '

7 MR. WYLIE: Well, it would be helpful to see how
f

8 they review the roll-up document when we have that meeting.,
.

9 -Ne can review this, but it seems like to me we're going to. '

10 Lhave to. review what comes out of.the roll-up document-

11 reviews. Maybe we need to talk about that further.

12 MR. WARD: .OKay. Before the end of this -- j

. '13- MR. MICHELSON: Which chapters are we going.to |.

14: cover?

:15 MR. WARD: Six and nine.

16 MR. MICHELSON: Six and nine are the only ones I
,

,

17 thought we'really were going to cover inLthat meeting. The

-18. advantage.of having that meeting, of' course, is we can get a
i

19 better appreciation for.what the quality of the.SERs'are-and

1M) so forth"in case there's any feedback,-or|we'can~just wait.

21' Luntil the SER on the roll-up comes'through. Of course,1 y| '

b

s22 that time, we'11'have the roll-up to read as well. The SERl

-23 Ecomes_after the roll-ups, the final'SER. :)

"24- MR. WARD - We'll have the.EPRI document.4

25 MR. MICHELSON: Yes. If we're talking about

,

a

< , ,>4..- ..-w;, - - ..,._, ~ ,_ _.., .m , ,, L. . . a ......-...,;..,.,,,.._......-_....,_,~.- ..-...-~_-4 .-...,..-.;-
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1 reviewing only the final SER, then we will certainly have

( ) 2 gotten the real roll-up and be talking .) bout one document
s-

|

3 again instead of two documents.

4 MR. WYLIE: Why don't we talk about this further?

5 MR. CARROLL: One additional comment for Tom. I

6 did sort of skim Chapters 6 through 13, and you need a good

7 proofreader.. There are a lot of typos and misspellings, and

8 it's not up to the normal NRC quality for these kind of

9 things.

10 MR. CATTON: They haven't run it through

11 Grammatical 4 in the spell-checker yet.

#12 MR. CARROLL: I don't know what they haven't done,

13 but I found quite a few problems.-

14 MR. WARD: Okay. Let's break for lunch and come

15 back at 1:10 p.m.

'

16 (Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch, to

17 reconvene this same day at lilo p.m.)

la

19

2U

21

22

23

24

25

- . . . . . - . .
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1 AFTERH00N SESSION |

(^ !
(_)h 2 (2:34 p.m.) |

'

3 HR. KERR: .By the powers vested in me by David .

4 Ward, if Paul doesn't show up, I'm supposed to start the

5 meeting. So I am hereby starting the meeting.

6 MR. CARROLL: Are you going to turn it over to the
|

7 subcommittee chairman?

8 MR. KERR I'm going to turn it over to the

9 subcommit1.co chairman to consider 4mplementation of

10 Regulatory Guide 1.97 and the material associated with this

11 is-in 5.1.

12 Those of you who have been around a long time will .

("'s 13 recall that this is a topic that has been discussed at

Q)
14 considerable 10.Jth even before TMI-2, but given original

15 impetus by TMI-2.

16 We recently expressed some interest in learning

17 .about the current status of implementation of the regulatory

18 guide, and the purpose of the meeting this afternoon is to

-19 hear as much of that information as the staff can provide

20 us , 4 and also to discuss a specific difference of opinion

21 that exists now between the staff and the PWR Owners Group.

22 Without taking up any more time, because we rea]ly

23. vant to find out what's going on -- I'm not sure who is

-

going to tell us.24

A s' 25 MR. CATTON: Which tab was it?

.

, , - _ , . - . . - . . . , , , , . ~ , n y - ,, . y
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1 MR. KERR:- Five.

.\ 2 MR. WILKINS: Mr. Chairman, let me ask a question.

3 I noticed there is. reference to the existence of2

4 commercially available monitors. Now, that did not exist

5 before, and I-have a personal reason for asking who are the

-6 manufacturers.

7- MR. MARINOS: :I will defer this to the individual
i

8- that will give the, formal presentation, if I may.
,

,91 MR. WILKINS: Who'are the manufacturers of

= 10 ; commercially available equipment? I need to know because I

11 may have a conflict.of interest and-I-need to resolve it.-

12 MR. JOYCE: What inonitors?

13 MR..WILKINSt The ones that are talked about thatp -

,

V
BNW doesn't want to 'se and that you say they exist.14- u

+ 15! MR. JOYCE:- I'm Joe Joyce with the Instrumentation

16L and control Systems. Branch. If the question could be.more

17L specific, we could answer it.--

* 118 MR. CARROLL: Tell who the| vendor is that-you're -1

W' '19 concerned-about.- :,

1

"

-20= MR. JOYCE: ' Neutron flux. There were several.'

l- 121 -variables, and I didn't know which one you were concerned-,

:22 with. GenerallElectric and Gamma Metrics.

'23 MR. WILKINS: Thank you.. We won't be going-into

I24 the details of-neutron flux, anyway. Thank you.

'25 MR. MARINOS: My name is Angelo Marinos.- I am a

. . . . . , . , , . , . .
- -
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1 section chief in the Instrumentation and Control System _ :

) 2 Branch in the Division of System Technology in NRR.

3 As of last November ~of '90, I was assigned-the

4 technical oversight responsibility for the implementation of

5' Regulatory Guide 1.9, and at the same time, of course, the

6 individual that has been doing the review of this -

7 . implementation, Barry Marcus, nas been transferred to my

'

8- section,_where he, at the request of the committee, will-

9 give a status of this implementation of Regulation 1.97.'

'

10 - We did not have any specific guidance about

11 technicalIlmplementation of specific items of the guide, but

12 we will:try to address any questions you have as we go

13 along, and Barry will take over in our presentation.

14 Al'ong with Barry, Joe Joyce is here with us, who

15_ had the previous technical oversight responsibility with the ,

~ 16 ~ branch, and he's here to help-us as Barry gives his
.

- 17' - presentation. -

- 18 (Slide.)
'

19 MR. MARCUS:- I am Barry Marcus of the

20 - Instrumentation and Control Systems Branch of NRR. - ;
_

21i Regulatory Guide 1.97, which is entitled " Instrumentation;

1

22 for.Lightwater Cooled Nuclear. Power Plants to Assess Plant

23 and Environment Conditions During and After an Accident."

24 It's also referred to as " Post Accident Monitoring
f~\
U 25 Instrumentation," or "PAM Instrumentation."

.

P
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1 (Slide.) ,
.

f ) 2 MR. MARCUS: As Mr. Marinos has just stated, we're

3 _ prepared to di; cuss the status of implementation today. Reg
,

4 Guide 1.97 provides an acceptable method of providing
!

5 instrtmentation to monitor a plant during and after an

6 accident.
1

7 (Slide.)
8' MR. MARCUS: As a result of the accident at Three i

1

9 Mlle Island,. Revision 2aof Reg Guide 1.97 was issued in
'

.10 December, 1989. NUREG 0737, Supplement-1, provided

- 11- . requirements for safety parameter display systems, detailed
.

12- control room design reviews, upgrading emergency. operating

procedures, emergency response facilities, and Regulatory

O
,.13

14 Guide 197.
,

15- -This document also required that licensees <and

:

16. applicants, submit proposed schedules for implementation of

17 Regulatory Guide l'.97. In May of 1985,jthe NRC issued

1C confirmatory orders concerning those implementation

19- schedules.
.

20 Reg Guide 1.97 consists of approximately 70

21. different variables that are a combination of different
:

22 types and categories that are called out in-the regulatory -

,

23 guide.

24 MR. KERR: Excuse me,

l 25 MR. MARCUS: -Yes?

:

. . _ . . . . , .-. .-.;-. c_..._._ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ -. .._._-._._._.-;._u.-__......_.-
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l' MR. KERR Would you put that slide back on?

2 MR. MARCUS: Okay..

f 3- MR. KERR So the confirmatory order was for

~4 licensees and applicants to implement schedules, and the

'5 schedules. ware schedules-for what?

6 MR.-MARCUS:- These are the schedules for when the

7 ' licensees planned to implement the regulatory guide. !

q -; 8 : MR. : KERR: Now, since a regulatory guide is not a

'9 . regulation, did the Commission require that all licensees

10 conform to a regulatory guide?

!L1 MR.--MARCUS: :NUREG-0737, Supplement 1, whichowaL-

12- issued byLGeneric Letter -- was it 87-23 -- I think that was:

13 the number - required -- 82-33 -- excuse me -- okay --~

'

14: requiredithe licensees to tell how they planned on meeting>

15- 'the recommendations ofLthe reg guld .

~ 16 MR.EKERR:' .But suppose they chose not to meet the
,

17 ' recommendations of a reg' guide. 'What?-
..

'18 'MR. MARCUS: LJoe,ccan you --
!

15L MR. JOYCE ~- Yes,11'll1 help with that.- Going back i

:20' to-the first question aboutfthe schedules,_back in '83, when
s

J21 NUREG-0737, Supplement 1, was' issued, because there was more

-22' than one item inithat particular_NUREG_and_we did not have a
+,

23 handle on the'living schedule at the time, and we_ told

24: licensees and utilities to implement Reg Guide 1.97, but'do
_

_

'2 5 - not implement it in a vacuum, take into consideration the t

. .

i

I
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1 other ingredients in the NUREG, such as control and. design
:

I
2- review, SPDS and the other items, and come back'in to the.gj-

'
-3 staff and negotiate your dates with the project manager that-

a

4 will fit in the overall schedule and the scheme of things,
'

,

5 at that time, once you submitted schedules to the individual |
'

,

-6 project managers and they had been worked out and agreed
i

7: upon, then at that time, the project manager would issue -

,

,

8 confirmatory orders on each plant.

'

9 Second question: --

10 MR. KERR: The first question really was how can

11' - you tell applicants to implement a regulatory guide since it'

,

- 12' is not a regulation, it's not a requirement. ;

\

( - 13 MR. JOYCE:- I'm sorry, how could you what?

14 MR. KERR How did a regulatory guide become ~

15 something that you could tell a licensee to implement since ;

y- 16-' it-isn't a regulation?'

. !h''
17 - MR. JOYCE: That's true. It is not a regulation.

<

i

>

' f' 18 All reg guides are just that, ;they.are just guidance. -At

19' the time, like:I:said, that-the N" REG went out and the
. >

20 generic. letter, management ~decidt at the best_way to get-

- i

21 .this implemented was to go off and put confirmatory orders

22L - on each licensee that committed - .they've already made a ,

23 -commitment -- to1do.the implementation of 1.97.

i i
'

.
24 MR. KERR: OKay. So you didn't tell them to

l - t

~

25 implement it.- They voluntarily said, We will implement it.+

t

-
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'l MR. JOYCE: That is correct.
.

Q'
j(,7 2 MR. CATTON: And then you ordered them to?

3 MR. KERR Ordered them to provide a schedule.
)

4 MR. JOYCE: The schedules. We sent confirmatory )
,

5 orders out on the schedule. Then came the review process, ;

6 where we went into the exceptions and deviations that Barry
,

7 will get into. As you know, well know, it's the prerogative j

y

8 of the user of a regulatory guide to take exceptions and

9 deviations, and that he did, and what was what our review

10 process was about.

11 MR. KERR: One of the reasons'I ask this question

12 is because in a, document'which was provided to ustby our own

| 13 staff, this is an SER, I guess, on the BWROG Licensing.

14 Topical Report, NEDO-31558, and one of the reasons given for

'

15 rejecting this proposal'by the applicants was that they
,

-16 don't meet the requirements of Reg Guide 1.97.
.

17 1[t seems to me that unless someone - ' I mean,-

18 maybe all the owners' group committed'to 1.97, committed to

19 that, but unless they'had, I.didn't see that as a very
.

20 strong reason for-turning down the range required of-the:

-21 neutron' monitors.

22 MR. JOYCE: You are-correct with respect to the-

23 regulation. Reg guides are reg guides, and there's nothing-

24 more.to be said about it. With respect to neutron flux

25 monitoring, you are referring to the BWR owners group and

. .. - .- - _. - .- - . - - - -
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1 the one that is on appeal at the office director level?

g-
( ,) 2 MR. KERR: Yes.

3 MR. JOYCE: Okay. That particular issue is still

4 under consideration by Dr. Murley, and we did not come down

5 today to discuss the details of that, but we can give you

6 some background as to what led up to --

7 MR. KERR: I was just trying to understand the

8 basis on which that was a significant influence in your

9 decision to reject the ownern group.

10 MR. JOYCE: We rejected the owners group submittal

11 on technical content, both of the reg guido and of their

12 submittal, technical content being the criteria for a

13 Category 1 variable with respect to environmentalg-sg
y,) -

14 qualification of range and power supply.
.

15 MR. KERR: As I read it, the lack of range, they i

16 apparently proposed one percent and the reg guide requires

17 ten to the minus six --

18 MR. JOYCE: To 100 percent.

19 MR. KERR: -- to 100 percent.

20 MR. JOYCE: Yes. That's correct.

21 MR. KERR: One of the reasons for rejecting it is

22 that so-called reg guide requirement.

23 MR. JOYCE: That's correct. That was one of the

24 reasons.

O)s, 25 MR. KERR: Yos.|
l

.

|

|
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1 MR. JOYCE: Yes.
im() 2 MR. KERR Now, does that mean, then, that all the

3 BWR owners group people had previously committed to 1.977

4 MR. JOYCE: Does that mean what?

5 MR. KERR: Does that imply that all of the BWR

6 owners group members previously committed to 1.977

!7 MR. JOYCE: What they previously committed to was

O to a schedule to implement Reg Guide 1.97. What has to take

9 place after they have committed to the schedule was to go in

10 and address the exceptions and deviations that each

11 individual licensee took with respect to 1.97 variable by

12 variable.

(~ 13 For example, Barry will probably mention about if

O}
14 a licensee came in and said that they conformed to Reg Guide

15 1.97 in its entirety, then in that case, there was not a

16 staff SER. We did not do a review. It was the way the
i

17 review process was set up when we started thic review.

18 MR. KERR: Your discussion of the range of a

19 neutron monitor didn't really give any technical

20 justification, it seemed to me. It just simply said, We
t

21 won't accept this because it doesn't conform to Reg Guide

-22 1.97.
,

23 MR. JOYCE: And which one are you reading from?

14 There was one where we had a technical discussion.
r~
k_)T 25 MR. KERR I'm reading from the safety evaluation

.

_ _ - _ _ - _ - - - .
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1 report, BWR 0G Licensing Topical Report, NEDo-31558. i

) 2 MR. JOYCE: Okay. You're correct. The technical

3- discussions are not in this one, and those technical

4 discussions are in the package that Dr. Murley had that came

5 from Reactor Systems Branch of why range and why EQ and why

6 battery were rejected by the staff. '

7 I guess once the decision is made with respect to
0

0 the acceptability of the owners group proposal-or the

9| rejection of-it, I think at that time it will be

10 appropriate, if you'd like, for us to come back down and
I

lli brief you on the technical content of that issue, i

12 MR. KERR: Well, I was trying to understand ~~ I.

. 13 was getting mixed up between requirements and the regulatory ;

14- guides, and:I^ wanted to make sure I understood the current

15 status of 1.97. It hasn't beceme a regulation.

16' MR. JOYCE: No. I-wish it had, but it hasn't

;17- been. We've been wrestling with that one since 1983. But

'18- it' stands as a reg guide, as any.other reg guide, and it
_

-19 fearries the-same --

20 MR. KERR: .Thank you. ~Please proceed, Mr. Marcus.

21 MR. MARCUS - A point of clarification.on your

22 question about licensees' commitments to. meeting the reg

23 guide.; Not'all licensees have committed to meet the rog.

24 guide on neutron flux. Some did. Some have not. I don't l
(} 25

,

\ 'ha'e a Landle on the numbers.v

I
|

,

. ; ,- , - -- . --,-._..-...u,...,.. -.. . - - . . , ~ . _ . - , . - . ,,
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1 (Slide.)
ex
/ ) 2 MR. MARCUS: As was stated before, the NUREG-0737
s /

3 Supplement i required licensees and applicants to report on

4 how they met the guide or planned to meet the guide. It

5 also stated that deviations should be shown, along with

6 justifications or alternatives.

7 If a licensee or applicant stated that it

8 conformed to the guide, no further review was necessary.

9 The review only looked at the exceptions and deviations

10 taken to the guide.

11 (Slide.)
12 MR. MARCUS: The review a>proach was the same for

13 operating reactors, operating license applicants, and-

-

construction permit applicants. We had a contractor help us14-

15 in the review by issuing a technical evaluation report for

16 each plant. An NRC review was not a prerequisite for

17 implementation of the guide. The staff has issued SERs

18 based on installed instruments and commitments for future

19 installations.

20 [ Slide.)

21 MR. MARCUS: A hundred and twenty units have been

22 reviewed. This includes some plants where the review was

23 complete and the plant was cancelled after that.

24 Reviews have been completed for 118 plants. In

i t'')iy ,j 25 addition, we have issued 29 supplemental safety evaluation

-

. . , . , _ _ _ . , _ . _ . _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ __
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1 t reports.: . Work is continuing on eleven additional 1- ,_T
#

2 supplemental evaluation report requests.

3 (Slide.)
1'

4 MR.-MARCUSt* Inspections have been porformed in |

l

5 accordance with a temporary instructions. The regions are !

;

6 responsible for performing these inspections. NRR has

!7 assisted in the performance of a number of these

8 -inspections.-

.

9 The inspections consist of an audit of Type A,

10 Ecategory 1:and selective category 2 variables. Eighty-nine

'11 units have been inspected so far. Most.have conformed to,

12' the t'emporary instruction, with only a few deviations found.

M[ [ '13 The current schedule is for all plants to be'

14 -- Inspected by the'end of Fiscal Year 1991.

15 MR. KERR: Excuse me.- The inspections were in

16 accordance with Temporary Instruction 2515/87. Does that

'17 mean it was promulgated-in 1987?

E 18- MR. MARCUS:' The temporary' instruction was
,

|19c promulgated in '87 and it=wasLrevised in 1990. There were

L 20' some minor revisions. Eighty-seven is-when'the first

'"
L21 inspections-took place.

h 22' MR.'_ KERR _ Is it still temporary?
t,t

!~

23 MR. MARCUS: It still has the " Temporary

- 12 4 Instruction" title.

25- MR. KERR: How long will it be temporary?

h
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- - |
1 MR. CARROLL: Doesn't that mean an ad hoc? l

2 -MR.iKERR: 'I don't know what it means.
4

3 MR. JOYCE: Joe Joyce, Instrumentation Branch. To

4 my knowledge, it remains temporary for the life of it. It's )

5 a document that goes out in the region. It's called
. )

6- " Temporary Instruction." It may some day turn into a fixed

7 document or a file-or something, but to my knowledge --

8 KR. HANNON:. Joe,-I can help with that.

9 MR. JOYCE: Go ahead.'

lof LMR. HANNON: This is John Hannon, Project
,

11' Director.- The term " temporary. instruction" is meant to
,

12- indicate that it's a one-time-only, so as soon as it's been

13 done at all the plants, it will effectively be deleted.

'

14 MR. LEWIS: Things could be worse. It could be i

15' 1887.
,

16J .MR.-MARCUS: ~ Twenty-units have/ fully implemented

17 the| reg guide. Of those thatlare not. implemented, 53 are- !

18 .related to generic issues. The'next(slide is the subject of

19 the generic issues. Thirty-nine of those units not

20 implemented are related to either' generic issues and plant ~'
,

f
- 21 specific. issues or plant specific issues only. In other

_

22 words, if the. generic issues were. resolved,-only 39. plants

23. . would-not be: fully. implemented.

24 MR. WILKINS: Your count doesn't add up, does it?

() 25 MR.' MARCUS: Well, it may be off by one or two.

.

n
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i 1- MR. !?ILKINS t . What was the total number? '

QV(_,( 2 MR. MARCUS I' came up with 114.
<s

3 MR. WILKINS: This adds up to 114.

41 MR. MARCUS: Okay. Well, we have --
e ,

'S MR. WILKINS: It's not important.

6' MR. MARCUS: Well, we have reviewed some plants

7 that were not -- construction were not finished or have
:

0~ S closed down.--That's why we did more reviews than'there are- I

a

-9 -active plants. '

. . !
110-. The BWR generic issue is post-accident monitoring

'

i

11 and post-accident' neutron flux monitoring. Reg Guide 1.97
i

'12 recommends thatLthis' instrumentation meet the category 1
''

/''g 13 criteria of. Reg Guide 1.87.

O
14 LNeutron' flux monitoring instrumentation that met-

"s'

15: this criteria did not exist when the reg guide was issued,

16 and~it was an' industry development item at that time. Until-. ,

- 17 this:instrumentanion'became available,.the staff allowed

'18 operation on an interim basis with the existing

19 instrumentation.

20 (Slide.] :(
i

21L MR. MARCUS: -The-owners group submitted a'

I22 deviation request'which was rejected based on environmental

23' qualification, seismic qualification, range and power supply

24 issues. -The owners group has appealed the staff's position
.

-

_

to the director of NRR. Dr. Murley is in the process of25

_7
i
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}$ 1 reviewingLthis appeal. You know, if you desire further1

;.( ) -2 information, we can set up a time to come down after Dr.

3 Murley rules on that.

4 MR. KERR: Okay. Thank you.

.5 MR. CARROLL: Could you at least tell us what the

6 controversy is?

7 MR. MARCUS: Joe?

8L MR. JOYCE: Joe Joyce, Instrumentation Branch.
i

9 The controversy were the four bullets that Barry mentioned.
.

10 The first one was with range. The regulatory guide requires

11 that the range for neutron flux monitoring to be from ten to

f -12 the'minus six to 100 percent of full power. This particular

. 13- piece of instrumentation should be environment qualified in

' 14 .accordance withi10 CFR 50.49. It should also be seismically.
.

'
, ,

15. qualified, and it should beLtied to a Class 1E povor' supply.

16 Those were the three issues -- those were the four

'17 issues. I believe they decided they wanted just ten to the
1

18 m'inus'second to 100 percent. They were taking issue with+

19- 'the EQ because of present equipment. The drive motors and
,

"20 the cables were not environment qualified.
)
i

!21 Class 1E power supply -- that was only an issue on
l'

22 some plants, not all. . Seismic was an issue. I'm not sure

~23_ how tough of an 1saue it was because early on in this review

24 effort, when we went around to the regions and talked to

() 25 each of the regions and all the-utilities about the

. u_- __m-____ _____----w-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - _ - - -
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'l implementation of Reg Guide 1.97, we stated that the

> Ghic . . .

J) 2 instrumentation that was going into Reg Guide 1.97 with

3 respect to neismic qualification only had to meet the'

w

4 seismic qualification program at the time of licensing. So

5- there are a few BWRs that took issue with the seismic. I

6- don't have the detail on them..

7 MR. KERR: Thank you.

8 MR. JOYCE: You're welcome.

-9 (Slide.)

10 MR. MARCUS: The pWR generic issues deal with

11 containment sump water temperature, accumulator tank level

12 and pressure. The regulatory guide recommends that these

- 13' instruments meet the Category 2 criteria of Reg Guide 1.97.

14 The majority of the plants took issue with the

15 Category 2 classification for these variables. Since a

16. majority of.the plants raised.this issue, the staff is

'17__ reviewing it on a generic basis.

18 MR. KERR: What was the difficulty?
r

19 MR. MARCUS: Most of the installed instrumentation

20 |did not meet environmental qualification. requirements, and-

21 ~ some of them don't meet the power supply recommendations'of

22 the reg guide.

"
23 MR. JOYCE: Joe Joyce, Instrumentation. The only

24 other. point I can add to that was~that there were.some

:25 strong arguments-that made sense to a lot of the staff

_ . _ . . - . _ - ..
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1- members that,-particularly with tespect to accumulator tank

1(~j 2 level and pressure, that they are passive systems, and there

3. were some strong arguments that once the conditions are

4 correct, they dumped wnat they had to do, and it was over,

5~ you know, within a matter of minutes, and what else did you

6 want to know with respect to range and pressure?

7 MR. KERR Thank you.

-8 MR. MARCUSt That is.the conclusion of --
~

-9 MR. CARROLL: What in the answer to that question?

10 MR. JOYCE: The answer to that question, as I

11 said, it was convincing'enough for a lot of the staff

12 members, and we said, Yes, why should we go off accepting a

13 deviation on a plant-by-plant basis? .The majority of these
7

14 -are asking for.it. 'Let's.do it generically.

15: The only thing that has to happen now is the staff
P

16- -has to get together, write up the position, write an SER on

17 it,ngot to CRGR on it. It will be a relaxation, and part of

18- the CRGR charter for relaxations are other interpretations

19 of reg guides. :So<we'll-probably put together somethir.a on- '

20 this, I suspect, sometime in the near future. It's been on

21 _our listLfor atLleast a couplesof years now.

22 MR. MARCUS: Since 1987,=the SERs that have gone

23 out on theseftwofissues have basically stated that the staff

24 -is, you-know,-in the process of generically reviewing it.

() 25 So-the-net result is the_ licensees did not have to do
,

. . . -_ _ . - . .
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-1 anything. They.just basically sit back and wait for the NRC j
-

<~

(_) 2 to act:on'those issues.-
i

3 MR. WILKINSt That's why they're not1 pushing you :

'

4 to get it finished. -

,

5 MR. MARCUS: Actually, some of them are,

16 eurprisingly. That's the end.of the prepared text.

'7 MR. CARROLLt I. remember a few years ago, when I ;

8 last was involved with this reg guide,.that there wao a big
,

9 problem with containment' gamma monitoring and findi.ng an

10 environmentally. qtialifiedi amma monitor. Has that all gonog

11 away?

12 MR. MARCUS: I don't remember anything on that. '

,

- o13' ' Do_you,' Joe?
"

- 14' MR. JOYCE: I do not remember anything on,a

i.
.

containment-gamma monitoring.. We have containment.15~

16' - radiation.- That's the one that was1up on the doce. It was

17. , high level. Yes, that_ eventually became environmentally ' I

:

18 qualified.. That is no' longer an issue. ' t

'19 MR.-CARROLLt 'AndLwhen this reg guide first.came

20. out, wasiit an ash _ issue?

Range was aEbig factor in the'EQ-= 21T EMR. JOVCE:S

22L ! aspect 1because it was a lot -- temperature, etcetera was --

2 3 :' but_thatu-- to my knowledge, we haven't-seen.too many

L-
24' . deviations of that.

'

25 : Surprisingly enough, when you look at-the number
i

m. -yy v .- , , a .c -% ,..r+,...,,,,,,r, - , ww.., y .,,,.,-,y- ,.,w.. m.,-e m b w.,, w , ..w,,,.,...,,w., ., 1 + - , ..L-., v ,,. .,_m m .~._*.
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1 size plants, 120 plants and 70 variables, you generate a

!p): 2 largo matrix. So when you start looking at irfividual
t/

3 deviations -- and we've been keApa ng track. We have a

4 pretty good track record and doc' mentation of what plants

5 took what deviations for what rettons. That's how we picked

6 up on the accumulator tank level and pressure.
.

7- It may look like it was generic. We stopped doing

8 that on a one-to-one basis and decided to handle it

9 genceically. The one'that you mentioned, I do not recall it

10 being a probicm in the last four or five years.

11 MR. CARROLL: I guess people just went on and did

12 it.

'

13 MR. JOYCE: Yes, similar to the neutron flux

14 monitoring.

15 MR. KERR: In the course of accident management

16 studies which are now underway, are the people who are doing

17 that research looking at Reg Guide 1.97 or anything similar

18 to see 4hether instrumentation that might be needed during

19 an accident. management strategy exists or will exist when

20 1.97 1s implemented? 5

21 MR. MARCUS: Can'you address that, Joe?

22 MR. JOYCE: Sure. I've talked to a number of

23 people that were doing severe accidents, and we scanned 1.97 ,

24 -- not scanned -- we looked at it, because when you look at

r)!, s 25 1.97, you know, it says it's for eccident during ands

. . . .-- .
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1 following --- for instrumentotion during tmd following an

2 accident. 1There are some variables in $t that Lreally are

3 cevere accidents when you look it the temperatures and the

4 press-ures and the qualification of them. So ve specifically

5 looked at what variables already could probably meet perhaps n

-6 what the severe accidents requirements are going to be.

7-- The answer to your question is,'yes, we have

8 looked at some of it, but we certainly have not made any

9 determination'or conclusion that when we go off and the y
i

-10' ' severe accident scenario is over with, that Reg Guide 1.97
q

:11 in its entirety will already take care of those conditions.. H

12 : The answer-is-no to that because there are --
,

|f-4 13 MR. KERR:- I didn't mean whether it would take

$):
14 care of it, but rather to see whether changes in the-

1

15- . requirement would-be--desirable as one looks in more-detail

16 at accident managementLstrategies.

'

17 MR. JOYCE: I suspect that changes-are going to.

18 have to take place in the Reg Guido 1.97 for the severe a

19 accident scenarios. !

20- 'MR. KERR: 'Do.you hava any: guess'as to when some.

,

-i
21; significant majority of the plants -- say 90. percent -- Will

i

22 have implemented 1.977

23 MR. .MARCUS: John?

24- MR.-HANNON: John Hannon' agar..., Project Director. y
s ,

s-) 25 I've'only done a'small sample. Of the plants that I talked
1

'
- .,-

-aL-_._:-_______--_-_--.L. - _ _ . -
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1 to -- again, it was a small sample -- about seven facilities

(
( ,) 2 -- most of them are already essentially coinplete. One of

3 them has tied the wi.tr range steam generator instrumentation

4 to the change out of the steam generators, which is not

5 scheduled for another five years. So there are some

6 outliers on some of the variables that might go out in time

7 if we're going to accept that kind of a schedule.

8 But from my small sample, I'd say that probably 90

9 percent of all the facilities are going to be done by the

10 next refueling outage.

11 MR. JOYUE: I would probably have to concur with

12 that, particularly with respect to -- when you saw the

e3 13 slidr, we were going off and doing the inspections. When we

L'')
14 do the inspections, we also look at the implementation with

15 respect to all the other variables even though we take a

16 small cample during that audit. As Barry pointed out, very

17 fev that we did an inspection to had deviations, and that

18 included even wtth the schedules.

19 So, if I had to guess, it would be in the 90s by

20 the --
,

2t MR. KERR: This inspection means that you go to

e 22 the plant and look to make sure that the equipment actually
,

23 exists?

-24 MP. JOYCE: Yes, sir. What we do is there is
e -7\

i s! 25 probaoly three members. NRR was involved, probably did all~

|

.. ..
_ _ _ _ _
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1" but oneiinspection atTRegion.V,;and1we've had members of

1 2i ; ICSB-go out with all'theJother. regions, with perhaps-: Region- =j
-

IVf but-we've_had them up to:NRR with training sessions to.L 3; 4

;4 - share with them.what we've reviewed on their plants.and what
.

i

'53 the-deviatic.ts were.
,

1

6|
_

When we;go out on these audits, there are-probably -- ]
;

generally;three people, and-we pick -- like Barry pointed7= im

8: out, we?look at the' Cat 6 gory 1 and the Type A variables, and-
'

:9 some' Category 27that'perhaps-would.be suspect dependent on-

L 10 -- our safety evaluation report.
_

11 ~- . We look:at drawings,;we do drawing: reviews,_we dot '

12' = walk-downs, owe go into the control room. - So we-look at all-

f 13 _the criteria with respee.t.to the Category 1 variables- If.:

?14; 'you gotin the reg guide and you.:lookiat the criteria, you

151 can seelwhat te're looking-at.
_

16= So based on that sample, then there is a report, a

J17 .regionfreport;on'each onesthat is inspected.

-18' MR.-KERR: ~You previously had a written report-

L191 from-the plant,?orjyou:had no1information until you-go=on
- o

E20; .the inspectionLtrip?~1

v 2 11 .MR.-JOYCE: A prerequisite before inspection-is.a.

422 staff's SER-
"

,

|23 MR. KERR: So you've.had fairly complete

L24 Linfonnation-in order to write the SER?
e -

, k,/ _25 'MR. JOYCE: Yes, sir.

s

;h
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1 MR. KERR What do you typically see on an

} 7
inspection visit that you wouldn't get from a package of2:

3 written information?

4 MR. JOYCE: Well, a lot of times what happens is

5 when we go in and we start doing a review, we find out that

6 these variables -- for range -- range may be one of tha

7 criverla. When we go into the control-room, and perhaps

8 you're supposed to see a temperature, the reg guide says

9 have a temperature from 200 to 500 degrees, and you'll go

10 into the control room and perhaps they'll be short under

11 rang 2.even though they say they committed.to the reg guide.

12 one of the weak links in the review process, if I

:13 may,.was the review technique that was set up early on. We,-
/

!

'#- 14 told all the licensees, utilities in the regions, We are

15 on?,y going to look at exceptions and deviations that you

16 identified to the staff, okay? So whether the utility

17 thought he had an exception or a deviation and called it

-18 out, then we reviewed it'and found it acceptable or not

19 acceptable.

20 So a lot of times what happens when we go out and

21 we're doing this audit, we'll find something, and there will

22 be an interpretation: Well, we didn't think that was a

23 deviation, or, That's not an exception because our system i

24 does this, our system does that.

/')
( ,/ 25 Also, during the drawing reviews, we find out i

|

|
|
|
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,
1 they're not necessarily -- we find that -- for Category 1. -

:/ N
M- - 2 variables, it has'to be single failure. Well, you find out-

3 that both these' instruments are tied to the same power

4 supply. . {
*

-5' With respect to EQ, we.do not do an EQ inspection.

6 There is another arena and group that are doing EQ with-

7 respect to 50149. What we do is ask, we say, Show us your

'8 master-list. Identify on the list where this instrument is.

'9 ' If'that instrument is'on the list, then we go to'the next' j

10. subject. That's the' extent =we do for EQ, and the same with.

11 seismic,

i
12 So we do find things in that three- or four-day =

[M.
13\ audit when.we do inspection,-and I guess we could' send some

14 ' sample tis; reports in, send them down to you if you'd like-

.15 to see the type'of things'we're finding.
~

- 16 '- MR. KERR: I was just curious as to why an on-the-

17 spot' audit was necessary, butcI guess if people don't
,

- .
- - !

18- ' understand the single failure criterion by now, it's
1

-19' necesbary.:

20- MR. MARCUS: Some plants where we have.gone in and
,

21- done|an inspection, you know, they have'come-out extremely

.22 clean.- 'In other plants, there are a lot of little things.
:i

23 You know, sometimes;you find a big thing. It. varies.from

24- utility to utility.;

!
- 25 MR. KERR: Thank you. Are there further

,

,- y ,- a-,- ry v-
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1 questions?-
"

| | 2 MR.-CARROLLi I am not sure these are the right

3- - folks - to - askL this of, but I keep looking- at the status of

4 TMI: action items. It's published every few months, and I

5- keep-seeing_a_large number --_I guess I have done here 66 '[
*

6 units don't-have their control room design review complete.
>

7 I: guess:that's the-human-factore people that are more

' nvolved in that.i8~

-9 MR. MARCUS: Yes, that is,
j

'

10 MR.-CARROLL: Do you have some idea what the issue ,

I

ill' |is?
t
!

12_- MR MARCUS:: No, I do not have:an idea on that.
<

13 'MR. KERR: Are you satisfied with the speed with<

- 0 14. which implementation of this' issue is occurring?

15 MR. MARCUS: Do you want to handle that,. John?
.

16- MR. HANNON: I'll try, but I didn't hear the

17f question.

.18 MR. KERR:- Arc you satisfied with the speed with

19 which this imp 1'ementation procc.J is going? It certainly

12 0 existed _before_TMI-2:and was-somewhat emphasized by TMI-2.-I

. 21 - guess if we conclude,that severe accidents are rare, it's

22 not something-that-we need to push, but --
c

'23 MR. HANNON: I think the answer to that is mixed.
~

24 We have some good success stories and then some that we're

() 25 still not happy'with. The one particular case I mentioned a

<

__ - . . _ , _ . . _ _..
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l' iwhile agoLabout postponing a wide range steam generator. '

'
2 flevel;until steam generator replacement, which may not occur. ;

3 for.another five;or six years, I think is pushing us out a
,

''

4 little too far.-
-

~'S 'Souwe.have some plants-that we'are going to be

6 continuing the dialogue with to try to improve their

7f schedule. I suspect _that part of'the inspection activity

8 :will address-thet.- When we find issues that aren't being.

9 done on'a' reasonable schedule, that will be an issue for us
~

10 -- to-get involved 4with and try.to get an improvement-in the
~

11= schedule.
.

11 2 -- MR. KERR: You mean you inspect before people
;

Lp l'3 L finish-thetimpleme'ntation?

U
14- 'MR ~HANNON: :If our inspection determines that

1151 ithere'are open" items at|a-particular plant that aren't being

16. addressed on what we thinkLis a reasonable schedule,-then I

'17- would anticipate having discussions with that particular:4

. 1

18. licensee.

19L 'MR.'KERR: No, I'giess I didn't word my question

| 2 0, very-well.: .I would have thought that you wouldn't go in'and.

~ #

21 inspect;until the plant decided they had completed their

22- Timplementation.'

,

. 2 3- 'MR.'MARCUS: .I'can answer that one. We do perform

H24 -inspections whether or not the implementation is complete.

25 If there's an item that's'found that is not completed during

.. . . . _. -. -
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1 the inspection that's noted in the inspection report, then

f) 2- it's an item open for reinspection after completion.

3 MR. WILKINS: There is no implication in that that

4~ ih should have been completed.

5 MR. MARCUS: None. Sometimes it's an agreed upon

.6 schedule, and, you know, we have agreed with their schedule,

7 and the inspection just came before that time.
,

8 MR. KERR: You have a certain number of inspectors

9 that do thin sort of thing, and they go out periodically

10 sort of independently of how far along the utility is in the

11 process?

12 MR. MARCUS: Yes. Let me point out one thing.

13 When I stated that a number of plants were not fullygy '
( )''

14 . implemented, not fully implemented means at least one'~

15 variable was not implemented. You know, they could have 69

16 variables implemented and have one not implemented, and

17 they're not fully implemented.

18 MR. KERR: ' So by the next refueling, 99.8 percent

19 of all the plants will have implemented 1.977

20 MR. MARCUS: I don't know if we'd put the

21 percentage that high.

22 MR. KERR: 'Ninety-nine-point-five?

23 MR. HANNON: I don't think we have enough data

24 right now to pin that down. As I said before, the very

C\(-) 25 small sample that I took, I was satisfied that the majority

,

[
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L|| 1- of our plants are moving towards completeLresolution of this

o

y()-| 2 issue, and I estimate that the-majority _of them will be done
5. r ...

f 3i

"! :F within the'next. refueling outage. However, there are going
i

'

-4' to be-some isolated cases where we're going to have to

5- follow up because of, you know, delays in the schedule.
_

6 MR. KERR: I just wasn't sure what a majority was.

!-7 Is it 51-percent?

8 MR. JOYCE: In the 90s'.

!

9 MR. WILKINS: I was. observing _it can't be as high |

1

10- as 99 percent because that's one out of 100.-

11 [ Laughter.)
t

12- MR. HA"NON: To make sure we're clear, though,
'

a

11 3 what we've just' talked about is excluding the generic issues-

U 14' that we're still working on.

15 MR.iKERR: I understand that. And the staff has

!'16 been working on one of-those now-for:about two years.
,

17' MR.' JOYCE: That is correct, with respect to the--

18 ~second~one we talked about, the PNRs.

I 19 MR. KERR:. That's a real tough.one.
m

20 MR. JOYCE: HNo, that's a real easy one.- It's just
,nW

h, 21- priority.

EdP 22 MR. KERR: Any'further questions for Mr. Marcus-or
0;l4>
n

f 23 his colleagues?
get
$ 24 (No response.]

25 MR. KERR: Well, we thank you. We probably will
.

$

._
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1 want to get another progress report.
,

ym,.
2 MR. WARD: Thank you. Thank you very much.;v;.-

3 That's the end of the record for the day.

4 (Whereupon, at-3:20 p.m., the meeting adjourned.)

5
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i

PURPOSE OF BRIEFING

: o TO SUMMARIZE THE STATUS OF THE
! STAFF'S PROPOSED FINAL IPEEE GENERIC
i LETTER AND GUIDANCE DOCUMENT. |

o TO SUMMARIZE THE MAJOR COMMENTS1

~

RECEIVED AND CHANGES MADE TO THE
'

DOCUMENT SINCE THE COMMENT PERIOD. :

| 0 TO REQUEST AN ACRS COMMENT LETTER ON
: THE STAFF'S PROPOSED FINAL IPEEE .

DOCUMENTS. ;

! ;

1

,
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PURPOSEANDkOPEOFIPEEE

o PURPOSE-- TO HAVE LICENSEES:
DEVELOP AN APPRECIATION OF SEVERE-

;
.

ACCIDENT BEHAVIORDFOR THEIR i

PLANT (S) .

UNDERSTAND THE MOST LIKELY SEVERE
'

-

ACCIDENT SEQUENCES.THAT COULD
'

0CCUR AT THEIR PLANT (S) UNDER;

| OPERATING CONDITIONS.

UNDERSTAND THE OVERALL LIKELIHOOD-

OF CORE DAMAGE AND RADI0 ACTIVE !

MATERIAL RELEASE AT THEIR
PLANTS (S) .. |,

!

TO REDUCE THE OVERALL. LIKELIHOOD |. -

OF CORE DAMAGE AND RADI0 ACTIVE !
MATERIAL RELEASE, WHERE !

APPROPRIATE. <

'
2

. -
>
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:

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF IPEEE (CON'T)'
.

o SCOPE - LICENSEES ARE T0. PERFORM A
PLANT SPECIFIC SYSTEMATIC EXAMINATION !

TO IDENTIFY VULNERABILITIES TO SEVERE
;

,

ACCIDENTS RESULTING FROM EXTERNAL

EVENTS:
,

SEISMIC EVENTS ;' -

INTERNAL FIRES--

HIGH WINDS, FLOODS, TRANSPORTATION .

|
-

AND NEARLY FACILITY HAZARDS |-

0THER SITE UNIQUE HAZARDS ,
-

.

'

;

3
'

'

.
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PROGRESS SINCE MAY 1990
'

:

L i

o SECY-90-192, MAY 30, 1990 - SENT ;
'

| PROPOSED IPEEE GENERIC LETTER AND

GUIDANCE DOCUMENT TO COMMISSION.
,

o SRM, JULY 17, 1990 - COMMISSION

APPROVED ISSUING THE DOCUMENTS FOR

COMMENT AND CONDUCTING A WORKSHOP. i

;
!

COMMISSION ALSO REQUESTED THAT THE
FINAL DOCUMENTS BE SENT FOR THEIR
REVIEW PRIOR TO ISSUANCE.,

.

o WORKSHOP - SEPTEMBER 11-13, 1990 -

1

APPR0XIMATELY 250 ATTENDEES. VERBAL

AND WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED. |
4

!

!
;

f4
;

,.

-
. . . . .



-.- ,. -. . . .

_
_

20 0 |o;.

IUR. RENT STATUS AND SCHEDULE
4

: ,

o GENERIC LETTER AND GUIDANCE DOCUMENT1 '

(NUREG-14071 REVISED IN CONSIDERATION:

0F PUBLIC/ INDUSTRY. COMMENTS. SUMMARY

0F AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS. INCLUDED i

IN APPENDIX- D OF NUREG-1407.
|

l o SCHEDULE: h
: 1

; TO ED0 - LATE FEBRUARY I-

! TO COMMISSION - EARLY MARCH i-

ISSUE AS: FINAL . LATE MARCH :-

COMPLETE REVIEW 0F NUMARC/EPRI !-

FIRE METHODOLOGY - JULY 1991 ,

LICENSEE PLANS SUBMITTED - 180 ;-

i DAYS AFTER ISSUANCE.0F GL
'

IPEEE SUBMITTALS DUE - 3 YEARS |
'

-

| AFTER ISSUANCE OF GL |

s
|

-- -



--

O O O..

STAFF REVIEW 0F IPEEE SUBMITTALS

DETAILED STAFF REVIEW PLAN NOT YET: o
DEVELOPED.

EXPECT STAFF REVIEW TO BE SIMILAR TOo
THAT FOR INTERNAL EVENTS IPE:

SCREENING REVIEW - ALL SUBMITTALS-

MORE INDEPTH REVIEW - SELECTED-

SUBMITTALS

o IF STAFF' BELIEVES ADDITIONAL
IMPROVEMENT IS WARRANTED BEYOND WHAT
A LICENSEE HAS PROPOSED, STAFF WOULD

USE THE BACKFIT RULE TO IMPLEMENT.

6

- - -
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i

LO
!

IPEEE WORKSHOP

DATES: SEPTEMBER 10 13, 19s0

PLACE: PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

v

-ATTENDANCE: .
-

R

APPROXIMATELY 250 REGISTRANTS

LO ;

UTILITY &. UTILITY ORGANIZATIONS 50%-

|

A/E & NSSS 10% i

f

CONSULTANTS 25 %

GOVERNMENT (STATE & FEDERAL) 15%- |o
i
|

*

i

~

.

9

.

8
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10
.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. PERFORM A BACKFIT ANALYSIS BEFORE ISSUANCE OF l
THE GENERIC LETTER

\

NOT REQUIRED

i

2. UNDERESTIMATED COST AND RESOURCE
REQUIREMENT

~

ESTIMATES BASED ON NUREG-1150 AND HATCH
SEISMIC MARGINS EVALUATION (EXTRAPOLATED-

O TO iPEEE SCOPE)
"

SOME INDUSTRY ESTIMATES COMPARABLE WITH
STAFPS

3. EXTEND TIME FOR PERFORMING THE IPEEE

CONSIDER EXTENSIONS ON A CASE-BY-CASE
BASIS

4. EXTEND THE 60 DAY INITIAL RESPONSE TIME

TIME EXTENDED TO 180 DAYS

O
t

9
'

. . .- .
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O
FIRE

-NO: MAJOR COMMENTS EXCEPT REQUEST FOR
NRC EXPEDITIOUS REVIEW OF FIRE
VULNERABILITY EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

-WIND. FLOOD & OTHERS

NO MAJOR COMMENTS

SEISMIC EVENTS

.

1.- USE OF-BOTH LLNL AND EPRI HAZARD CURVES

STAFF PREFERS THAT BOTH CURVES ARE USED
'

: O'
- USE OF. A SINGLE CURVE (THE MORE

CONSERVATIVE ONE) IS ACCEPTABLE

2. FOCUSED SCOPE FOR RELAY CHATTER EVALUATION.

u

!

LO
I

9

i O
-. - - . - - - . . .--. .
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EXAMINATION METHODS FOR THE SEISMIC IPEEE

PROBABILISTIC RISK ASSESSMENT

SEISMIC MARGIN METHOD

NRC
'

EPRI.

-

. O
-

,

\2.
_ _ _ _ -
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.

O
PRA' APPROACH FOR SEISMIC IPEEE

THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF THE GENERIC LETTER OR
GUIDANCE DOCUMENT WERE CHANGED:

USE OF BOTH LLNL AND EPRI SEISMIC
HAZARD ESTIMATES

SCOPE OF THE RELAY CHATTER EVALUATION
.

;-

I

l

|

O. |
1

|

13
-. .
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'
r

\. |

SEISMIC HAZARD ESTIMATES
u,

COMMENT USE OF BOTH llRC/LLNL AND EPRI SEISMIC
HAZARD CURVES IS UNWARRANTED AND TOO
BURDENSOME

i

RESPONSE OPTION OF USING A SINGLE (MORE
CONSERVATIVE) SEISMIC HAZARD CURVE
INTRODUCED

USE OF BOTH HAZARD ESTIMATES WOULD:

HIGHLIGHT UNCERTAINTY IN BOTTOM LINE-

NUMBERS

HIGHLIGHT ROBUST RESULTS, SUCH AS,
DOMINANT COMPONENTS AND RELATIVE

Q- CONTRIBUTIONS

1

USE OFiTHE MORE CONSERVATIVE HAZARD ESTIMATE
JUSTIFIED

NO TECHNICAL. BASIS-TO SELECT-ONE
ESTIMATE OVER-THE OTHER

HIGHER ESTIMATE WILL CAPTURE ALL
POTENTIAL SEQUENCES

,

J

j .01

I4
. - . _ . . - .. ._ .. . - . . .. . _. .
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h -

l

1 01- RELAY CHATTER EVALUATION

~

COMMENTS 1. RELAY CHATTER REVIEW REQUIRES !'
CONSIDERABLE RESOURCE-
EXPENDITURE s

2. IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS W6RE-
RECOVERABLE USING EXISTING
PROCEDURES

RESPONSE RECOGNIZED RESOURCE ISSUE - A GRADED
APPROACH ADOPTED TO REDUCE BURDEN-

1
-FOR MOST PLANTS

'

.

FULL-SCOPE PLANTS-WILL t.,J THOROUGH

-Q' -REVIEW TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL-

CONFIDENCE THAT CONCLUSION IN
COMMENT 2 IS GENERIC- ,

SCOPE CONSISTENT WITH THE SITE'S SEISMIO
MARGIN REVIEW-LEVEL EARTHQUAKE
CLASSIFICATION

,

t

i

'

_I
.

O
, .

|

|+

15
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1

h i

. SEISMIC MARGIN APPROACH FOR SEISMIC IPEEE

,!
THE FOLLOWING AREAS.0F THE GENERIC LETTER OR
GUIDANCE DOCUMENT WERE CHANGED:

:

li

USE OF SEISMIC HAZARD AND SEISMIC DESIGN
BASIS IN DETERMINING TH'. SCOPE-OF THE-
REVIEW

' SCOPE OF THE; RELAY CHATTER EVALUATION-

(INTRODUCTION OF FOCUSED-SCOPE REVIEW:
PROPOSED BY NUMARC)

O

.

1

0 1
4

4

16
\
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REVIEW LEVEL EARTHQUAKE

O.3G BIN WAS FURTHER DIVID5D INTO TWO
CATEGORIES BASED ON THE SEISMIC DESIGN BASIS
AND SEISMIC HAZARD ESTIMATES

FULL-SCOPE 0.3G

FOCUSED-SCOPE 0.3G (NEW)

PLANTS WITH HIGHER SEISMIC HAZARD AND LOWER
SEISMIC-DESIGN BASIS REQUIRE MORE DETAILED
EVALUATnON-

,

'

.

,

;O

.

17
_-_ _
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O PROCFD_URE USED TO "SUBBIN" 0,3G PLANTS

ASSIGNMENT BASES ON SEISMIC DESIGN BASIS
COUPLED WITH SEISMIC HAZARD ESTIMATE AND
ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT

ORITERIA, INITIALLY PROPOSED BY NUMARC, IS4

SIMILAR TO THE WEIGHTED APPROACH USED BY THE
STAFF FOR THE INITIAL PLANT BINNING

DEVELOPED A COMPOSITd CONDITIONAL
PROBABILITY OF EXCEti0 LNG THE UNIFORM
HAZARD SPECTHA AT 4 GROUND MOTION-

FREQUENCIES FOR EPRI, LLNL4, & LLNL5 CURVES
AND FOR MEAN, MEDIAN, & 84%

O SIX SITES CONSISTENTLY FELL INTO THE TOP GROUP
(FULL-SCOPE),

,

RESOLUTION OF THE EASTERN U.S. SEIShn TY ISSUE
IDENTIFIED ElGHT PLANTS AT FIVE SITES T , OUTLIERS

THESE PLANTS SHOULD BE IN THE FULL-SCOPE
BIN

ADDED ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE, UNIT 1 TO THE'

FULL SCOPE BIN

0,

18
1
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O RELAY CHATTER EVALUATION

s

BEDUCED SCOPE
|

USI A-46 PLANTS: A 46 REVIEW

NON A-46 PLANTS: NO ACTION

FOCUSED SCOPE

-USI A-46 PLANTS: A-46 REVIEW~

-

IF LOW SEISMIC RUGGEDNESS
RELAYS ARE FOUND EXPAND 3

O SCOPE TO INCLUDE RELAYS
'

OUTSIDE- A-46 BUT IN IPEEE-

NON A-46 PLANTS: LOCATE AND EVALUATE LOW
SEISMIC RUGGEDNESS RELAYS

FULL SCOPE AND 0,5G (INCLUDING WESTERN US SITES)
'

-USI A-46 PLANTS: FOLLOW A-46 PROCEDURES
FOR A-46 REVIEW I

REVIEW IPEEE SYSTEMS,
INCLUDING THOSE THAT ARE .

,

ALSO PART OF A-46 SCOPE AT
THE ASSIGNED-REVIEW LEVEL.

O NON A-46 PLANTS: RELAY REVIEW FOR ALL IPEEE
SYSTEMS AT THE ASSIGNED-

REVIEW LEVEL I

..

_ _ _ _ _ _ -
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.

! ;

O
_ PROCEDURAL CLARIFICATIONS:- ;

CABLE ROUTING VERIFICATION
.

DATABASE AVAILABILITY

SAFETY SYSTEM SEPARATION
'

,
.

TREATMENT OF TRANSIENT
COMBUSTIBLES:

.

FIRE SAFETY EXPERTS

O TREATMENT OF CRITICAL AREAS WITH
COMMON FIRE BARRIERS, PENETRATION
SEALSL

DAMAGING P0TENTIAL OF FIRE '

SUPPRESSION AGENTS

|

O
.

.

.

- . - . . . . - - _ - . - . - - . . _ _ . - - _ . . . - . _ - . _.-



MARC /EPRI"FIVE" METHOD $0GYSCHED E FOR STAFF REVIEW 0F
:

L

: o METHODOLOGY CURRENTLY UNDER REVIEW
;

J4

: o QUESTIONS TO NUMARC - 2/91 ;
1

:,

o DATA BASE TO BE SUBMITTED FOR :

|REVIEW - 2/91'

| |

; o REPORT FROM NUMARC ON DEMONSTRATION |

DUE - 3/91 |
1.

! DRAFT STAFF POSITION - 4/91o
i ;
,

; o ACRS - 6/91 ;
:

i !

o CRGR - 6/91 i
;

i

i o LETTER TO NUMARC - 7/91 !

|!
4 ,

b
23L

1 :
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i

HIGH WINDS, FLOODS, TRANSPORTATION AND ;

NEARBY FACILITY HAZARDS|
.
'

|4

e

!,

!

- NO MAJOR CHANGES :
.
i t

: ;

i

! i
i |:

I
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i
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ACRS

SUBJECT: Status of Review of EPRI ALWR Requirements Document

DATE: February 7,1991

PRESENTER: Thomas J. Kenyon

O
PRESENTER'S TITLE / BRANCH /DN.:Project Manager

Standardization Project Directorate

Division of Advanced Reactors

and Special Projects

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

PRESENTER'S NRC TEL NO.: (301) 492-1120
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|

|
'

Resu ts .o" Review| .

L

L

Concuc': of Review.

O
l<

Regu a:ory Signi"icance !.

l

~

.-

Review 3rocess onc Sclecu eL
.

L:
L

Conc usions.

o

!O
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|

A POSE I

:
,

To discuss status of review of EPRI ALWR Requirements.

Document for evolutionary and passive LWRs

|- \

'

To discuss results of staff's review to date !.

l

,

To discuss regulatory significance of Requirements Document.

Q'1

To discuss remaining work on Requirements Document.

:

. To discuss review schedule
L

|
|

|

L

O

,

-- - - , , , - . . - . . . - . - - - - - - . . - . , , - - - . _ . - - - - - . . , - - - . . - . - - = . - _ . . . . . . . . - -
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CHRONOLOGY OF EPRI ALWR PROGRAM '

Date Type Milestone !

] 07/86 - Evolutionary Chapters 1 - 13 submitted by EPRI

10/89 <

09/87 Evolutionary DSER on Chapter 1 issued by staff '

02/88 Evolutionary Revision to DSER or' Chapter 1 issued ' by stoff f.

| O2/88 Evolutionary - DSER on Chapter 2 issued by staff

O3/88 Evolutionary interim position on ALWR Design B asis

Tornado istsued by stoff
'O5/88 Evolutionary DSER on Chapter 3 issued by staff

06/88 Evolutionary DSER on Chapter 4 issued F- stoff }
i 07/89 F .olutionary SECY-89-228 forwarded DSE" m Chapter 5

~ to Commission

01/90 Evolutionary . SECY-90-016 on ALWR policy Jes forwarded [
to Commission

{
02/90 Evolutionary DSER on Chapter 5 issueo 6f aff (,

| 04/90 Evolutionary ACRS letter to Commission pro ~ iding Com-
'

4

2 mittee's views on issues in SECY-90-016 |
. -

| 05/90 Possive Preliminary views on possive designs identified by staff |
} 06/90 Evolutionary SRM issued regarding Commission guidance f
s on issues in SECY-90-016 (

09/90 - Evolutionary / EPRI submits rollup of Volume 11 (evolutionary) and
f'Possive originot Volume Ill (possive) ,

11/90. Possive . Additional views on possive designs identified by staff !,

01/91 Evolutionary DSERs on Chapters 6,7.8.9 12. & 13 issued by stoff [

?

!

i

_ _ _ . _ . - - . . . - - - - - - - . . _ - _ - . _ - -.
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CHRONOLOGY OF ACRS' MEETINGS ON
.

EPRI ALWR PROGRAM
Date' Milestone ~ Meeting Subject

03/86 ACRS SAcommittee on Standardi- EPRI ALWR Program
. zotior' f Nuclear Focilities

06/86 ACRS Subcommittee on Standardi- EPRI ALWR Program
zotion of Nuclear Facilities

06/86 ACRS Full Committee EPRI ALWR Program
i 10/87 . ACRS Subcommittee on Standardi- Chapter 1

zotion of Nuclear Facilities i
; 08/88 ACRS Subcommittee on Improved LWRs Chapters 2. 3. 4. & 5

04/89 ACRS Subcommittee or' Improved LWRs EPRI ALWR Program
(Chapters 1 - 13)

|09/89 ACRS Full Committee EPRI ALWR Program.
!
1including key out-

standing issues
02/90 ACRS Full Committee issues in SECY-90-016
03/90 ACRS Full Committee issues in SECY-90-016
03/90 ' ACRS Joint Subcommittee on Fire protection issues

! Extreme Externoi Phenomeno and
Severe Accidents .

; 04/90 ACRS Joint Subcommittee on Containment Performance t

*

Containment Systems and Criteric
;
'

Structural Engineering.

04/90 ACRS Fu!I Committee Issues in SECY-90-016,

, 07/90 ACRS Subcommittee on Improved LWRs Chapters 1 -5'

07/90 ACRS Full Committee Chapters 1 -5
02/91 ACRS Full Committee Status of EPRI Review
O2/91 ACRS Subcommittee. on improved LWRs Chapters 6&9 '

i

+ . _, . ., . _ , . , -, .- .,
-
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O SUMMARY OF ISSUES

Claater 03en Confirmatory Vendor / Utility-

Saecific

22 25 8
'

2 3 0 1

3 9 9 4

d '1 5 5.

5 4' 6 11O
6 30 12 19

7 11 1 5

8 15 5 2 .

9 18 16 12 1

12 5 5 5

13 21 0 6
:

Total 186 84 78

LO-

|

| 1

i ._
.
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O PR A_WR Recuiremen:S Jocumen:

Volume I - Evolutionary and Passive

Volume || Evolutionary
l

Volume 111 - Passive I

Chapter 1 - Overall Requirements

, Appendix A PRA Key Assumptions and Groundrules

Appendix B - Ucensing and Regulatory Requirements

and Guidance

O Chapter 2 . Power Generation Systems

Chapter 3 - Reactor Coolant System and Reactor Non-Safety
,

Auxiliary Systems ;

Chapter 4 Reactor Systems

Chapter 5. - Engineered Safety Systems

Chapter 6 - Building Design and Arrangement-

Chapter 7 - Fueling' and Refueling Systems

Chapter 8 - Plant Cooling Water Systems ,

Chapter 9 - Site Support Systems 1
'

Chapter 10 - Man Machine Interface Systems:

Chapter 11 - Electric Power Systems -

, g- Chapter 12 - Radioactive Wr:ste Processing Systems

Chapter 13 - Main Turbine Generator Systems

- _ - - _ . . - . - - - - . - - - - - - - . . . - . - . . - -
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O C0 s L C" 0: S"Arr'S EV EW

. As requested, the staff endeavored to review the
r

EPRI ALWR Requirements Document at the various levels

of detail presented.

Standard review plan was used as guidance, but the.

level of detail did not permit a completeness review.

Staff assumed that all current regulatory requirements.

would be met by a design that complied with the EPRI

O ALWR Requirements Document, except:

where deviations are identified in the document,o

where the staff identified a potential incompatibilitya

between EPRI proposed design requirements and current

regulatory requirements, or

where the staff identified o possible misinterpretationa

of regulatory requirements.

EPRI has modified its Chapter 1 in the rollup to identify areas.

of compliance with the Commission's regulatory requirements.

O
,

i

_ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - -
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l

l

Does not have legal or regulatory status..

l

Serves as a vehicle to obtain consistent resolution of com-.

mon operating plant problems, issues generically applicable !

to deshns, severe accident issues, and certain USis/GSis.

:

Serves as a vehicle to identify major concerns with l.WR.
,

design concepts using passive safety systems early in the

O desi n process.9

iaentifies what utilities desire in future designs.

Not intended to replace staff's review of future design-.

specific certification applications

Not intended to demonstrate complete compliance with.

Commission's regulations, regulatory guidance, and policies
|

L

. Not intended to be used as basis for supporting design

certification rule for design specific application

O.

L
. ___. . .
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REGUTORY STATUS

(CONT |NUED)

Commission has assigned review of evolutionary Require
.

ments Document equal priority with that of ABWR and
-

System 80+ (December
15,1989 SRM).

Commission has instructed staff to compare future
.

designs against the Requirements Document.Q (Decemberl 15,1989 SRM).

Commission has instructed staff to complete review of
.

(

Volume 111 (passive) of Requirements Document prior to
submitting the LRB on por '#

designs to the ACRS
(December 15,1989 SRM).

.

Commission has stated that major technical and policy
issues should be formally resolved in the context of the
EPRI review on possive plants (June

22,1990 SRM) .

)
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.

'C0\~ \ D)

Commission has assigned review of evolutionary Require-.

ments Document equal priority with that of ABWR and ;

System 80+ (December 15,1989 SRM).

.

Commission has instructed staff to compare future.

designs against the Requirements Document

O (December 15,1989 SRM).;

Commission has instructed staff to complete review of.

Volume lil-(passive) of Requirements Document prior to
4

'

submitting the LRB on possive designs to the ACRS

(December 15,1989 SRM)."

. Commission has stated that major technical and policy-

issues should be formally resolved in- the context of the

EPRI review on possive plants-(June 22,1990 SRM).:

,

::o
L
u

, .

.- _- _ - - _ - -
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EV EW SC- D J _E

Staff issued DSERs on Chapters 19,12, and 13..

DSERs on Chapters 10 & 11 to be forwarded to Commission.

in February 1991.

DSER on Appendix A to Chapter 1 to be forwarded to Commission.

in April 1991.

Detailed RAls on passive Requirements Document to be issued by.

March 1991

Future Review Wilestones (SECY 90 065).

- Evolutionary Final SER - May 1991*
- Passive Draft SER July 1991*

Passive Final SER - February 1992*

Q e under reevoivauon
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Meetings will be planned, as necessary, to discuss resolution.

of any policy issues identified during review.

. Meetings are planned between the ACRS, EPRI, and the

staff to discuss:

Staff

Volume Version Document Chapters

O
Volume 11 original DSER 6 - 13, App. A *

(evolutionary)

Volume || rollup SER I 13, App. A & B

(evolutionary)

Volume ||| original DSER 1 13, App. A & B

(passive)

Volume ill rollup SER 1 13, App. A & B

(possive)

O

.. . . - - _
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. Significant work remains to be done by EPRI, ACRS, and

the NRC to complete review of the Requirements Document.

Staff's review of original version of evolutionary.

Requirements Document (Volume ll) nearly complete.

Staff's review of evolutionary rollup document (Volume ll).

and Volume ill (passive) underway.

Meetings with the ACRS to discuss review results will be.

set up, as appropriate.

O
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Outstandir.o Issues

As a result of the NRC review of the ALWR Utility Requirements Document, a
'

number of items discussed in the DSERs on Chapters 1 through 9,12 and 13
remain outstandir.g. Because it has either not completed its review and
reached a final position or it has reached a conclusion different from EPRI in
these areas, the staff considers these issues to be open. These issues fall
into one of four categories: (1) issues that require satisfactory resolution
before the stuff can comp)lete its review of that particular chapter of theRequirements Document, (2 issues which are addressed in other related
chapters of the Requirements Document, (3) ccnfirmatory issues for which the
staff will ensure followup of commitmerits in the Requirements Documents, and '

(4) issues that require satisfactory resolution in support of a vendor- or
utility-specif.ic application. The open items, with references to sections of
the EPRI Requirements Document given in parentheses, are list (d below:

The following is a list of issues obtained from the DSER cn Chal.ter 1:

Issues To Be Resolved Before the Staff Can Complete Its Review of the Chapter

EPRI t. LWR Public Safety Goal (2.1.4. A.1,10.0)
00-year life (2.1.4.B.1, 8.0)
plant site parameters (2.3.C)
stationblackoutcle=sification(Table 3-2, Table 3-3)
classification of certain types of events (Table 3-2. Table 3-3)
seismic classification of seismic Category II items (4.3.8)

O damping vaiues in Code Case N-411 (4.4.C. 4.6)
vibratory. loads with significant high frequency input / deviation from R.G.
1.92(4.4.C,4.6)
seismicequipmentqualification(4.4.C,4.6)
tornadoeffects/non-compliancewithR.G.1.76(4.4.C,4.6)

4.10)OBE/SSErelationship(4.6,4.9(AppendixA)BD1 safety relief valve loads
iwk-before-break (Appendix A)
In-plant hazards regarding remaining BWR suppression pool lords after

(15)decouplingSSEfromLOCA(AppendixA)ppendixA)demonstration of leak-before-break (A

(16) materials selection for reactor coolant pressure boundary

(17) piping /compliancewithNUREG-0313(5.3.A.1) construction program quality assurance (7.2.C.3)
(18) reference to IEEE P1023/05 and EPRI-2360 for guidance regarding human

factors engineering (8.2.b.4)
(19) meaning of NRC approval of EPRI ALWR Requiranents Document (10.0)

Issues Addressed in Other Recuirements Document Chapters

coincidentoccurences-(3.3.A.3)
event frequency classifications (Table 3-1)
rotection of control room personnel against toxic and radioactive gases

p(6.3. A)

O

!-
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') Co firratory Issues

Section XI of BPVC/ASME code (2.2)
livingPRA(2.2.F.3,2.2.F.4)
sabotage protection (2.2.F.7)
inte.rnalflooding(2.2.F.7)
initiating events (3.3.A.3)
seismic ductility factors and ductility limits (4.3.B.2
seismic and dynamic qualification by experience (4.7.A))
seismically outilified anchorage (4.7.A)
structural codes and standards for structures, systems, and equipment
(Table 4-1)
hardness limits for martensitic stainless steel (5.3.A.2)
use of Alloy 600 (5.3.A.3.b(1))
allowance for carbon and low alloy steel corrosion (5.3. A.5)
failure mechanisms (6.2.B.4)
cor.structionverificationmilestones(7.2.C.2)

H. nspectabilityandprovisionsforinserviceinspection(8.2.B)
!' accoustical monitoring (8.2.B)

preventative maintenance and inspections (8.2.C.2)
use of life extension experience (8.2.C.3)
personnel qualification requirements (8.2.C.4)
operation problem areas (Table 8-2)

L quality assurance requirements (9.2.B)
quality problems during design and construction (Table 9-1)

,o updating Appendix 8 cross-reference table (10.0),

V cross-reference table of unresolved and generic safety issues (10.0);

compliancewithGDC-4(10.0)i

Vendor / Utility-Specific issues

(1) performance capabilities - step and ramp (Table 3-6) ges and inadvertant
power chan

control insertion without reactor trip
(2) use of ANSI /ANS 51.1 and 52.1 versus R. G. 1.26 for quality group

classification (4.3.A,4.4.4)
(3)complicncewith10CFR50.55a(4.4)
(4) probabilistic approach to modifying existing loads and/or loading

con 61 nations (4.5)
(5 OBE/SSErelationship(4.6,4.9,4.10)
(6 conflictir.g codes and standards not approved by the NRC (Table 4-2)
(7 compatibility w(10.0)ith NRC generic resolutions of unresolved and genericsafety issues
(8) list of principal design criteria (10.0)

|

{

|

l
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(v) The following is 6 list of issues obtained from the DSER on Chapter 2:

Issoes To Be Resolved Before the Staff Ctr Complete Its Review of the Chapter

(1) classification of power generation system components (2.0)
(2) clarification of guidance regarding volving and piping materials (2.2.C)

Issues Addressed in Other Requirements Document Chapters |
'

(1)functionalrequirementsofinstrumentationandcontrols(2.0)

Vendor / Utility-Specific Issues
j

(1)acceptabilityofturbinetripwithoutreactortrip(3.2.A.1.b)

-

%
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The following is a list of issues obtained from the DSER on Chapter 3:

Issues To Be Resolved Before the Staff Can Complete Its Review of the Chcpter

(1)boltingdegradationorf6ilure(GSI-29)(2.0)
(2) reactor coolcht pressure boundary)leckage detection system (3.1.3.93.1.3.10, 3.3.2.2, 3.3.4, 3.3.4.2
3) low-terr.perature overpressure protection (LTOP) (2.3.2.3)
4) pressurizer relief tenk system (3.3.2) ;

5) autoretic isolation of compor,ent cooling water to recctor coolant pumps
(3.4.2.2.1)

(6)coolingofreactorcoolantpumpsealduringstationblackout(GSI-23)
(3.4.2.2,3.4.2.6,3.4.2.11,6.3.1)

(7) BWR main steam 110e isolation valve leaksge contrel (GSI C-8) (5.3.3.9,
5.4.1.4,5.4.1.5)

, Issues Addressed in Other Requirrments Document Chapters
1

(1)protectionofnon-criticalcomponentsinsidecontainment(2,?.1.1)
(2) functional and perfortnance requirements for instrunentation and controls

(2.3)

Confirinatory Issues -

protection of non-critical corrponents inside cont 61ntrent (2.2.1.1)
_ corrosion-resistantbolting(2.2.11,4.4.1.1)

O. overfrequency transient during loss of electical load (3.2.1.4.1)
non-safety power supp1v design (3.2.1.4.2)
power for pressuriter heaters (11.E.3.1) (3.4.3.4.3, 3.4.3.4.4)
reactor coolant temperature instrumentation for cold leg (3.5.1.2)
emergency feedwater actuation. (4.2.3.4, 4.2.8.1)
steam piping supports (4.3.2.4)
contorcinantlimitsforabrasives(4.4.1.1.3)

(10 eddycurrentinspectionprocedures(GSI-67.7,0)(4.4.1.4,4.6.2)

Vendor / Utility-Specific Issues

snubberrequirements(2.4.4)
PORV block vahe electrical connections (II.G.1) (3.3.2.1)
tr.anual control of pressurizer heater sources (II.E.3.1) (3.4.3.4.3,
3.A.3.4.4)

(4) cornpliance of. CVCS with SRP section 9.3.4 (6.0).

,

.
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] The followir$ is 6 list of issues obtained from the DSER on Chapter 4:

Issues To Be R_esolved Before the staff Can Complete Its Review of the Chapter

power ostilaations in EWRs (2.2.4)
low-temperature overpressure protection (GSI-94) (2.0)
protection of reactor pressure vessel f rom brittle fracture
(thunocouples/ materials surveillance program) (3.0)

(4) perf ormance reouirements for BWR core arid fuel (thermal-hydraulic
st6bility) (4.0)

(5)effectofnaturalcirculationcooldownonreactorpressurevessel
(GSI-79)(6.2)
thermal-hydreulic characteristics of PWRs (7.2.1.?)
positive moderator coefficient above 50% power (7.3.1.?.3)
materials requirements for futi assemblies, fuel rod cit.dding, and
control rods (7.3.1.4)

(9) 60 year nervice life of control rod drive mechanisms (8.2)

Issues Addressed in Other Reauirenents Dccument Chapter _s

(1) functional and perfonnance requirements for instrumentation and controls
(2.0)

(2)scran,pilotsolenoidvalves(5.3.5.3)

Confirmatory issues
n

U low-temperature overpressure protection (2.3.1.7)
percentage of copper in reactor pressure vessel forging (2.3.1.2)
reactor pretsure ve::sel surveil 16nce program (2.3.1.8)
fracture toughness specifications (2.3.1.8.1)

(5 irradiation dosage limits fcr the reactor pressure vessel internals
(2.3.2.1.1),

Vendor / Utility-Specific issues

(1) irradiation desage limits for the reactor pressure vessel internals
(2.3.2.1.1)

(2 f atique design margin for reactor pressure vessel (2.3.2.1.4)
(3 preconditioning of fuel for maneuvering (4.2.1.4.2)
(4 operation with reduced feedwater temperature (BWR thermal-hydraulic

stability) (4.2.1.6.2)
(5) maneuverin capability / rate of power increase for hot startups of plent

(7.2.1.4.2

.

s

'
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O The following is a list of issues obtained from section 1.4 of the DSER on
(J Chapter 5:

JssuesToBeResolvedBeforetheStaffCar,CompleteItsReviewofChapter5

(1) severe-accident contair. ment performance criteria (2.1, D 3.4)
(2) metal-water reaction and hydrogen generation and control during a severe

accident (2.3, 6.5.1, B.8, C.3, D.3.1)
(3{ automatic standby liquid control system (4.3)
(4 effective distrit,ution of boron injection (4.3)

safety classificaticn of containment spray system (4.4, 7.2)
surpression-pool-bypass leakage (4.5, 7.2)

suppression-pool temperature-monitering) system (4.6)operation of residual heat removal (RHR system with reduced resctor
coolant system inventory (Generic Letter 87-12) (5.2, B 5. D.2.2)

(9) safety depressurization and venting system (5.5, 6.6.5, 8.10 D.3.3)
J use of remote manual valves on essential non-ESF lines 6.2)

containment isolation provisions for IRWST connections 6.2)
Type C leak testing (6.2)

(13 Type B testing of air-locks (6.3.2)
Type C containment valve leak rate testing interval (6.?.3, C.1)
interface requirements for fission product leakage cuntrol systems (6.4
control systems for radiolytically generated hydrogen (6.5.2, B.8, C.3))

C.3) g of igniter activation in the event of an accident (6.5.3, B.B.
timin

(18) containmentheatremoval(6.6.3)-

(19) functionability)of fission product control systems during a severei accident (6.6.4
equipment survivability criteria for severe accidents (6.6.6, 0.3.5)
severe-accident management (6.6.8)
dynamic effects of pipe breaks during severe accidents (7.2, 8.1))
main steam isolation valve (MSIV) leakage rate (7.2)
cor.tainment leak rate (8.1, 8.2, C.2.5 D.I.2)

postaccidentpHcontrol(8.2(B.2)C.2.1)
containment integrity check
high/ low-pressureinterfacedesign(B.5,D.2.5)
deletion of charcoal adsorbers (C.2,2, 0.1.2)
BWR suppression pool fission product scrubbing (C.2.3, 0.1.2)
timing of fission product releases into containment (C.2.4, 0.1.2)

issues Addressed in Other Requirements Document Chapten

(1 ALWR public safety goal (2.1, 0.1.1)
(2 station blat kout (2.2, B.9, D.2.3)
(3 fire protection (2.5, D.2.4)
(4 insetvice testing of valves (3.1, 0.4.1)
(5 e.rticip6ted transients without scram (3.4, 4.2, 0.2.1)

} containment loading during severe accidents (6.6.1)
cavity / pedestal-drywell configuration, debris coolability (6.6.2, D.3.2)
containment etmosphere mixing (6.6.7)
externally initiated severe accidents (6.6.9)

(V
protection against BWR contairiraent reverse ressurization (7.1)'N
fission product leukege control system (7.1

_ -_ __
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Confirmatory issues

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J local leakage testing (3.1)
low-temperatureoverpressureprotection(LTOP)(5.2)
automatic / manual initiation of feedwater flow (5.3)
u n of liquid in Type C containment leak rate testing (6.3.3)
actuation of the containt1ent spray system (8.2)
. low-temperature overpressure protection (B.10)

Vendor- or Utility-Specific Issues

st6tionblackout(2.2,B.9,D.2.3)
inservice testing of valves (3.1, D.4.1)

dieselgener6torstarttimes(3.2))elin.ination of BWR core spray (4.1
safety injection system (SIS) design pressure (5.4)
radiolytically generated hydrogen control system (6.5.2)
analysis of oxygen generation during a severe accident (6.5.3)

(8 suppressionpooldesign(7.3)
(9 emergency feedwater system design analysis (B.4)

(10 high/ low-pressureinterfacedesign(B.S.D.2.5)
(11 pressure isolation valve testing (B.5, 0.2.5)

O

,

[

O-

.
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(h: The following is a list of issues obtained from section 1.4 of the DSER on
Chapter 6:

Issues To Be Resolved Befcre the Staff Can Complete its Review of Chaptar 6

(1)hur.anfactorsccnsiderations(2.1and4.6.5)
(2) structural steel members' growth due to fire and design basis

icss-of-coolantaccident(2.1)
(3) inspections of potential structural degradation of safety-related

structures (2.1)
{4)standardembedmentdepth(2.1)
5) qualification of analytical techniques for structural and mechanical,

design (2.1)
stiffnessdegradationofmodularconcretestructures(2.1)
anchorage design and inste11ation of safety-related tanks (2.1)
steel containment corrosion
of intake structures (2.1) , spent fuel pool leakage, and degradation

(9) reliability and structural strength of modularly constructed components
(2.2 and 4.2.12)

(10 locetionofoil-filledtransformers(2.3)
(11 computer codes for shielding design evaluation (2.4 and 4.2.8)
(12 use of American National Standards Institute /American Nuclear Society

Standcrd 2.8-1981 to determine the maximum probable flood (3.3.1,
3.3.2,andB.1)

(13) design requirements for outduor tanks containing liquid radioactive

O) material (3.3.10)
\_. (14)alternativeseismicrestraintdevices(4.2.3)

(15) modification of the requirements for the design of instrument impulse
lines (4.P.8)

(16) inservice inspect %n considerations (4.2.7)
(17) use of the cintainment air volume to dilute the containment hydrogen

coacentration to less than 13 percent as the sole means of postaccident
corbustible gas control (4.3.2)
core debris coolability and cavity sizing criteria (4.3.2)
movement of fuel (4.3.3)
cor.tainment design leak rate of 0.5 percent per d' (4.3.4)

( location of the control complex (4.6.5) (22) comp w r room, which is part
of the " control room emergency zone," is not incluou in " control room
envelope" (4.6.5)

Issues Addressed in Other Requirements Document Chapters

(1) design considerations for reduction of vulnerability to sabotage
(2.1 and 2.3)

(2 fireprotectionrequirements(2.3)
(3 HVACsystemsdesign(4.2.5)

ccntainment systems (4.3.1)
fuel handling and storage facility (4.6.2)
redwaste f acility (4.6.3)

7) eimrgency onsite power supply facilit
8) man-Irachine interface systems (4.6.5)y (4.6.4)g

V

I
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, h Confirmatory issues

_ design criteria for fire exits (2.3)
fire barriers between the control room complex and peripheral rooms (2.3)
clarification of the discussion of the general security requirements
related t7 building design and orrangement (2.3)
level of a mbedment for PWR containner,t building (3.3.2)
alternativeseismicrestraints(4.2.3)
vertical separation requirements for cable trays (4.2.6)
compliance with Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Standard 384(4.2.6)

(8 use of lightweight conduit, fittings, and cable tray materials (4.2.6)
. (9 assigning of aisles and corridors to the safet
(10 use of American National Standards Institute (y trains (4.2.6)ANSI) Standard N101.4-1972

for coatings (4.2.10)
(11) adoition of the commitment to meet ANSI Standard N101.4-1972 for

qualificationofcoatings(4.3.2)
(12) design for probable maximum precipitation (B.1)

Vendor- or Utility-Specific Issues

deviationsfromNationalFireProtectionCodesandStandards(2.3)
qualification' criteria for fire barriers (2.3)
fire protection features in the heating, ventilation, and air
cond'tioningdesigncriteria(2.3)

'O (4)compliancewiththerequirementsofThreeMileIsland-(TMI)ActionPlan
V ItemII.B.2(2.3)

(5)detailsofshieldingdesign(2.3,2.4,and4.2.8)
(6) effect of site-specific topography on standard overall site arrangement

_(3.1)
floodingprotectiondesignrequirements(3.3.1)
description of airborne radioactive material sources (4.2.5)
potential high-radiation areas, shielding, and exposure minimization
measures (4.2.8and4.2.9)

(10 review of coatings against SRP Section 6.1.2(4.2.4.10.and4.3.2)
(11 containment access control (4.3.3 and 4.3.4)

detailsofdesignofBWRreactorbuilding(4.4.2)
details of design of PWR auxiliary building (4.4.3)

-details _ofdesignofBWRturbinegenerator. building (4.5.4)
details of design of fuel handling and storage facility (4.6.2,)

; details of design of radwaste facility (4.6.3)

details of emergency onsite power supp(4.6.5)ly facility (4.6.4).
L

details of design of control complex
. details.ofdesignoftechnicalsupportcenter(4.6.6)

L
1

|

1

I .O '

V
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p- _ The following is 6 list of issues obtained from section 1.4 of the DSER on
Af Chapter 7:

Issuts- To Be Resolved Before the Staff Can Complete Its Review of Chapter 7-

hutaan f actors considerations (2)
raciologicalconsequencesofafuelhandlingaccident(3.2.2)
storage of radioactive non-fuel components (3.2.3)
criticality of new fuel in new fuel storage facility '(5.0)

' radiological consequences of fuel cask drop accident (6.5)~ ,

safety classification of the refueling platform assembly (7.1.2)
high-radtt, tion areas (7.2)
segregation of fuel pool' aree ustd for fuel reconstitution (7.4)
GenericSafetyIssue82(AppendixB)

. Issues Addressed in Other Requirements Document Chapters

(1) fuel 2001 cooling et.d cleanup system (4.2)
(2) fuel aandling area heating and ventilation system (7.3)

Confirmatory Issues

(1) quality group classification of components for the new and spent
fuel storage racks '3.2.1 and 5)

Ve dor- or Utility-Specific Issues--

%-(d
' ~

design of the overhead bridge crane (6.1.2) g activities (3.2.4)
protection against tLopering during refuelin

design of_the fuel handling system (7.1.2)
high-radiationareas(7.2) e

_ reactor disassembly and servicing equipment for BWRs (7.5)

<

4_
'-
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Q The following is a list of issues obtained from section 1.4 of the DSER on
V- Chapter C:- l

-Issues To Be Resolved Before the Staff Can Complete its Review of Chapter 8
i

(1 k. man factors considerations (3.1)
(2 probablemaximumprecipitation(3.1)
(3 justification for the reduction of surveillance testing and improved

limiting conditions for operation (3.1)
(4) inservice testing of pumps' and valves (3.2) _ _
(5) division requirements for the component cooling water system of the

nuclear. steam supply system for BWRs (4.1)
(6 desico of the reactor coolant-pump seal cooling system (5.1)
(7 evaluation of postulated inteke structure failure (5.1)
(8 evaluation of postulated electrical power supply failure for service

water system (5.1)
(9) independence of decay heat removal cooling from fuel pool cooling and

cleanupsystem(9)
heat exchanger testing (3.1, B.1)

biofouling in service water systems (3.1, 5.1,(B.1)reliability of essential service water system B.1)

Issues Addressed in Other Requirements Document Chapters

(1 probable maximum precipitaticn (3.1)
(2 -lustrumentation and contro'' cmiderations for essential service water

-O ne a e4'#res t =#iti-ni- s4 e (ce"er4c serets ts>#e 13o) (s 1)r
(3)BWRsuppressionp(9)ool coolin. vWR postaccident containment heat

removal systems

Confirmatory issues

(1)sabotageprotection(3.2)
(2) effect of inadvertent actuation of non-safety-related equipnent on

safety-related components (3.2)
(3 flow indication for the component cooling water system (4.1)
(4 compliance with Federal Guideline on Dam Safety (7.1)'

(5 maxieumtemperatureforessentialservicewatersystem(7.1)-

Vendor- or Utility-Specific issues

(1)pumpminimumflowlineorrecirculationlinedesign-(3-1)
(2) availability of emergency power supply for the fuel pool cooling and

.

cleanup system following a design-basis eccident (9)

O

ms%,
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A The following is a list of issues obtained from section 1.4 of the DSER on
V Chapter 9:'

Issues To Be Resolved Before the Staff Can Con,plete Its Review of Chapter 9

(1) human factors considerations in the design of fire protection systems
(2.2.5 end 3.4.11)
independence of ventilation systems inside the containment (3.3.1)
requirments for sncke-removal capability (3.3.1)
sabotage considerations for the centrol room (5.1)
effects of instrument air supply problems on safety-related equipment
(GenericLetter 88-14)(7.1)

(6) design of air. filtration systems (8.2.1)
(7)structuraldesignofheating, ventilating,andairconditioning(HVAC)

system (8.2.1)
* Charcoal filters in air filtration systems (8.2.1)

control room capacity following design-basis accident (8.2.2)
( determination of airborne iodine concentration during an accident

(SectionIII.D.3.3ofNUREG-0737)(9)

Issues Addressed-in Other Requirements Document Chapters

building structural and physical arrangement features that enhance fire
protection (3.1)
effect of fire protection features on electric power systens (3.1)

- radiation monitors (4.1)
hd instrumentation and controls for environmental monitoring system (4.4.1)I

| physical barrier requirements (5.1) .
prctectionagainstcomputerviruses(5.2.13)

_ containment penetrations for compressed air and gas systems (7.1 and 7.2)
charcoal filters for emergency filter units (8.2.1, 8.2.5, 8.2.6, 8.3.4,
8.4.2, 8.4.3 and 8.4.4)

Confirmatory Issues

(1) use of radiction- damage-resistant materials in high-radiation-areas
(2.2.4and8.2.1.3)
control room cable fires (3.4.9)

rotectionsystems(3.4.13)
use of seismically sensitive relays in fire p(5.1)design enhancenents for sabotage protection

6) guidance designation of_ vital equipment (5.2.1) insider sabotage vulnerability analysis (5.2.2 and Appendix B)| 5

L-
'

7) inaccessibility of cable and piping runs connecting two protected areas
(5.2.4)

(8) installation _of security door hardware (5.2.5)
(9), alarm assessment coverage of interior of intrusion detection system

i

L (5.2.7)
| useofhand-heldradiosinplantbuildings(5.2.11)
! backup power for security lighting (5.2.12)

use of duct wrap or other material for protecting ventilation system;

penetrationsoffirebarriers(8.2.1)'

O (13) operability of safety-related systems in areas with shared HVAC systems
(8.2.1)

_ _
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9

P'kd bullet resistance of- coritrol room (8.2.2) r

resistance to penetration of-an unalarmed grating (8.2.4)
potential for insider sabotage-(B.1)

Yendcr- or Utility-Specific issues
..

I{2 - firelazard analysis (3.2.2).
1 fire )rotection review (3)

| : security hardware on fire doors (3.3.1)l

sep6 ration of redundant shutdown equipment in the contairanent (3.3.1)_-

control room cable fires (3.4.9)_
security area devitalized during unit shutdown (5.1)
operability _ of safety-related systems in areus with shared HVAC systems
-(8.2.1)

(8 criteria for design of HVAC duct work (8.2.1)
.

' (9 . HVAC design for. PWR auxiliary building (8.2.5 and 8.4.4)

-(10 HVACoesignformiscellaneous_ areas (8.2.6)(BranchTechnicalPosition
_

.

(11 containment purging during normal operation _
CSB6-4,HUREG-0800)'(8.4.2)

_(12) design,egipment,andinstrumentationforlaboratories(9)

-

.

.

4

_ .{

'.

3

|O
L

. . _ - .
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(q The following is a list of issues obtained from sect' - 1.4 of the DSER on,

) Chapter 12:

guesToBeResolvedBeforetheStaffCanCompleteitsRevit.TofChapter12

(1)fuelscurcetermparameters(2.2.2)
(2) process and effluent radiological monitoring instrumentatiin and sampling

systems (2.2.9)
(3 fire protection requirements (2.2.10, 3.3.6, 4.3, and 5.F)
(4 use of turbine seal steam (3.3.1)
(5 use of high-efficiency particulate air filters downstr. sam of charcoal,

adsorbers (3.3.3)

Confirmatory Issues

(1) use of reasonably demonstrated technology to reduce population doses
(2.2.1)

(2) transfer of gaseous radioactive wastes to p(3.3.2)lant vent through the heating,
ventilating, and air conditioning systems

(3 potentially explosive mixtures of hydrogen and ovygen (3.3.4)
(4 configurationofcharcoaladsorberbeds(3.3.5)
(5 shipping container design (5.5)

Vendor- or Utility-Specific Issues

'' inputs and releases from the radioactive waste processing systems (2.2.1)
:) 2 use of demonstrated technology (2.2.1)7
V estimate of personnel radiation exposure (2.2.4)

potentially explosive mixtures of hydrogen and oxygen (3.3.4)
shippingcontainerdesign(5.5)

p
G

__ - - - - - - -
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O The following is a list of issues obtained from section 1.4 of the DSER on
El Chapter 13:

Issuts To Be Resolved Before the Staff Can Cortplete Its Review of Chapter 13

60-year design life (2.2)
foundation design for turbine-generator systems (2.3)
seismicdesignofBWRmLinsteamlir,es(3.1.1)

(4 dynamic seismic system analysis for seismic Category II BWR components or
systems (3.1.1)

(5) seismic cesign of EWR turbine stop valves (3.1.1)
(6) inspection and quality cssurance guidelines for turbine stcp valves, tur-

bine control valves, turbine bypass valve:,, and main steam leads (3.1.2)
(7 testing / inspection techniques for main turbine (3.1.2)
(8 turbine maintenance program (3.1.3)
(9 probability of turbine missile generation (3.1.4)

(10 post-machining inspection of one-piece rotor (3.1.5)
(11 performance requirement for turbine exhaust boot (3.1.7)

nozzle b1vck alignment (3.1.8)
overspeedlimitforgovernor(3.3)
load shedding without turbbe trip (3.3)
screens for reheat stop or intercept valves (3.3)
inservice inspection of reain stop and control valves and reheat stop and
interceptvalves(3.3)
extraction steam check valves (3.3)

A hydrogen seal oil leakage detection (4.5)
() generatorinstrumentation(4.8)

Issues Addressed in Other Requirements Document Ch6pterss .

(1) turbine /reactorinterfaceinstrumentation(3.5.3)
(2) voltage surge testing (3.5.6)

Confirmatory Issues

None

Vendor- or Utility-Specific Issues

perforn ance and safety requirements for main turbine (3.1.3)
effect of other duty cycles on probability of turbine missiles (3.1.4)
need for prototype-testing new or significantly changed designs (3.1.C,
'4.1.1)
bearing flow control orifices of the turbine lube oil system (3.2)
oil collection of the turbine lube oil system (3.2)
seal clearances of gland seal system (3.4)

O)c
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|0 PR A_WR Recuiremen:s Jocumen:|

Volume I - Evolutionary and Passive

Volume 11 - Evolutionary

Volume 111 - Passive

Chapter 1 - Overall Requirements

Appendix A - PRA Key Assumptions and Groundrules

Appendix B - Ucensing and Regulatory Requirements

and Guidance

Chapter 2 - Power Generation Systems

O Chapter 3 - Reactor Coolant System and Reactor Non-SafetyL

Auxiliary Systems

Chapter 4 - Reactor Systems

Chapter 5 . Engineered Safety Systems

Chapter 6 - Building Design and Arrangement

Chapter 7 - Fueling and Refueling Systems

Chapter 8 - Plant Cooling Water Systems

Chapter 9 - Site Support Systems

Chapter 10 - Man-Machine interface Systems
'

Chapter 11 - Electric Power Systems

Chapter 12 - Radioactive Waste Processing Systems

.O cnopter 33. uain Turbine Generator Systems

.
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: INSTRUMENTATION FOR LIGHT-WATER-COOLED ,

NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS TO ASSESS PLANT
AND ENVIRONS CONDITIONS DURING AND

| AFTER AN ACCIDENT
:

1
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|
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BARRY S. MARCUS
'

L INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL SYSTEMS BRANCH
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.

PRELIMINARY COMMENTS..

O

* PRESENTATION IS FOR THE PURPOSE
OF PROVIDING A REVIEW 0F THE
STATUS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF

REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97

"
* REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97 PROVIDES AN

ACCEPTABLE METHOD FOR COMPLYING

D WITH THE COMMISSION'S REGULATIONS
TO PROVIDE INSTRUMENTATION TOe

MONITOR PLANT VARIABLES AND
'

SYSTEMS DURING AND F0LLOWING AN
ACCIDENT

-

O
'

.... .... .... . ... .

f

M - - _ - . - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ . . _ _
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R.G. 1.97 BACKGROUND I-

9

REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97, REV. 2*

ISSUED - DECEMBER, 1980 |

* NUREG-0737 SUPPLEMENT 1
,

(CLARIFICATION OF TMI ACTION PLAN !

REQUIREMENTS) AND GL 82-33 |
(REQUIREMENTS FOR EMERGENCY :

RESPONSE CAPABILITY) - JANUARY,
1983

REQUIRED LICENSEES AND APPLICANTSo

O TO SUBMIT PROPOSED SCHEDULES FOR
| IMPLEMENTATION

* CONFIRMATORY ORDIRS ISSUED FOR

LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS T0
| IMPLEMENT SCHEDULES - MAY, 1985

* R.G. 1.97 CONSISTS OF 70
|

VARIABLES THAT ARE TYPES A, B, C,
D, OR E AND CATEGORY 1, 2, OR 3

O .... .... .... . ... .
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.

REVIEW APPROACH.

.O

e NUREG - 0737 SUPPLEMENT 1
REQUIRED LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS
TO SUBMIT A REPORT DESCRIBING HOW

: THEY MEET THE GUIDANCE OF
REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97

* DEVIATIONS FROM THE GUIDANCE IN
L REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97 SHOULD BE
'

EXPLICITLY SHOWN, AND SUPPORTING
JUSTIFICATION OR ALTERNATIVES
SHOULD ALSO BE PRESENTED

L * WHERE LICENSEES OR APPLICANTS
EXPLICITLY STATED THAT AN.

INSTRUMENT SYSTEM CONFORMED T0
THE PROVISIONS OF THE GUIDE N0

L FURTHER STAFF REVIEW WOULD BE
'

NECESSARY

* REVIEW. EFFORTS TREATED ONLY THE
EXCEPTIONS AND DEVIATIONS FROM.

'

THE GUIDE IDENTIFIED BY THE
j LICENSEES OR APPLICANTS

C ' .... ..., ... ... .

.. ._ . - . .. . .- .



_ _- _

.

REVIEW APPROACH (CONTINUED).

10 v

e GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION APPROACH
WAS THE SAME FOR OPERATING
REACTORS (OR), OPERATING LICENSE
(0L) APPLICANTS, AND CONSTRUCTION
PERMIT (CP) APPLICANTS

* A CONTRACTOR (EGG /INEL) ASSISTED
IN THE REVIEW 0F LICENSEES AND

'

APPLICANTS IMPLEMENTATION OF
REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97

.* NRC REVIEW WAS NOT A PREREQUISITE
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF REGULATORY
GUIDE 1.97

*- NRC ISSUED SAFETY EVALUATION
REPORTS (SER) BASED ON INSTALLED
INSTRUMENTATION AND COMMITMENTS
FOR FUTURE ACTIONS

O .... .... .... . ... .

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _
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t

SAFETY EVALUATION STATUS
.

O

* 120 UNITS HAVE BEEN REVIEWED

e REVIEWS COMPLETED FOR 118 UNITS

o WATTS BAR 1 AND 2 CURRENTLY UNDER
REVIEW

* 29 SUPPLEMENTAL SAFETY EVALUATION
O REPORTS ISSUED

4

* 111 REQUESTS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL-
'

SAFETY EVALUATION REPORTS BEING
REVIEWri.D

|

I
.

o .... .... .... . ... :.

|

|1

1
i

.- . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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INSPECTION STATUS.

O

e INSPECTIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
TEMPORARY INSTRUCTION 2515/87 BY
THE REGIONS / NRR

o INSPECTIONS CONSIST OF AN AUDIT OF
TYPE A AND CATEGORY 1 VARIABLES

* 89 UNITS HAVE BEEN INSPECTED

o MOST UNITS CONFORMED TO TI 2515/87
WITH FEW DEVIATIONS

O
'

* REMAINING UNITS ARE SCHEDULED TO
BE INSPECTED DURING FY 1991-

* IMPLEMENTATION STATUS

o 22 UNITS FULLY IMPLEMENTED|

53 NOT IMPLEMENTED RELATED TO GENERIC-

ISSUES

39 NOT IMPLEMENTED RELATED TO GENERIC-

ISSUES AND/0R PLANT SPECIFIC ISSUES

! .... .., .... , ... ,
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1

BWR GENERIC ISSUES |.

'O

* POST-ACCIDENT NEUTRON FLUX|

L MONITORING INSTRUMENTATION

| o REGULATORY GUIDE 1.97 RECOMMENDS ;

THAT NEUTRON FLUX MONITORS MEET THE i

CATEGORY 1 CRITERIA |

o STAFF RECOGNIZED NEUTRON FLUX
INSTRUMENTATION AS AN INDUSTRY
DEVELOPMENT ITEM

L
i

O o WHEN INSTRUMENTATION BECAME
AVAILABLE THE BWR OWNERS GROUP

| SUBMITTED A. DEVIATION REQUEST WHICH-

WAS REVIEWED BY THE STAFF AND

o BR NERS. GROUP HAS APPEALED THE
NRR STAFF POSITION TO DIRECTOR OF
NRR

O .... .... .... . ... .

. _ . __ - . __- __ _-__ _ _-- _ - - _ - _
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.

PWR GENERIC ISSUES
LO

e CONTAINMENT SUMP WATER
TEMPERATURE AND ACCUMULATOR TANK
LEVEL AND PRESSURE

,

o REGULATORY. GUIDE 1.97 RECOMMENDS
| THAT CONTAINMENT SUMP WATER

TEMPERATURE AND ACCUMULATOR TANK
LEVEL AND PRESSURE INSTRUMENTATION
MEET THE. CATEGORY 2 CRITERIA

,

Lo' o OVER HALF 0F THE PWR PLANTS TOOK
ISSUE WITH CATEGORY 2-

L '

CLASSIFICATION FOR THESE VARIABLES

e o NRR STAFF GENERICALLY REVIEWING THE-
ISSUE

'

<

|.

LO
.... .... .... , ... .

-_ . .. _. _ _ _ . . .. .. . _ _ _


