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I
P _R O _C E_ _E _D _I N_ G _S,

_ _ _

') '2 f MR.-MOELLER: The meeting will come to order.
:
i

3 | This is a continuation of the ACRS Reactor Radiological
,

1
:

4 i Effects Subcommittee meeting which began yesterday morning.

5 Today we're going to be devoting our time to the prioritiza-
!

6' tion process for the generic and safety issues. There will

! j be a meeting with the NRC Staff to review the individual7

8 items, and then at the end of the meeting to summarize our;

-9 comments on the priorities that have been assigned to them

] 10 for resolution.
:

11 In terms of these issues, we have been requested
i

i 12 to review them with respect to five different areas. The.

:

13 . first is the adequacy of the application of the prioritization
[) |
\' ! methodolody. The second.one is the adequacy of the professiona l14

i

15 1 judgment independent of the methodology used in the Staff's
i

!

le j approach for assigning a priority. And the third is the,

! i.

g 17 appropriateness of the ranking that has been given to each
2

: 18 issue. The fourth is the adequacy of the categorization ofg
3 i

; 19 the licensing improvement issues. That is, activities aimed
.

! 20 at developing analysis or review of procedures or improving
a

! f 21 understanding of phenomena. And fifth is the adequacy of
I
E

22 the Staff's resolution, proposed resolution, of the issues

23 designated by them as already resolved or the resolution

has been identified. So that is a key point.24.' a

.
25 If they say it is resolved and therefore, it needs-

.

i

. . . . - . . ..-..-.-. --- - - _ ~ _ - - - . . , , - . - . -- .
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I
.

no more attention, we have to be sure that we're happy with
i

/ $ 2 the resolution.

3 Now, in preparing for the meeting we looked at [

4 some of the issues. I'm sure you have looked at all of them,

5 but a few months ago we looked at just a few of them to

6 determine whether they made sense, and Dr. John Evans, one
,

7 of the ACRS fellows, also assisted me in looking at several

8 of the items.3

9 One place he began on air systems, air cleaning

10 systems and so forth, and he pointed out several questions

11 which I combined with some that I have. Let me go over those

12 questions to orient you as to some of our thinking.

I

( 13 The'first thing that Dr. Evans pointed out was
! 'h

/

14 that the Staff, as far as he could see, did not check to

i

15 determine if failure of the air system under question was

'

16 included as part of the accident sequence being evaluated.

! I' I

i 17 , They would have an accident occur within a certain probability
2

i.

18 | and then they would say the air cleaning -- the probabilityg
: i,

j 19 ; of the air cleaning system to fail simultaneously is another
l . i: I -3 -8

! 20 ; 10 and they would multiply the numbers and get up to 10
a

f or 10-11, whatever it comes out.
21

3':
He said that in some of these accidents, you'

22

L

23 assume the air system fails along with it. That is part

24 |; of the accident, part of the scenario.
("% II

\ ,) 25 MR. EBERSOLE: I'd like to comment on that. I see

.

:

I
. _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ __ , . _ _ _ . . - _. - _ _ . . , ~ _ . _ _ . ~ _ , _



- - _- . . . - - - - - _ .

'

BWl,sy3 303

i a persistence of this language in here. I think it may be
,

2 -pretty much rampant in the health physics area. The notion,

3 that you have to have an accident to get in trouble, a i

4 typical reactor type accident like a LOCA. What is not recog-

5 nized -- certain critical working systems which are online

1

all the time, you already had an accident as long as you6

7 put about one load of heat in the reactor, and then you,

8 become suspended on about a dozen dynamic working systems.
;
'

The failure of any one of those precipitates you into over-9

10 heating, wherever the point of heat is and you do not have

to have any further accident; your accident is guaranteed.j,

It is the accident that prevails throughout our12

whole line of work here, the lack of recognition that thej3

!. I

plant is suspended on something like a dozen systems once'
4

34

it has attained a reasonable investment of after-heat and

jg ; you cannot punch a button and turn it off.
I

s :'

; f MR. MOELLER: We quizzed the staff about this,,
's' !

~ ,

again, in December, as I recall, December or late November.
18-

s
a.

They said this was beyond the scope of their assessment.g

|. 20 | I think we need to get it clarified today.
'

t;
*

|f A second point was the staff, in their formula.

21 i.
,

! for assigning priorities, as far as we can tell only deal
'

22

with radiation. In other words, if the accident might result

in mechanical injury or a death of a worker non-radiation

(} related, it's not necessarily taken into account.,

.

I

I

l
'- . - -.__ .~ . .- - ..--- . . - - . -. ... _ . - - _. - _ _ .
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'
1

I'm not sure, you know, that we have too many

) examples where that would be important'. It just seemed to

3
us that it might be.

4
The third thing was the NRC Staff considered down

5
time in assessing the cost of implementing a change. In

6
other words, if you were going to backfit, they would say

|howmuchdowntimeatahalfamilliondollarsaday, and
4 8

they calculate a number. They don't consider the loss of4

i

'

operating time if the change is not made. In other words, if

10 you don't make the change,'how much more downtime might you
'

have because certain things fail and shut youdbwn.

12 I hit a couple of these, Jesse; one of them was in.

13
"T 1979, Dresden Unit 2 was down for two days due to failure of

(O "
; the ventilation system fans which caused rupture of the blow-ua
:

15 panels in the reactor building. Remember, we were talking
.

16 about that yesterday. That is two' days of down time.
.!'

17
j j Again, at a few hundred thousand a day, they may have been

- 18 smart to go in and fix it.
I

i k The fourth item is the failure in air cleaning19

i
j 20 systems. The staff stated there would only be a problem if,

d

j 21 there is a simultaneous failure of the air monitoring equip-
E

r*

22 ment, the ventilating equipment, the air cleaning equipment,

23 combined with improper operator action. You know, if you

24 get -- if you require four different failures simultaneously

s. 25 and you multiply the exponent, you get a very small failure
i

,

e ,,-.---->,---e r - - , , - - , .-e , . . - - - . --, - , ,, , , , - - - ,--e - w-
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!

1 probability,
,

i 2 Our question was, is it correct to require the

3 ' simultaneous failure of all four systems in order to have

4 the accident, or for it to be significant.
,

5 The last item I wanted to cover in the introduction

6 was to review with you the instructions we received from

7 Dr. Siess, Chairman of the Generic Items Subcommittee, under

8 whose direction we are carrying out this assignment. In

2 9 other words, there are a few hundred or whatever it is of
,

I 10 these items. They have been divvyed out to the dif ferent

11 ' subcommittees and we have been given our proper categories

12 load to carry.

13 He wanted to point out to us that for all practicalp-

14 purposes, the low category -- it's high, medium, low and drop.~-

is Low and drop are the same for all practical purposes. In

|i

16 | other words, drop says don' t do anything and low says don'ti

i! |

17 do anything. He wanted us to consider the following addi-

is ! tional items: licensing improvement issues can be looked at.: it

: !

j ig with respect to whether some of these should be upgraded to
a

| | become generic safety issues. You know, a number of the20
a

f items are listed as licensing improvement issues.
'

'
21

I
r

22 And then he said as far as the environmental issues

) are concerned, you may want to review only those items that23

24 you think may have some safety significance. I would agree

() with that. We will try to look at the environmental issues25

i

a

2

- , - - - , , - . - - , - . - - . . , . . - . . - . - . . . . - . . , - . - - - - - - - - - .- -
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l

1 , and only talk about it if it involves a safety matter.
!

['') 2 | And then he pointed out that since the unresolved
\s / j

3 safety issues have already been receiving high priority
4 | attention, they are not prioritized within what we're covering
5 today, and we don't have to review them at this time.

6 And lastly, regarding the items that are identified

| as covered in other issues, you may want to make sure that7

-

,

|theyareadequatelyaddressedintheotherissue.8

9 So as we go through them, we'll look at these

i

10 ; different rankings or ratings to assure ourselves that these

11 questions are being addressed.

i
12 ' MR. EBERSOLE : Along the same lines you were

13 , talking about, the safety significance in here -- and I'm-s

( ) (
\ /
'~'

14 i only talking about the ventilating aspects, not the air
)
;

15 i cleaning and air monitoring. I note here it says, proper
i

I16 ventilating system performance is also important in the
I
g 17 i operation of the HPCI and RCIC systems in BWRs with gas
'

|

18 { processing systems in PWRs. I don't think that is limitedg
: |

| 19 to just those systems.
,

Y
j 20 MR. MOELLER: They are examples.

3
; 21 MR. EBERSOLE: They are merely examples of a.

: ::
, larger problem. Do you want to go into how many other cases --'
!22

23 I could find 2000 pumps running in little rooms which have
.

24 a waste heat output of about 10 percent, which will quickly
r'N

k)'

|cookthemselvesifyoudon'thaveventilation.25

-

__
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'

1
,

: Even on the intake, you find the intake pump

() is running on an exhaust' fan that may be plugged into a wall.2

3 MR. MOELLER: A couple of other comments. They

#
, will enumerate or elaborate on the procedure, the methodology,

.

5 they will explain all of that to you again. Of course, it is
.

6 in the written material, but I think we need to all hear it
|

|andcarefullycriticizeitaswe-do. But when you listen7

ftoit, please keep in mind a couple of points.8

9 One is as far as I know, the current assessment,

10 procedure does not consider severe contamination of a large

11 societal ~ resource such as a large water supply, watershed

12 and so forth. By the formula, such a loss would rank very

13 low, whereas, my judgment says it should receive reasonable;

14 priority.

! 15 At 1000 dollars per person rem, TMI-2 would have2

-

16 been cost-accounted assuming 3000 person rem collective dose
! i

j- 17 j at 3 million dollars. That's all that accident would have,

I
'

18
g. | cost. And, therefore, I don't think their accounting system

1 j 19 I is too good. It fails to account for in-plant economic
a !
:
j 20 costs for psychological impacts, which we know they don't-

! ;
'

; 21 have to account for, but there are many things that we may
i

! 22 want to discuss.

i j
j 23 | And lastly, I looked at the matter of weighing

i |
j occupational doses versus population dose. We have a fellow24

,

! 25 working very hard on this. My basic question is this: How
.

.

'
i

-. - . . . , , _ , , - - _ - - , - - - 7 ,m.- -,m_, , , , , . - , _ .~ _ . ~ , _ . , ,. . , _ . . - ._r_.,, _v y -v,. - + - - ,
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i-

1 i much occupational dose should you be willing to incur in1

ir

|.ordertosave, -- you know, how many person rems of occupa-'O 2
*

3 . \,f
I 3 tional' dose should you be willing to suffer in order to save

|

4 X person rems of population dose? It is a tough question

L

~ 5 | to answer, but what I was pointing out, the bottom line was,

#

!' 6 f - that in some cases today, occupational doses experience 'in
i

7 in-service inspection and maintenance is more than that saved'

'

8 through the reduction of the risk of the accident and the

9 population dose associated with this.

i

10 t I don't know how to weigh that. Again, one of

11 our fellows does and is preparing material on this, or at
;

i
12 least, he's offering some guidelines for us. Do you have

i

13 questions or comments?

' 01

14 j I'd simply ask that you be aggressive today. i

!
'

-15 . As we take up each question let's thrash it out, raise any
i !

16 ,, questions' that you have.
.g,

;g 17. ,

;
-

:
18g

:

,' j 19
. 3

- !

; . .i .20
-

O

! 21

ii

r
22

|

| 23 '

<,

a 24
P,

,

| s 25
-

-

1

I

+,- ,, - - , . - - - . - . ~ - - . , , , , ,-.,--,-,,,-,.-...-.n,-, , , - , , - , , , , . , - . - - . , , 3--, . - - -~-.
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BW2joyl i MR. SHAPIRO: What bothers me at the very beginning,.

2 everything comes down to the dollar sign on all of this.
,

3 This is something that is quite new to me. As you said,

; 4 TMI becomes $3 million on the basis of some of this. This

5 is $50,000 per man rem. This is S300,000. It neglects

a great many important factors that should come out today.6

MR. MOELLER: They do in the formula. They do say; 7
-

] put in engineering judgment, common sense. So let's lookg

.

at it and look at the methodology and then look at the9

key items or the specific items, and if you challenge oneto

of the items, let's challenge it and satisfy ourselves thatg

we are happy with what they have done.g

MR. KATHREN: This value impact judgment equation
33

( is linear. It seems to me that it can't be linear because,

just looking at the failures in the air cleaning and,

-3
ventilating system, if you take that 10 and make it one,

16

f which says that it is going to fail, or extrapolating that
8

'

.

to say that you don't have any ventilating systems at all,-

'8
i i:
|

you still come out with a relatively low value impact

I number.j 20

f 1 We cannot go on the basis, I don't think, of a
21 !.

3 -

i ! linear model.;
* 22

MR. MOELLER: Thank you.'

! 23

I would readily say the same thing and put it on

I the table. I always want to be honest with people. We
25s

!

!

!
. . ,., - . . - - - - -- - , - - - - - - - - . , , -..n- ,-- -n -, .. . , , , -
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;; 2 joy 2 i took the a ir. cleaning thing and we fudged the numbers, we

2 twisted them, we made them as big as we could. We could

3 not, using their formula, make it of any importance
!

j' 4 whatsoever. So if that is true, let's acknowledge it. It

5 just did not seem right.

Let's go ahead, then, and Warren Minners will6

7 begin with a description of the methodology that is used.
,

Warren, we are with you, and obviously, if it-

g

were black and white, we wouldn't have to meet. It is a
>

9

10 very complicated subject and I hope we can constructively
,

meet with you today and help reach good decisions.g

; (Slide)
- 12

MR. MINNER: I have given this show a couple of
13

times. I think it is worth repeating. Maybe some of they,

Consultants have not heard it before. I think I can address

some of the concerns that have been expressed here and

f would welcome the opportunity to do it. This is a
5
-

pri ritization of generic issues.2 18
s
a

We have to keep in mind that we are prioritizing,g

.|. to allocate -- we are prioritizing to allocate NRC resources.
g 20

i- f There will be a later step at the end of the resolution
|- 21.

i- : i

i process in which people will look at value impact and
22

decide whether the proposed requirements should be

implemented or not implemented.
; 24

() The NRC has terminology which I think you have to
'

.

s

--- n- ..-er - - - - - .- - . . , ~ . , , ----r--. n -- - , -- - ,
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2 joy 3 f 1 keep clear. The first process is a resolution. That means

t''3 : somebody identifies the idea and then you go on to allo-
\V>

3 cating resources. The resolution comes through. There is

4 a huge review and approval process and then it is

5 implemented.

(Slide)6

7 So prioritization is one thing, resolution is

8 another thing, and implementation is a third thing, and

9 you have to keep those concepts clearly in mind or else

jo you will be asking this system to do more than is required.

n The system is not designed to decide if new requirements

12 should be imposed or anything like that. It is to decide

13 whether the NRC, and specifically the NRR staff, should be
,,s

/ T
> <

\_/ working on particular issues on how to best allocate'
y

their resources.jg

(Slide)16

:
; We think the process of doing this is very

37 ,

E i

imp rtant. We are only a small group of people doing this.
18-

!
! I have ten engineers in my branch and we have hired a

) jg

n ra rw as had maybe 30 or 40 people, not full-
20

d time but at various times working on it. It is a relatively
21.

3

E small group of people and it is a wide range of subjects,

and we have limited range and limited depth.
23

The first thing is to identify issues, and theyg

/~~'
( )s me fr m vari us sources. We then assign it to my branch

25
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I

2 joy 4 i or the contractor, and then we come to the defining issue,

7- 2 which is a very dif ficult process and a very necessary one.
s 1

'

3 I get into a lot of arguments with people about prioritiza-

| tion, and then you find they were talking about one issue4

and you were talking about another issue. The differences5

an be quite subtle, way down in the detail level. Defini-
6

tion is a very important thing. We spent a lot of time
7

|
trying to define the issues.

8

Now, the next step is to prioritize using a9

defined method. We need a defined method because you have
10

different people doing it. We want everybody to come out'

,,

with the same answer if they are doing the same problem.
,

Now, in order to work on the safety issues, you
,3

) '~5(,) have to identify what the nonsafety issues are. That is

|
not an easy process because you get into big arguments about.

15 -
I
i that. We have adopted terminology of licensing improvement

16
g

I and environmental. The licensing improvement issues are,

I 17
:

.

issues 'hich do not directly affect safety as a generalw
1a '..

!
I definition. Almost everything we do in NRC affects safety
; 19 ;

i. in some way or another, but only things which directly'

j 20

f affect how a plant is designed or operated or constructed
21g

! I am defining as generic safety issues and prioritizing.
,

Other things in which the review process is1

23 1
i

i speeded up, we write review plans, we train resident
24 i

i

.f-s) | inspectors, a lot of things like that, which can have an
(_f 25 1
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2 joy 5 effect on safety,'no doubt about.it. It is an indirect3

effect, and we are calling those licensing issues..

2
,

Now, the next step is very', very important. We3
I

l
i want a peer review process. As I said, we are only a4

.

small group. We cannot know everything. We have to have54

j a peer review process which allows us to use the knowledge
1 6
s ,

that other people have.
,

; Of course, the ACRS is one of the important-

8

elements of that review process, and that is why we valueg
i

your comments.

n My rule has been, and I have been pretty

successful in applying it, is that if somebody has a com-

ment which will tell me I should do it a different way or-

i 13() use a different number, in almost cases we have accepted

that. If the comments are you are not doing it right or
15 |

4

: you should do it better, I cannot do anything with those
16 ;

! comments. In most cases if somebody has given me just a,

,

: 1 17 !
| I different number, not necessarily a better number, I am

_y 18 |

f? willing to write it down. People are not willing to give
* I

.\ -

19 j;

Ie i numbers unless they think it is a better number.
j 20,

. J ! MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave that slide,
I | 21

! | would you explain to me how you decide that something has
22 ;

t

been resolved? In other words, you indicate the issue as'
,

having been resolved even though sometimes the resolution
24

[
seems to be rather strange. What does the word " resolve"

25
,

then really mean?

-- - - - -_ - .-_-__ , . . - .. . -. . _ - _ _ - . . . . .. . - - - . . . - .
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|
2 joy 6 1 1 MR. MINNERS: Resolved means that there is a

''T 2 proposed requirement on the book, or in the negative,
~ ,)

.

3 people have decided not to make any changes. That is

4 what resolved means. It does not mean it is bolted on the
!

5 plant. It does not mean that the applicant or the licensee'

6 is starting to do it.

7 MR. MICHELSON: If you decided to revise a
!

8 regulatory guide, is that not considered resolved, then?

9 MR. MINNERS: If the reg guide has been revised.

10 MR. MICHELSON: No, a proposal. You are saying
i

you will revise it in the future, and that resolves thejj

issue. But should that resolve the issue? Only after12

i3 the reg guide has actually been revised would I think the
O
( y . issue is resolved.

i

MR. MINNERS: The latter is the case. Afterjg

the reg guide is revised, you try to enforce the rule. If16

:
the guy is writing up the issue and says it is resolved,

37
.

I say, okay, give me a reference. The best references arejg,
'

!
you can point to an SRP revision, a NUREG report, aj ig

'a

i reg guide revision, et cetera, et cetera. We have three
g 20 ,

s classes of resolution. We needed it to describe the
21.:

I process that we happen to be stuck with. We have a note 1,

note 2 and note 3. Note 1 says the resolution is availa-

ble. That means somebody has a resolution in his hand or

[ in draft form or something like that; the technical work
'

\m 25

._ .
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is essentially complete but it has not been too well-2 joy 7 ,

documented and it has not gone through the review process.s

;

- We have a note 2, which we call the resolution
3

4 | is available. Usually that is when a NUREG report has been

Published ar.d it maybe has some recommendations in it and
5

it has gotten some management review. It has got a little

more documentation to it, a little more -- people would
,

hope it would be a resolution.
8

MR. MICllELSON: If you decide to turn it over
g

to somebody else to do, that was your decision. Is that

issue then resolved as far as you are concerned?

MR. MINNERS: No. Note 3, which is resolved,
12

means you can give a reference which says here is the new
- 13

requirement that resulted from this; the new requirement
14

has gone through a review and approval process. And we
15 ,

i

would say then, you know, in our sense of the word

16 |! i " requirement" -- we play games with the word requirement.
g 17 I
.

I hope you understand that. I use requirement rather.

18 |i

I loosely. The SRPs are not requirements, but I call themt *

;, 19

3.
I

requirements 6r ease of talking about it.'
' j 20 ,

f |
MR. EBERSOLE: Would it be possible wherever you

21.
3
g put " resolved" to have a characterization of the resolution?

22 j

There may be some stubborn types who say, I don't care
23

whether it is resolved or not, it is not resolved for me:'

24 i
I

(~)) and you would drag it on until Hell freezes over.
\_ 25 !

I
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i I
2 joy 8. 1 MR. MINNERS: We tried to give a short,

i
; 2 characterization of what the resolution is in our
J

3 writeups. That is hard to do sometiines. We try to give
;

the reference. We really have to rely on the technical
-

4

1 5 branch that is responsible. If they say it is resolved, it
!

is hard for us to say it is not, although we do a little of6

that. We really cannot tell the technical branch that
7,

he has not properly resolved.g

MR. EBERSOLE: I am talking about characterizing9

his resolution. You might say that he chose to ignore10
,

something.g

MR. MINNERS: We try to do some of that, Jesse,
12

but we don't really have the technical depth in all subjects
! 13

to be able to do that. That is a continuing problem.- That
, y
'

i

is one of the reasons that we use a peer review process,

! so that we get other people who have different views a nd

I s
; don't have self-interest to see that the issue is resolved,

!4

i and say you forgot to do that; that is an important element-

18; y
a'

j and you have not resolved it.
g

f MR. ESERSOLE: The peer review is only an
20g

f 21 I
advisory process. You can get all of the advice into a '

.:
E hopper but then it gets spit out in a resolution and .n

! take place without recognition of a number of the

suggested propositions.

MR. MINNERS: I am not claiming that the system
i

makes the world perfect, Jesse. That is a problem that does

I

-, . - , , - , + - , , .-- - ,, , - - - --,,-,-n=-- - - - - - - - - - . . - - ~ - - - - - - - - - , ,. -- - - - , - -
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2 joy 9 3 not have a lot to do with a prioritization process. That

2 is where the review and approval process comes in, and

3 are we doing a good job in resolving' issues, a re we really

4 resolving issues or are we just counting beans and saying

5 we are resolving issues.

That is a continual problem. This will not solve
6

it except I think it helps a little because I think before,7_

people would resolve issues, there was nobody who looked8

over their shoulder to make sure they were resolved.9

10 -
Now, my branch does that. They look over people's

shoulders, and we have our limitations and we recognize
33

them. At least there is somebody saying maybe this isn't
12

resolved. That, again, is going to get a wider peer
13

review. It will go down to you and you will say it is notg

resolved. I have sent it out to the public and I have

got Comments back that it is resolved. Then you have to

a
i resolve those comments and there is some review of that.~

| 17
.

MR. MICHELSON: Let me give you an example of
18-

!
I what confused me. Maybe you can help rae. I was looking,

)g
.:

i for instance, at the improved operations cent.er as being
20g

$ a resolved issue. There were two reasons for that. One is
21.

3

E that you have better space --

MR. MOELLER: Excuse me, Carl. What number?

MR. MICHELSON: Number 20 our generic issues

number III.A.3.2. The second thing is there will be,
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'2joyl0 i long-term improvements. You are going to redesign the

; 2 center, including inlet factors and so forth. That leaves

3 me a little cold because the fact that you say you are going

4 to do it now resolves the issue without ever really knowing
'

e

5 what you are going to do. It just says you are going to

redesign the center. How does that resolve an issue?6
i

MR. MINNERS: I do not have the piece of paper7
!

'

in fr nt of me. If it says resolve, there ought to be a
8

reference that you can go to that reference, which should
9

specify what that regulatory requirement is. There hasg
|

got to be something that says what it is. We all know that

in our process, when a requirement goes out as a rule, it

is very vague. We try to tighten up by issuing reg guides
13

\ and Standard Review Plan criteria. Even then we don'tg

Cover everything. There is always a review, post- or pre-
,

installation review that we do on these things, and there

I are a lot of arguments that go down in that process, too.
E 17
2

MR. MICHELSON: It is very likely that your-

18+ -

! !
*

. long-term improvements will be a resolution of the problem,
; 19,

. I. but of course one does not know until he sees these long-tern
! j 20

; f improvements in some solid form.
21

i !
i ! END T 2
|

22

23

!

24(
.

i . 25

i

:
:
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1 vR. MINNbdS: Let me looK at it later.,.-
! \

\ ,/ 2 MR. MOELLEk: It didn't seem, harren, to ttt witn

3 wnat you just tola us. You nad just said you nava to be

4 able to -- if it is resolveo, you nave to be able to quote

5 a reference. Ihe statement says it *ill be resolved oy-

6 12/63.

7 AR. MINAERS: We had a lot of problems with that

o area. Tiiere are def acts in sctce of the write-ups. It is a

9 difficult area to deal with. People want to have their

1.; beans counteu and get credit for it. Iney want to call

11 things resolved. Ana then when you say, okay, it is

12 resolved, you don't get any resources, they say, well, I

13 nave got some continuina work I want to do. They want it

14 bcth ways. I' hat is the problem that we fight.
(_s\
\ '
A '

15 I am sure tne write-ups sometimes reflect that,s-

13 anc so.netimes the write-ups may not be well written. That's

17 a possibility.

13 MR. FOSTER: In the same general vein, one cf tne

19 things tnat I had a little problem witn is on a few losues

le waich are in fact < i mi o c contiquing to .aaiatain the

n capabilities up to tne state of tne art.

22 Tc ce mora specicic, one of tnose kinds of items

23 s in aose calculaticus to the general populations. Tnis is

24 a graoual enanging field, and every once in a wnile

23 something comeu along li.<e a new philosogny froin ICRP. You

/s
{
\ _,Y'~
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1 get better terms wnico can be plugged in, witn your system
n

k 2 nere, I coula see that tnat wnole capacility for tne future

3 being wiped out because of a desianation that tne issue i .;

1 resolved.

5 he have an existing code which we are using, ano

6 therefore, no more effort on it, wheraas I perscnally tnink

7 you ought ta have the capability. Ana I aa, not sure how

g your process here taxes care of a situation like that other

9 than to dump it.

lg MR. MINNERS: nell, lixe I say, I wor <ed for the

11 Commission too long and lost whatever engineering I haa and

12 naa become a regulator. I tnink that is the way it ought to

13 be. I tnink the Commission ought to be putting out

14 requirements snich are adequate. And if tney are adequate,
(.'1
\ s# 15 tn&t is tne end of it.

16 I nave a lot of trouble with state of tne art'. I

17 know people li<e to uo that, but unless you can show that

ic the cenefits of bringing it up to so-calleu state of the

19 art are justitieu, the costs justify it, I don't think you
'

20 should te dcing it.

21 how, if tne utility wants to ao it, and tney

22 nave got reason to ao it, fine. I think tne Commission

23 shoulo be putting out stanuarus which say, this is

24 adequate, if you meet this you are okay anc i: you don't

25 .teet this you ara not oxay. It is pretty blac<-and-white to

(~\
U
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1 me, ana that is at contrast to a lot ot people, scientitic
1%(,,) 2 and engineering people.

3 AU" I agree witn you, but there i:. a ditference.

4 Our formula nocs not co it your way. Inat is a policy

5 decision, anc I :nins the Com.aission is coing to wa rd s tnis

6 (indicating) ano not towarus wnat you suggest.

7 AR. POSTER: ey your philosophy toen I woulo

6 assume that the NRC would never go on to SI units or keep

3 up with tne rest of the world in ter.ns of tnat kinu of

la chan9 ing technology.

11 M.R . MINNERS: 4 ell, I listened to some of your

12 comments. I tnink you unjustly criticize the method for

13 Just being a ratio of two numbers. I don't think we shoula

-.s 14 8 top work on some of that stutf. what I am clear on is that
I, \
N/ 15 we snould stop wor <ina on it and callina -- not stop

16 working, but we snculo stop calling it " safety issues."

17 rnat is way I nad that category down, like

1. licencing issuew. If people tnink that tney ought to be

ts enanging to cetric units ana tnat is something tne mission

2u of the <RC requires, that nas very little to co with

21 sarety. Eut we mignt * ant to uo it. It is nct a safety

22 issue, it is a licensing issue and it should ce buugeted on

23 that basic.

24 One of the purposea of this list 1 think is to

25 display tne current list of problems tnat the NRC thinks

to\
V
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1 are important in reactor safety. The list we had before
s

\
/ 2 9 ave tae itapression tnat we naa 433 open issues. It is not

.

3 the case.

4 MR. KATh H E: : Just out of curiosity, you

5 cifferentiate between safety issues and licensing issues.

6 Am I to infer from that that a licensing issue is not

7 safety related and may be something that you do

capriciously, perhaps?o

9 MR. MINNERS: No, I Gon't thinK capriciously. I

10 trieu to say before that one of the tests I apply is that

11 safety issues directly affect the plant, ana licensing

12 issues arc indircet effects.

13 I tried to tell you that everything the

14 Commi3Gion does, almost everytning that we do , nas some
(-), '
' 15 relation to safety. The difference between the two

is classifications is tne amount of cicectness. There is

17 always a gray araa oetween your jucoment versus my judgment

le on wnich side it goes. There are some issues, like changing

1., the metric issues, that is clearly a licensing issue. You

29 neant want tc go do it, cut it has nothing to ao witn

21 safety. And tnere ara other issues wnico are clearly

42 sarety.

23 MR. KATHREN: Just to play devil's advocate, let

24 ie disagree wita enanging to the SI units. Let's say tnat

25 everybocy else in tne woric made the change, including the

v

-_ _
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1 instrument ma nu f act ure rs , would it not be appropriate then
,n

6 4( ,) 2 for this to be considered a safety issue because the people

3 in tne plants were using different units tnan toe people in

4 the rest of tne world and tne rest of tne country?

5 There might ce a little proolem with

6 communication, say, between the plant staffs and -- not the

7 plant staffs or Nhc because presumably you would be using

3 the same unite -- but perhaps tne local emergency response

9 group wcula be using a different set of units, and tneir

10 instruments wculo be calibrated in different units. It

11 coula create navoc in the event of an emergency.

12 MR. MINNERS: That is why defining the issue is

13 so important. Part of the definition of the definition of

14 the issue is trying to decide what the objective of tner_
I\~ '') 15 issue is. If the objective of toe issue that you present as

lo an illustration is to get us in pace with the rest of tne

17 world, tnat is a licensing issue. But if the objective is

13 to improve the human racters, reauce the error rates in

19 control rooms, titen it may very well be a safety issce.

20 So tne same issue can be in either camp,

21 aepenaing on what tne point is, wnat toe people want to do

22 witn it. There ara a.r.ny issues li.<e that, anc e nave many

23 discussions saying, why ara ccing this?

24 One of the examples was containment testing,

25 APDendix J. People *' anted to change the regulations, and

/ N
l \
\,

_ - .



324

1 you woula say that is a safety issue. Obviously. But we had
,,r )
\ ,1 2 a lot of trouble witn it because our perception was that

3 the purpose of tne change was not to enange the cafety of

4 containments but to correct some errors that had gotten

3 into Appendix J and to make lif e a little simpler for the

6 utilities without really changing anything.

7 So witnout <nowing what the objective of the

e issue was, you could very easily misclassify it.

9 MR. MICHELSON: One of the things that always

10 bothers me wnen I try to come to grips with this tning is

11 that you are oealing always with the value of a change in

12 risk. Could you in a couple of minutes give me a little

13 better idea of which r i s .< s ? Ano when you do, give me the

1.g difference of risks of coremelt versus the risks of higher-

\~'/ 15 exposure ter non-ccremelt cases, suen as exposure to the

16 public for non-coremelt cases. Are you valuing tnat kind or

17 risk as well?

13 MR. MOELLER: Jack healy.

19 HR. HEALY: One question. I am a little confuseu.

20 Is this the priority on the researen buaget from the sRC?

21 v.R . MINNERS: io. I aa from *RR. I am a.

22 parcenial. I am just trying tc prioritize KRR generic

23 issues.

24 Mk. hEaLY: Excuse me, I am parocnial too. I do

25 not really know the NaC organization anymore.

'u J

- _ .
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1 MR. MI N c.ERS : We are the good part. They are the
,-
t )
(/ 2 hac part.

3 MR. HEALY: ahere does the money for this come

4 from? Is this tne full pot of research money ana

5 development money?

6 MR. MINNERS: No.

7 MR. nEALY: There is research going on, to answer

e Dick's question perhaps, in other parts of the NRC?

9 MR. MI.N N ER S : Yes. The research guys have the

10 oul.< of the rconey. They are doing their thing, and they

11 have ways of prioritizing anc allocating resources. They

12 are struggling witu a system. They are trying to develop

13 one of tneir own. This is not it. This is to take tne NMR

, 14 issues.
)

s/ 15 NkR is the licensing branch of the Commission

16 and deal asily with licensees. If there are requirements to

17 oe isauec, it ccnes out at :s R R . The contact with the

le licensees is enrcugh SRR and some enrouch I&E. But we are

19 the licensing brancn.

20 The things tnat se look at are usually much more

21 pragmatic and cirectly affect the plants. The recearch

22 pec le ara oft loccing at how bad fuel -- cetter PdA

23 metnods.

24 Later on, we were asken oy tne EDO to priori:ize
i

23 all of tne TMI Action Plan items. Some ara assigned to

A
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t Researen ana ara researcoing kinds of things. And we
f ,'),

( ,/ 2 prioritize those by tne same method. he nac some troubles

3 t00-'

4 X3. MOELLE3: Jack, I think you hit a key point.

5 In other words, what is the purpose of our ranking? It is

6 for regulation. I tnink tnat is the key point.

7 I think anotner point, cack to what Dick said, I

don't believe Warren is saying if later new data come6

forwarc tnat says an issue which we thought was resolved9

ig now appears to need reinvestigation, I think you would be

it the first to say let's bring it back on the table and

12 reexamine it, would you not?

13 MR. NINc.ERS: 'I ha t is part of tne process.

_ 14 *!R . MOELLER: It is resclved for the moment,

13 MR. MINNERS: .s ha t 0933 1 nope is going to beccmess

15 is an archive of issues, and it serves several purposes.

17 93. MOELLEK: I tain.< Dick's point is that you

ic believe there are certain issues that arc -- that will be

19 smoloering or developing for the next hundred years.

20 Mh. FOSTER: I am tainking aLout maintenance

21 capa bility too. You can use the nuclear pcaer manufacturing

22 capability or the United utate.s which is -- as an example,

23 if you don't have any foreign oraers anc you Jon't usa it,

21 it will aisappear. If you decide instantly to crank it up

25 again, you can't do it tnat fast.

(Ov;
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1 So some of these things involve not only a
p
( ,) 2 smoloering issue out it is a matter of who is going to do

3 it. I: nobocy has been in fact doing it for a 5-year

4 period.

5 NR. NINNERS: And that has elements of safety in

6 it. It has elements of non-satety in it. Some of those

7 issues are hard to decice. But as I say, we are trying to

focus in on tne safety issues for licensing use. That iso

9 pretty narrow scoped.

lij MR. SHAPIRO: One question in terms of

11 information you get out of operating plants tnat mignt help

12 anu the cesign of better systems and so forth tnat are not

13 ar immediate regulatory concern, do those go into your

14 group or would those go into Research?
f-)
~s/ 15 MR. MINNERS: I dor.'t tein< the process is that

16 sett firmed-up to tell you what woulc happen witn any

17 particular issue. I coulc tell you wnat the organization is

13 ncW. CRAD and NHH has ceen designatec as the contact point

19 for outside NRS, 30 isiues tnat AFOD calls old civision Ih

10 and the regions come in through ORAC. Iney inspect, and if

21 they neca immediate action, they take immediate action.

22 If eney are plaat-specific, they talte care of

23 it. It tney are generic issues, cosuicle generic issues,

24 tney ship it down to me, anu then we go tnrough this

25 numerology and we tell them this is a good, cau, or

U

_ -
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1 incirterant issue.

s) 2 Phings also come in other ways, liAe the Salem

3 event. I am not really -- I did not identify it, I did not

4 prioritize it, I cid not do anything. Some of the

5 high-visibility issuas are hanaled in a difterent way.

6 Henearch also can define what they want to 5orn

7 on. Ana there is also a large backlog of research which cnta

asned for whicn was not prioritised by this method. theree

9 is a whole tunen of stuff out taere which has never seen

lu this. It is not really a well-defined procesc.

11 The Commission is a complicated, integrated

12 organization. No such simplification as I am talling to you,

13 will really descrice toe actual situation.

14 i< R . SPERSCLE: I think you have the question --
)

x 13 Ma. MGELLER: Thank you, Jesse.

16 NR- NINNEAS: I am trying to get to tnis slide.

17 (SliGe)

13 I don't tninx anyone can argue with the method

is in anich we u3e PRA in the system secuence analysis loo <ing

20 into the issues una explainina what the issue is and what

21 the resolution mignt ce and ali that sinc of good stuff.

| 22 That is just gcoc engineering analvsis, and we try to
|

33 cuantify it as much as possible. Ao'cocy can disagree witht

[ 24 that. That is tne way everything is done,
i

f 2: What you can disagree with beca use it is a
|
|

1

! -'4
. 'O
I
;
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1 policy question, a judgmental question, is wnat criteria
,s

( l
A/ 2 snould you use tor aeciding hign, medium, low, anat you are

3 going to wor < and wnat you are not.

4 This displays our criteria.

5 (Slide)

6 de based tnis on ene safety goal as it was

7 puclisned in the SU8tG-0800. So we have adopted wnat we

3 thought was the policy direction at tnat time. That has two

9 features, hherever the issue falls in here, it gets a basic

10 satety priority ranxing, which is onl/ a tentative one, but

11 it starts out from here.

12 On this axis is the change in risk, and we have

13 stated it on this graph in percentages of the safety goal.

14 Mumerical guidelines, the old safety goal before it was
(~s\

\ )'" 15 puclishea as a policy statement. On tnis axis --

16 MR. MCELLER: Is tnat the change in overall risc

17 t:1a t this improveteent wcula bring accur, or is the cnange

la in rist relatad just to tnat particular system?

19 MR. MINNERS: This is a change in riss. he go

2g througn, ioentity the i s s u e'3 , anc icentity wnat *e tnink

21 are propocca fixes. So this changa in risk is a change in

22 r i .s s tnat *ould happen if you put tnia procosen resolution

23 on a plant. That is, you guess.

24 Mk. MOELLER: Ihe change in tne total riss or

25 plant.

%

%

, - - -- , .
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t

1 MR. F.1 : . E R S : Cue to that resolution, it says ycu

2 nave to have a turoine-driven auxiliary f eau sa t e r curac . ne
;

3 analy::e anu see what toe enanje in risk is. If thera are !
t

4 cicensides, if the thing decreases tne ri s4 for so.ne .

5 sequences and increases tne rid ter etner sequences, lire

6 putting sacre sa f ety valves on for ATWS -- which isn't trua

Er. 7 -- we w ul try t get tne net chang in risk.

"3-,

J
;

9

10

11

'

12

i

i 13
J

14
i
(
-

15
.

| 16

17
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19

2U

21

22

23

24

25

O
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I i MR. EBERSOLE: There are two pieces to this. One
1
i

(s) 2 : being more realistic than the other. The somewhat abstract'w)
3 risk in the context of dose translated into dollars is one
4

kind of risk, and that is the one you're working on most of

5 the time.

6 MR. MINNERS: We have not transferred dose into

7 | dollars.
8 MR. EBERSOLE: You're going to talk about the

9 other kind, like the core melt and the dollar aspect of

U3 ; that, and its lower consequences?

11 MR. MINNERS: Let me get through this, and if I

12 have not answered your questions, I probably don't know the

!
13 ' answers.

)
/ 14 i The other axis is a value impact score, which is

I

15 ' the ratio of the man rem to implementation cost. There are

HS other things that are usually included in value, and there
'

?

g 17 are other things that are usually included impact. Maybe

h 18 ,we shouldn't use value impact. This is narrowly defined

j 19 and labeled the S score, as the converted public dose for

20 this proposed resolution over the estimate dollars to install

21 this thing, which includes any shutdown costs that you might
i
*

22 have to incur for extended shutdown.

23 Let me go through this because there is a reason

24 for all this.

(~'N
;

(_,) 25 MR. MOELLER: Is there consideration there of the
;

t

-- - ~ _-
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' occupational dose incurred in doing it?

1s

[V) 2
| MR. MINNERS: No. In calculating the S score

3 | and finding out where it falls in these boxes, no. This is

4 limited to public dose. This is limited to industry, direct

5 cost and NRC costs, but NRC costs are always so small you

6 can really forget about them.

7 j MR. MICHELSON: The industry direct cost includes

8 the cost of replacement power if it is out for a long time?

9 MR. MINf1ERS : Yes, sir. If you have to extend

10 the shutdown.,

11 MR. MOELLER: I don't want to delay you, but

12 it's troubling me. Someone within the NRC would look at the

i 13 balance of occupational dose versus public dose, say.

O''' 14 MR. MINNERS: Don't let me get beyond this graph
!

15 | because we do this.
!

16 ; MR. MOELLER: All right, thank you.

!
! 17 MR. MINNERS: So this line here would be 10 percent
! I

I.

; of the safety goal, which would be a core melt probability18g
a i,

' due to a single issue of 10-5 per reactor year. That sort of! | 19

| i I

20 says there are 10 big issues that would be 10-4 It is very
' i .

a
.

! 21 rough, but you have to allocate the 10-4 issues, and unless
i
*

| 22 you do a full-blown PRA, vou don't know how to allocate it.

23 As a rough guideline, we've said it is an attempt
i

| 24 at a core melt safety goal. It's also an attempt -- the
frg ;

(,) 25 1; other thing is man rems. This is 10 percent of the individual

b



BW4,sy3 333

I risk converted to man rem. Up here 100 percent --

/m 2 MR. MOELLER: We have a question.
k.)\

3 MR. HEALY: How do you convert individual risk

4 to man rem?

5 MR. MINNERS: I have a little thing, and I can

6 give it to you but I don't have it up here with me. It is,

7 basically -- we have said you got one latent fatal cancer

8 per 10,000 man rem, and the individual near the plant would

9 get a dose which is about 100 times greater than the average

10 dose.

11 MR. HEALY: Has this been shown?

12 MR. MINNERS: Those are rough rules of thumb. I

7-s think if you talk to the dose calculators, which we did, I13

O
14 think you would see that. Once again, it's a very rough

15 rule of thumb. You don't go down -- there's a lot of slop

16 in there. In our analysis to calculate man rem, we take

!
g 17 what we call a typical site which has the average -- the mean

18 population density -- Midwest meteorology. The meteorology

j 19 doesn't make that much difference, but the population
i

j 20 i density can. We're talking about generic issues. That is a
. I

r i

|continualproblemofhowyouassessthepriorityofgeneric! 21

! !
'

22 issues when the plants vary so widely. There is a factor of

23 10 or more in population density.

24 MR. MOELLER: But you use the same numbers in all

25 i of the evaluation hopefully, relatively speaking.

.

t
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1 MR. MINNERS: The directions are you're supposed

'

2 to use the standard methods for comparability, but that

3 doesn't mean that you turn your brain off. If there's good
,

4 reason for using a special thing, if the mat melt-through

5 is an important event, you ought to deal with that in some way .

6 You've got to consider that if that is an important factor

7 in the particular issue being considered. This value impact

8 ratio is from the old safety goal -- $1000 per man rem, so

9 issues which are on that line, we say hey, that's where you

to ought to be; that's about a medium issue. Once you get above

11 the line, you get a little more credit and you push yourself

12 into a high. And this line here, if you are about the safety

13 goal of risk criterion, and if you are above it, you do it --
(,,')

14 you look at it no matter what the cost is. If it is a little'-

15 bit too low, you look at it, but at a pretty easy pace.

16 And when you get down into these areas here,

s

17 either it's such a low risk that you can forget about it,

18 or up in here (indicating), there the value impact is so,

8
3

j 19 bad that it's really not worth looking at, and it doesn't

i |
| have much risk.20
a i

f The purpose of this is to standardize. I have21

i
* 50 people doing it. I really have only got 10 people doing22

this.23 You have to have some kind of guideline so people

are going the same way.24

!D
( ,/ 25 The next slide is very important because the
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1 , analyst is required to look at other considerations. The
|

(G 2 0933 introduction has a long list of explanations.

3 (Slide.)

4 Then you take the basic priority ranking that you'

5 got from that matrix and you modify it based on your judg-

6 ment and maybe some quantitative calculation. Uncertainties

7 are considered. We have not gone through -- we've started

8 out doing it, but we don't do it anymore -- calculating the

9 uncertainty associated with it. We know the uncertainties

10 a lot less well than we know the point estimate -- they are

i, always large. It was j ust a kind of useless exercise to

12 be calculating uncertainties for every issue.

13 If there is a particular problem with uncertainty
3

y in issues, usually the problem is a complete lack of infor-~

mation. Then you have to deal with the question usually in15

a quantitative way to make an adjustment up or down.16

3

Occupational dose. We consider occupational dose,17
.

and I think I heard Dr. Moeller say that we don't. But we do.18-

!
We balance it against converted dose to the public. Wej 19

.:

! started out basing this on curies released, and we were told
20

;*
i

that did not properly take into account the biological effectsa
g

i
! of different isotopes. That was one reason.

22 ,

My reason for accepting that is that it allows
23

us now to make a comparison between the public dose converted

by the issue if it were implemented and the occupational dose
25
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!

|thatwouldbeincurredandtheoccupationaldosethatwould1

(}
2 be converted. I think that is important.

3 MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave number 1 too

4 i far, on this uncertainty question as I understand it, we
:

5 examine various postulated accidents that might involve, say,

6 single failures of certain components and so forth. But the

1

7 | general rule of the agency is they do not look at multiple

8 component failures except in some very special cases; say,

I
9' like loss of all AC power.

.

10 Do you go back and look at multiple component

11 failures from the viewpoint of risk now to see if maybe

12 there aren't some fairly high probability multiple failures

13 that have also very high risks, and, therefore, might be
('.x\

'

s_J '

14 ' more important to work on than some of the other stuff we

15 work on. Do you look at that kind of uncertainty? How

does that one get factored in? Is it under one of these othera

is !
a

* 17 issues?
! l

18 MR. MINNERS: The life of the risk assessor is4 -

! !

; u3 a hard one. We really do not know that much about the issue,

i

! 20 when we get it. There's very little information and it depends
a

f i on the abilities and the knowledge and the intuition of the21

i,

8 assessor, and he is encouraged to do the best job that he22 j

lcan.23
l'

|

MR. MICHELSON: Let me give you cxamples. We looked24

7-s1

i at the loss of all AC power. How about loss of all service25 is

. _ . - _ _ . .. _ - . _ _ _ _ _-. .
_ - .__
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"

I water? How about los s of all DC power? There are a number
;

2 of these other multiple failure issues. Do you go back to see

3 if some of them actually have some pretty high values and,
;

4 therefore, should be worked on? In other words, are you

i
5 looking for issues or just addressing the ones that areranded

i

6 to you?

7 MR. MINNERS: That is a problem we haven't*

8 resolved yet and haven't been able to resolve. We have been

! 9 working on this huge backlog. We have had enough issues'to

10 work on. Nobody wanted anymore to work on.

11 We have now come to the point of the question:

12 are we going to be a searcher-out of issues or are we going
;

'
13 to be an evaluator. I don't know the answer to that question.

'

14 I think we're going to be a little bit of both. Mostly,

$ 15 we are going to depend on other elements of the organization

3i

{ 16 like AEOD to feed in the operating experience.

8 17 MR. MICHELSON: What I'm getting at, which I;

Oi

! 5

; | 18 think you are answering all right, but I want to make sure
! I
i - h 19 it's understood, it may be that using your particular tech-
!. i

| m niques, you kill find some very important issues in terms of

i 21 value impact, as you are doing here. But you're apparently
b;

*
i 22 not looking for those. They have to be found by somebody

! 23 else. Somebody else has to bring them to your attention;

{ 24 the fact that if you use your technique there are some issues
;

-

i z that have a high value that you're not working on.

E

l
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1 MR. MINNERS: How do you identify those issues?
,,

\_,)f
2 I don't think there's any systematic way to do that.

3 MR. MICHELSON: I think not.

4 MR. MINNERS: We have a lot of PRAs being done.

5 That information is getting back. We have systems interaction

6 studies. That's being fed back.

7 MR. MICHELSON: I want to use the example of

8 component cooling water, service water. Two trains of that

9 does as much or more as loss of AC power, but no one brings

10 that up and says here is the risk and this is why we're not

11 working on it, or why we are working on it. Nobody even talks

12 about it really, except Jesse talks about it every day.

, , . ,

) 13

(G MR. MINNERS: But ACRS wrote up a report based

I4 on their review of LERs and had a lot of issues. We have

15 prioritized those, and we have looked at them. If you want
;

j 16 to send us a letter or a note or whatever, yes. You're as

17
| good as the public or the staff, we'll accept it.
I

{ 18 MR. MICHELSON: If we sent to you a thought about
!
E 19 an issue, would you come back and tell us what you think
5

| M the value of it is and so forth by your method?
.

5 21 MR. MINNERS: The process I have is after we have
7

fc
22 made our determination -- and that includes a lot of inter-

23 action with a guy who thought of the issue in the assigned

24
e3 branch, which may be different but usually is not, and whoever
i

~J 25 else we can dig up to give us some help. We write up our
!
!
|
t

i
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1 thing in draft form. The routing slip requires that the
,,
/ i
\s ,/ 2 assigned branch, up through the division director, sign off

3 on that. I have insisted upon the division director looking

4 at this stuff. It's not required that we have complete

5 agreement, although in most cases we do. They're supposed

6 to give us comments and we try to incorporate the comments or

7 compromise.

8 If there's a case where we have disagreement, we

9 go to a higher authority and get the issue resolved, we get

10 it straightened out. In addition to the routing slip where

11 people have to sign off, we have copies that we send to

12 various people. We always send copies to all of the other

[~') 13 divisions. They are technical assistance, they are supposed
N._ /

14 to look at it and see if their division has any input into it.

5 15 If there is an issue generated by AEOD or whoever
$

! 16 the author is, he gets a copy of it, then he can make comments.
O

| 17 We don't wait for them. He's got 10 days like everybody else.
1
'

18 He can comment,
r
i

? 19 And then on occupational dose, issues that involve
'

E
|O

} 20 = occupation dose get sent out to -- I forget who takes care --
.

{ 21 Conjel's branch -- so that he can take a look at them if
7

| 22 he wants to. That, I think, is a serious subject. It's

23 difficult to get all of the issues. I don't know who should

24 be a generator of issues.-

i

- M MR. EBERSOLE: The issues, when they stand out as

!
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|
1 starkly as the Salem case and you used to work on the-ATWS

3 (
i 2 case years ago and I worked with you -- back then it-was

3 easily visualized. Then we had in front of us the problem of

4 the so-called simple redundant breaker case with ru) diversity.

5 in function, and clear potential for common mode failure,

6 and the modest cost to provide some degree of diversity.
!

7 And the same thing still exists with the common-dump in the
,

8 boiler. 'We had to wait until something physical had to

9 happen. Is this a new day dawning or are we still not buried

10 in trouble with your item 1 up there?

11 MR. MINNERS: .No, that's always going to be

12 a problem.

; 13 MR. EBERSOLE: I-was dismayed --
%

14 MR. MINNERS: There's no assurance that we can

h 15 find the important issue. Nobody figured out the Browns
!
j 16 ' Ferry scram.

17 MR. EBERSOLE: But the intrinsic potential was
i

1 18 there and still is.
I
h 19 MR. MINNERS: But we identified what the common

'

:<

%>

j M mode' failure was. People had done PRAs on that and said yes,
; -

| { 21 the scram discharge problem is a commonnade failure, but they
! a

22 thought it was a level' switch. That was not the problem.

23 MR. EBERSOLE: The same is true with the Salem

24 breakers.O These are in clear view,and they persist until

\j
25 somerhing deadly happens.

I
,

. - - -. . - . -. _ - - - . ..
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y
,

l. 1 MR. MINNERS: I don't think deadly has to happen.
,.i

' ''

2. I hope this process is going to pick up precursors
,

3 and get people working onfthem. My perception is, Mr.

4 Ebersole, the agency has been very good in identifying safety

5 problems. I challenge anybody to point out a safety problem

6 that.has not been identified and run around and looked at.

i 7 The problem with the agency has been that they
,

8 have not worked those problems through to resolution. I am;

f 9 trying to get this process to focus -- I don't care what

j '

|- 10 other things people do in the agency. I want to make sure

11 that they do work on thesefsafety issues. If they want to

12 work on other stuff or write ANSN papers or whatever they

13 want, that's fine by me, but we have a generic issue manage-

14 - ment control system which has milestones on.it. And hopefully,

; - $ 15 that will get people to resolve these issues in a timely way.

i
| 16 That is the purpose of this thing. It is not to *

8 17 make a big, long list of issues. That's not the purpose. The
o-

i

18 purpose is to identify the ones that you ought to be working*

r
i

p 19 on, and get people working on them.
5
[End tp4 20
=-

I i 21
2

<

| 22
.

23;

i 24
f

'

.

_k

1
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MR. MOELLER: I think Warren, too, on yourbw5joyl j

I

behalf the Subcommittee should certainly understand that'

2

i. s
-

y u have worked long and hard on this and this is your3
,

: proposed scheme for selecting the issues that need to be4

d' - given the most attention. If somebody here has a better5

scheme, you would love to hear about it.
6

MR. IIINNERS : No, I wouldn't want to hear about
7

it.
8

! (Laughter)g
!

MR. MOELLER: As improvements on this scheme.
10

MR. MINNERS: The Agency, and I include the ACRS

in that, how are we going to decide what issues are'

important? This is one method of deciding'that. I think '

13. ,-

. / it has been following the Commission policy direction, is
,

i

if somebody else comes up with another idea, unless it gets
.

15*

i

16|
some degree of approval and agreement within the Commission,

;

2
! I don't think it should be used.

5 '7 i4
a-

,

; Thesu are rather arbitrary decisions that you

a
make of what criteria. No, I don't think people when they,

. g

a

i look at this method are approving the process of going
20

i ,
,

d I through and analyzing issues. What you are really agreeing
. 21 '

i

g to is that this system of value imoact ratio and risk is,

! 22
~ ~

,

! the way that you are going.to judge the safety significance,
! 23
:

l the cost-benefit of issues.
! 24
' g

j If you differ with that, there is almost no usei
25'

|

'

.

i

!

- ._ _ . _ . ._ __ ._ _ __ _ . . . _ _ . . _ . _ .-
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(r

! talking to you because we are talking on completelySjoy2 i
i

; dif ferent things.

\~ i .

3| MR. SHAPIRO: You have to prioritize the issues
l-

4 | that you prioritize?'

i
!

5 MR. MINNERS: Yes.

MR. SHAPIRO: If someone comes up with an issue,6

there is a chance it will not be looked at for a long
7

time?8

MR. MINNERS: 'le s . We are trying to get into a9

process that we do respond immediately and tell them, don't10

call us, we will call you type of answers, or we are going
33

to do it in a week, or whenever we think we are going to
12

do it. I am trying now what I call leap-frogging. We still
13 i

:

N. ! have some backlog of issues. We are working on those. Asg
|
.

- j soon as a new issue comes up, I am trying to get-that
t

!

16| pri ritized in a short period of time, giving it priority

f over the backlog so we have credibility in the system, so'

,

gI
.

that when somebody defines an issue, they can see that some'

g

s i action is taken. The other backlogged issue s are stale.,
- 19 ;,

!.
.

If they get staler, I don't think it is going to hurt..

20 ;j.

t

f ; MR. SHAPIRO: Have you come up with a number as to
21g.

) ! I how long it normally takes you to resolve an issue? I know
4 22 i
!

it depends on the complexity. Do you have a mean value?
,

i
'

: MR. MINNERS: No, it is hard to do. I think what
24

e
; [ we have said is that we allocate about three man-weeks to an,

; \ 25 l-
d

. a -. - - -+,.. . . . . ,, ... , - , - - - - - , - , . , , . , , , , - , - - r- - .- - -. - - - - -,
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ih issue. That three man-weeks may be spread over a month orSjoy3 1

('' 2 more. It is very hard to say, and I do not have good numbers
V),

3 on it. A large part of the problem is going out and finding

4 out what the issue is. That assumes a tremendous amount-

5 of time. It is the usual problem of phone calls back and

6 forth, finding people in their offices with enough time to

7 talk to them and that kind of stuff, and you have to go

8 out and try to dig up some data. Somewhere you have to get

i g a number which says what is the frequency, what is the

to problem. Running through the writeup and that kind of stuff

is the smallest part of the job. That's easy compared to
11

| the rest of it.12

The peer review process takes a considerable amount33

of time. We ask people to return their stuff in ten days,w -
34

but sometimes they don't. It gets to be a lengthy process.
15

MR. MICHELSON: How does this process tackle a more
16 ,

s
complex issue? Let me give you a simple example, the

37
.

( ; ;g operability of motor-operated valves. Now you are dealing
3>
3

with a whole spectrum of possibilities where motor-operated; ig

!.
i

h valves are used, a whole spectrum of adverse or incorrect
20 Ii a

'

d operations. It is a very complex issue.
s ;.

5 i Do you try to tackle that as an issue, in other
- ,

l | words, operability of valves, or do you tackle specific
23' ,

I

| applications of valves and how this might affect them?

! MR. MINNERS: There is an issue that has to do
25 |:-

.;

with valve reliability, pump end valve reliability. That is
;

|
,

I

|
. - , .. - - . . - _ _ . - .- - - . . . . , . ~ . ~ . - , .-- . -- --
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l'

Sjoy4 1 from Oconee, I think. We tried to change the numbers of

| pumps and valves and come up with a new risk generation.f''N, 2 It

'N / !
3 is a rather crude method. About all it does is show the-

| worst that pumps and valves can do. No, this does not deal4

|

5 very well with highly complex issues. It can't. There is

6 not enough time spent on it.

7 MR. MICHELSON: You do not try to break the issue

8 down into specific applications? That is a good example?

g MR. MINNERS: That is always a problem with issues,

what size should the issue be. It has got to be big enough10

so it really deals with the problem of all of the important
11

facets, but you can end up doing a whole PRA. It has got12

to be small enough to be bite-sized, that you can actually --13

O), ,

\- 14 j MR. MICHELSON: I am getting back to my original
,

question of what do you mean by risk. Operability of valves
15

can have a significant effect on risk to the plant if you
16

: !
consider the issue as a total one. If you consider it ask 17 i

2

| a specific one on a particular system, the risk may not be'

jg,

!
very high, so if you took and broke it all down, it wouldj 3g

a
j look like a non-problem if you looked at it in little pieces
i

20
,

5 at a time; whereas, if you look at it as a whole, it could
21.:

i be, you know -- it gets back to the other question of

| multiple happenings during an accident. You may find several

valves do not work because they all saw the same new challenge

r~N '

and none could work under that circumstance.:\,,j) i25 -
1

4

/
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Sjoy5 1 I MR. MINNERS: Defining the issue is very

[^N 2 important. You can define the issue away.
,

Q' '

3 | MR. MICHELSON: If you break it down small enough,
!

4 you may argue that it is a non-problem.

5 MR. MINNERS: Averted plant damage is considered

6 in other considerations, not in the calculation of the

7 S score. I think this is important because if you don't

8 consider this, you won't be weighing solutions nroperly.

9 Averted plant damage says it is better to have prevented

10 than mitigated solution. The Staff would rather have

11 mitigated solutions. It would be more all-encompassing.

12 Wo would rather have a better, bigger containment rather

13 than improve operator error rate. If you do not include

\ iv averted plant damage, they may come out to have the sameg

value impact when they really don't. A preventive fix is
15

better than a mitigative fix.16 ,
t I

; MR. HEALY: How do you include it? You say youh 17

f*

| do not include it in the S number.18-

!. I
MR. MINNERS: He have some standard numbers in the; ig;

report that we use for this. This is really not too
,g

d ! important if you are talking about frecuencies down tog
3 -5
t 10 per reactor year. This is a small number.g

" " " # # *Y #
23

using for the containment now. When I was doing reactor

b(p) [ examinations, it was about 1 in 100 for containment failure.ss 25
i

.-
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Sjoy6- 1 If you figure $1 billion for the accident in the plant, such

(''\ 2 as Three Mile Island where you louse up the whole thing, it'

U
3 would seem to me that this could be a very significant;

.!

4 factor in your S number.

5 MR. MINNERS: You take the billion dollars and you

6 present worth it, which makes it half a billion dollars.

7 MR. HEALY: Wait. Present worth from when to

8 when?

9 MR. MINNERS: You presume the accident will

10 occur in the midpoint of the plant life, don't you, on

11 the average? Unless you want to get real fancy and say

12 that the error rate, it is a bathtub curve or something like

13 that.

\/ I guess all I can say is we assume that the14

accident occurred at the midlife of the plant.15

| MR. HEALY: You are going to discount it to the16

"

midlife of the plant, yet at the time that the accident17

| ; ig happens, it is actually going to be inflated.

$>

MR. MINNERS: We do not include inflation. He; ig

i
1 k at constant dollars. We are looking at 1982 dollars.

20

f MR. HEALY: 1932 dollars, and you discount it to
21

i
: the midlife of the plant.

22
i

! MR. MINNERS: Right.
23

MR. HEALY: Is that in constant 1982 dollars?g

MR. MINNERS: No.
25

I

- - - . - ,. . . . - - - , , -- ,. n-.-. n , - . , -.-



.__ _ _ . .. . . - . . ,- - . .

348
,

4 joy 7 MR. HEALY: It seems to me you are under-estinating
3

your risk to some extent, your cost.,

I MR. MINNERS: Inf-lation makes it better. It makes
3,

>

] it even less present worth,

f
MR. HEALY: That is if you have a certain amount'

5

j of money to put into insurance now.
6,

MR. MINNERS: And they do.

! MR..HEALY: Oh, yes, I realize they do, but not
8'

the full amount. That amount of insurance is not available.
"

9
!

i MR. MINNERS: You are trying to nake an economic

calculation. Averted plant damage is purely that, what is,

11,

it worth. Should I put one million dollars away today in
12

I a bank account or should I put the one million dollars into
13

'
the plant design? That is an easily answered economic

14

| question. And then if you think your plant is going to have
i 16
' -5

accidents at the rate of 10 per year,when you multiply it
16

! times the half-million dollars, it is not a big number.
g 17

I I think that is a fact that people ought to
g - 18

* recognize. I think there is too much reliance on the'

j 19

j economic impetus to utilities. I think when you look at it,i

j, 20

g it is not that big if you get down. There is no impetus
,

y 21
-6 -7

| economically to go down to 10 or 10 It is not worth it-.

'
22

purely. economically.;

! 23

Fe also have defense in depth. We think it is a
24

| [~5)
Commission policy that we ought to have more than one way

s_/ 25

| of preventing and mitigating accidents and realize our

i

!

t
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Sjoy8 i ! fallibility. That is why we have defense in depth. It is

'T 2 kind of hard to quantify. But even if you come out with

.).

3 low public risk, you may want to do this just.to keep a

4 : level of defense at some reasonabic level of reliability.

! 5 I guess.we can even put the ACRS in this. This is

a

a fact of life (indicating). You have to give it weight.6

I'm not sure how much weight you_give it, but it is a fact7

i

f life. Technical controversy is really somewhat uncer-8

tainties, but again, if somebody who had a lot of expertiseg

in the area thought it ought to be done and other people
10

thought it ought not to be done, that is really an uncertainty. g

question.g

There may be some issues which you would say
13

l ~

\_s would be immediate priority, but if you did it on thatg
i

time scale, thermal shock might be a problem. You would

prevent yourself from being able to do one of the solutions.
16

:
: On that base you may go from a medium to high priority.-

"
.!

| And then we have the near resolution.
g

' :
If it is close to resolution, all that is really

! left to do is the value impact analysis. That is the same
i 20|
f thing but better than what we do, so why do it twice? Justi

21
i

! do the value impact analysis and make a definitive decision
22

i and that is the end of it. Do not do a prioritization, which
| 23

| is sort of a very quick and dirty thing.
24

I) MB. HEALY: If I may return to this again, you'

(_/ 25
,

;

1
|
|

. . , , - - . - - . - - . . - - _ . . - -- - . - - . ~- . . . _ - ,- - - . -
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Sjoy9 1 discount the public dose?

MR. MINNERS: No.

O' 2
,

.3 MR. HEALY: The cost?

MR..MINNERS: I did not understand your cuestion.4

MR. HEALY: You discount the cost that applies5

to the public dose.
6

MR. MINNERS: We do not monetize public dose.
7

MR. HEALY: You certainly have a dollar per man-
8

rem or some such thing.
9

MR. MINNERS: I have a ratio of man-rem per million
10

dollars, and I compare that to a line which is one thousand --g

MR. HEALY:- Is the million dollars discounted

for the time at which the dose is received by the public?

MR. MINNERS: The million dollars is not associated,

with dose. The million dollars is associated with imolemen-
15

~

tation costs.
16

'I MR. HEALY: Exactly. That is discounted.
g 17
.

MR. MINNERS: No.-

!

}
MR. HEALY: The implementation may go on over

g

| a 30-year life of the plant. Is that discounted?
20i ,

[ MR. MINNERS: I'm sorry, I didn't hear you. I just
21.

s
! didn't hear you.

22

MR. HEALY: The resolution of the problem may
23

require the expenditures of funds over the full life of the
24

plant.,

MR. MINNERS: Yes.
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' 5joyl0 I MR. HEALY: And that is discounted. What I am-

i ,

i -
2

~

' thinking, the amount you spend $30 years from now.

MR. MINNERS: We do' include operation and3

4 | maintenance costs. You have to retrain operators every.

I

5.I three years. I'm sorry, I cannot answer your question.

MR. HEALY: Let's go back. I think I put in a
6

red herring. Would you tell me how you include the averted
7

(

plant damage if it is not in your S number? How do youI 8

! include it?g

MR. MINNERS: We may-do a separate calculation on
~

10

the back of an envelope and do the S score over again,

"

write that in qualitative descriptive terms without putting
!

numbers down again.
?3

!' MR. HEALY: And decisions are made on the numbers.
14,

! MR. MINNERS: No, sir. That is the point I want
' 15 ;i

to get to, that you take the S score and vou modify it with

i I these other considerations, that is, the assessor, these
! 17 .,

i : t

|' | as appropriate, but he must explicitly state why he is-

18 6-
| ! 1i

* ' changing it, what would appear to be in the matrix, do some
, '; 19

I. i other ranking based on this thing, and that is how we come
j 20

| f |
up with our ranking.

21l s.
.

! | So you notice on here there are no off-site
22 +

i damage costs. For our purposes we did not do that because
23

man-rem and off-site damage are roughly correlated, and there
24 p

[ is no use doing it twice. If you had to calculate off-site( 25 ;
i

!
'

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



_ .- . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _

352
n.

|. damage, it would be some arbitrary algorithm of oopulation,Sjoyll, 1

i

2 of so many dollars. We do not have actual plant site data .

3| We have to use some hokey thing, and it seemed to me it was
:

s! not-really adding any information for off-site damage to

5 include off-site damage dollars in this calculation.

MR. MOELLER: In a subcommittee meeting held on6

7 the Wednesday before the April full committee meeting, Tom

8 Murley gave us a presentation on a technique he is attempting
;

9 to develop to have a formula for estimating the economic

costs of nuclear power plant accidents,.and I hope I amto

n t misinterpreting or misquoting what he told us, but one
11

of the bottom lines was that the population collective dose
12

END T 5 was in no way a-measure of the economic impact.
13

'

14

15

16

!
g 17
.

=

j 19 ,

|.j 20 ;

J
| 21

i
i

22 '

i
23

24
,,

25
!'

-

. . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . _ _ _ . ..
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1 MR. MINNERS: I just went through the Sandia4

.(
\d 2 report which calculated doses. When you look in there, there

e

!

3
,

is a correlation. It may be different by a factor of 5,
!

4 which for our work, I'm sorry to say, is not a big deal.

5 -But then again, that may be because the CRAC code that has

6 algorithms that take curies of dose and calculates property

7 damage. I don't have any real data on actual size which

8 say you have this amount of man rem versus the amount of

9 property damage. In our thing, we don't have that data.

10 The only thing we can do would be this rather

11 arbitrary algorithm. It's not worthwhile, so we have not --

12 ' although we recognize it is there.,

j ( 13 MR. SHAPIRO: Is there a lower dose that you put

14 in in calculating population dose? 25 millirem, 50 millirem?

5 15 MR. MINNERS: We use the CRAC code and integrate

! $
j 16 out to 50 miles. We use the WASH-1400 source terms.,

17 MR. SHAPIRO: You integrate to 50 miles because of
-1

{- '8 what it might be after 50 miles, regardless of how low it
=
1

19 might be at 50 miles.g
-

20 MR. MINNERS: Correct. We don't have a refinement

{ 21 on dose rates.
7

| 22 MR. EBERSOLE: Number 5 up there has inherent

M within it the notion that if we have another TMI-2, if we

24

O aave something like TMI-2 or a realized Salem ATWS or something,

'Y 25 that there will be an impact on the business in general that,

|

- .. - - - -. ., . ..- . , . - , . - - _ - . - _ _ _ ._ -- . - - -, .--.-_---.
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<

1- would shut it all down. Is that the kind of thing that's in 5?
,

|
s 2 That is, is there more or less broad-scope consideration taken-

i

I 3 that we approach the loss of the nuclear power option a:s we

4 foul up a few more times?i

*

5 MR. MINNERS: I don't think that's in our assess-

6 ment, no. That doesn't mean there may not be a particular
'

,

7 issue. If we could' explicitly state what is a consideration

8 and how to use it, it may be accepted. I can't think of

9 any issue that would have said that we can't afford another

! 10 core melt, so we ought to do this.

11- MR. MOELLER: Dick Foster.
'

12 MR. FOSTER: Some of these issues have more than

/~' 13 one feature in them. As an example, issue number 1 saysD)
|'

14 failures of air monitoring, air cleaning and ventilating

$ 15 systems. There are three different things which are,

$

{ 16 involved there. As I recall, in your analysis it was the
'

O
" 17 air cleaning function which was used; at least one which waso
5

t

| 18 talked about.
'

-

I.i
'

-; 19 Do you, in making your evaluation, just focus on
s'

! j. 20 one of those, or do ycu take all of them into account?
-

{ 21 More specifically, I'm concerned about the air monitoring.
5

i j 22 I didn't see any words about it. I'm not sure how that fits

23 into your formula.
.

|i o
24 MR. MINNERS: I can't give you a generally

2 applicable answer to that. The evaluator has to look at it

!

!

a

. . . _ _ _ _, , . . - . . , . _ _ - _ ._ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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1 and-has to decide how he is going to define the issue. That

A)! t
%_/ 2 is always the balance between making it big enough so that*

I 3 all of the interactions and side issues are included, and

4 making it small enough that there's something he can deal with.

5 We're struggling. There are a lot of little side

G issues. He looks at the station blackout, the decay heat

7 cooling, service water loss, debris bed pump seals and how

8 do you deal with that issue? How big an issue do you make it?
i

9
.

How many things do you consider?

10 MR. FOSTER: In this particular one, my personal

11 reaction was failure of the air monitoring system might get
12 a plant in more trouble than the air cleaning system. If

( you had a release that wasn't properly monitored, people who13

i 14 are running the plant have no idea as to whether they should
4

} 15 call the NRC and say we have had a significant release, or
*

. .

| 16 whether they shouldn't. What sort of local action do you
O
" 17 take?*

' 2

{ 18 I'm sure it would be very embarrassing to them to
. i.
; 19 call up and say I think we have had a release, but we have
1

5
g M no idea of what magnitude it was, or what action we should

-

21 take. I don't think your formula here takes care of a;

1 2

| 22 situation like that. I think it would drop out of the cracks.

23 MR. MINNERS: I think we have a problem, too. We

24 try to deal with the issue as it is presented. We try not
-

M to impose our ideas of what the issue should be or should not'

_ _ _ _ _ . - - _ _. _. _. - - - .
-
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1 be on it. Sometimes you have to. The issue, as written,

) 2 just does not make sense. We try to take the issue as we

3 think the author of the issue meant it to be. Sometimes,

4 nobody knows who the author is. Things get difficult.

5 Once again, it's a. matter of defining the issue,

6 and that's all important in what you come up with. You can

7 define it in a way so that nothing happens, or you can define

g it so that it's the worst thing that ever occurred.

9 MR. MOELLER: This is a curiosity of mine and

to I was wondering if it was treated anywhere. Let's say that

11 you have a particular failure that results in a lot of LERs,

12 and let's assume you assign dollar costs to the writing up

n 13 of an LER and so forth. And by spending -- let's say there
v

14 are 300 LERs in this category per year, and call them $10,000

! 15 apiece or some number, and you come up with a number. Then
2

f 16 you could also calculate that by spending half a million

8 17 dollars or something, the industry or the equipment manu-
a
1

| 18 facturers or someone could build whatever gismo it is that*

5,

g 19 is failing, build one that is much more reliable, and,

I

| 20 therefore, the plants would not have these LERs and would

i 21 not suffer this cost.

$
! 22 Would this be considered anywhere in your system?
?

23 Would it be a licensing category thing?

24 MR. MINNERS: I think I know what you're talking

- 25 about. We're sensitive to being accused of economic



_ _ _

BW6,sy5
' 357

1 regulation of nuclear power plants, which we don't want to
a

2 do. But in deciding what a fix should be, you shoulds,

3 consider all relevant factors,and some of those are economic.

4 A fix which not only protects the public, but saves the

i 5 utility money is certainly better than a fix that only

! 6 affects the public.

7 I think those considerations ought to be included.
'

8 MR. MOELLER: Would they fall under any of

9 your eight items in your other considerations?
|

10'

MR. MINNERS: There are converted damages in

11 there, and maybe not specifically on there, but plant

12 availability is considered. In fact, we have had some
4

(G}
13 trouble that people have been over-eager to take credit for,

I4 plant availability, but we didn't think it was proper.

; 15 But before you start considering the economic
?j 16 factors,there has to be a kernel of public safety in there.
O

y I will probably insult somebody but that's okay. If you
17'

3

f take an issue like setpoint drift and it has no or very low18

1
19[ public risk associated with it, that is your judgment, right?

E
C

! |.
20 It incurs a lot of LERs, and if a guy could get better instru-

{ 21 ments, he would save money. I don't think we would allow
i

j 22 that. That would be fairly economic.

23
; If the risk were higher from setpoint drift, we
i

24
f,, would say if you fix setpoint drift you improve public risk,,

)
('/ M and besides, you save yourselves money.

- . - - - - , . . , - . - , . . .-_- -.- - . - . _ - . . - - - - - - . . . . _ - _ - _ , _ . . . - - - . . -
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1 MR. MOELLER: Then I would recommend it.
/

(_/ 2 MR. MINNERS: I would consider-it. It is a judgment
.

|
3 call. We're sensitive to being told that we are economically

1 4 regulating, and we have no intention to. But I think it's

,
5. absolutely' essential that all of the factors, including

6 economic ones, be taken into consideration when you make a

-7 decision. If you don't, you're going to make wrong decisions.-

'
!

8 MR. EBERSOLE: Would this kind of an issue fit

9 into your picture? It's a broader scope. You take one end

'

10 of_the spectrum, I will take another. The current LER

11 system.does not report progressive failures of systems until
4

12 there is an integral system failure that is a complete

|
("d'T

13 functional failure. That is a fact of life.
| \

P

14 Now, the INPO folks _are supposed to have a system
i.

| | 15 that will report progressive failures of channels, components

i $
j 16 and channels, to ultimate system failure but they are not

,

O

| 17 doing it.
I,

'8 MR. MINNERS: I would classify that as a licensingj 1

a

f .h 19 issue. It doesn't have any direct effect on safety.
! I
l ! 2 MR. EBERSOLE: What it does, it permits a

*
!

{? 21 standing state of affairs in the field which permits progres-
*

I ~|
22 sive approach to total failure, and nobody knows of the

,

| 23 progress.

; 24 MR. MINNERS: You might be able to make that into

25 a safety issue if you said should you have a reliability

i

!

_ , , . - , , , - - - - _ , _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ . _ . _ - - - _ . . _ , - _ . , _ _ - , , _ - _ _ . . - , _ . . , , _ _ . _ _ . . . .. _,.,. ,_ _ . . .
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1 assurance program or guides. It is, again, how you define
;
i

2 the issue and what the objective of your resolution is that

3 would say whether it is a licensing issue or a safety issue.

4 Now, the purpose of the priority is to get people

5 working on things, and as I said, the nearly resolved issues,

6 we don't put a value impact score on them, because that would

7 be a process that would be done in the resolution, and that

8 is the last thing to be done. If you are at that point, why

9 should we do it? Let's get the guy who knows the most about

10 it to do it.

11 Issues that are high priority are scheduled for

12 resolution. We now have a generic issue -- management control

[~) 13 system. That came out to be gimmicks. I don't know if that
\/

,

14 has any meaning, and we have schedules. In the handout wo

15 passed out, there are the latest schedules that we have.
3

[ 16 As everybody knows, schedule monitoring is a diffi-

' 17 cult task, and I don't know how accurate that is, or how well
5

18 we're going to do it, but we have good intent. The purpose
f

19{ is to get people working on these issues and get them resolved.
E

{ 20 Medium priority issues are issues that we are going

j 21 to schedule in the out-budget years, 1984 and 85, 86. The
2>

f
22' budget assumptions-- we will have them all done in 1986, but1

23 don't quote me on that. We originally had a low priority to

24 provide a buffer for things you were going to work on and

O 25 things you were absolutely never going to work on. We got

i

1

-- ,- . - -
- , , ,
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1 shot down. They said no, this stuff is of such low safety
7
? |
\_/ 2 significance that it also should be dropped. So these two

3 issues are in the drop category, and we don't intend any

4 further work on them. Drop or low priority does not mean

5 disappear. All that means is it just becomes -- 0933 becomes

6 archives with your reasons why you put this in this category.

7 If there 's new research information, new analyses,

8 someone gets a different idea, new insights, you can bring

9 these back to life again anytime you want to. There will be

10 great resistance to doing that, but if there is a good reason,

11 it will be done. This is so that when issues come back up,

12 you can see that is not a new idea. We looked at that five

s
13( -) years ago, and here is what we said we were going to do with

x.
14 it. Do you have any new information; if you have new informa-

15 tion that's significant we will deal with it. If not, we
*
*

j 16 did it once, we will not do it again.

17 MR. KATHREN: How would you retrieve one of those
l i

{ 18 items that you had dropped? Would this be done by somebody
I %

a
19j remembering that it had been considered, and going to the

'

E

{ 20 file? Or is there some sort of --
1 -

| [ 21 MR. MINNERS: We're trying to develop a computer
;

j 22 search capability. Our list has now gotten so long -- I

|

| 23 don't know where it is. We should work hard on it. I do
l

24 think it's important. We have to b-ve some kind of an aid.fy
I ( )' ' 25 The other thing you do is look at the list and start
1
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1 moving your finger down the page. Unfortunately, some of

() 2 the titles are not too descriptive. There is always the4

I 3 problem of going back and getting material out of the archives.

4 MR. MICHELSON: Would you define again note 1 and4

.

5 note 2?

1

6 MR. MINNERS: Note 1, note 2 and note 3 define

7 Various stages of resolution. We found it was necessary

8 because that's the way life is. In NRR, there are various

9 stages of resolution.
,.

I
10 MR. MICHELSON: What does note 1 mean, then?

11 MR. MINNERS: It means that somebody has worked
>

12 on the problem and has proposed resolutions. It is not well

13 documented. It is available. If you talk to the guy he can,

14 tell you what he thinks it ought to be, or he may give you
'

5 15 a draft of something. But there is no real document that
I

; j 16 can be referred to. The idea is there; the justification is

8 17 somewhat formed.
! 2

2
*

18 The next higher step is note 2. The resolution
:
I
g 19 is known and proposed and written down in some kind of a
I I

i 3 2 document, usually referenced like NUREG, draft SRP, but has
1 @

{ 21 not been approved yet. It has gone through the technical
5<

{
22 management maybe; they have said yes, that's what I would,

23 recommend, but it has not gone through all of the management,.

!

! 24 it has not been reviewed by ACRS, the public comment and all

M of the other things we go through. It should be a piece of
-

;

1

l-

!

. _ - ,- -, . - - __ . . _ . __ . _ - - - - _ - . .. .-- - _ _ _ -
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1 paper that you can read.

\ '' 2 Note 3 is when it is really resolved. It has gone

3 through the review process, the approval process. It is

4 something that the agency says yes, we are going to do and

5 when we are going to do it, and that kind of stuff. Exactly

6 how we're going to implement it in the plant is still an open

7 issue. If it is a note 3 issue, you should be able to read

8 some criteria which say you have to have two pumps or a single

9 failure, or whatever the resolution is, and that is reviewed

10 and approved by the proper review and approval procedure.

11 MR. MICHELSON: Would you now indicate how the

12 terms " licensing issue" and " environmental issue" relate

') 13 to notes 1, 2 and 3?
o

14

end,tp 6
5 15 1
o

8 16

e
2

r
!

; 19
:

$
, t 20

*
|

i
-

' ; 21

5

! 22
:

23

247,

( )'

' ' ' ''

25
!

1
!

l

I
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1 MR. MINNERS: We really went in 0933 a little
/y(

)
\ ,/ 2 beyond what I think we should have done, but we had to go

3 through all of the issues and identify them as safety or
4 licensing or environmental.

5 And during that process, we found out more about

6 the issues than we wanted to know. Sometimes you found

7 out they were partially resolved. And we did not throw

8 away that information. We were looking at an issue uased;

9 on the information we could find, it was a licensing issue,
10 and also, at the same time we determined that it was
11 partially resolved, we wrote that down.

12 But the posture I am now taking is that when I

(m') 13 I find a licensing issue, I put a memo on it, send it over
yJ '

14 to what I think is the responsible division and say, "We

) 15 happened to come across this. Do with it what you will. It@

;

j 16 is up to you. You know what your division needs. It is
O
v 17 your decision. Go to it."o
3 *

*
18 MR. MICHELSON: You still leave me confused. IfI

h 19 I have one labeled " licensing issue," it might be an old
i
{ 20 one, two or three; is that right?
_

; 21 MR. MINNERS: If it is in there now. We havei
22 changed it around a bic as a licensing issue, it will have

23 "LI" after it. Some LIs may have no one, no two or no

24 three in parentheses. If it is a licensing issue, it will,s

( )
\'

25 say LI.

.
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1 Now there are a couple of licensing issues

2 that are listed on Table 2 which are safety issues. We
'

3 went through the thing again, part of the peer review

4 process, and they say it is not licensing. It is a lot !;

5 of safety content, why are you doing it? And we say okay,
5

6 we did it wrong.

< 7 MR. MICHELSON: You still leave me confused.
! 8 Maybe I am the only one.

..

9 MR. MINNERS: I don't understand where you are,

a

10 going.

11 MR. MICHELSON: I'm not going anywhere. I'm
4

12 just trying to understand what you are presenting. Most
,

i

/"') 13 of the rankings I have seen in the material handed to me;

| N/ '

j 14 indicate high, medium or low, or environmental or licensing.

5 15 I don't even find any notes one, two or three.
*

4 .

8 16 MR. MINNERS: What do you have?,

.,

O
v 1~ MR. MICHELSON: I don't know the source of this.
?t

i s

! *
18 MS. TANG: That was obtained from 0933.1 5

t i

h 19 MR. MICHELSON: You have not transcribed the notes;

*
r

j { 20 that might have come from it? They are in there, but just
_

{ 21 not in here. I don't recall seeing it.
%,

|
'

22 MR. MINNERS: If you go to Table 2 in 0933, you'

!

23 will see note one, note two, note three, note four, LI and,

I
i 24 environmental.
!

25 MR. MICHELSON: We need a copy of it to understand
.

!

___ _ . _ - . . . - . . . . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , . _ _ - _ . . . . . ___ - _ - _ - - . ___ .-_
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1 it. What you are saying, I guess, you define the
,
,

(_,) 2 environmental issue as a priority and a note beside it

3 indicating what the condition might have been.

4 MR. MINNERS: We did not do as thorough a job
5 on licensing improvement issues. It may not be as accurate.

6 We d id no t -- it may mean that we did not look at it that
7 hard. We did not try as hard on those issues as the

8 others. Whatever information we happened to turn up in
9 finding out -- all we wanted to know is whether it was

10 licensing or environmental. That was the only information

11 we wanted.

12 MR. MICHELSON: I don't know if I would want to
(~] 13 know whether it is almost resolved or not. I think it isLJ

14 a major consideration of whether it ought to be finished up
,

j 15 or dropped, for instance.
.

2

g 16 MR. MINNERS: That is not part of this program.
0

| 17 We are not dealing with licensing or environmental issues.
3

| 18 We are only going to work on generic safety issues.
I
h 19 MR. MICHELSON: Maybe it was in the translation.
I
{ N We did not get the notes to go with the rest of it.
.

; 21 MR. MOELLER: Ms. Tang is getting the document.
$

j 22 We will look.
.

23 MR. MINNERS: I think that is the end of what I
1

24 have to say. I hope I have cleared it up and showed the,

( )1
,

,'~'i

25 purpose of the issue and how we work it. I think it is a
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1 good system. I think it combines the rigor and system
( 2 approach of quantitative probabilistic risk analysis with

3 good engineering judgment. Both are allowed and both are
,

1 4 required.

5 I keep telling the story of one issue in which

6 the engineer, in doing it, came up with numbers which fell
7 into the medium or low priority bounds, I forget which, and
8 yet his judgment was that it was a high priority issue.
9 He wanted to rank it as a high priority and I said, "No,

10 you can't do that. Either your judgment is wrong or the
11 numbers are wrong. Go fix cne of'them."

12 He went back and looked harder and he found
[~h 13O more data and found out the failure rate was a factor of

,-

! 14 10 higher than his first search had found. And then thei

e

j 15 numbers jibed.
$
g 16 Although the exact same may not be done, that
o
" 17 is the kind of system we want to deal with. We are not
E

{ 18 just going to say, "My judgme t is better than the numbers,n
I
g 19 or my numbers are better than the judgment."
=
0

$
3 If you have disconnects, you're going to have to

.

j 21 explain why there are disconnects.
5

| 22 MR. MICHELSON: Could you gc back to your
23 previous slide and answer one more question? Maybe it is

24
7s the way in which the thing was written. Maybe you did not,

Vi

25 mean that.
.

.
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1 Under item one, you indicated "nearly resolved,
2 notes one and two," and under items two and three there

3 was no reference to any notes. Was this to infer that if
i

,

4 you had a note one or two item that it would be - .you
5 would have a scheduled resolution? Or was that just by

6 happenstance?

7 (Slide.)

8 MR. MINNERS: Note one and note two are not
9 finished. They are only partially resolved. They need

i

10 more work done, so they will get scheduled.

11 MR. MICHELSON: Let me give you an example.

12 MR. MINNERS: The threes are all done,
i

~[''\ , 13 MR. MICHELSON: Could I have a note one that
'%>

2

14 could be dropped?,

e

j 15 MR. MINNERS: Yes.
$
j 16 MR. MICHELSON: It is possible, so really note
O

; 17 one, two and three could pertain to any one of your parts
i

j 18 one, two and three on the slide; is that right?
I;

,

h 19 MR. MINNERS: What I'm trying to tell you, Mr.
;

; i
.| N Michelson, we did not do a numerical prioritization of
.-

5 21 note one and note two and decide whether they were high,
;

!. 22 medium or low priorities. In order to do that, we would

2 do a little quick and dirty value impact analysis. If they,

24 are note one and two, the next step in the resolution

'-'' M process is to do a full-blown value impact analysis, which is+

,

= - . . --r. -. ,.,- , . , . + . - _ . . - . ._.r,. v. . -.. - - .-
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1 almost the same as therdo, except better. We said, why
)*

\_/ 2 should we do quick and dirty prioritization when these guys
3 are going to do a good one and get a definitive answer?

4 So it is perfectly possible when these guys take a note one

5 and do a value impact analysis that it may come out a

6 "no, never mind." That has happened on several USIs.

7 We don't know what the priority is on notes one

8 and two. We don't know what the safety implications are,

9 or the costs, but you are proposing to issue, you will write

10 a value impact statement. We will review it and decide

11 then whether the issue becomes a requirement or not a

12 requirement.

(n) 13 MR. MICl!ELSON: Let me give you one more example:'J
14 Let's say I got an item which, under your

$ 15 evaluation, you say drops to part three there. I'd say it
6

] 16 really was resolved and so forth. And what you decided to
0

| 17 do was to never schedule its implementation.
5

{ 18 MR. MINNERS: That should not have happened.
!
i 19 MR. MICIIELSON: That will never happen?
I
f 20 MR. MINNERS: That is a dif ferent sta tement.
_

5 21 That should never happen. There are a lot of strange
5

| 22 things. We looked at 400-some-odd issues. They vary in

23 quality. I'm sorry for that. I would like to have them

24g3 all high quality, but there are certain time-information
. ( )
' s_-

25 limita tions . My brains do the basic work, but I would like

!
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!
,

i 1 to say that we considered the peer review process. It
! r'

k ,g/ 2 includes the technical branches in NRR and ACRS and other
'

m

3 people. If we do not get a good peer review process,

4 . people just pro forma sign off. We will get badly4

t

j 5 prioritized issues. There is no way we can do it all by
i

| 6 ourselves. There could be a dropped issue that is really

| 7 resolved and we missed it.
.

8 MR. MOELLER: Carl, to comment on your question,

9 I understand what you are asking. As far as I can tell,
i

| 10 under medium priority you could have note one and note two,

j 11 meaning that before people realized it was not high

12 priority, they were not trying to resolve it and they just

'
13 have not finished. You could have the same --

14 MR. MINNERS: We would never do that. I would
'

e

i j 15 not let anybody spend enough time to get a priority on it.>
.

! 3

| 16 If it was a note one. I guess in the process --
1 C

| 17 MR. MOELLER: I am confused totally.
| 5

*

| 18 MR. MINNERS: Ilow have I confused you?
| 5' a

; 19 MR. MOELLER: I thought note n tant that
I
{ 20 you were moving toward resolution, but you were just in

{ 21 phase one. Phase two means you are a little farther along
3

| 22 towards resolution. Note three means you are finished.

23 MR. MINNERS: That is correct.

24 MR. MOELLER: Why couldn't I have a medium

O 25 priority item that I was working on toward resolution?

. _ _ ... . _.._. . _ _ ._ _ -. _ _ _ _ _ _ - .. ._ - . _ . _ , . _ - _ _ _ _
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1 MR. MINNERS: You could have that, but we would
/~N
's ) 2 never find it out because as soon as the engineer went out

3 to look into the issue, he says it is almost done. So the

4 rules of the game, that his boss tells him, that says if

5 it is almost done, don't do the test score and other

6 consideration and ranking, because you are wasting my time.

7 MR. MOELLER: What you are telling me is if you

8 have a problem and when you are talking about giving it a

9 priority, you find out that it is in phase one of resolution,

10 you don' t do anything more with it. Okay. That answers it.

11 MR. MINNERS: What will happen is wa have this

12 archive in 0933 and some of those issues will get resolved.

{''} 13 | We will update 0933, but we will not throw away the
s/ '

14 information we had in there. You should find if we have

$ 15 an issue that is rated high priority, then it will have a

j 16 note three after it that says, "Back in '82 or '83, when

8 17 we did this, it was a high priority, and now in '85 we
?

| 18 finally got it done." So as we move on, you may find note
5

h 19 threes after medium and high priorities, and maybe even
:
I

E 20 note ones and twos. I don't know.
3

I 21 MR. EBERSOLE: We are going to see the end point
5

! 22 of your paper there as the scheduled resolution. That is
:

23 like writing a specification, I guess. It does not mean

24 the in-place physical realization of the accomplished/'. ,

t /
'/ 25 resolution. Where does that come?'
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<

1~ MR. MINNERS: Uut of somebody else's bailiwick.

2 MR. EBERSOLE: But who rides herd on that? You
<

3 could do this forever and get nothing really done.
4 MR. MINNERS: The Opera ting Reactors.

< 5 Assessment Branch has a section which does just that.
6 It tracks. It has this big orange colored book called

7 ORLAS, Operating Reactor -- I don't know what it stands
I t

8 for, I have forgotten. And in there they have all of'
.

9 their multi-point actions which says there is a requirement,
to4

this is the schedule for implementing those requirements.
:
i 11 MR. EBERSOLE: Do you run herd on that?

12 MR. MINNERS: Do I?
!

13 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.
%

14
,

MR. MINNERS: No.
'
i 2

3 15*

MR. EBERSOLE: There is no closure in an
54

'
g 16 integral sense on these issues.

u 17 MR. MINNERS: We are trying to work out how we
l i

[ -18 transfer resolved issues to the multi-planned actions.
t t

,

,i .f 19
The ORLAS issues now have different numbers and sometimesg

a
$

20 different titles than the generic issues. If you look at
.

5 21 something at ORLAS, you may not be able to tell ht what
2

f 22 time it was a generic issue. So we have some problems.
23 There is not -- what you call closure, I have

i

24 to presume that those guys are doing their job. They are
,

|

!
' M giving approved requirements and schedule to implement

|

|

- , - , - _ , - . - - - , - , _ . . , - - _ . - . .-. - __ - _ - ...- - . . . . - - . - - - . - - - .,. .-.
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1 them and a procedure is being done, and they are going to
{'Ns ,) 2 be checked up on just like we are going to be checked ups

I3 on.

4 In fact, there is a summary report that comes

5 out. People's performances are judged on how many multi-
6 plan actions are completed in a year. These issues, I

7 understand, are going to go into the operating plan. People

8 will be judged on how many generic issues are resolved,
9 compared to how many they were supposed to have resolved.

10 Like every system, it depends on the people, on
11 how well it will work. But the purpose of this exercise

12 is to separate the wheat from the chaff and dort't have

7~s 13i people working on stuff that is not important and be sureeV
14 they do work -- if they have extra time and want to work on

j 15 other stuff, that is not my concern. All I want to know is
3
g 16 that the high priority safety issues are scheduled and
0
u 17 people are meeting those schedules. Anything else they do,

i
| 18 is their business,
t

i

; 19 MR. FOSTER: I am trying to make sure I under-
I
{ 20 stand the overall system here, I guess. Let's see if I
_

{ 2I am tracking correctly.
7

|
22

All of the issues fall into one of three

23 categories:

24
One of them is safety priority; one of them is<s

< \
\ /'"' M the environmental; and the third one is licensing
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I improvement.

2
; The first question is does your group see all

3 of those issues, or only the safety ones, the safety issues?

4 You have indicated that when you look at the issues, that

j 5 those which you consider to be in the environmental or
1
j 6 licensing area, that you ship off to somebody else. But
|

7 it was not clear to me whether or not all of the issues
8 -- let's say a licensing issue -- might come into your

] shop to begin with, for you to reroute it or whether some8

10 of the licensing issues would go directly to whoever.

11 MR. MINNERS: We have a lot of procedures for

12
|. controlling actions in the commission; we do not have
I

i 13 any procedure for controlling inaction. By that I mean

14
we have -- let me tell you the procedure, to try to explain

.

15 it -- the Operating Reactors Assessment Branch is the
:
g 16 contact with AEOD and I&E. Their job is to look at tht. 7e

17
issues and pass the generic safety issues on to us. They

18
are allowed to us their judgment;if they think it is not a

i

18! generic safety issue, they do not have to pass it on to us.
I
I E

If they think it is not a significant generic safety issue

j 21
they do not have.to pass it on to us. We don't want every

| piddly thing that people thought of coming to us. Some
22

23 judgment is applied at the beginning of the process.
3

24 The big problem comes because you cannot tell
V 25 if ORAB or a reviewer sees a significant generic safety;

>
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1 issue, but decides he is not going to do anything about it,
,
,

() 2 I don't know how I can pry it out of him.

3 MR. POSTER: But you are not the clearinghouse

4 for all issues, including the licensing issues and the

5 environmental issues. You do not serve as a clearinghouse
6 or as a rerouting spot for those, only on a casual basis?

7 MR. MINNERS: We have a little problem with that.

8 There is a lot of stuff going.on in the divisions where

9 people are working on technical systems which we have not

10 seen. In theory, then, it should be only licensing
11 issues. I suspect some of it is more than that. So we

12 have some backlog and there is always the possibility
'

13 that some division director can start working vn something.
| They don't work for me, they can do whatever they want.14

I
$ 15 | They might be working on an issue that is a generic safety
3
g 16 issue when he does not tell me about it. That is possible.
O

| 17 He is not supposed to. Maybe he does not think it is a
1
*

18 safety issue, maybe he thinks it is a licensing issue.i
) 19 MR EBERSOLE: There is a prefiltering process
:
*

| | M that goes in front of you so you don't get all of the chit-
_

; 21 chat?
5

22 MR. MINNERS: There has to be. I hope it is a

23 coarse filter. I have tried to write the procedure. People

24
O were pressing me to have a good deal of review and a good
( /
N' 25 deal of information to be provided before they would send it
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1 to me. I thought that was too much of an imposition.
2 Yes, I put a little pressure on other people to get an
3 idea. Don't just tell me your idea, just write down some '

4 facts about it, why it is bad or good and get a little
5 management review, et cetera. 'That is not required. If

6 you need some help, come to us and we will help you.

end 7 7

8

9

10 1

11

12

'13

14

m ij 15
a
@

g 16

8 17
0

2
*

18

? -,

!a
; 19 '

$

$ %)
1

-

21
.

I 22
:

23

24

25
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bw3joyi 1 MR. EBERSOLE: Do you look at the oroduct that
'

/"' 2 is thrown in the waste basket in the prefilterino process?

(_)T
'

MR. MINNERS: No. If a guy looks at it and decides3 .
I

it is not a generic safety issue and throws it in the waste4

5 .
can, I do not search thetaste can.

!
t

i MR. EBERSOLE: What about region review? Nouldn't
6

|
it result in less waste basket --

7

MR. MINNERS: I think we get a lot of task initia-8 !

i tion action from the region. There is the possibility thatg

they could hold it and do it themselves, but that was the
10

!

case when I&E had people out in the regions. The inspectorsg

did not want to pass it on. There was not much you could do
12

|

13 : about it. It was pretty difficult to find out. I don't
<~ ,

N/ think the regions are any worse.g
I

l MR. EBERSOLE: Whoever is out in the field, they
15 .,

have certain rules that they follow that you know about,
16

s
though. You know the nature of the strainer they have,-

g 17
.

i don't you? Or do vou?
18 ! *

g
-
*

. MR. MINNERS: I guess I don't know.
; 19

3. MR. EBERSOLE: Don't you need to know the nature
j 20

J of the strainer?
| 21

MR. MINNERS: I have asked people to bring me
22

the pieces of paper for ORAB, what procedure they have for,

doing that. Yes, I'm trying to find out a little more aboutt

24 L

(n that to be sure there is a procedure. That may need some$

N) 25

i
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|

bw8 joy 2 1 I tuning up.

/~h 2 MR. EBERSOLE: Otherwise, there is no integral

3 process unless you know the nature of the strainer.i,

i

| MR. MINNERS: I think the inaction has come to4
i
i

5 our attention again recently. We are sensitized to it. I

6 have asked some guy to try to think if there is some

7 mechanism by which things that get thrown in the waste

8 paper basket, good things don't get thrown in the waste paper

9 basket.

10 I think Stello and CRGR have said that we have

11 democratic exercise, which may turn people off. I think the

12 only justification for having a highly paid, large NRC

13 Staff is that they ask good questions.
)

14 MR. FOSTER: If the ACRS made a recommendation'

15 on an environmental issue, would that ever come to your

16 shop or would it go automatically to somebody else?

3

17 MR. MINNERS: Me have volunteered to keep track

| of the resolution schedule of environmental issues. The18-
a t

*
ij 19 j Division of Engineering has been assigned the responsibility

i

! for prioritizing those issues. They are coing to decide
20

a ,

which environmental issues are high, medium or low, and
21

I ir then they are going to submit schedules to us. Ne are going
22

23 to put it in our schedule book and keep track of it.

MR. FOSTER: You are setting priorities by your
24

(~N t
scheme here on the safety issues. The engineering group( ,)

{25

i

.
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8 joy 3 1 is doing this on environmental issues. Somebody else is

f''T 2 doing this on the licensing issues.
\, /

3 | Is there any overall integration of the priority

|
4 of these, or do they really work as three different bags?

5 MR. MINNERS: I have a parochial view on that. I

6 think generic safety issues come first and then 0-licensing

7 issues, and then licensing and environmental issues come

second.8

9 MR. FOSTER: There is no integration of these if

10 you are competing for resources like money.

MR. MINNERS: I don't think we are competing forj)

issues. I think generic safety issues come first and12

13 licensing and environmental come second. I do not think it
(~~') !
\ s/ I is competition. I recognize there could be cases in whichg

environmental or licensing issues might be more important
15

than some generic safety issues. I think that is the
16

a
; exception rather than the rule and can be dealt with in that

37
E
*

je way.

3

I have an office director and he has ideas. I; ig

a

i don't know what his ideas are. I would hope that this
g 20

e process would indicate, since it has been approved by the
21.:

E office, that yes, generic safety issues are going to come

first, and whatever is left over from the resourcesg

assigned to those issues can then be applied to other

(~~\
( ) things. And USIs are part of it.
s,e 25

._.
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8 joy 4 1 MR. EBERSOLE: To you, what is a licensing issue?

( .

What do you call a licensing issue?r~3 2 :
<

%s' t

3 | MR. MINNERS: I have a big, long definition.
1

f MR. EBERSOLE: I will read that. You can't4

!
5 explain?

6 MR. MINNERS: The test I use is does it affect

7 directly the design, operation or construction of a nuclear

8 power plant.

9 MR. EBERSOLE: And if it does?

10 MR. MINNERS: That is a safety issue. If it

doesn't, then it is either an environmental --
11

MR. KATHREN: Would you repeat that definition?12

It went by very fast.13s

) MR. MINNERS: A generic safety issue is a defi-N- ja

ciency which might affect the public health and safety ing

gj the design, construction or operation of a nuclear power

s

j plant. Therefore, to be a generic safety issue, you have
37

2

| ; jg to affect the design, construction or operation.
3
3

Now, environmental issues might also do that, butj 19
a

j they are not a deficiency in safety. The auestion is, whatg
a

d is a licensing issue? A licensing issue is an issue which
21.

i
r does not directly affect the plant.

|

|
So we do independent code calculations, and people

g

have to keep those codes up to date. That would be what I

<~x
(/} would call a licensing issue. It does not directly affect

25%_

!

|

[
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8 joy 5 1 the plant, but obviously, if our code is different than

/~N 2 their code, there will be argument, but that is an indirect

k
3 effect.

4 MR. EBERSOLE: Now, call an environmental issue

5 in your words.

MR. MINNERS: An issue that is needed to take care6

7 of the National Environmental Protection Act.

8 MR. EBERSOLE: Environmental impact.

9 MR. MOELLER: And the licensing improvement issues

10 and environmental issues, once you have categorized them

as such, then are not given any priority.
11

MR. MINNERS: Not by me. I am sure they are
12

going to be worked on by the division responsible and they
13

|
' s' assign priorities. They have some way of doing business. I

34

do not do the prioritizing. I am sure people prioritize
15

their workloads.
16

s
; MR. MOELLER: Any other questions or comments?

37
!

(No response)
i 18-:

E

MR. MOELLER: This has been a useful introduction.j jg ;
I;

[ i (Laughter)
20g

d Why don't we take a 15-minute break.,

21! =
l :
I E (Recess)

22
!

l MR. MOELLER: The meeting will resume.
| 23
,

! We are now going to begin with the individual
l 24

[) items, generic safety issues.
'

\,_/ 25

!

l

i

1
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Bjoy6 1 The first issue is failures in air monitoring,

2 air cleaning and ventilating systems. How did you people ,

J. 3 suggest this be handled? Do you want to give us a bottom

! line on it for each one, and then we will interact with4

5 you.

MR. MINNERS: The bottom line is pretty well laid6

out. I would suggest if' people have questions or criticisms7

8 or whatever, that would be the casiest thing to address.

9 What you see is what my branch knows, not much more than that,
i

But we have Staff members from the involved technical brancheni 10

which go more deeply into the technical details and
11

a

'

explain to you better, I think, what the pressing issues
12

are.
13

MR. MOELLER: Okay, we can do it. We will just!. 34

see. Again, I agree with what Warren just said, but I
15 :

t

0 9 Y # "
! 16

I that we will discuss in the next half-hour or so which the
'

: 17
*

i Staff has had an opportunity to look into. There are others
3g,

s'

a
the Staff has not looked into at all, or very little.

g

!. Warren discussed the process whereby his branch
3

20

f prioritizes this work. I think I might mention what effect
213

$ that has on how the Staff then considers these.
22

The prioritization is taken into consideration in

| the development of the office and division of operating
- 24

() plants. The bottom line is if this is not included in the

operating plant, the Staff has no resources allocated to

--..- - -. . - - - - . _ - . - -. . _ - , . - , _ - - - - .-. ,
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8 joy 7 i devote to those items. Consequently, there are many of

these things that the Staff does not really spend any time
/~' 2

O
: n, so why don't we take them in order where we have done

3
|
| some work on them, and we will be prepared to address those.4

MR. MOELLER: Okay. We are on issue number 1, and
5

let me ask just a couple of questions, then. The proposed

priority ranking is to drop it, which means that they, as I, ;

l

w uld assume or as I understand in their evaluation, not only
s

was it of low priority, but it was just so low that it shouldg

be dropped as far as regulatory priorities are concerned.

Now, we spent half of yesterday on control room

habitability, which this relates to. Is that covered by

this item?
13~s

MR. MILLIS: I'm the effluent treatment system
s,

14

leader. As you can see, this issue is related a little bit
15 ,

i

i to the control room habitability. However, in our scheme
16 i

!! | of things, control room habitability is being addressed
2 17 |

,
'

| separately as an issue that is being worked on, as you heard

! !

[ } yesterday at some length.
; 19 j

| | This issue essentially is not being worked on as
j 20

{ a generic issue. Some of the carts of it are being pickedf ;

21 |3

| up other places.'

22

MR. MOELLER: To me, the whole subject of control
23

room habitability and the safety of the operators of the

24 [

('~)h
P plant, that is clearly involved as part of this, even a
'

\_ 25

major part of this, so I guess I need to know, then, where
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3

|

8 joy 8 1 that is listed as an issue and what priority has been
1

2 assigned te it. And if the implication is'that control room
(

3 habitability is dropped because this item is dropped, then
4

I4 we need to know that. I am just asking for information to

.5 help me.

6. MR. MINNERS: As I said, there are some things

|i

7 which are being dealt with outside of the system. Control

8 room habitability is one of them. The Committee sent a

9 letter to the Staff, and that was not treated by this generic
i

10 issue procedure but was dealt with by the proper people

there. A response was written up which I remember. It is11

12 probably best characterize as we think what we are doing on

i

! 13 control rooms is enough, we are not going to do any more.

(~Vh.

14 Now, maybe for archival purposes maybe that shouldt N-
t - ..

15 be put on block 3. I guess if I had' looked at that, my
,

judgment now is I might have put that as a Note 3 as a
16

:
{ j resolved issue and quoted the letter to ACRS as the basis37

2,

for that.; 18

!
| g 39

MR. MOELLER: Okay. Further questions on this

a

j item by one of the ACRS Fellows who, as we mentioned earlier,
. 20 i- a'

t,

i' had looked at the item briefly and came up with the
21

. I i
: -questions, like: As we read your review of this item, you'

put into it the fact that all three -- that four differentg

[ things had to fail simultaneously in order for it to be ofg

i () any import. Is that true and would you explain that to us?
25

<
;

!
'

i
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3

: 8 joy 9 i MR. EMRIT: The valuation of this issue, we

looked at the design -- the reactor building air flow to2'

s
see how the air was flowing through the reactor building3

regarding the question of control room habitability. It4

was separate in terms of air flow. It has a separate flow
! 5

system based on the flow diagram that I looked at.
6

MR. MOELLER: What is it that has -- that is in a
7

separate zone?
8

g| MR. EMRIT: The air flowing to the control room.

When I looked at a flow diagram for a typical plant, I
10

found three zones, basically, in terms of air flow throughout

the plant. The control room has its own ventilation system

and is not connected to any other system in the area of theg

reactor vessel. That has a separate path.

MR. MOELLER: The review that I read on this said
15

that this will only be a problem if there is a simultaneous

I failure of the monitoring equipment, the ventilating'

* 17
E

j equipment, the air cleaning equipment, and these three-

18y ;,

I i things are combined with improper operator action, and then
! 2 19 [

Y
20[hhowdoyoureachthatconclusion?i

f |- MR. EMRIT: That is trying to create a worst,

21 -

1 2

! case scenario. You have to realize, now, that there are
22 '

other ongoing programs since this evaluation was done.;

23

It was one of the first ones that was completed about 12-;

24

[ \ months ago.
d 25 l

MR. MOELLER: Move the microphone much closer if

1

1
- _ . . --- - . _ _ _ . _ . -. --
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8 joy 10 1 you can.

/ 'T 2 MR. EMRIT: One of the key Action Plan items
'

V
3 completed is the -- TMI Action Plans that has been

4 completed is Item III.D.2.4, a requirement to place 50

5 TLDs around each site, so there are other things. Somebody

6 had a question about monitoring air quality in the plant.

7 There are other items.

8 MR. MOELLER: TLDs around the plant have nothing

9 to do with the topic we are discussing. You have two

10 types of monitoring systems for air-borne effluents. You

11 have high range things for accidents, you have low-range
'.

12 monitors for routine releases. They give you on-line data.

13 If those fail and the material gets out, the TLDs register~s s

%'
14 some external dose. They don't tell you anything about

15 the concentrations. They do not give you the data until you
END T 8

n; go out and collect them and read them.

!
| 17 Now, what are we talking about?

18
i
:

N 19 i
d

-

E 20
a

$
21 .

g
fO ,-

22
,

!
23

24
d.rN

25~-
:
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1 MR. EMRIT: Assuming the plant monitoring system
,

2 fails, --

; 3 MR. MOELLER: Let's assume it fails. You don't

4 know what is being discharged to the environment, and an
5 accident is in progression and you want to tell the public
64

or the local public health officials what to do. You want to

7 advise them. Now, what are you going to do?

8 MR. EMRIT: In the worst case scenario, we assumed

9 that an accident occurred in order to get some kind of
10 quantifiable data on the releases. So we have to get some

11 kind of probability of the failure of the air monitor,
,

12 failure of the air cleaning system to do its job before
~

\ 13 the air gets out of the plant. And all things taken into

14 -3consideration, we came up with a probability of 10 , not

15 having any backup data to rely on, the quantified risk
3

-

g 16 associated with this issue. That's where the total man rem

- 17 comes into play.3
'

I
g 18

MR. MOELLER: You were looking at various accident
!

- 19 scenarios, and again, to go back to questions I asked in

20
the opening remarks this morning, in some of those accident4

i 5 21 scenarios, we tend to believe -- and I haven't spent the
*

f 22 time on it that you have -- that certain failures in the,

23 air system are part of the accident scenario. You are

24
i attaching them on as if they are not a part of the accident
: O 25 scenario. Have you looked at various scenarios to see whether

.

- -, , .-i, . -....--....,m,, , , , , , ----,,,r,,, , - - - . . . - , , - - , . . - - . . , - . , - - - _ , - , , . --r. . - - e - , - -----2 -,,,
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4

1
4

| I f ailures of the air cleaning system might be a concurrent

part of the scenario?

MR. That's taken into consideration here.
4

Do you mean separately, as a separate failure? It was
1

5 included here, that everything fails, everything does not
6

do its job.

MR. MOELLER: As I read your evaluation, you

8 assumed an accident occurred, and then you looked at whether
8 the air system failed subsequent -- yes, subsequent to thej

}. 10
accident.

4

11
MR. That's correct.

12
MR. MOELLER: Is that the correct approach?

.

() 13
MR. EMERIT: For this case, that was an appro-

'

14*

priate approach, that you would get releases. The maximum
.

4 15
amount of release that you could get associated with this

! 3
8 16

issue, the way it was originally presented to us, is extracted: =
i

! O 17
g from NUREG-0572. That's the way we read this issue.

> x

', j
*

18
MR. EBERSOLE: Let me comment about the ventila-

$ 19!
' *

tion aspect of this issue, its effective life, not only the
2

2 20
i HPCI and RCIC, but other rooms that contain motors of large

,
5 size or even some consolidated cabinets.
7*

f But you don't have to wait for an accident to start
<

23 asking what the consequences are. All you have to do is

24
fail the ventilation system. When you've failed the ventila-

'

25 tion system, accident sequences automatically start; ambient
,

i
_ _ _ - _ - . _ - . . - . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ , . ,._.__ __ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . , _ . _ . . _ . , _ _ . _
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1 rises. In any of these rooms the equipment have certains

2 ambient limits. In tie case of an electric motor it might

3 be quite hot; in the case of consolidated equipment it might
4 be -- you're proceeding toward degradation of the equipment.
5 That leads to loss or is interesting set of equipment which

6 must be placed in motion when you stirt a plant, and which
7 then, like an airplane that if it sheds its wheels, can

8 never land. It has to have a sustained operation as long as
9 the plant runs, in any mode.

10 There are about a dozen systems in the plant that
11 must be furnished with sustained ventilation functions.
12 There are numerous ways to find tertiary ways of cooling
13 these areas like dragging fans out of closets, opening doors
14 and so forth, but you have to identify the ways that you
15 are going to find tertiary ways to cool these things. You

2

g 16 might well find out on the intake deck that the service water
8 17
g pumps we were talking about a while ago are dependent on fans
3

$ 18 set in concrete vaults that are plugged into wall outlets.
!

19j The viability of the pumps is dependent on the viability of
5

| - { 20 the fan, and the fan has been frequently found not to be
.

5 21 safety related. So you d idn' t know, but you were running on
2

|- !' 22 an unknown capacity to cool these things by opening doors and
23

so forth if you lost your fans.
,

24 A ventilation system failure is, in its own right,
'

25 an accident, and you don't need any of the probabilities other
|

|
-

,.r.___,.,_., __ . ,, . . _ , , _ _ , . . . . _ . _ , _ _ _ . . , . . . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . , _ _ . _ , _ , _ _ _ _ , _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ , . . _ _ . . _ _ -__ _
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1 than its own failure rate.

'N,/ 2 MR. MINNERS: We may have misperceived the issue.

3 This may be a case in which the definition of the issue affects

the prioritization. I think as we saw the issue, it was

5
not keeping equipment cool, which may be an important issue.

6
This issue was limited to radioactive material getting out

7
through the ventilation system.

MR. EBERSOLE: That is the problem, I agree.

9
Again, you have to be careful about what issue you are

10 prioritizing.

II MR. EBERSOLE: Mention was made, though, about

IIPSI and RCIC, which led me to think that it had to be
'r'''N 13

(v) cooled. I want to say immediately that I know of certain

I4
rooms that had 2000 horsepower motors in them. Ten percent

15
of that output is 200 kilowatts or thereabouts that is

2

16
pouring into the room. It will not run long without the=

3 17
g ventilation system functioning.
3
*

18
[ MR. MINNERS: We may have given too much informa-

I9! tion and misled you.,

I E
' 2 20r (Laughter.)
i
1

-

21
MR. MICHELSON: Let me come to your de fense,

22
although I don't think you need that. I had the same problem

23 in looking at this issue. If you go back and look at the

24g~ documentation which was reported in NUREG-0572, the issue
<\ i' %s n

seems -- on page 3-6, it focuses on the failures of equipment
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1 designed to monitor. So it's easy enough to believe that

'
'/ that was the issue because it seems like that is the way

it was treated.

4 If you go back, however, to page D-34, although

5
the general description again focuses on monitoring, it

begins to bring in a little bit about you have to keep

7 equipment cool and so forth. So I think probably the issue

8 is misunderstood, and that we need a new issue identified

9
which is basically, the environmental control systems through-

10
out the plant which are critical to the operation of many of

11
the safety systems, and if it is redefined that way, then

12
I for one would not have too much of a problem.

/^) 13
( f I think it's just a misunderstanding, probably.
v

14 MR. MOELLER: I agree, it was not focused. We
e
'

15
would have environmental control or equipment cooling as a*

8 16 focus, and then I still want to ask, then, where control room-

0 17
g

' habitability is. Would that be a second focus? We would like
3
*

18
[ for you to look at those two items.
!

19e
MR. MINNERS: Can you be a little more specific?*

8
20a

I Are you saying those should be identified as generic issues,
.

; 21

g and go through the process, control room habitability and

! 22
5 cooling of equipment? Is that your suggestion?

23
MR. MOELLER: Stop me if this is the wrong approach,

/''g a, but yes, I'd like to see those identified and evaluated.
t t
\_/ 25

MR. MICHELSON: I assume we're going to write some
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1 kind of comment letter.
f3
i <

( ,/ 2 MR. MOELLER: Yes.

3 MR. MICHELSON: That would be in our comment

4 letter. It seems like it is reasonable to you. Clearly,

5 even control room habitability is a separate issue from

6 equipment cooling, and there are different kinds of problems.

7 Both of them are problems which didn't seem to be treated

8 anywhere on the generic issues list that I can find.

9 MR. MINNERS: I think I came down here a couple

10 months ago, and somebody asked me if I had all of the generic

11 issues and I said I thought I had all of the generic issues

12 in NRR. I don't think I have all the generic issues; I'm

/~'s 13 not even sure I have most of the generic issues. I would
us]

14 like to recant.

! 15 MR. MOELLER: Dick Foster.

$

] 16 MR. FOSTER: I notice that issue B-36 has got

0

| 17 some different kinds of things in it. Can you let me know
i
*

18 what the relationship between these is?
r

; 19 MR. MOELLER: Yes, that is a good point, Dick,
I
| 20 to bring that up, because it's closely -- B-36 is closely

| { 21 related to the control room habitability. Because when we
7

| ! 22 are talking -- at least, when I am talking about testing these
1 :

23 systems, we have in mind what the consultants and architect

24 engineers and so forth have told the subcommittee concerning,_

| \

\~'It

25 control rooms and how they are tested, to be sure that the

|



. .. . _. .- __ --- - . - _ _ . _ - - - - - . ~ ~ . . _. - . _ - . - - . _. -. _

BW9,sy7
392

:

1 emergency circulating loads will do what they are claimed to ;

2 be able to do.;

3 MR. AXTMANN: bhere is B-36?
4

4 MS. TANG: Look on the agenda.
1

5 MR. MOELLER: It's on the agenda, the second item-
,

6 on it. Dick had a very good point. Why don't we combine and
i

i 7 look at those two in terms of what we're doing. And Ms.

8 Tang has pointed out that B-36 is part of the same general;

9 subject, when we're looking at control room habitability.;

:

10 To us, the control infiltration measurements could be-

,

11 combined.

12 MR. MICHELSON: The comment on B-36 bothered me.
,

13
; When you read the description, it says it is all done with

14 the revision of Reg Guide 1.52 in 78. So I thought that was

15 some other kind of an issue entirely and long ago resolved,
3

| 16 but not answering my question of equipment cooling or really*

0

| 17 our question of control room habitability. It's just some kind.
I.

{ 18 of an old issue that was laying around to look at the
!

19 description. At least it seems it was in that category. All{
E
C

} M the work was done a long time ago.

{ 21 MR. WILLIS: I think we have a general problem|

34

i | 22 in a number of these areas in the definition of the problem.
.

23 We have dealt with B-36 as primarily a matter of handling the

.

24 air cleaning aspects of filtration. As a consequence, we

25 are in the process of finalizing as to revised reg guides,
'

,

*
-. , . . . . . , , ,__. _. .. _ m..~ ,_ , - . . _ , _ . , - _ - . _ ~ _ ~ . . . _ _ _ - - - - - , _ _ _ - _ . _ __ .
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1 1.52 on emergency systems is related to the control room, and
,

( ,) 2 1.140, which is the normal ventilation system. We are not

3 looking at ventilation systems in the broad sense, taking

4 into account air cooling or equipment and that sort of

5 thing. We're simply looking at the air cleaning aspects of it.

6 MR. MOELLER: Can we get someone to do that?

7 You know, you help us. What would help you most for us to say?

8 MR. MINNERS: If you think an issue is omitted or

9 incorrectly stated, does not cover all the things you think

to it should have,those are the kinds of statements we need.

11 It is a judgment betwen making it a bite-sized piece --

12 MR. MOELLER: Sure. I must say this is an evolving

(')'s 13 thing. We don't mean to be pulling a fast one on you. It's
\,

14 just that we have finally. clarified our own thinking.

h 15 Any other comments, then, on issue 1 or B-36
4

16 or B-66?

17 MR. KATHREN: I just have a relatively simple

i

; ig question; it can be answered yes or no.
t

f 19 ( La ughte r . )
i
j g) MR. MINNERS: Okay, if we know the answer.

|- 21 MR. KATHREN: An air monitoring system can fail
3

! 22 in an upscale as well as a downscale mode, and if it does,
f

23 it could create a great deal of havoc in doing things that you

- 24 might not otherwise want to do, which creates --

I I
V 25 MR. GAMMILL: It has happened.
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i

; 1 MR. KATHREN: Did you consider the upscale as well

i

i 2 as the downscale failure mode?

t

3 MR. MINNERS: Probably not.
,

j 4 MR. KATHREN : I asked for a yes or no, and I get

5 a "probably not."

6 (Laughter.)'

f 7 MR. WILLIS: Do you want a no? We'll give it to ;

j E you. We do not have a criterion that addresses or puts a

9 requirement on for an instrument to show an upscale failure.

1

j 10 If it has a trip point or an alarm point and you have an

11 upscale failure,.you get that, and presumably someone

12 responds. The first response is usually to check and see

13 if the instrument was not working.

14 MR. MOELLER: And in your evaluation in assigning
1 m

i 15 a priority to these items, please keep in mind -- and I don't

!
'

[ 16 mean to be lecturing, but keep in mind the essentia1 ness of

C

-| 17 the proper performance of people and the proper performance,

i4

*
18 of equipment to the safety of the plant.

i4

f .

g. 19 Are we ready to go to --4

I'

f M MR. SHAPIRO: I have some problems in your methodi

i 21 .for assigning a priority to this particular problem. It

$

! j' 22 goes back, I think, to what Bernie Schleien brought up
| :
; -

23 yesterday. And that is you're talking about air cleaning

24 event, letting systems which are ab'solutely crucial to
f"~stj'

2 engineered containment and safeguards in the plant. And in

i
9

>

_ . _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . ___.. _ _ . _ ._ __ ..
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1 terms of doing everything you can to maintain their integrity +-
,
i \
\~,/ 2 on the other hand, because of the probability of a major

3 accident, at least one in a million, you have not done all

4 of the consequences by a factor of one million, and you come

5 out with a total -- you go down from five million man rem down

6 to 5 man rem to give you a rather low consequence to the

7 public.

8 And then you go into costs on the other side, and

9 you come up with a horrendous cost of $429 million, and that's

10 why you say this is too expensive. And nothing is going to

11 happen from this because it's one in a million. It goes

12 against my intuition. This whole thing of reactor safety is

f') because of the enormous amount of radioactivity in the core13

w,

14 of a reactor, and somehow or other, that should be factored

15 into this so that you have a continuing ef fort.
2

g 16 Now, based on your own scheme, there may be some
0

17 other group in the Commission that does this and maybe
2

h 18 that's why it's not in your group. I'd like to know if that
!

19! is so, who, in fact, does this.
i
{ M
3

-

; 21

h

| 22
.

23

24p.
i )
N_/ g
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1 3R. MINNh;as: We have the regulation, and you> s

% 2 .must. realize tnat the prioritization is done presuming tnat4

-3. our current regulations, interpretations through reg guidec
.

4 and SdPs.and all of that is implemented. In some cases, J

5 that is not true. But we took that as our caseline, that

0 .wnatever requirement is on tne books, tnat the plants have

7 implemented that. If you had; requirements for normal

b operation, you still have to meet Part 20. For tnose kinds

9 of situations that is taken care of,

i 10 The question that is being addressed nero is if

11- you had a coremelt accident, what is *he risk to the.

12 public? My conclusion is that there is not much risk to the

13 public as far as ventilation systems are concerned.

41 MR. SHAPIRO: That is because you put in one in a

15<

million.for the possicility of the accident, isn't it?

16 MR. MINM:;RS : The ceremelt probability that we

L7 used is, in most cases, something lixe 10 to the -4 to 10

10 to tne -5. Where we thougnt justified, we hau to,use
19 'nigner probabilities. 'I acn ' t tal'n$ in any case are we'down

i
20- to 10 to.the -6.

) \

; 21 - Tnis has got a list cf proNauilities in hera
22 which includes containment failures. ' You nave to go th'rotigh
23 the whole thing. When you add up those sequences, it is

24 more like 10 to'the -5 tnan -- in. fact, thera.is a 10 to1

t .
25 the--5 in there. You are misinterpreting by at least.a

,

!

,
. . i,

o
i

b

.

, - . . , - . , - - - - - -. , - - - - - - . _- -w.
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.

1- factor of 10, maybe 100.

C, 2' Your point,-I tnink, is well taken. 's ha t we ares
,

3 .prioritizing tnings on is basically ceremelt kind of

4 considerations, which is really quite different than I
?

5 think the Commission'in practice did in tne past. We were

6 closer to a no-release mode ~of regulation tnan to a1

7- coremelt regulation.

8
'

I think this is a significant change in the
,

9 philosophy that is being appliec. I see people, it would go

lJ>
>

; against their intuition and experience, and that's why wnen

li I said when I put. the matrix up, that's what you have to

j 12 agree to. Ihat matrix is not that you are going to control

-13 releases under Part 20 nor even some small multiple of
,

- 14 that., (q, -

'~ 13 It is really talxing about coremelt, which is a>

16 different kind of tning. People.have talked in the past,

17 there has been anc tnere is going to be, continue to ce a

10 clasa cetween this new philosophy and the old pnilosophy.

19 It-is a matter of' policy. The -policy is now out for public

[ 20 -comment, ana it snould be nashed over'and aecide wnat we

! 2L are going to oo.
t
i.

22 At the moment ~we are -- we are the forefront of;
a

I' 23 ene. policy. ne have acopted it in this proceoure. The
!

24 -Cocimission 'has not adopted it for all licensing decisions.

25 I agree with your comment.

:

|O
,

. . _ . - . , _ . , _ - . _ . . . , - , , - , . - . _ - - - _ ,
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1 MR. SHAPIRO: The other side of the coin -- I am

, 2 not quite sure, I am looking at this very fresh and with

3 limited background to it -- but the cost that you assign to

. 4 it seems to me much, much too high for a lot of tne work
;

i 3- that could be done in that. system.

6 MR. KATHREN: May I comment on that? I was not

-7 going to ask, out I will. It really bothers me that you
'

,

6 assign twa f ull-ti ne technicians to keeping this gear

9 operational now. How mucn do you save there because you
_

' lU don't have 14 percent of your Leks involved with failure of

11 this equipinent ana now much do you save because when the

12 LER cccurs you may ce shut down or you may have to do other

13 things?

14 It seems to me -- I will be direct and blunt and

k~' 15 not answer "prooably not" -- I will say it seems to me you

16 ara really stacking tne deck when you figured out the cost

17 .in favor of producing a high cost instead of a more

la realistic estimate of what the actual costs are.
:
F 1 9 I am sorry to interrupt you, Jack.
i *g,

MR. XOELLER: Jack Healy has been patiently;.
.

21
! waiting.

22 Ms. Sr_ALY: I have several questions.

23 ss. MinNtas: May I come back with a "probably
i

24 not"?

! 25 (Laughter.)
i

!
4

1
,

J

,

,.
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1

MB. h.GE L L6 R : Go ahead.*

/me i

,._ I 2 MR. KATdREN: That's a universal ansoer.

3 MR. aILLIe: One, on tne cost business, I am

4 painfully aware of this problem Cecause of some of the

5 things tnat *e have 3ust gone tnrough. It is amazing what

6 it coes cost to get something uone in a power plant. I am

7 thinking particularli cf our post-accident samoling system

6 that .e nave mora or less blithely rcouirec a few years

9 agc.

lu I am sure that the icea in .ninc oy the people

l l' who made tne recommenadtion was ta throw something together

12 that would cost you 2 houro' work and a few minutes'

Id
thought. It is turning out tnat the average ccst is like S5

I4,x million per reactor,
f )
~' 15 ao wnan we mage tnese cost estimates, we can be

16 wrong in ettner direction, and it is hara to do.

17 the otner side of toe coin is you tal<ea about
,2'- the LER cost and that sort of tnin.]. As a .na t ter o f f act ,

, .#* excluaing the led costs fecm cur calculations biases the

20 costs in a oownwaru direction cecause we are not in a
21 positten et saying, cuy from company A instead of Company B
A2 because tney are sup?cced to be acre ralia~le ano you havec

23 133g gggg,

24 Nhat w'e can do is put a recuirement on that

20 sometaing function, anc that in fact mages for more LERs

.,y
> \

|u.-
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1 and it *2005 cost. So admitting i; probacly biases the costs
' ,i
,

2 down.

3 MR. MIINERS: In ter:as of cost savings, if you

4 start out with a safety concern basically and taen tnere is

5 -- we consider all of tne factors, cost savings are one of

the factors we are going to consider, I don't think that

7 the ecst, of LER processing is that much. Mayce we should

D have adoressed it, out I cannot believe that is going to be

9 rauch money.

10 Tne etner question is, it you have to shut down

11 the plant oecause of tne tach specs en the ventilating

12 system, I have looked into that, other people nave loc <ed

13 into tnat, and cased on tne reports I nave seen,

li~x unavailabiltty of safety systems in tne tech specs is a
( )
x''/ , ,3

minor -- an insignificant contributcr to the unavaila'ility1 o

16 of the nuclear power plant. It is less tuan 1 percent

'7 contributor.'

14 That is because thera are redundant syctems, and

19 the teca specs let you run wita one systa.n. Unless somebody

20 can give you some intermation otherwise, that 'ind of<

21 saving is almost oil in tnese assessmentu. There is not an

22 economic arive for the utility to have batter safety

23 ventilacing systems, because it does not affect tne plant

24 operation.

25 v.R . K4theCh: ' iou woulc ratner fill out LERs

c
| \
G

- -
_ . _ _ _
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I then?, ,s
/
> I

V 2 >! R . WILLIS: He did not say that pecple wanted to

3 fill cut LEds. That is certainly not the case.

4 :8. K A'I ii R h : That's nis choice. Eitner the

5 utility nac LENS or taey operate their system so tney don't

'* have it, what I tn i n t; I am hearing you say is tnat it is

7 cost effective to continue with tne system and to produce

D mcre LEhs or to continue to produce LERs at tne same level.

3 Ihat's what I think I am hearing you say.

10 MR. MINatnS: I think there is a little diftercot

11 t ist to it. I thinA wnen you loc < at these issues and you

12 say, nere is a procosed requirement I out on tnis guida,

*3'

you nave to loos at it in two parts: You have to look at
9 4
i'r3 what is tne patential improvement I can mar,e; it is sc bac,

s ;

\J 15 if I really were perfect anu fixea it, I wculd reduce the
~

16 riss thia 1auc o . Ycu nave to start there.

17 The sacona cuestion, and a very impcrtant

'c question, one to snico I am very sensitive, is now much of

19 that potential can I as an dnC regulatcr gain? I aa atraid

d' when I look at a lot of i s.;ue s , I cannet see now a piece of

21 paper issues by the haC io going to get anything changed.,

I
'
' 22 he are acutely awara c. tnat.
|

23 I nave insisted that 'ae factorea into peopla's

| 24 evaluations. This is not to potential, total potential

25 change in risk. Unis is the effact of enange of risk, whica
,

i

[
! 1u-

!

I
|
)
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I is the efftciency of the Commission requirement to get it,

(.l 2 done. You have got to put that in. There is a big

3 ciffer3nce cetween wnat we require anu what we yet.

4 XR. hEALY: I have several que.3tions. In

5 evaluating these issues, cc you look at tae excerience on

o the failures of equipment, for example, specirically on

7 this one? Did you loor at the reports of failures of

D a.cnitors, reports of failures of ventilation systems, et

9 cetera?

10 .%R . MINNERS: I will have to say probably not,

11 again. he did not go into tnat deptn. We tried La get a

12 quie<y number and put in here.

13 , a< . HEALY: Really, you do not take into account,

14gw the experienca. You simply say, well, it a regulation says
it

'~J 15 that you are sui,posea to do so-and-sc, tnen obviously it is
<

16 cone. One of the icsuct that may come up is whether the

17 degree of inspection of a system of this nature -- it

Ib certainly would seam to me to cc a part of it.

l '1 XR. .41NnERS: I thins we make the presu.T.ption

2u that the licensea is innccent, he is doing what he io

21 supposed to do, unless we have infccmation that indicates

22 cenerwise. If there is a report someplace that we have reac

23 that says they guy is not doing it, we won't ignore that.i

24 eut we tenu to make a prasumption that regulations and
;

25 req u i r emer.t a are ceing directly implemented.

I
L

n,

'

( /w-

, _ , - - +
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1 MR. HEALY: Second question --

[_ i
25 <

x/ MR. MINAtdS: May I acc one more tning? If tnat

3 is not true, the generic issue place is not tne place to
t

4 treat it. I'he place to treat it is to call up I&E and say,

5 enforce ti.e reguldtion.

O %R. HEALY: hould you do that?

7 MR. NINALRS: Ahat else can I say? Sure. But 1

E don't snow a par:1cular situation.

9 MR. HEALY: I am always nervous about failures of

IU exit .aonitoring equipment, having been involved in one

11 incioent in wnicu this occurred. It seems to me that after

12 Three Mile Island, the Coa.uission required two monitoring
13 systems. Dio they not? One hign level, one low level?

14
f-~3 MR. MINCtRS: we were just requiring the ability
> t
\ / ,c''

to .neauure nigh-level releases. If you could have cone it"

16 with one, we woula have accepted that.

17 MR. HEALY: By dismissing this issue, which
,2

incluaes tne monitoring syste.m, you are saying that the*-

i ,9'
| cie rae of reliability ct the exit nonitaring now iss

23 anpropriate witnout even looking at it.

21 MR. alNNERS: 6ithout looking at "ne equip.nent?.

22 MR. iiE6L Y : %o. At tne failure r3 ports.

23 aid . M I N 3.t R S : Yes, that is orobably true.

24 MR. nEALY: Is it not possible in these plants

25 that an accident could occur with a sizable release where

e 3,
\v/

,_. __
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1 tne only indication would be the exit gas.')i
I

\m- 2 MR. minis Eas : Yes.

3 MR. HEALY: So this is your last safety measure.

4 I would be quite concerned on that. If tna response of the

5 plant operator is, that goddamned instrument has gone bad

6 again, somecody is sent up there. He gets up there; he

7 doesn't know wnether it has gone bad or not. It is reading

o hign. It seems to ne that this is leacing you into come

9 potential embarrassment to the Commission.

10 NR. M1NWERS: I thinK that goes back to what I

11 said 'efore regarding embarrassment to the Commission. Ic

12 tning there is schizophrenia between what the Commission --

13 I maan by that everyoody, not the Commissioners -- say we

14
r- 3 are going te do. We are going to do PRAs and riss
! i
i' '/ ,51 assessents an coremelts, but wnen events happen, tnat

10 philosophy does not apply.

I7 I thint a tast cn this is going to be on the

10 atear generator tube rupture process. we prioritized those

13 cy tnis .aetnod and ca:ae up, forget it. I don't tnink that

20 the Commission -- once again --

21 98. f60E L lek : You are getting softer and softer,

22 harren, nana him the mi<e,

23 'd x . MINNLRS: I discussec tnat tnera is a

24' dirference 'etween what we are doing now ana what thec

5 Commission has done in the past. That is going to be a

a
e i

I'~J/

,
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I p r o'c lem .,_,

')/
i 7
N/ - MR. WILLIS: May I comment? Let's say an acciaent

3 sito the only inaication being eftluent monitors, the only

4 thing that comes to mind riant off is the failure of a

3 waste gao decay tan <. Ana we do have requirements for

6 ef fluer.t iaonitors along tnat line, altnough there is the

7 possioility they will be out of service. But the pri:na ry

d concrol enere is a limitation by tech spec on the inventory

3 of the waste gas decay tank.

10 Other failures, there might be a dropping fuel

li element, but there would be other indications there.

12
t.a. dEALY: I am tal'<ing about the possibility ofv

13 blockage of one tube in the center of the reactor.

14 v.R . W I L L E.? : Blockage -- damage to the core that,f S
t )
s- ' is

,

nothing s hc e.s up in your core instrumentation?

,6
MR. nEALY: I .:new tuis has nappened with one.

17 ctaer type of reactcc with grapnite inonitoring and the

f I '' raunitor a t the edce of the tule was operating erroneously,
i

19 sc tnat you were getting a ncr,nal reading.
i

2U MR. MINNERS: What were the consequences?

21 NR. nEaLf: Then they were noL great, flowe ve r ,

22 touay you woulc have one nec< ot a caeus. This hapoenen

23 quite earlier, cetore the concern of release of radiation,

!

oA to the environ.nent ."

25 NR. :ilasERS: I am not trying to sound faceticus,

I
:

n

a
t

I
,

I

_ _ . . _ - , -- . . .- . - - , c- ,--
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1 but wnen you say "one heck or a mess" --

2 MR. tiSAL Y : There was a large amount of noole

3 uas.

4 . :R . MINaLRS: If you looked at that in a callus-

5 assacsinent at riss, a puff release of noble gases is not a

O high-ris.s event.

7 NR. ric ALY: I ascume you will tell that to tue

D cperators et Tnrae .4ile Island.

9 Let ce put one racra thing in here at tne moment

10 on tne general niethod you are using. I talked witn a

11 fellow from Japan last year, and ne declared unqualified,

12 tqis ICRP method unich is essentially what you are doing,

13 would never ce acceptel in Japan because the costs are

14 ce ag saved by tne industry. Rick is being ta4en by the

5p' ,-
'3

" . to -nuLlic.; 7-

16 '<

<

17

1s

19

2C

21

22

23

24
.

','

-- , yy.. , _ _ . . . -- r. , , . . m 9---,_e , - , . , _ . m , y ,,-e, , , _ , , - . , .,_.,-.,g _,,.w--,- _,7 _ _ - - . . _ - -



-. -

BWil,syl
407

1. MR. WILLIS: Are you implying that the Japanese

2 have safety standards that are way out of line with ours?

3 That's certainly not my experience.

4 MR. HEALY: I didn't say that. I'm saying that

5 the ICRP-system making decisions such as this, which is

6 essentially the system you are using, he stated it would not

7 be used in Japan because the public would not allow it.

8 Because one group is carrying the risk to save money for

9 the industry.
!
'

10 MR. MINNERS: I'd like to go back to your comment

11 on TMI. I think the Commission reactor properly with TMI.

.12 I think they put on the hair shirt and said, mea culpa.

-

13 My view of TMI is that the Commission did its,

14 job, the public was well protected. As you say, it was a

15 heck of a mess as far as the public was concerned. It was
. 4
'

] 16 real no, never mind. All they got out of it was noble gases,

j 17 Unfortunately, the perception is the other way and it is an

{ 18 improper perception that risk to the health and safety of
%
a

18j the public from TMI was calculated, and it was nothing.,
-

E
C

|-
20'

So, why should you -- if that's all that was

[ 21 there as risk to the public, why should you do any -- we,

.*.

| 22 don't do that because our criteria includes not only man rem

23 to the public, but we have a limit on core melt frequency.

24 But our system would do something about TMI. If it didn't

O''~'
.

. 25 dirty up the plant and just left a puff of radioactive gas

|

. _. .--- ._- . - - - _ , _- -
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1 out, without doing the calculation, I think you could see

() 2 that it probably would come out a low priority. You should
i

| 3 recognize that. That is what we're proposing.

4 MR. EBERSOLE: On the other hand, Warren, if the

5 operators had routinely done -- had turned on the low pressure

6 pumps and started distributing leakage around all over the

7 place, which they were entitled to do, then it would have

) 8 been another story. It would have leaked. The seals and so

9 forth were not designed to confine the cooling liquid.

10 MR. MINNERS: That's another thing you have to

11 recognize in accidents. The operators were not stupid.

12 MR. EBERSOLE: They knew the shortcomings of the
i

13 systems, evidently.

14' MR. MINNERS: But once again, the people did not

h 15 turn on the systems.
$

| 16 MR. EBERSOLE: It was fascinating to find out

0

| 17 that they were smart enough not to turn it on, which meant
i

{ 18 that they must have known that they would not work in the
!

| j '19 first place.
E
C

,
g 20 MR. MINNERS: I think that was common knowledge.

|

E 21 MR. EBERSOLE: But to have the status sitting,
,

3

f
22 there with that degree of weakness to me is malpractice.

23 e MR. MINNERS: The problem with the old regulations,,

24 we said there would be no release and nocctivity. That's how

'/ 25 we were doing things. There was no release of activity, then-,

i-

._, _ _. ,. . . . . . _ _, . . . . , , , . - _ . . _ _ . - _ _ _ - - . _ , . -
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1 there was no need to design the RHR seals for high radiation
O
(,,)- 2 levels. It led you to a wrong conclusion. The previous regu-

3 lation had a lot of flaws in it.

~4 MR. EBERSOLE: The release was TID 1844 in the

'

5 coolant.

6 MR. MINNERS: I'm saying that the design basis
!
'

7 for the RHR seals was that no activity would be released,

8 or very little would be released of the coolant. That was

9 the design basis of the RHR system.

i 10 MR. EBERSOLE: The TID release implies that the

11 release is to the coolant and to the containment, and,

4

12 therefore, it goes out into the circulatory systems,
i

13 MR. MINNERS: We could argue about TID, Part 100'

14 forever, but it was designed to be a siting regulation and

15 not an equipment design. It has been distorted at times,
!i

j 16 to use it to design filter systems, pumps and that kind of
' O

| | 17 thing.
| 5

18 When it was put into the regulations, that was

i

f 19 not the intent. It was supposed to be a siting criterion.
E

). ,! N It doesn't work very well except as a siting criterion.

21 MR. EBERSOLE: You remind me of a remark I heard
5

| 22 by an engineer -- to make seals that would withstand a TID
i

-

23 dose in the water, he said what do you want to do, make this

24 thing work?

f \- M MR. MOELLER: Let's give Bill Gammill a chance toI

:

i

- - - , . . .. - . . _ , . _ - . - - _ - - , . . _ _ _ - _ . _,
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1 respond to Jack Healy, and as Chairman, I want to start
,.

I( ,) 2 clicking off some of these items.

3 MR. GAMMILL: Warren responded to the question

4 about the consideration of LERs as a result of instrument

5 malfunctions and so forth. I wanted to make sure that you

6 understand that there are o*.her parts of the organization

7 who are looking into this. My branch, for one thing, we

8 always review LERs of this type. I know that I&E has a

9 group, and certainly it is a serious consideration of the

10 inspectors in the regions when they are reviewing the

11 performance of each of the licensees.

12 So yes, it gets a lot of attention. And if you

[~)}
13 see an instrument malfunction, they're goirg to focus on it.

L .

14 MR. MINNERS: The prioritization, I have to say

15 again, presumes that the regulations are being implemented
2

| 16 properly, that resident inspectors are picking this up and-

17 will perform. I don't know how else we can do that without
s

{ 18 making that presumption.

!
i 19 MR. MICHELSON: I want to ask, I think, a related
i
| 20 or direct question. When calculating costs for the purposes
.

{ 21 of determining cost-benefit ratios, how do you treat the
;

| 22 down time that might be involved in getting the change

23 implemented? The cost of the down time.

24 MR. MINNERS: The hardest part is trying to,_

('' M
, decide how much additional down time might be required to"

|

|

|
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1 -implement the resolution. And we have selected, as a

2 standardized number to use, 300,000 dollars per day. If

3 the assessor thinks something else is more appropriate for

4 his situation, he certainly can use it if he tells us why.

5 We picked-$300,000 because it is in the mid-range

6 of value, which is referenced I think in the report, which

I was done by DOE, which went from $100,000 to a million or

8
! something.

8 MR. MICHELSON: Now, to get a little more specific,

10 one always has to keep in mind that you don't shut the

11 reactor down just to make this particular change. There are

12 probably a dozen other things that will happen the same +

-

13 day that were just waiting to be done until it was convenient.
>

14 Is it fair to charge the entire. cost of the down

15' time to a particular item? Oftentimes, you'll get a distorted
:,

| 16 answer if you do.

8' 17
g MR. MINNERS: I said the hard part is deciding
2

18
how many additional days you'll have to shut down to fix

!

18j this one.
-

|
e=- 20

[ r MR. MICHELSON: You do attempt to consider the
.

21
fact that you would not shut down just to do this job.

- 22 -
.

MR. MINNERS: Yes. I don't think the Commission

23 would issue any regulation unless it was really a real whiz-

24
banger that would make people shut down immediately to fix.,

25 MR. MICHELSON: Then the cost of shutdown should
|

,

a ,. n,w
- ~me- .,e- - ~ ~ - . . . r------ - , - , -,,, , - - - - - - - - - - , - . - - -
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1
; rarely appear in the cost-benefit calculations.
. -g

\# MR. MINNERS: It rarely does. That's in the

3
minority of issues, I think.

4
MR. MOELLER: Taking these up, B-67 is next on

5
our list. That is one we have touched upon to some degree.

6
To be honest, what I want to do is make sure we all agree on

7
how we're going to treat B-67. Jack Healy, you mentioned

8
the importance of effluent monitoring systems. We all

i 9
agree with you. This one, though, Bill Gammill, isn't this

10
more routine release?

11
.

| MR. GAMMILL: Yes.

12
MR. MOELLER: It is routine release, and almost

/'N 13

() all of these monitors are in duplicate, are they not?

14
MR. WILLIS: The action that's being taken on

i 15
g this thing for normal effluent monitoring is the updating
.

8 16
*

of the radiological tech specs for the operating ~ reactors.
8 17

| We're trying to get something in all of the plants that

| 18

g has tech. specs that require monitors on each of the effluent

g 19
: lines.

'
3,

i M

"_ These instruments are not rated as safety related;
; 21

3 therefore, they're not redundant and they are out of service
'

! 22
2 on occasion.

23

| MR. MOELLER: Jack,you are on target. Dick Foster.

24

('' MR. FOSTER: I had a little problem with B-67
N- 25s

_, ._ _-. . - - ~ - - - , .- .- -



BWll,sy7
413

I because the staff writeup on this seemed to be discussing
,

\ 2
. a different subject, and in fact, the - had a revised

3 title. The one which we started looking at on the agenda

4 was effluent and' process monitoring instrumentation. And

5 then the writeup seemed to switch over to waste process

6 control kinds of things.

This confused me. In other words, I have two

8 titles for this, which illustrates the problem. One of them
,

8 which is written on our list here says, effluent process

10 monitoring instrumentation. I have another one from Bill

II here relative to generic issue B-67 which reads, " control

12
and monitoring of radioactive materials released in effluents

[ )l and performance of. rad waste systems."
13

1

%-

MR. MINNERS: Obviously, two issues. The one
! 2

15a

: we prioritized is written down. Whether there should be
2

g 16
another issue or whether we prioritized the wrong issue

8 17
g is something else again. This was really a cleanup of
a

f backlog issues that had been on file for a long time.
18

!

19| MR. MOELLER: Warren, what you're saying is that
8

2=
r you looked at effluent and process monitoring instruments.
_

5 MR. MINNERS: I'm not that familiar with this
3

! issue, but yes, I think that is what it says.
22'

23
MR. FOSTER: In my writeup, it looked like the

evaluation was not being made on the instrumentation, but,

\
\_.- 25

really on the cleanup process.

_ _ _ . - _ . - - . -- _- _ _ _ - _
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1 MR. MINNERS: The paragraph in the middle of the
.

() 2 page says, "One subtask of this issue was to develop criteria
'

3 for the design quality assurance performance of processing
I 4 effluent radiological monitors."

5 -MR.'MOELLER: Bill Gammill, you are the one who

6 sent us a memo, or sent someone a memo. Can you help us?
,

7 Is it two issues?

8 MR. GAMMILL: No. B-67 I am relatively sure

9 this is the correct title of that issue -- the subject of

10 my memorandum to --

t 11 MR. MOELLER: Control and monitoring of rad

12 materials released in effluents and performance of rad

13 waste systems?'

14 MR. GAMMILL: Yes. What was actually considered in

$ 15 the prioritization I cannot address at this point, whether
.

! | 16 they considered all aspects. However, we had considered
0

'

| 17 the issue closed or resolved before the prioritization was
3
*~

18 done.'
t
I

g- 19 MR. MOELLER: By considering it resolved, you're
E

| 20 saying to us you have tech spec changes underway for all of
'

.

{ 21 the operating plants that will solve this matter or resolve
>

'| 22 it?'-

:<

23 MR. GAMMILL: No. What I was saying is we have

24 taken all of the actions described in the enclosure to the
(r

\ M memorandum. In many cases, this was a guidance for use.
4

, - - - - - ,- r.-. .y. ,w , m-.. - - . - . , - - r.-- .. . # -
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1 What Charlie Willis was referring to on the radio-

D)(m, 2 lonical tech specs is a next step here. I don't think it

3 is really related to -- not directly related to the original

4 generic issue, B-67.

'S MR. MOELLER: Jack Healy, let me ask you, having

6 heard all of that, what is your recommendation? It doesn't

7 sound'to me like it is as resolved as I would personally hope.

8 MR. HEALY: Aren't we talking about two different

8 issues, really here? One is the response of the instrumenta-

10 tion in accidents, and the other one, which was addressed,

11 the normal response to routine effluents. This is what I

12 have cathered.

13 gg, ggn,4ILL: I think that is correct. If that's

14 what you are talkina about in the accident situation, B-67

h 15 did not address that.
$ '

{ 16 MR. MOELLER: Where is the accident situation covered,

'O

$- 17 so that we can pick it up at that point, and we'll let B-67
1

! 18 rest.

!
{ 18 MR. WILLIS: III.D.2.1.
5
0

$ # MR. MOELLER: Radiological moni toring of ef fluents.
-

{ 21 That will take care of it. 1
'

7

| 22 MR. WILLIS: That is putting in safety highly

23 reliable tech spec instruments for monitoring effluents in

24 accidents.

\
3 MR. MOELLER: Let's pick that up, then, right now.

i
I
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1 MR. SHAPIRO: How about II.D.l.2, also. Is that'

( 2- cart of it? The radioactive gas management in case you have

3 large releases.

4 MR. MOELLER: No.

5 MR. MINNERS: That issue is prioritized all by

6 itself.

7 MR. SHAPIRO: It has " drop" on it.

8 MR. GAMMILL: That's correct. That's one -- unless

9 I have a mistake, I think it was one related to a process

10 for control of noble gases following an accident, so that

11 you would have some alternative to eventually releasing into

12 the atmosphere.

/"'i 13 MR. MOELLER: I thought it was the waste gas storage

Q
,

14 tanks. Here it is, a reactor accident could result in the
t

$ 15 release of noble gases to the containment, and then these

$

[ 16 are eventually discharged to the environment due to a lack

C4

* 17 of a noble gas recovery system.
2
2

| 18 So, Bill, you're absolutely right. It is part of

5

h 19 this, and it really is not what we're talking about righ t now.
_

I
| ! 2 To get action on these, let's say we agree with B-67 for
| *

21 moni torinc ~ of routine _ rel eases. We agree no further action.

5

! -! 22 Let's jump now to III.D.2.1, which is the rad
i :

23 monitoring of effluents. That is under accident conditions,

.

24 and there, based on the impression I received from the
A
k-- 25 s ubcommittee , we want to flag that as being of higher

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



_ _ , _ _ _ __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ._ _ , . _ .

417'
BWil,syll

I
! importance than currently rated. What is the curreni rating?

2 MR. FOSTER: Low,

t

3

4

5

6

7

!

8

9

10

'

11

12

13

14

m

I i 15

:
.

[ 16

0 17
?
2
*

18
:
I i

i 19
i

8
i 20
"

|

E 21
:
e

! 22
:

23

24

25

i

1
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1 :G . MOELLER: Ahat ao you want on 1 *. ? hhat aculd
-m

/ i
,

( ) 2 you r eco.ni. e nd , . Jack?-

,

x_-

3 NR. htALY: Ahich one are ve at?

4 '< R . MCELLEx: III.G.2.1. Loot; on your aienja.

5 rnat's wnat I a r.i lcoki.g at. The sixta item up f rc:a tne

6 bottom of toe page. It is accidental -- it is .nonitoring c;

7 acciaental raleases or releases under accident conoittons.

6 IR . EetRSOLE: There was a flac in Cnattanooga

3 recently cecausa of a Sequoyah incident. Long ago it was

10 found cut taat you coulu nct rate diesel norsepower to get

11 raw cooling wa ter to toe primary ecolant loop. The coolant

12 water nas to run at lower _cressure than the primary water.

13 hhen you nave a tuce failure, if you ao not oave adequate

14 munitoring, including redunaancy or wnatever, you eject raw
_h

(O
I

s

15 pr iira r i Pa~ts coolant to tne service water etream on cut'

16 counstrean tc toe city water uptake.

17 Inat recently nappenea co*n there. The

1,3 monitorin.; system failed, anc they cia not have a tune

tg Jailure, sc they were pouring orimary coolant into the

29 river. PAR primary coolant is pretti airty stuft. There was

21 a oig hue anc cry accut it.

| 22 Nk. s.1ANEas: I a.1 claa you crought tnat issue

23 up. We prioritized tnat issue. I tnougnt it was a EER.

* IR . i:lCriblSON: It da c .24 -

25 MR. deERSOLE: You are right. Browns Ferry.

ex,

/ \I

I k /
| ..-

1

I
|

|

I
.
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I

a

1

| 1 .NR . MlN N ' :tS : Tnat was a generic issue aboutt

'

2 whether you Jhould have more and cetter curveillance. 4e

3 :rioritizec the first time through, and it came
i

! 1 decc, I forcet which. AnJ toen I heard abaut that reecrt,
!,

| 5 aria we ctarted to investigate.

I

6 that Aas the first time that I .< n e w tnat the

7 Gervice water preJJure was lower tnan the prinary system

e pressure. And that was one of the escential elements of tne

9 prioritization.

10 he ara recoing that. I think it will still come ,.

l !
1 11 out 1Cw.

;

12 MR. EEdHSOLE: I would not be surprisec.
,

1

13 MR. :iOE L LER: Jack healy, it is low priority now. ;

14 The qucstian is, woulo we recommend mediuT. cr high or
;

i

15 readdasument or leave ic a.4 ic iu? '

16 MR. MICH8LSON: I have not heard an argument yet '

17 for raising it. Did tnat pass by me?

le MM. F.OELLER: JacA saic not in terms et numbers, !

19 you <new, value igacts, cut in terna of <nowing the

20 cctcctial iTjact on tne 90pulation, the worst thing you

21 could have is a release during an accident withaut

g2 :noni ta r tog capacilities . Sc he saic this is a nretty
,

I

23 important thtng.'

24 h. MICntuSON: The casis for believing wnat is

25 thera now is not adequate but is what? This is already

--- _. . .-. - , _ . . _ - _ _ - - _. _ - - _ _ _ - _ .
- - - - _ _ = _ _ , '



.-- - . - . - - , -

42u

1 recunaant anc .so fortn. Just a little hicher failure rata,

2 1 9ather?

3 :G . MCELLER: It is already redunaant?
1
,

'iR . aILLIs: Generally, tnese tnings, the4 -

5 instruments that are there for normal cperstica releasing

6 at low levels are not recundant.

7 NR. ,:OELLtR: ha are sorried a' cut 111.U.2.1,e

6 wnien is accioental, accident situations.

9 1:R. alLLIS: The post-ThI accident? In taosa

10 instances enero are some redundant monitors.

11 alR . seudSOLE: this is not an accident in this

12 context, to lose a tube.

13 FJ . alLLIS: As far as I Know, there is no

la requirautent for reduncant monitoring on tne service water.

13 . specs do call for a acnitor on the service water line, but

16 it neen not ce r ec u ad a r. t .
4

17 e. d . ;:OE L L E t< : ne cannot seem to get to tne bottom

13 of it. . hat I am nearing, Jack, is that tne routine

19 cenitors are not in duplicate, anc it tnose routine

du mer.itars are supposed to be oc sufficient ran.je to give you
!

21 incor.nattan auring an acciocnt, then '.ee don't have wnat we

22 Jant.

'2. 9EtLY: I tnink that'a rignt.23 -

24 MM. N1ChtLSON: These are not tne accident

25 monitors,

r

f
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1 AR. EdERSOLE: The crux of tne prooler ic

(mN..s) - icenttftcation ot anat is an accident. I a.r talking acout
i

'

3 accident ot a tube cailure.

4 MR. MICHELSON: luue failure coulc Occur during

S n acciaent.

MR. EdENSCLE: I am saying routine shutdown tubeo

7 Cailure

b MR. MIC t: ELSO:s : I have not hea r.! a rg ur.:en ts that

9 .na ;e me change it.

10 a. MOELLEd: We need answers to a couple of

11 questions, Bill. Une 13, are the routine monitors expectad

12 to perform tne accident monitoring, or is there a separate

13 set of .nonitors in all plant 3, post-TM1, to handle tne

14 monitoring of accioental releases?
/m

4 %

() 15 M. WILLIS: The TNI requirements, they do nct

16 cover the service water line. There are requirements on

17 wnat appear to ce signiticant release pathways. I thin.s

le the concern was more with gaseous releases than liquids.

1; MR. c:CE L L E R : Rignt.

30 '49 . beali: And are tne recuirements for

21 uuplicace backup on these instruments? In other wor'Is, is

42 thera rauundancy on these instruments?

23 MR. ..~ I L L t s : I think not in every case.

24 MR. MJELuta: Let's put it tnis way: The bottom

25 line will be that unless these monitors are in duplicate,

n\/

N .-~

- - ,
_
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1 we believe this issue needs to be assigned a nigh priority.

k) 2 Md. F.E ERSC LE: Eine.

3 . !R . SHAPIdL. Do they actually have high-leve.1

4 accident monitors post ~IMI?

5 %R. .30 E L L 'M : Yes,

f .%h . AILLIS: Yes, sir.

7 '4x . G 4.%:/ I L L : Pro:n tnat stanapoint t ae r:I are two.

u de do nava t'ac. Se nave tne normal monitoring system and
1

9 the accicent iaonitoring system.

lu XR. ShAPIdO: Real time?

11 NR. GAMMILL: If you consider that duplication or

12 reuundancy, taen yes. but they do not ooth cover tne full

13 ran3e.

| 14 'G . 40E LLEd : 'l h e n it's not goou.

I

'::4. . G AW4I L L : But it you have an accidental15 -

15 release, you hav? two systeas chcre that will tell you have

17 an accicental release. One may co e?L scale, and you do not

13 know hcw much was releasad.

19 XR. MOELLER: Tnat is not acceptable.

20 .'4R . HEALY: What is tne action of the operator?

21 1s it tha t the clasted ins t r utaen t went out again? Inis is

22 the general reaction. I have seen this time and ti.ne again.

3 I ao it myself. Tne instrument isn't wording, so forget it.2

24 48. MCELLER: Let :e pick uo now on liquid

25 releaces. Accoraing to e-67, it says, itein 3, that tne

,

t

, - - - . - - , - - . - . . - . , ,,
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1 effects -- I am 1 coking at the clue sneets.
,

,

( ) 2 M3. TANG: Table 1.

3 MR. MOELLdR: ltem 3 says, etfects of accidental

4 liquid releases on nearby water supclies. That is coverau

5 in e-67.

6 MR. nILLI6: I nave to plead ignorance on that

7 one.

d MR. MINaEdS: You are talsing accut tae last

9 paragraph cn tne first page of the issue, "lhe tnird

10 suutast at this iusue is tnat worst-case generic analyses

11 wera to be perforT.e3 using SRP sections such-anc-such were

12 botn EwRs and Pwas locateu on lakes, rivers, oceans."

13 MR. MOELLEd: All I am saying is does 5-67 cover

14 liquid
, , ,

- r e. l e a s e s in an accicent, or aces III.O.1 cover it?
r

(_)n 15 aecause if B-66 covers 11gulo releases and 111.0.2.1 covers

lc, airacene, then we need to ccmment on coth items.

17 MR. .4Ih u bd S : E-67 talss aoout Part 26, se it is

13 not accicents. Tne 111.0.1 is an accident one, 1 an sure.

13 MR. MOELLER: Fine. he will stick with it.that

30 way. Let's go on to C-17, interi.r. acceptance criteria for

21 solialtication agents for radicactive solid wasted. De we

22 need any discussion of tnat? What is tne ranxing of C-17?

23 MR. VI M, L MS : Partially resolved. It is a Note 2

24 item. There is a rule out for consideration.

23 MR. AILLIS: Part 61, the regulation is now in

,,
f \

\v/

I
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1 etfect. Ahat is now under consideration are tne technical !

( \'

) 2 positions t.iat toe waste management system had developedw

3 f roia the stancpoint of one, anyway. That is a resolven

4 issue.

3 MR. MOELLER: I don't see that it would demand

6 cur comment or attention this ;r.orning. Does anyOne

i 7 disagree?

e (ac response.).

t

<3 MR. AGELLcR: Let's go to I11.C.1.2, wnich is

to radioacti ve gas .nanagement. We just neard a little cit

11 about tnat; namely, tnat it is waere you nave a release in

12 the conta in.nent and ycu need to vent this release, ana you

13 woula 11<e to havs a noble gas recovery system. Could you

14 tell us, Bill, a little uit more about it?
?s't
1 1

\_/ 15 XF. G4MMILL: ies, I can tell you senat tne staff

le nas cone on that. Aoout 2 years ago, I *ould say, on tnat

17 craer anyway, we hau a request or a cirection from then

le Chairman henurie to follow up on tnis particular item. He

19 recommendea specifically tnat we consicer tne use et tne

40 proccas tnat was developea in Oax Ridge gasccus diftusion
i

| 21 plant, ano proposed a cesign wnich wculd be portaole er

22 eubile and could be transported to tne scene et an

23 acciacnc anu used to process the containment accespnera,

24 collect ano store inuefinitely the noble gases.

25 He suggcated that se consider two dirferent

!

-,

b

(. l
,

,
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i cesigns: one anich would be placed into operation within a
,\,

( ) 2 uatter of 10 cays, 2 weeks, in that oraer; and tne otherv

3 one tnat coulc go into operation some 3 or 4 nonths after

4 the accident, as I recall.

3 he nac a bit of difticulty in defining -- I

6 guess ortginally we were talking about very early use of

7 the system -- we had attriculty uefining an accident

a scenario onere it woulu be desirable to try to get into a

9 reactor containment, number one. he .iere looking for a

10 ba a i.s tor requiring early use of such a system.

11 he finally ended up with a proposed design that

12 woula ao into operation approximately 1 month atter the

lj accident, he dectaed tnat it was not practical to put

i4 together a syste:n wnich would operate mucn earlier than
,3,
r 1(_) 15 that.

16 Preliminary design wor:< was done on it at Oa4

17 aidee. Tne paper went to tne Cc.r. mission, I woula say,

ld aggraximately a year and a nalf ago now, I nave forgotten

19 exactif, around the tiret part of 's2, I 'aelieve. Anu we

20 aave never hac any recycnse on that. Apparently, tnere was

21 V d r 's little interest on the part of tne Ccaciasion in

22 fottowing up because of tne expense of the syatem.

23 MR. MOELLER: Any comments?

24 Ms. MINiEas: I would lixe to mar,e a little note

25 an proceuures that we are following. The TMI action Plan

,- m

-

. -
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1 nas a lct of things in it. ECO urote a meno that said, if
r~'s i

( ) 2 ycu want to ma<e major enanges in it in scope or scucaule
v

3 or you want to drop one of tne issucs, you are suppouca ta

; write a meno to the ECO saying tnat, whico nas not been

5 done in all casea.

6 Xe are senaing this over to the EDO with a

7 reccmmencation e at tnis tning be consicerad to be tnat

.neno in those cases where issues are designated ac resolved3

3 or enanged in scoce or something, and not have to write

10 inaividual memos for eaco one of these things.

11 ThiJ issue, if EDO accepts that, that woulo be

14 having Hammona say, yas, tnia is resolveo, and Bill woulu

13 have gotten his answer.

14 MR. MC F. L fm R : I don't See any neco for adcitional,

\u) 15 discusalen on tats. Goeu anyone nave otner ideas or want tc

1,3 oJter specific ccoments on it?

17 MR. .< A T 9 4 F N : I woulc li4e to ask a cuestion

13 atcut new plants. I cannot fina the heet here in all this

'

19 paper, but I wrote my self a note that saiu, new about new

20 planto. Do they get Jactoreri tnto tuis sort of thing too?

21 MR. AINsE9S: Yes, tney do. When you do a

22 priorittzatian ca these things, a lot of times it enas up

23 that you nave to classify plance into dicferent groupu

24 because of the ris< reduction or the cost is different. So

25 tnat is woat we generally do.

m

v
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L Ae had an issue wn i c n v.a:; nigh pricrity but only

2 atfectec new plants. do we reduced it to . Tedium priorit/

3 be ca us e there were unit <cly to Uc any planta in the

in:r.eu ia t e iuture. I aon't Know if we ever want the o t.1e r.,
,

3 way.

r3 ;i< . MOE L L E.R : Any at ner questicns or comments? |

7 (ho req:cnse. )

0 XR. MCELLER: All right, let's look at 111.0.1.3,

9 whien is ventilatico system and radiciodine acsor'cer

10 criteria. What it ic is to as.3ure tnat facilities nave

ti acequate filtration of rad materiala and acce,otaola

12 collection efEiciancies for iodine auring accidents.

13 It includes revisicn of Reg Guide 1.52 anu

NCD .1*u.1,. t
,t ?

15
,

17

le

19

20

41

22

|
23

24
,

,

I

|

|

|
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|

t It is a licensing issue as oppose.i to a generic

2 ::a f e t . iosue.

3 XP. GAMMILL: As .: r . Ailliu indicate:. a ., r. i l e

a ago, ,ee are in the process et revisinc Rey Guiue 1.14u and

g 1.5.. Ae are in tne process or revistna tuoue.

r, NR. MCELLER: So tne work is under way. It . sill

j .. e reuolved, in sacrt, or in due time. C<ay.

4 Jack.

9 *4 fi L,s L Y : Could I have a question on that?

lu uces t.11s include loosing for stray patns cut cL' tne

11 con ta in tner.t , such as ceing pumped over to the auxiliary

12 uuilaing?

13 :a . Alm.nss : You mean this particular iccue?

'R. n r. A l f : No.14 ,
.

13 1. N O E L L Eti : Where woulo tnat maybe 'ce covera l?

16 VR. 41.. r, I F : It is part of our review process. ae

1) do lcoK !. o r those 3 orts C; tningn.

1: :8 . NOtLLE3: Fine. Let's go to III.C.l.4, which

19 is, ao I gataar, having rauwaste cleanup features to han:lle

30 9cic-accident situations anc ce ce n t:ta i n a t i o n .

21 The committee has written letters in .inich we

22 callec tur incesasa,. attencion, consi.iccarton of

23 ueco n ta.:ii n a t io n u a .aeans of contralling cccupational

24 2xposures. that woulo require at least new plant.3 tc nave

25 the capability to hanale the associated waste.

___ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ -
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1

!

1 .Y R . MINwRS: May I .nake one comment? I ratner

2 lise this issue because it ceals with occupattonal dose,
,

3 '*,ien I do not thine, we nava considcrea preparly in toe !
1

{

; 4 000t.

3 .ti R . NGEL!AR: Yes.
,

'
6 AR. ?iIFi.ERS: he may nave cone the issue * ron.; ,-

.

.i

.

j 7 cut it our aescs uunt is correct, thi.; says you will incur
,

a more occupational aose in implementing the resolution of

9 this issue enan yc;u are li<ely to avert.

lu do tnerefore, we say, droo. We coula be in error'

! 11 in our azaessments. Ine ratio may be incorrect. I want to
f

i 12 dra., attentien to tne logic of the decision process on
i

13 these.

14 G. . 40i!. L L % : Do you unuerstana, Jack? He is

'

15 :3a y i n 3 thec the deconta.'.ination process would involve more

16 occupational cose than it woula save than tney neea to

17 reueoign the decontamination syctam.
|
|
'

la MR. ti E A l t' : Inat rtally does act sound logical to

19 w.e . 100 cesign a system wnico is designed ta tacilitate tne

20 nanvitng of the waste at low deca, and you get acre dose?

'

21 .G . JlnU.l ib : Let rre respond to that. Earlier

22 when .'.arren cade his presentation, ne said there are

23 JcMe t t c.e a uiffering vie.vs bets.cen staf" and his people,

24 f or;e t ime c we war.< Cnia Out, sometimes we don':. I think

25 tais is a casa wnere cia not get toe di:Cerences worked

O

. -. .. . -_ .. - - - _ - --- --- -
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'

i
I

,

l'

l out. >
i

;

- I recte.ncer cocar.enting on tais. But the2
|

3 cituation is this: Ahat wr.s intended on taat pa r t icu la r !
!

j _ .; item was tila t suppo u you go into the cesign of new syatem.: |
'

:

S -- anu I think. toe grou;. that was prioritizing canainered;

;

6 b csditting, which was not the intent if you are trying--

7 tc cackfit, then certainly their concerns were vaiia. But

e for new systems, no, I don't think that was the case.

| 9 Tne ditticulty we ran into, nowever, i t. -- in i

i lu tryin.) to get sometning under way in tnis area, I propc.3ed
,

11 son:etning fcr tne last 2 year 3 in our budget, and Coth

I i
.

12 timaa it was celeted. The reason it was deletcd ts cecause
-

'

13 in the opinicn of na nag emen c. thera sera not enough new I
!

't .4 radwaste Jystems i.eitig uasigned to justif y the cost of tnis [

O i

! 15 s.c r s .

| 16 I aa. not sure that that is correct, cecause of
,

;

17 the nu.m r at new rauwaste storage facilities that are now

18 being aestgnea. hany of tnose are having caus.aste treatment

19 eeuip.aent installea in t n eir. a l s o . <ev9rtheless that was,

0 the raason tisa t the nottc;a line was that aa coul'i not2

21 justify wcr, ting on that.

n M?. eiE A L Y : Inia raised a question on the system.

! 23 This one wac rankea low tor nuclide:3 cecause there are not
I

24 any nucitoes coruing along, ocw, let us theorize that in 5

| 23 years from now cucinees picks up, there is a demand for
|
,

;

O
,

1
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i

;

I

1 electricity anc nuclides do corne alona. now is this one

,| 2 raviveu? 13 it flagged in any way, such as a little flag

3 that say, nea plant issues so it can ce lcoked at at tae
!

.; appropriate ti,ne?

5 Md. GANMILh: .N c . I think we aculd depend on tila

6 sta t f reme.acering taat this was a .aatter of concern that

7 shcula 'e tasco into conciaeration at tnat t i.n e ,c
,

l
'ik . MIDtMS: there are at least one industry iej
.

,

9 craup tnat iu trying ta icentify all cc the possible new I

1

j 10 req u i r ernen t s . The/ are going through a process of tryinc tc |1

i

i 11 cesign cr at least conceptually aedign a plant that night

12 he s um:r.i tted , anu itay be tnat is a raechanisct.

13 Now, unfortunately, I guesu you pointed out

14 maybe an errror Lecause they locked at this iusue and saia,

15 .: rop. Ec mayce v.e neen a little caveat nere tnat says:

16 accept v;ith nex plants.
|

| 17 w. v.CE LsAR : Dick Foster,

lo h2. FOSTsh: I did not aet around to Lcokinc at ;

j 13 thio aaead CC ti.ce. So I a.0 prcoabli very confusen in vinat
1

zu I da 4.aaring. I navs the i,np r e s s i c r, t c.a t tnts aas to do

21 with cleaning up such thin:s as liquid naste whien relates

| 22 to an accident situation acchaps li.<e 'IVI and that the
i

23 action here says since the public ac;e .<ould ce vcry low in

a ec,apa r i son with tne occupational cose, that acthing saoula

25 te conc acout taio.

O

t

!

|
1,----

, . . _ . - . , - . _ - - - - - - _ , - - - - - . _ - . . . - . - - - - - - - . . -. -- ~-



.. .__ _ _ __..__ _ .. _ _ _ __ _______ _.__ __ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _
-

-

| i
t i

i34*

|

I !
4

t 1o a.e , tnat says tnat you are nct goina to clean

2 cc tc.a t effluent by any n.eans. ' iou ara going to ao aneu
a ,

i- !

3 ano dump it. Let the public cose occur. |
+

'

t,
'

I

4 It seems to me that it least political j
,
'

5 considerations woula say, whether you li<e it or not, you
,

I ,

! 6 are goind to clean it up and you are going ta get tnat t

; |

| 7 occupaticasi dose. '

,

f

e Mi . . .MIMERb: Ihat is considered. Accidental

| 9 c~cu..acional dosa trom an accident is considere3 in the -

lu issue.
,

&

11 %. ForIsa: Is what you are saying toen you are

12 planning enat the existing -- tne occupational dose
i

1

'
13 ascociateu with existing cleanup systems would be incurred

'

i .; by .na < i n -. taem Setter and nving so.ne of the occupational

15 dcaa, tout that is not necessary?

'a. m I .N '. ':n d : Ihat is part af it. Eut the majcr2,3 .. -

: 17 ;aving in occupational dose -- it is tne other way arcund.

la If you li..plemented bac< fit Of tuia issue on cla plants, you

; ., woula nav. to be worning ith aaste peccessing system.' that [

2,; are not syutans, so people that install toe ravisea systen

2t s.culd ce Jetting an occuacitional ione to modify tne systems

22 to better trea t acctdent waste. Ihat Jose comes out to be

23 igner taan tne closea that you woula sa ve it an accioent

24 happenc, because at tne low probability ot the accident.

25 '4 R . GA.JtILL: May I respond to that also in a

.

. -_ _ _ - - -
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I

i little aifferant stanupcint? This tcem really resulted from

1 2 the raalization or reccgnizing tnat IMI, the existing

3 ra uwa.3 t a facilities were just totall / inaceauata or

.; 1cactically usele u for handlinc tue levels of activity.

| that the experienced following that accident.3

; 6 That did not taean that they simply had to

, 7 relcase tacce. It meant that they had to design and Luil.
i

!

e a new system to nanale it, cr systems, before they coulu

9 prceeed.

! 10 ^e felt tnat witn a little planning in aavance,
4
i

| 11 3uch tningo as leaving rcom t'or portable snielding to be
i

12 c.o u::a in or out sc that you could go ahead and use it, that
i

13 sort of thing, se then tae existing raowaste syste.ns coulo

14 be of use Ec l ic.. i n g an acciaent. '

15 2. E ELLEk: v'. h e r . it says " dace n ta.ai na t io n , "

16 Eill, I thoucht c.ut part applied to cecontaminating

17 exiating plants, tuc primary systema, to further contrcl

I is occurational dose.;. I an wrang? icu ncan only post-accident I

ly .scentamination?

20 Mi( . G4P:iI LL: PC50-acctdent .iec on taai na t i on .

21 MR. i4 M,i. F.a : lhen .s ha t xoula ycu recommend,
:

22 eill? That we siirply flag it Ecr recoulderation when new
|

23 pla n t. applications come in?

24 NH. J Al.M I % : I tnink that *culd be aopropriate.

23 Md. xor LE.d: Any objection to that?

O

- . _ _ _ - _ -- -_ ._ -- - .
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i
.

!

l

1 Dic4, I guess I diu not see your 5.oint. I aon't

2 thine. they are not saying they woulc. claan up wnat tney

3 raicasca to the enviran. rent after an acctuent. Ihey ;aat
|

; .; say taey would wait until the accicent to cuild tne plan' I

!

3 +0 clean it up. |.

e %x. SC S T:.R : I understand that , but I a i c r.o t !

7 understana it Letcre.

>3 G. E E L TA R : Let's try to finisn chic page. E-f>5

9 io spising, iodiae apising. I ucn't think we need to talk
i !

10 about it, ao we? Can acmeone just give us a

l 11 two-cr-three 3cntanca summary of onat it is all about? '

L

.MR . MI N ^. E dS : I can give you a one-sentencei 1-2 ,

i

e are redoing it.13 3 uitma r y : Ae did it arong, ano *
1

i t, (Laughter.) !
i

O 15 As . :. I r. c. b.ss : We had this classified as a.

,

16 licenatTg issue.

17 43. ? .O E L L E h : It la listed nera as envirOnr:cntal,

13 inacttve.

19 :4R . MlhNERS: Okay, I probacl/ Jot a later update

2g than you even nave. It docs not make .nuch dif ference, he

yt thinn 1. is a sa f ety i:, sue now . na are going to prioritize ,

L

!

| 42 ir % a genaric sacct, issue. .se nave not yet Jone tnat. ;

I

l 23 MR. NOE L D:H : 4 hat are you talkina aoout, just

24 wnen the tranoient cnanges the gewer? You are talking accut
L

23 icaina soikinc into One cocling water?

O \

l

L

'' , . - - . , - - - - - , -
- . _ -,- - ____
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1 Mk. MI t.:.t.MS : I guess I de not have the details
,.,

( ) 2 in .ty mina. Wnataver is written down on tne paper i.s what I
s_-

3 know accut it.

4 58 . MITCtlCLL: There are two issues i n vo l ve d . One

5 is the moael whicu tne starf uses for design-basis accident

6 evaluation, which incustry feels is too conservative. And

7 that would be a licensing improvement oart.

e However, there is an issue whereby some PWa

9 olanta co not have an iodine tecnnical opecification, anc

10 sc.ne bWh plants nave nigh limits in tneir iocine

11 specifications ana are less surveillance. Ana that is the

12 safaty issue.

13 MR. MOELLER: This is part of the steam generator

14 tuLe rupture whera you were going to limit the iodine in
A
!

(. 15 the primar/ coolant to li m.i t the dose?

16 MJ. MITCHELL: Yes, that's true. The generic

17 recortmenda t t an for the steam generstar tube rupture

l e, accident contains the r ccmmendation tnat toe PWa plants do

13 nat have standar1 tech specs adopted.

20 MR. 'OELLER: ne woulc certainly agree with that.

21 Ny main question is how CiG tnis slip tnrough

22 the cracr.3?

23 MB. AlN '.E xF : It has not slippea througn yet.

24 3.R . MO E i,L d k : iou caugnt it. Flow could it slip 2.s

25 iar as it slippeo?

/# \

v

.-
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1 MR. MINaERS: Who killea John and wno shot Jonn?
,.
t 1

(,,/ 2 Those things are too hard to fina out, Dr. Moeller.

3 NR. NCELLEK: Let's go on. he nave tarec more

a en this page.

3 MR. XD.M.RS: May I :nake one comment on wnat sne

f was talking about, tnat tnere might be a change in the

7 accident models. As we went thrcuyh this thing, I cegan to

e see that thera were -- ther7 were what 1 would call

9 cpcortunities for deratcheting the commission's

10 regulations. I did not want to classify these as licensing

11 1; sues, because I think they aid directly relate to safety;

12 and yet I did not uant to clascify them as generic safety

13 issues, aecause tney were not deficiencies but they were

14 useLul things to do.
/~s'l
k/ 15 So far lack of a center word, we call them

16 "reaalaccry impact 12.;ue.s." I think the agency is now

17 :ratore enoug!. ana nas a little time that aaybe tney should

j la search cut these olaces of overconservatism, and if cased
|

j 19 on taia aune rating scheme Yor: can save a lot or cost and
r

20 oct change risa muen, 12 any, naybc we should be working on

,
21 thesu tnings on sene aort of a ,oriority scale although we

l

| 22 nave not neciaed anat that priority might be.
I

23 so in acuition, if people want to identify

24 generic safety issues wnich are deficiencies, we also are

! 25 soliciting decatchets.
I
,

fm

j

| v

h
1

--



437

1 MR. MOELLER: Okay. The next item is III.O.2.2.,
/~%
/ i( ,) 2 radioicdine, C-14, and tritium pathway dose analysis. I

3 find tnis for consideratian becauce this iodine includes a
a better definition et the source term during, a.nong other

3 things, an accident; in other sords, the enemical behavior

6 of these nuclideu althin the cooling system and witnin

7 containment, et cetera. So that to me is a satety issue,

t Item 30, III.2.2

9 MR. EBERSOLE: Did we jump over the control room

10 infiltration?

11 MR. M0ELLER: Okay. Control room infiltration,

12 B-66 we covered earlier.

13 MR. iBERSOLb: Let .ne make an ocservation. I

14 heard yesterday that tnis is tested by the process of
(''3

k- 15 pressurization or the control and other auxiliary rooms andm

16 in aater. Tining woat the filtration is by exiting, measuring

17 the exit etreacs, whtther you can pressurize with a given

16 cf a .

19 I aT raminued of r'e carn dccr sainging only one

20 wa y , ano in the fact that you do not T.easura infiltration

21 unuer prcuaurizeu ccnditions, it seemc perfectly logical

22 you snould measure under exhaustive conditions. Ihere may

23 be dar.gera an:1 all sorts of minute structure 3 in there that

24 do not operate the same way unde r positive as they do under

25 the real problem condition, which is negative pressure.

(Oo

\,j
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1 El. MOE L L t.R : Okay. ;ie noted that comtr.c n t , anci we

- ; 2 put that under control roc:n ha bita i'ility.
'

is
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4
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1 Back on III.D.2, ao you see my point? If it

(Qj 2 includes understanding the source term for an accident, why

3 isn't it given high priority?

1 MR. MINNERS: I think that is probably a glitch

5 in the system. We do not have a good way of^ including some
,

6 of these issues in things that are not generic issues but

7 are being worked on, like a source term. It is being worked

6 on in its own unique way.

9 MR. MOELLER: So if we look at this exclusive of4

|

10 the source term, then it is not all tnat big?

11 MR. MINNERS: Maybe we should have a few words in

12 here that it is being worked on in the source term tests or

13 something like that.

14 MR. MOELLER: All right, any comment on that?

15 (No response.)

16 MR. MOELLER: Let's take up the last two.

17 III.D.2.5 is off-site dose calculational model. My only

lo comment, I could not argue for high regulatory concern on

19 that. My main comment would be what Dick Foster said. It

20 ought to be an evolutionary thing and be able to

21 incorporate new information as it becomes available.

22 MR. FOSTER: Don't lose your capability just

23 because something important hasn't come along every year. I

24 could see that whole group disappearing, and when something

25 significant does come along, you have nowhere to recreate

>

|
:

|

!

!

|
1

-
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1 it.

) 2 MR. MOELLER: On the last item, before we break

3 for lunch, rad protection plans are high priority? We can't

4 argue wi"h that.

5 MR. MINNERS: Gee, we got one right.

fi (Laughter.)

7 MR. MOELLER: We all have our biases.

6 MR. KATHREN: Probably not.

9 (Laughter.)

10 MR. SHAPIRO: Could they clarify one thing? Going

11 back to III.D.2.1, study the feasibility of requiring

12 development of effective means for monitoring sample noble

13 gases. We said you have already worked on that under TMI.

14 Why is it listed here then? Why does it have a low,_
,

ms 15 priority?

16 MR. MINNERS: Which issue?

17 MR. SHAPIRO: III.D.2.l(2), page 73.

Ib MR. MINNERS: Let me get there.

19 MR. SHAPIRO: We said the systems are already in

20 place for real-time monitoring. Is this something else?

21 MR. MOELLER: Say your point again?

| 22 MR. SHAPIRO: We discussed previously the problem

23 of real-time monitoring of gas releases at TMI, and we said

24 that is in place. They have that. But why do we have this
|

| 25 particular item and it is given low priority?
!

|
,

-- - --

.
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1 MR. MOELLER: If my memory is correct, what we
s

y_) 2 agreed on la that the rad monitoring of eMfluents --

3 III.D.2.1 is for effluents associated with an accident --

4 they said post-TMI they require or they are requiring the

5 nuclear power plant people to install high-range accident

6 monitors. They also have lower-range routine release

7 effluent monitors. They have only one of each.

O If you had an accident, the high-range one is

9 out; your low-range just goes off scale. We say that is not

10 adequate. So we have called for an upgrading in the

11 priority. If all of these things upset --

12 MR. SHAPIRO: This implies that the whole system

13 has to be developed. Am I reading that right?

14 MR. MINNERS: As I read it, it says, to meet the

(~,/h%- 15 new criteria you would have to install monitoring systems

16 which are currently beyond tne state of the art.

17 MR. SHAPIRO: That's the point. It is a

16 low-priority item.

19 MR. MINNERS: That is because we say what we have

20 now is adequate. We don't need state of the art.

21 MR. SHAPIRO: But what you have is one based on

22 calculation, as I read it, and so forth, isn't it? When I

23 read --

24 MR. MINNERS: The effluent monitors are radiation

25 detectors at various release points. Because of TMI, we now

)v

e
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L nave monitors on the steam dump valves. We did not have

( ,) 2 thoue before. They cannot do a very good 3o0 of

3 discriminating what is coming out of there, whether it is

4 iodine or noble gases. They can tell you something is

3 coming out.

6 I guess what this says is we think that is

7 adequate. You would not have to go to a state-of-the-art

device which would tell you how much iodine was coming outd

9 and how much noble gases and how much tellurium or

10 whatever.

ll I am not sure that is the specific case, but

12 that is an example of what we are talking about. This

13 presumes that the TMI requirements and the other

14 requirements on the books have been -- are approved ands
.

)
s/ 15 have been installed on plants, whether that is factually

lo true or not. So this says you already have a whole bunch of

17 accident monitoring instrumentation on the plant, you don't

lb need any more.

19 MR. SHAPIRO: Are you saying you don't know what

20 you are relessing, though, with the material you have now?

21 MR. MINNERS: My understanding is -- I am far

22 from an expert in this area -- the steam dump valves, they

23 just have a monitor. It cannot tell you -- all it can read

24 is gamma, so it cannot tell you what is going out there,

25 whether it is iodine or radioactive gases. It does not have

OV
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1 a spectrum analyzer on it or any other -- some other device
m

2 to monitor it.

3 In fact, that was the reason that people did not

4 put on one for years. They said if you can't tell what is

5 coming out, then you should not have it. But the view

6 prevailed that maybe you don't know what is coming out, but

7 it would be nice to know what is coming out.

6 MR. SdAPIRO: There may be an inflated cost on

9 developing that. That might be why there is a low priority.

10 Your formula should be looked at to see if it is something

11 -- you should be able to tell the public how many curies of

12 stuff are released. That is my feeling.

13 It should not have to be done by all of the'

14 analyses we had to do for TMI. That was a very circuitous7,s

%- 15 route to find out what was released at IMI.

13 MR. MINNERS: I don't know how to answer your

17 question. I would like to have it given to me, and we will

in try to deal with it. Especially, I think some of the

19 consultants probably have better ideas on costs of

20 equipment, and some specific comments on cost would oe

21 useful. That it is too high or too low is not helpful. If

22 we could have your estimate of what you think it is, we
|

23 could deal with that better.

24 I tell you, it will be a continuing battle. I

25 will take this out to industry and get the exact opposite

!
u
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.

L answer. So I will average the two comments and do what I

2 want.

3 (Laughter.)

4 MR. MOELLER: Jack Healy. I was going to comment.

5 I think, Jack, you were saying there are such instruments

6 available on the market today.

7 MR. MOELLER: Yes.

6 MR. SHAPIRO: I don't know if there are today,

'l but I have the impression before that we have said that we

10 knew -- we were able to monitor what was released, and now

11 you are telling me all you can monitor is the gamma

12 measurement. I do not think you can get away with that.

13 I think we have a lot of uncertainties at TMI,

14 not knowing what was released and a lot of concern. We were

15 discussir.g that with the Rogovin Commission that we know

16 what was coming out of that plant.

17 MR. E8ERSOLE: I always come back to the same

lo thing. I don't see any escape from having airborne sampling

19 equipment that cannot only tell you what is coming out but
,

!
i 20 where it is going, and one should have light planes ready

l 21 equipped so you can go across two, three, four, five

22 hundred miles and put in motion a quantitative survey that

23 would say what is going out and where it is going. I don't

24 see anything exotic about that.
t
'

25 MR. MINNERS: When you put numbers to that, you

A

$vb
|
!

|

i
,
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1 get very small risk reductions, what you are saying is that
t

( ) 2 you want to make people feel better. That could be a policy

3 decision of the Commission, and I guess I would fight to

4 take that out of the safety issue list and put it into the

5 licensing issue list and say, hey, you guys want to have

6 more assurance that we are not radiating, so we will put

7 more monitors out there. But there is no real risk, and we

8 are not going to admit to that.

9 MR. EBERSOLE: Where does the part of it come

10 out, though, Warren, where you say, ah hah, if I know this,
'

11 I don't need to have a general evacuation where I am going

12 to kill 200 people in traffic jams.

13 MR. MINNERS: That is a kind of artifact of our

14 methodology here. Evacuation does not reduce the man-rem7
-- 15 very much at all nere. If you want to consider evacuation,

16 you have to do it outside of our particular standardized

17 approach.

14 MR. SHAPIRO: If it is not in your formula, we

19 have to put it someplace. That's the only comment I am

20 making.

21 MR. MOELLER: Carl, and then we are going to

22 lunch.

23 MR. MICHELSON: I have a difficulty sometimes

24 understanding what we mean by " monitoring" and " sampling."

25 Keeping in mind the example of Browns Ferry, the RHR

(v~),
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1 leaking tubea, that is continuously monitored, so-called,

() 2 with a gamma monitor which sits on the outside of a pipe.
3 But with water flowing at 8,000 gallons a minute, you do
4 not see much unless you have what I call a gross release

5 through tubing. You do not see these releases.

6 So what did we mean by " monitoring"? In some

7 way, you have to take literally a continuous sample out of

U that flow stream and go through some very sensitive

9 equipment looking for whatever you really want to look at.

10 Is that what you are referring to here? You want to

11 monitor? The same problem on steam releases through
12 atmospheric relief valves, you cannot monitor that except

1

13 with a gross gamma monitor. You really want to know what is

14 in it, that is a sophisticated and expensive setup.,s

15 MR. SHAPIRO: We designed something to look at-

16 the primary coolant. We calculated the specific activity.

17 MR. MICHELSON: Primary coolant is not a problem.

la There is plenty of activity to look at.

19 MR. MOELLER: He means for an accident --

20 MR. MICHELSON: Gross gamma for an accident is

21 fine. You want to say, I want to know how many isotopes of

22 this ano that.

23 MR. MOELLER: He would get spectral data.

24 MR. MICHELSON: It is a tough problem. It is

25 very fancy when you are talking about the kinds of steam

O(
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.

flow rates you are talking about on relief valves. It is1

s ,/ 2 not like pulling a sample out of a reactor coolant. It is

3 just passing by. You have one chance at it if you are

4 trying to sample. You have to pull a sidestream.

5 What they do in the case at Browns Ferry is they

6 pull a sample. That is what happened. It took them 8 hours

7 to find out what was in it because it takes that long to

e pull a sample out, take it to the laboratory and put it in

9 the kind of equipment it takes to monitor this and make a

lo determination of what is in it. This on a continuous basis

11 is not cheap.

12 HR. SHAPIRO: If I am living near a reactor as a

13 citizen now, I would want to know what is coming out that.

14 If there is a possibility of 10 milion curies coming out of,,

\- / 15 that reactor, I want to know.

16 MR. MICHELSON: You would pick that up with a

17 gross gamma.

le MR. SHAPIRO: I want to know how many curies

li there are, ano they could not tell me at TMI until they

20 spent months on the thing.

21 MR. MOELLER: There are monitors for airborne

| 22 releases in an accident that would give you spectral data.
!

! 23 HR. MICHELSON: Out of a steam line.

24 MR. MOELLER: No. Out into the air.
i

23 MR. MICHELSON: Not in the steam line.

v)
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1 MR. MOELLER: I would agree there you would have

hq,j 2 problems. Of course, it took a little while, but we

3 routinely develop samples at environmental levels and

4 identify specifically what is there. It takes a while to

5 count it.

6 MR. MICHELSON: They do it witn the water

7 systems, but they have to pull a batch sample. We are

6 talking, I think, continuous monitoring here, and yet we

9 want to know what is in that sample continuously. With the

10 flow rate you are talking about, the dilution of the

il sample, it is a pretty nice setup.

12 MR. SHAPIRO: It is probably zenon 133. Maybe a

13 dose measurement would do it. You do not have to go through

_ 14 a whole spectral analysis.

15 MR. MICHELSON: That is what prompted my-
,

:

; 16 question: wnat kind of sample are you talking about?

17 MR. KATHR6N: And the nigh-energy protons

16 associated with the noble gases, that is a clean part of

19 the spectrum. You are up above all of the garbage that will

20 interfere with that, and you can pretty well get an

al accurate estimate of what is in the stream based on the

22 noble gas content.

I 23 MR. MICH ELSON : The first thing you have to know

24 is what the stream flow rate is in order to convert this

25 into some kind of a dose. We do not have means of measuring

( )'
- ,
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j 1 the flow rate out of the relief valve line, for example. We
i

!
2 don't know now many cubic feet per second flow in that

!
3 line. You don't know this. You cannot calculate dose. '

,

j
:'

4 MR. MOELLER: We are talking about two different !

i S places. Carl is right. His monitoring situation would be
;

i. 6 difficult, no question about it,
i

j 7 All right, let's break for an hour for lunch.
i

! 8 (Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the subcommittee was !'

'
t..

) 3 '#,if '3 recessed, to reconvene at 1:40 p.m. this same day.) '

.

j 10 i
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION

2 (1: 40 p.m.)

3 MR. MOELLER: The meeting will come to order.

We'had, when we recessed for lunch, five4

5 generic issues, so five items left.

6 What I want to do is take up the first of those

7 five and then we will jump to the afternoon schedule, and

8 then pick up the last four later.

The first one is A-15, which is the primary9

10 coolant system decontamination and steam generator chemical
,

11 cleaning. And why don't we look at the details on that

12 'one? And here they are. '

' 13 | It says to develop radiological and administra-

14 tive control criteria for use as guidelines, as Staff

| 15 review of decontamination operations.
$,

g 16 I sort of felt, with Bob Alexander here,

f 17 that it would have highlighted decontamination in terms
i
*

18 of occupational dose control. But they don't seem tor
2

i ; 19 highlight that very much. It says this whole thing has
i
$ 20 been resolved which, if I understand it, is a little bit,

i =

3 21 surprising.
5

! 22 Could we have some comment on it? To me,;

2'

ZI primary system decontamination is something we are not

24 doing. The committee has been wanting to see more effort
1

f+

25 on it.

|.
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1 MR. WITT: I am with the Chemical Engineering
O
(_) 2 Branch.

3 We have had technical assistance by Battelle
4 Northwest, and we have a document, a NUREG CR 2963 which

5 we have in draft now, and it is going around for comment
6 by the Staff, planning guidance for nuclear power plant

*

7 decontamination.
,

8 We feel that this document should close this issue.
9 MR. MOELLER: In other words, that report

i 10 tells, has recommendations and guidelines. Could you give
'

11 us the bottom line on what it recommends?
12 MR. WITT: The topics that are covered here are --

13 let me first say, the intent of this document is to encourage
i 14 decontamination, to safe manrem exposure.

.

j 15>

The purpose is also to dispell some of the fears
I
j 16 that some industry has from addressing decontamination, a
O

| 17+

regulatory process which started in '76 and they still have
i

g 18 not decontaminated yet. They may decontaminate next year.
!
$ '19 That's the latest I hear on that.

i I
| M The topics that we cover are the benefit-cost

i -

{ 21 analysis, regulatory compliance and this. We say that5

j 22 '
most decontaminations can be done under 50.59. This is

23 because they will not involve any technical specification
24 changes or any unreviewed safety items.. ,

'

)
N/ 25 MR. MOELLER: So, licensewise, it is pretty

i

!

_ . _ _ . , _ , _ _ . . , , _ . _ _ .. _ - - , _ _ .__ __
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1 straightforward for them?
A,

2 MR. WITT: That's right. Just this past week

3 we had Millstone 2 come in. They are going to do a

4 decontamination of the steam generator channel heads in
5 preparation for a resleeving operation. They are going to

6 use a new process which the Staff has not seen, and they
7 just came in for an information meeting where they addressed1

8 all the things that we were interested in: corrosion,

9,

manrem exposure, and contingency items.

10 So, right at that meeting we could say you co'uld
11 continue on under 50.59.
12

I might mention that job is going to save 1000.,

- 13 manrem.

14 MR. MOELLER: What is the cost-benefit?

15 MR. WITT: We did not look at it from cost-:
.

.g 16 benefit, but they surely did. Their decontamination is

17 going to cost over S1 million, so it is over S1000 pero
'I

{ 18 manrem. We questioned them on that. We said if you can
%

19 increase the state time, you're going to save a lot more
E

N than S1000 per manrem with all of the training. It costs
.

'{ 21
more because it is the first time of doing it with this

3

fc
22 process.

23 This process is a joint Combustion Engineering-KWU
24

process which is potassium magnate peroxide. The same process,

d 25 will be used on a test up in Sweden on the Gustav Reactor
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1 Plant.
O'

' (_,/ 2 MR. MOELLER: I think you said it is on one

3 part of the system.

4 MR. WITT: Yes.

5 MR. MOELLER: Does it involve the fuel?

6'
, MR. WITT: They put nozzle dams in the reactor

7 coolant piping. The decontamination solution is just
8 circulating from one channel head to the other. They

9
also allow it to rise up into the tubes to reduce the shine

10 from the tubes. They expect decontamination of three to

11 five thousand manrem exposure.

12 MR._MOELLER: I am pleased to hear that.

f~' 13 MR. EBERSOLE: I want to mention this issue. I
%t

14 don't know where it stands in the regulatory context, but
15 some years ago when the system started to be turned down

a

g 16 to simple redundant trains, let's say, for vortex and RHR
0
"

t 17 functions, there had been as many as four pumps which you,
! t

$ 18 had to sustain post-accident pumping'and cooling. Therel'
;- [ '19 appeared on the scene regulatory minimums, and this raised
! E

{ 20 the question of what is the meaning of the single failure
5 '21i

criteria that was originally invoked on scram, the philosophy
7

i -| ZZ
where the event under consideration was over in less than a'

!

M second.

24
Now it had a time sense, and one argued, why[-q \

" ' ' 3 enter an accident, a serious accident, and initially why enter
i

f
i

, _ _ . _ _ _ _ _- _ - _ . . . ._ _ _ _ ___ _ ._
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1 it with only one pumping system, or start with two and

(O) 2 then one fails? Am I going to sit there for the next

3 three months and run on one train, or shall I make

4 design provisions, including decontamination, to go in

5 and segment the systems and fix the one that auit? It

6 was a judgmental decision where I used to work that the

7 ' alternative was to fix it so you could go in and recover

8 a failed train in the most drastic, dirty circumstances.

9 I don't know what the general practice is, but

10 I think the matter of decontamination gets into this very

11 heavily. There were decontamination provisions put in

12 and means to get the seals and the channels out without

(~N 13 ! taking the whole thing apart. There were shield walls put
t )m s'

14 in and a variety of features to attempt to isolate the

! 15 presumed disabled train and restore service for the long

$
g 16 haul.

8 17 Now, I will lay the groundwork for that and let
?
3

| 18 you pick it up.
'I
|* -19 MR. MOELLER: Could the Staff, anyone here on
:
E

i 20 the Staff, help us with that?
2

h 21 MR. MINNERS: I don'i. think that issue was
d
e

- n addressed beyond the action plan item that -- I forget

u what it was. The sense of it was to let people get into

24 areas that -- primarily for sampling during high activity,
b
\m/ M and there was some review of pump seals and things like that.

L

, - , , p, -m-, _. _ , . . - - . _ __
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I That is about all I can bring back to my memory as to how
O. '
. V 2 that much of the subject was addressed. That certainly is

3 not a design requirement in the sense that you are talking
4 about, Mr. Ebersole.

5 MR. MOELLER: What can we do, Jesse?

6 MR. EBERSOLE: I'm talking about plants I was

7
involved in designing', not in a general context. The issue

8 came up at the GE standard plant last week and there was a

9 bigger session about whether this ought to be a design basis
10 or not. In my own view, I think it a t least ought to be

11 analyzed carefully. I do not think that single failure

12 criterion will stand, not with the prevalence of common mode

- p) 13 failures.
L

14 MR. MINNERS: I would like to make one comment
15 on that, Jesse:

$
g 16

The single failure criteria is applied to the

17
safety system which is designated to take care of thato

1

! 18 sequence;in every accident that we have had, safety systems
%
=

18! have not been used. There were normal operations duringi

! E

{ 20 Browns Ferry and TMI. We used those systems so we never had
.

21
-- and the probability studies consider that, but the:

{
22 design basis does not. So when you say you are down to a

23 single failure, you really are not, because you still can go
,

; 24 back to the steam generator.

~' 25 MR. EBERSOLE: You can't with a boiler in a'

i
I

i. .-
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1 containment primary system.
f
( ,/ 2 MR. MINNERS: Maybe the letdown cooling system

3 or something like that might be enough. That ought_to take

4 care of the heat. I cannot give 'you a technical answer on a

*

5 BWR right here. I am saying there are normal operating
6 systems that are available which, when you talk about

i

7 single failure analysis, you infer only safety systems, but
8 even if all the safety systems fail, there are usually
9 operating systems that can serve to function.4

10 MR. EBERSOLE: In the depressurized BWRs, the

11 heat is removed by transport. That requires a continuity

12 of operation of RHR pumps.
..

t

''] 13 MR. MINNERS: In the BWR --
ud

14 MR. EBERSOLE: PWR.

j 15 MR. MINNERS: You can do natural circulation
$'
| 16 through the steam generators.

,

e
u 17 MR. EBERSOLE: Et does no good at all. You are
5

y 18 talking about using them as heat exchangers.
!
t 19 MR. MINNERS: Yes.
I
{ 20 MR. EBERSOLE: There are alternate courses, I
-

5 21 agree.
5

f 22 MR. MINNERS: I think your statement about single

23 failure is correct, but it has to be qualified.

24 MR. EBERSOLE: I agree.

O-. 25 MR. SHAPIRO: The last time we mentioned it, there

J

,, , -- - - - --
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1 was a possibility of using a submarine, nuclear submarine

(~/(, 2 working in decontamination. Has that information ever

3 gotten into this program experience?

4' MR. WITT: I am not aware of it. I think the

5 processes that are being used right now are the London

6 Nuclear Process which has been used probably in at least

7 eight plants in the United States, mostly BWRs. Their-

8 clean-up systems, a nd also their recirculation systems.

9 It has been used recently on steam generator channel heads.

10 There is also the Lomi system, which is a

11 British system that has been used on a Surry steam generator

12 up in Battelle. They all seem to work fine.

13 The KWU system sounds promising, too.

14 I think the emphasis is on low concentration

} 15 decontaminating solutions because of radioactive waste.
I
g 16 This reduces the volume considerably and I don't think this
O

| 17 is so of the Navy system.
1
*

18 MR. MOELLER: Dick Foster?
-5

h 19 MR. FOSTER: Do I recall correctly that DOE was

2 about to get into this decontamination in a big way,
! -

{ 21 quite recently? If so, do you know what the present status~

3

.ji 22 of their effort is?

2 MR. MOELLER: Dresden, with DOE.

24 MR. WITT: They put some money in the DresdenO
k- ' 25 operation. DOE is also funding some of Millstone-2

:

|

, . _ _ . . .. . , _ _. _ .- __ _ ___ _ . - - __ _ _ _ __
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1 operations.
' r~N

k,) 2. MR. FOSTER: I think I had something in mind of

3 more of a generic nature. We had a presentation last fall.

4 MR. MOELLER: We had Dr. Malinzion address
5 the DOE plan for control of occupational exposures, among

t

6 other things, under the Congressional mandate.

'

7 MR. FOSTER: That is the one I am thinking of,

8 which focused almost entirely on the decontamination aspect.
,

9 I wondered if that is going --

10 MR. MOELLER: It is moving forward. I have not

11 talked to them for a few months. It is moving forward.

12 MR. WITT: Isn't that decontamination as a

[GT 13 precursor of decommissioning? Is it from that aspect, or2

14 an operating plant?

}. - 15 - MR. MOELLER: They were looking for control of
.

j 16 occupational exposures. This was part of just their overall
'

O

| 17 program that they are developing in response to the
1
*

18 Congressional mandate.
! '

E- 19 MS. TANG: It is the Dose Reduction Working Group.,

E

f 20 Public Law what -- it has'some number.

21 MR. FOSTER: That's what I meant.
2

f
22 MR. MOELLER: We will follow up and find out on

23 that.

24 MR. EBERSOLE: Let me go back to what Warren said.(' gx

25"-
1 Warren, back in those years, everybody was all

f

- ,, ,- , - -- , ,a-,,,w n-
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1 heated up about the big LOCA. Hypothetically all you couldn

I_) 2
do was flood the reactor vessel and the water went out ons

3 the floor. There was no way of -- they were st'ill doing
4 heat transport through the exchangers. You say that is

i

5 not the case?

6 MR. MINNERS: Under the rules of the game we
7 played back then, we had safety grade equipment and that was
8 all.

9 MR. EBERSOLE: To a greater or less degree, it

10 ought to be looked at. I cannot help but be suspicious of

11 simple redundance with inability to repair.
12 MR. WITT: You would help me get resources-if

{~} you'd write that down.13

v
14 MR. MOELLER: Let's move on, then.

m

j 15 MR. WITT: One last thing. I have this draft.1.

e4

j 16
We are still redoing it, just for your information.

O

7, 17 MR. MOELLER: This is your analysis of this
I

'

* 18 particular item?
%

19 MR. WITT: This closes out this item.
E

h- 20 -
MR. MOELLER: Thank you.

.

5 21 Continuing on with the schedule, what we wanted
3

22 to do was to pick up with the afternoon items so that
23 the people who present those can finish them up as soon as
24

. (".3 possible and place them behind schedule as little as;

' 25 possible.

-- - . . _ - . . - . - . . - - -_ . - - - - . , . , , - .-
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l'

1- The first speaker this afternoon is Dr. Larry
1
j 2 Cohen, and he will be talking on Item III.D.2.6,
1
!

3 " Independent Radiological Measurements."

t.
] 4 Larry, do you want to speak from up front, then,

'

4

:

| 5 or' sit at.the table? Whichever you prefer.-

'

t-
L
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1 MR. COHEN: I will sit at the table.
/'%
(_,) 2 MR. MOELLER: It would help us if you would

3 cover the item briefly on where you stand.

4 MR. COHEN: Okay. This item, independent

5 radiological measurements, was a celf-initiating program

6 that we started in the Office of Inspection & Enforcement.

7 Historically it goes back to the early '70s as a pilot

8 program, where some regions performed some independent

9 measurements, including the measurement of effluents.

10 Region I, in King of Prussia, had a vehicle which was

11 in operation at ,the time of Three Mile Island, and we

l 12 realized at that time that -- how useful having this kind

('~j 13 of capability was to assess the radiological hazard at
uJ

14 Three Mile Island.

| $ 15 Other measurements were performed in the plant
I
g 16 by our inspectors, and we made a concerted effort to define

O

| 17 the kind of independent measurements we would like to
i

{ 18 incorporate in our inspection program. In December of 1979,
I

19j a draft report was prepared called the Independent
I

{ 20 Measurements Task Force Report which was unpublished and

{ 21 has been unpublished. This was the basis for deciding
7

|
| 22 what equipment would be purchased and what programs

23 would be continued.

24
fs The task force was made up of headquarters,

'-) M which was myself as the chairman, and representatives of

1

.- . . . - . . . . - . - - - - ,
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1 the five regions in the radiological area, and also in
/~s
(,j)'

2 'the safeguards area. It was our belief that independent-

3 measurements give you a direct evidence of a licensee's

4 capability which, in conjunction with the traditional

5 methods of paper review and documentation that one would

6 get a better-handle on the capability of the licensee to

7 make measurements.

8 The areas covered included effluent measurements,

9 environmental measurements, external and internal exposure,

10 transportation packaging, medical and safeguards.

11 The report defines the measurements that the

12 task force recommended to be performed and gave which

{"') 13 facilities these measurements should be made at. For
%/

14 example, nuclear power plants, field facilities, byproduct,

$- 15 et cetera, and how often the measurements should be done;
5

| 16 the size of the sample, where appropriate; and what equipment

[ 17 was required to make the measurements, to fulfill this
I
{ 18 measurement capability.
!

19[ This document listed the equipment that each
E

{ 20 region should have to perform these measurements, and
.

{_ 21 this has been used as a basis for obtaining the equipment.
*

| 22 The largest and main item was the purchase and equipment
M of the mobile laboratories for each of the regions.
24 As I mentioned, Region I had a vehicle which

(q'")
,-

M turned out to be very useful in Region I and in the ensuing
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1 years all regions-have been equipped with at least one
O
\s,/ 2 mobile laboratory.

3 I believe' Region II and perhaps Region I has a

4 second vehicle for safeguards use. The vehicles contain

5 a gamma spectroscopy system with a uranium detector.

6 All regions will have a second unit in their regional office,

7 Other equipment includes survey equipment to handle gamma,j

8 beta and some neutron measurements.

9 And for emergency use, we also include the air

10 samplers and air measuring devices.

11 So at the present time all regions are fully

i 12 equipped and operational. They all have the same equipment.

13 We wanted a standardized program,in case of a problem,(''}
%)

14 an inspector from one-region, say Region I, could go to

,

15 Region V or Region III, and be able to operate the program.
i. -

3|

[ 16 We have routinely, like once a year, accountedI

O

| 17 for a meeting where all of the inspectors operating
'

i

18 vehicles sit together, talk about common problems, and*

%'

i 19 computer codes to improve their capability, and make sure*
4

i
20 that they all are standard in the type of background

21 information for the computer, the isotopes, the abundance,{_
5

| 22 all of the other factors needed to make the measurements.

23 The program, the inspection program from the health

24 ohysics area, is presently being revised. They are right
s
)

'''I M in the middle of it and we are incorporating independent

- . _ _ _ - .
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1 measurements in various areas. We -- of course, this
!

Q 2 report was written in '79, and we look at it with our

3
resources that we have available now, and the equipment

4
that is available now. That is basically where we stand

5 right at this moment.

6
MR. AXTMANN: Could you give us a feel for how

7
extensive your inspection of a plant would be?

8
MR. COHEN: We try on an annual basis to take

8
our van to-the power plant, for example, and there we

10
split effluent samples. It may be a charcoal cartridge, a

11
gas sample, a particulate filter, and a liquid radwaste

12
sample. If the plant is down or there is not enough

13 activity, we have spike samples, simulated samples fora
I4

them to count. This gives us a feel for how well they can
,

f 15
do.

4
_g 16

MR. MOELLER: You.have not only independent
3 17
g capability, but you split samples to check the accuracy,
a
*

18
g theirs vs. yours.
I

II! MR. COHEN: Right.
E

MR. AXTMANN: Is that during downtime?

MR. COHEN: We usually do it when it is operating.

f 22 We try to do an unannounced inspection. We go in when

23
there is activity. During the pre-op we do an extensive

! 24 review, not only of the -- the counting is only part of it.
25'

The capability of the plant, the training, all aspects, making
i
i

{-

!
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1 sure their chemistry -- that they have the capability to

b
(,,/ 2 make accurate measurements.

3 To support this program, we have a contract

4 with the DOE lab in Idaho Falls, their Radiological Environ-
1

5 mental Sciences Lab, and their -- the real chemistry, as

6 they say, the difficult samples they receive, and they

7 do the strontiums and whatever nuclides need to be done.

8 They also support as in other types of samples found in

9 decommissioning sites; whatever needs to be done. They

10 say the difficult samples.
:

11 MR. KATHREN: Have you given any thought to
!

12 becoming -- excuse the term -- an NRC standards lab, with

[~'\ 13 linkage to MBS, which I think has provision now to create(_) ,

i 14 these satellite or secondary labs? You know what I am
~

5 15 making reference to.
I
!. 16 MR. COHEN: Yes. Again in part of this program
o

17 we have with the RESL Laboratories, we signed a contract
.
*

18 with MBS, and they provide 13 unknown samples to RESL of
%-

| h 19 gamma, beta, alpha, mixed gamma, and this is what we
,

i E
o
g 20 call traceability program with RESL, to ensure that RESL

_ { 21 is QMBS. This is --
3

j 22 MR. AXTMANN: What is it?,

! :

!
'

23 MR. COHEN: Radiological and Environmental

24
7- Sciences Laboratory, located --

i i\' 25 MR. AXTMANN: Where is it located?
l

__ , . _ __ _ . . . _ - , . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . , _ .
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1 MR. COHEN: ' Idaho Falls. They provide or
p.
( 2 assist the regions in standards preparation to calibrate

3 the laboratories, the regional laboratories, and also we

4 have a round-robin interlaboratory program where RESL
5' prepares and sends out samples of unknown activity of
6 charcoal filters and gas samples-and particulates to check
7 on our regional capability and ensure that we have the

8 right answers.

9
This is part of a GA program that we have.

10 MR. MOELLER: And this is considered, of course,

11 to be a resolved issue, because Larry has the program going
12 and everything is working.

| [; Do we have other questions or comments?
13

%)
14 (No response.)

15 Everybody would favor this and we endorse it.
;
j 16 MR. AXTMANN: We applaud it.
O

17 MR. MOELLER: One member applauds it. That

{ 18 should make your weekend.
!

19i Thank you.
E

2 20
g We will move on, then, to the next item, which
_

{ 21
is Health Physics Improvements, and for that we have Bob

i

{ Alexander of the Research Staff. And, Bob, we were pleased,
22

23 of course, this morning in reviewing the generic safety
24

q issues that the radiation protection program is listed as

'~-] 25
high priority.
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: That's out of date.

g) 2 (Laughter.)

3 At least occupational radiation protection is

4 being very deliberately deemphasized.

5 I am happy.to meet with my health physics

6 friends and other friends with the subcommittee today.
7 I have four items in the TMI action plan to

8 bring you up to date on, and one of those in the

9 respirator area is really two different tasks. I will

10 bring you up to date on both of those.

11 Shall I proceed, Dade?

12 MR. MOELLER: Yes, go right ahead.

13 MR. ALEXANDER: The dosimetry process

14 accreditation program is one we have been working on for

| 15 some time, and it-is going to take a little while longer.
$

$ 16 With the Commission willing, I think we will have it in
o

| 17 place. There are three basic areas:
3

{ 18 First, the performance standard, which was difficult
I
i 19 to get into place, but it has been approved by ANSI last
i
| 20 September. And, as you may know, we went through a very
E 21 extensive testing of this standard. We had three voluntary
3

{
22 testing groups with the processors around the country, and
23 after these pilot studies, the standard was adjusted. We

24 feel very certain that we have a good standard to work to,
25 one that is not too stringent and one that is not too lenient,
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1 that will work.
D
t.j 2 And then the accreditation of the dosimetry

3 processors.will be by -- will be through MBS NVLAP
4 program, and to bring you up to date on how they are doing,
5~ the negotiations with the successful bidder for the testing
6 laboratories are very near completion. They expect to get

,

7 everyone's signature on the dotted line some time next
8 week. The selection of the NVLAP inspectors is near
9 completion. They had about 40 applicants, and they expected

10 to select 10 inspectors. The very critical guidance

11 document that processor will get from NVLAP to see what
12 the rules are and what he has to do to get in and remain
13

. certified in dosimetry is very near completion. According
14 to the contract, the testing laboratory will have six

j 15 months to get everything in order so that they can start.
$
g 16 So I think we will be able to start with -- they
0

| 17 will be able to start the test run and inspection program
i

{ 18 in about seven months. That brings us to the third element
!
E 19 on the accreditation program, and t-ba t is the NRC regulation.
E

{ 20
Many people feel that this program will fail

.

{ 21 unless it is mandatory. The NRC regulation would require;

f NRC licensees to use NVLAP accredited processors. The
22

23
proposed rule was submitted to the Commission on February

24 14th of this year. So far we only have one vote out of the

25 five. It was positive. But we have to get two more
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1 positive votes before we can publish this as a proposed rule.
's
,) 2 MR. MOELLER: I hope that the Committee's

3 response was in the proper format. The Committee had no

4 questions whatsoever about this, and we did send forward a

5 letter saying we' endorsed it. I hope that will help.

6 MR. ALEXANDER: I hope so.

7 MR. AXTMANN: When did we do that?

8 MR. MOELLER: A couple of months ago. I brought

9 it to the Committee and the Full Committee asked me was it
10 a matter that was subject to controversy, and I assured

11 them that, no, it was not; that all good people were for this.

12 And so they wrote it -- just wrote " favorable" without

'
13 any discussion on it.

\~/
14 MR. AXTMANN: NVLAP must have been spelled out'

.

j 15 in that letter. What is NVLAP?
3

| 16 - MR. ALEXANDER: Na tional Voluntary Laboratory
o

17 Accreditation Program.
2

{ 18 MR. AXTMANN: Funded by?
i a "

&

19 MR. ALEXANDER: It is part of the National Bureauj
E

! 20 of Standards, Department of Commerce. It is supposed to be
.

{ 21 a self-supporting program.
?

| 22 Does anybody.have any questions on the dosimetry?
23 We can go on to the next one.

24 MR. MOELLER: It says you need an applaud. I,s

- 25 will applaud that one.

|

|

I
I

-m.. , , _ . - , _ _ , _ _ _ _ _m.., _._.
.
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: The dosimetry program, or going

2 on to the next one?

3 (Laughter.)

4 MR. KATIIREN: Both.

5 MR. MOELLER: Yes, both.

6 MR. ALEXANDER: The audible alarm dosimeter

7 problem, as far as we are concerned on the NRC Staff, has

8 been closed, finalized. The use of these devices at the

9 time of the accident was controversial because under

10 certain conditions they did not work, and they left a worker

11 carrying one with a false sense of security. It could be

12 dangerous. And I think during the prior years that our

/~} 13 regulation on the use of the audible alarm dosimeters was
.J

14 not consistent.

15 MR. MOELLER: When you said "in the accident,"
;
[ 16 are you saying that generically, or did you imply that at

-

17 TMI they were using these and they did not work?
I

{. 18 MR. ALEXANDER: That was a generic statement.
!i

' 19{ I don't know whether they had any others at TMI or not.
E

{ 20 We asked for an ANSI standard to be performed. I think it

3 21
,- was a health physics society standards committee that was
x

| 22 put together, and they prepared a standard N13.27-1981,

23- which gives tests that should be passed by an acceptable
24 dosimeter.

('~s)'
25 Then we had the commercially available devices

,

--. , , - , , - , - - - - . , _ - ~ , , + . . .- -,_ -- , e
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1 tested over a period of three years. Those test results

2 are given in -- this work was done at PNL. The test

3 results are given in these three documents that are listed

4 on the viewgraph.
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L You can tell which dosimeters pass the test. The

2 manufacturers' names are not given. They are coded. But PNL

3 put the weight and dimensions of the dosimeter by the code

4 name so that you can readily tell which ones passed the

3 test. I think this has been useful to our licensee.
6 Then we were ready to publish Reg Guide 8.28 on

7 audible alarm dosimeters. We published it last August or

6 August '81. And just to highlight what it says, the use of

9 these devices is recommended but only specified conditions.

10 It is stated that the devices to be used should meet the

11 performance specifications given in ANSI standards. And the

12 test results, as I mentioned, are available in the NUREG

13 reports.

' 14 These devices should not be used if they do not

15 pass the performance specs where the alarm would be too

16 inaudible, where the alarm would be too loud, where the

17 device could be soaked with water. We found none of them

Ic worked if they got wet. Or devices could be affected by

19 airborne chemicals.

20 MR. MOELLER: What sort of chemicals would affect

21 it?

22 MR. ALEXANDER: Any kind of growth, even sodium

23 chloride C vapor.

24 MR. MOELLER: Over what period of time?

25 MR. ALEXANDER: Any kind of growth, even sodium

O
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1 chloride C vapor.

(
. ,/ 2 MR. MOELLER: Over what period of time?s

3 MR. ALEXANDER: Pretty fast. They went out pretty

4 fast, short periods.

3 MR. MOELLER: Any questions on this item?

6 MR. AXTMANN: Are these little deeds like a
,

7 pocket dosimeter?

e MR. ALEXANDER: They are little larger because

9 they have to accommodate a dectector, a battery, an

10 amplifier, and a speaker. So they are somewhat larger than

11 the type of dosimeter you are talking about. Sometimes they

12 are worn on a belt instead of in the pocket.

13 MR. AXTMANN: A little pocket, radio-size?

14 MR. ALEXANDER: That's right.,_

ss 15 MR. MOELLER: But the potentiality for avoiding

16 overexposures is tremendous. It is a sound step fo: ward.

17 MR. ALEXANDER: Yes. We are glad to have that

13 one put to rest.

19 The next project that we worked on in the TMI

2u list was performance testing of health physics survey

21 instruments. Poor performance of health pnysics survey

22 instruments was identified at Battelle in a

23 longer-than-5-year acceptance testing program.

24 There is a letter attached to the viewgraph from

25 Jack Selby at PNL, in which he provided me with the detail

A
\ |v
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1 of this acceptance test program. So you can pursue those if

(A) 2 you want to see what they found.,

3 But to make it very short, there were high

4 failure rates. We decided that we wanted to work towards
5 some kind of a program which would upgrade the performance
6 of the survey instruments. At first we thought regulatory

7 programs would do the trick. In other words, we would get a
d certification testing program set up and then require that

9 our licensees use certified survey instruments.

10 I don ' t think that that is going to happen right

11 now. The position, or the consensus of the NRC staff is

12 that such a program really is not needed and it might be

13 considered overkill. Of course, there are other ways to use

14 the standard, and that is what we are searching for now.,

O
\s l 15 The performance standerd is being developed

16 right on time. A copy of the draft has been available for

17 almost a year, and the testing of survey instruments at PNL

le against this draft standard has begun.

19 This testing program is jointly funded by the

20 Department of Energy and the NRC. It is a rather expensive

21 program. Some of the instruments have had to be purchased

22 for the purpose of this test program, but most of them have

23 been loaned by manufacturers or by other DOE laboratories.

24 So we have not had to buy very many.

23 The testing program has just started, and at

m
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1 this point in time I do not have any results. We tried to

2 get some results out of Swent yesterday. He is not giving

3 any results yet.

4 Mk. MOELLER: How would that be used then?

5 MR. ALEXANDER: To adjust the standard either

6 more strict or more lenient, as it would turn out. It was

7 needed.

There is something you might want to scane

9 attached here. Just back of tnis letter is a list of the

10 items that are being tested and the items that are covered

11 in the instrument performance standard.

12 MR. HEALY: Aren't these measuring instruments

13 certified in any.way?

14- MR. ALEXANDER: No.

15 MR. E8ERSOLE: I am talking about typical

16 aircraft instruments, like altimeters?

17 MR. ALEXANDER: There is no program.

13 HR. EBERSOLE: So when you get an instrument

19 reading, you really don't know whether it is any good or

20 not.

21 MR. ALEXANDER: You are raising one of the

22 fellows' questions about this whole thing. I think the-main

23 reason the NRC staff consensus that a regulatory

24 certification program is not needed, the NRC obviously

25 should not be in the business of making sure that

a
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l instrument manufacturers make instruments that don't break
(n,) 2 down. There is a type of instrument inadequacy that is

3 safety related and a type that isn't. If an instrument just

4 stops working or does not turn on when you turn it on, then

5 there is really no safety problem with that instrument,

6 because it won't be used to establish working times for the

7 worker.

6 There is another type of problem with these

9 instruments where the instrument does not tell you the
'

10 truth. And of course, that is the kind we are after. We are

11 going to have to distinguish very carefully, I think,

12 between those two types to get support for any kind of a

13 program from the NRC staff.

_ 14 There are a lot of questions. We don't know

%) 15 whether we should go for type testing, where the design

16 would be approved or certified -- that is the way we'do it

17 with respirators -- and then depend onquality assurance

is programs to assure that the items being sold were like the

19 ones that passed the test.

20 Another way is to do it like they do with the

21 absolute filters and test every one of them, which is

22 reasonable really. There are not that many that are made

23 and sold.

24 Right now, we just don't know exactly how we are

25 going to handle it. We are looking into the possibility of

A
(_)
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1 secondary standards laboratory, secondary calibration
A( ,) 2 la bora tories , where calibration of instruments can be

3 traceable to the National Bureau of Standards, which we

4 normally don't have now. It may be that the required

5 testing can be done in connection with those laboratories

6 at some time in the future.

7 Are there any questions on that program? Any

e advice?

9 MR. SHAPIRO: I think you should be as easy as

10 possible on the instruments. I am all for your film badge

11 criteria. I think you did a great job of getting feedback.

12 It was difficult at first in terms of people who do not

13 have to measure the whole gamut.

14 I thought you showed a lot of good judgment on

( )
N/ 15 survey instruments. In most cases they just are

16 contamination monitors and don't need the rigor that you

17 mignt need for medical monitoring and things like that.

18 MR. ALEXANDER: I think we ara going to have a

19 different approach that more closely fits the particular

20 need we have there in those instruments. There are some

21 areas to worry about, though. Particularly in the case of

22 neutron instruments, we would be off by large factors.

23 The last thing I will report on is our work in

24 the respirator area. There has been a demand for some time

25 for radiciodine air purifying respirators. I think the main

Ov
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1 problem with respirators and radiciodine'has been there has

O
( ,/ 2 not -- we have not known enough about it to trust any of

3 the carcoaled cartridges that are available. We have not

4 known how long they would work or how well they would work
5 or anything about them, anything else about them.

6 So people, to protect themselves from radio

7 airborne iodine, have used air supply respirators for

d long-term work, wnereas for the little air containers that

9 they carry on their backs, it would not provide long enough

10 working time.

11 These hoses that drag around are cumbersome and

12 actually increase the dose to external radiation. So it was

13 recognized that it would be wonderful to have radioiodine

14 air purifying respirator that we could trust and that could
^[ ) ,

-k/ A5 be tested by NIOSH and certified. We made a contract with

16 LANL to develop two things: test criterion that could be

17 used by NIOSH for these respirators; and second, a test

15 method and the equivalent to test these respirators with so
i

19 that these devices could be certified by NIOSH.
!
'

20 This project is 99 percent complete. The test

21 criteria have been developed. They are given -- tne draft

( 22 report is ready -- they are given for testing at two
;
'

23 humidities, two temperatures, testing with cyclic breathing

24 first in simulator, testing for service life, which of

25 course is very critical. You have to know how soon the

(Om/
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1 radiciodine might break through the cartridge and get into

Oa

x,j 2 the lines of the wearer.

3 And the conditions of testing the service life

4 have been given. And a challenge vapor has been selected.

5 It turned out to be stable methyl iodide. We were all

6 grateful that this could be done with a stable
,

7 radionuclide. They are not used to using radioactive

e materials at all at Morgantown, where NIOSH does this

9 testing.

10 It turned out that the best sorbant is TEDA

il impregnated charcoal. It stands for some enormously long
I

12 chemical that I did not memorize just for the benefit of

13 this presentation.

14 MR. AXTMANN: Let's f: ess.

'

15 MR. MOELLER: Bob can tell you. Bob, this is your

15 chance to shine.

17 MR. AXTMANN: Tridiethyl ANSI.

13 MR. ALEXANDER: The test equipment has been put

19 together. It amounts to a miniaturized dual gas

2u chromatagraph and electron capture detector. And it has
'

2L been delivered to NIOSH and the people there have been

22 trained how to use it.

23 The only thing that is still to be done before

24 these things can start being used and people taking credit
8

25 for them in their health physics program is to add a cyclic

;

O.

,
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'l flow pump, just passing the vapor through. This test does

() 2 not work for some of the charcoals tnat might come in to be

3 tested. It has to be done cyclically with a breath

4 simulator. So that pump has to be added to the equipment,

3 and that would be ready to go.

6 We expect very rapid implementation. Some of the

7 cartridges that are commercially available now are known to

d meet the test criteria. So this will just be a regualtory

9 matter. We will have to get into Part 20, the protection

10 factor that can be used against radiciodine.

11 You will notice that all of these projects have

12 been hanaled very well and are coming to a successful

13 conclusion.

14 MR. HEALY: Does that mean you're fired, Bob?O
k2 13 MR. ALEXANDER: Yes, I am afraid so.; %-

lo (Laughter.)

17 MR. MOELLER: I think this is an impressive list

Ic of accomplishments. It's very good.

19 MR. ALEXANDER: Our boss indicates we have done a

20 very good job over the last 10 years and that he wishes us

21 luck in finding something else to do.

22 The emergency respirator manual was born of the

23 -- that idea was born in the TMI accident. They had a great

24 deal of trouble about respirators immediately following

25 that accident. Some of the problems they had were with the

0O
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1 types. They did not have the right types of respirators

()q, 2 available in the quantities tney needed. By types, that

3 means mostly they just had the types that only last for 30

4 minutes, and the tasks were almost always much longer than

5 30 minutes.

6 The respirators were improperly stored for

7 emergency conditions. They were not protected properly from

e contamination accessibility. It had not been thought out in

9 advance. The compressed air supply was inadequate to

10 maintenance facilities that they had in order to keep
'

11 recycling these things and keep them going were inadequate.

12 The quantitative fit testing they were set up to

13 do in terms of equipment available and operators to operate

14 these quantitative fit testings was inadequate. They didO*

\- 15 not have enough people trained to actually just conduct the

16 respirator program. And in many cases, they found

17 inadequatd training of users,

is So we felt that the way to handle this would be

19 to do a good job of studying out what these power reactors

20 ought to do in order to be ready in that area.

21 They have a very excellent respirator laboratory;

22 and staff at LANL, which we have supported since 1968. And

23 we aske'd them to do the study and prepare a manual on

24 respiratory protection in emergency situations.

25 What I have done for you to give you some idea

.

/%
,

,
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|

1 of what is in this manual is to list the chapter titles.

2 And we have a draft of it now. It is being masaaged, and we

f# 3 hope to have it ready by July 1.

4

5

6
|

7

8
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1 MR. EBERSOLE: How do you handle the matter

{%,,) 2 of the fellows with long whiskers putting on face masks?

3 MR. ALEXANDER: In Part 20 it is stated that
i

4 you ca.nnot use our protection factor if facial hair-inter-

5 feres.

6 MR. EBERSOLE: They are supposed to be there to

7 use the equipment you provide for them. I never could put

8 together how they could do so, if they get in a radiological
9 emergency, or if they get in any kind of emergency that

10 requires the use of these masks.

11 MR. ALEXANDER: You understand how the protection

12 factors are used?

13 LMR . EBERSOLE: Not in the context you are talking

14 about.
o

j 15 MR. ALEXANDER: We published protection factors
3
g 16 for each type of respirator. If they measure the intake

i 0
1 -| 17 that a person would have had, they measure the concentration

3

{ 18 in air, they see how long he stays in that concentra tion.
!

19[ If you calculate the intake, you can divide-that by the'

E

f 20 protection factor.1

-

j 21 MR. EBERSOLE: It would cut the exposure time
5

{ { 22 down.

U MR. ALEXANDER: Runs from five, for simple

24 devices, to 10,000 for a very complex device.
\- M] MR. MOELLER: And they estimate the dose, including

i

_ _ . _ . . . - - -
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1 this factor?4

O( ,/ 2 MR. KATHREN: I was going to comment that at

3 some sites, some places, so-called emergency workers are

4 certainly people who routinely wear respirators and are

5 not permitted to have facial hair other than mustaches,
6 or they may be required to wear a type of face mask

7 respirator hood tha t -- where the facial hair will not

8 interfere with the --

9 MR. ALEXANDER: Yes.

10 MR. KATHREN: And then there is always the

11 fitting program that supposedly assures that an individual

12 -- it'is part of a much larger picture.

{~} 13 MR. ALEXANDER: That concludes my presenta tion.
%J

14 If there are any questions, I will be happy to answer

$ 15 questions.
$
g 16 MR. KATHREN: Bob, you twice alluded to something
O

| 17 -- more than an allusion, maybe it is an illusion -- about
3
*

18 the program being deemphasized?
, 4

h 19 MR. ALEXANDER: I wish it were an illusion, yes.
'

! $

| ,$ M Our management feels -- has been told over the last 10 years,
.

g 21 we have done a very good job in the area of worker
5

f 22 protection and they consider that tha t job has just ab'out
i 23 been done.
<
i

24 MR. KATHREN: No more worker protection is

'/ 25 needed? That is not what they are saying?'-
,

-- ... __ .- - --- .- _..
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: It is a deemphasis. My staff,

(p) 2 four people have left, and they will not be replaced. And1-
,

3 our research budget, which has been running about 2-1/2 ,

4 million per year has been drastically reduced for fiscal

5 year '85, perhaps even wiped out completely.

6 MR. MOELLER: This would be very unfortunate, if

7 that is permitted to occur. What can this subcommittee and

8 what can the Committee do to correct this? We are going

9 to be reviewing the reactor safety research budget and we

10 can sure scream loud there. But this is just something

11 that we must not permit to be accomplished.

12 MR. ALEXANDER: The Office of Research, starting

13 in 1985, -- we now may find out that it is also true in
(~''}
\J

14 '84 later -- but definitely in 1985 the budget has been

5 15 rather drastically cut. Mr. Minogue's budget has been

$
[ 16 drastically cut and he has had to cut many programs, and

8 17 one of the criteria that he is using in deciding'which ones
?
2

| 18 to cut is risk, and the programs that he does not think

i
h 19 will contribute very dramatically to reduction in risk

| 5

| | M are not very likely to get funded. And he feels -- he told
i
,

E 21 us that in the occupational areas, as I indicated, that
3

22 we are in pretty good shape.
|

23 MR. MOELLER: Is he aware of potential reductions

24 in allowable occupational dose limits which could have
f3

25 people screaming as to why wasn't Bob Alexander ready for'

-- - _ . - _. .. _ . . _ . - _ ___
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1 this, or why dd'esn't he have the budget to carry out the
(_T,/ 2
/~

necessary work to help the utilities meet these new or

3 reduced --

4 MR. ALEXANDER: ~I cannot speak for him. He

5 has always kept up to date in this area very, very well
6 for an office director. For someone at that level, he is

7 very informed about occupational radiation protection. So

8 I.would bet you that he did, he is aware of that. The

9 man may have no choice; I don't know.

10 MR. MOELLER: It is like the Committee said

11 on several other occasions: if there is a cut to be made,
,

12 we can certainly suggest other areas where it could be more --
!

{"]
'

13 | it would be better applied.
~

%/
14 MR. ALEXANDER: We have the data for the collective

$ 15 dose at the nuclear power plants in 1982. Have those been
3
g 16 given to you at this meeting?
o

| 17 MR. MOELLER: No.
I

j '{ 18 MR. ALEXANDER: You would be interested in that.
t

$ 19#

MR. MOELLER: We would.
I I

f M MR. ALEXANDER: Right after the TMI accident
i

.

'

-5 21 we had a 35 percent increase in collective dose, external
3-,

| | 22 dose, at nuclear power plants. We thought that after two

23 years after, '80 and '81, that that dose would go back down.
,

'

24 It rose to about 54,000 manrems. I think it was less than| (D
N-)*

25 40,000 in 1979. We had thought that af ter all of the

|
.

e
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1 backfitting and everything that arose because of TMI, that
O
(_) 2 -it would go back down.

3 MR.MOELLER: The 54 was in 81?'

4 MR. ALEXANDER: I think we had about 53 in '80

5 and 54 in '81.

6 MR. MOELLER: Okay.

7 MR. ALEXANDER: The data for '82 shows 52,000 in

8 '82.

9 MR. MOELLER: So it is holding steady. Certainly

10 it is not decreasing.

11 MR. ALEXANDER: No, at least not -- that is

12 almost within the measurement.4

13 MR. MOELLER: Yes.(j
' I4 MR. MINNERS: If I were reading that 52 manrem

15 a year --
2

! HI MR. MOELLER: It only has a probability of one.|
I

{ 17 MR. MINNERS: We would multiply by that.
E-

! NI MR. MOELLER: That's interesting. That is a,

'. %
i a

H''

! good constructive comment. In other words, the cost, what
E

{ 20 sort of a cost, economic cost, would you place on this,
'

.

|' { 21 then?
*

f 22 MR. MINNERS: I guess the usual numbers. $1000

| 23 per manrem. Just give me 1 percent.

[ 24 MR. MOELLER: He said risk. Didn't you tell usfg
I (' ,)

3,

you were basing it on risk?
,

!

i
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'l MR. ALEXANDER: Yes.

M
k ,r) 2 MR. MOELLER: We will look into it. We will

3 certainly be working on some words.

4 MR. ALEXANDER: Perhaps I can furnish you with a
.

I
5 set of viewgraphs which give a thumbnail sketch of each

6 project that we wanted to fund in fiscal year '85. We

7 will only be able to fund a small fraction and possibly none.

8 MR. HEALEY: When you say it is being cut down,

9 would you give us some idea of the percentages? Is it 100

.10 percent?

11 MR. ALEXANDER: I can give you the numbers,

12 ' Jack. The amount requested for occupational radiation

13 I protection research for fiscal year '85 was $2.6 million.

14 The maximum that will be allowed is S810,000, and over

3 15 S500,000 of that depends on additional justifications that
3
8 16 must be submitted. So we may get as little as $200,000

8 17 out of S2.6 million. That is a cut.e
1
*

18 MR. MOELLER: That is helpful.
I
i

g 19 And now R. C. Tang tells me we will be reviewing,
I
{ M of course, what the '85 '86 --

k 21 MS. TANG: FY '85 '86 within a month.
5

22 MR. MOELLER: The Committee will be writing a

M report at the June meeting and I am glad we had you down

24 here today.

~

M MR. AXTMANN: What are the major programs that

- - . - _
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1 would not be funded if that happened?

.Q
2\_, MR. ALEXANDER: Perhaps I can think of a few of

0 them, to give you an idea of the sort of thing we are
;

4 talking about.

5
We have a project called a Dose Reduction Project

6 at a nuclear power plant which is a contract we have with

7 Brookhaven National Laboratory, and it is broken down into

8 several tasks, all of which are directed toward reducing

8 occupational dose.

10
Another one was -- another one that was cut out

11 was an effort to get task-specific dose data which no one

12
has, and there are several reasons why we feel like we are

13[ } never going to be able to do the job we want to do if we
: N_/
I 14 don't have all these data. Every time somebody has tried

15
| to get such data, it just turned out to be a monumental

2

8 16
task. The data exists on work permits, they are scattereda

0 17 everywhere. It just cannot be done. The only way to get ito
3
*

18
[ is to set up a computer program and do it on a prospective.

!i

19
$ basis so that five years from now we will have the data

i E

20
| and we will want it just as much then, or more, than we

.

{ 21
would want it now.

3

- We want to set up a certification or an accredita-

23
tion program for bioassay laboratories similar to the one,

24
we have for dosimeters, dosimetry processors.e

MR. KATHREN: Would that include whole body count?

4

- - , . , . -- ---,n. _ . - . . , . - . . <-- - ,- -- - ,n. -
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: Yes. The standard for that onep)(,, % 2 -is also being tested at Battelle now, as you know. We are

3 pretty far along on tha.t. We would have to have money to
4 give NVLAP to get that started, about $250,000. That is

5 another project.

6 We want -- my office found out that the studies

7 they did, field studies they did about the protection
8 factors that I talked about a moment ago, that we are
9 using in Part 20 which are determined in the laboratory

10 under laboratory conditions at Los Alamos, are in many
11 cases too large. If you go out into the field and instrument

12 a gay and put him to work, you will not get as good of a

("')i protection factor as you get in that laboratory with a guy13

%

'14 doing exercises. So we want to do a jointly-funded program
15 with OSHA to do field testing on those protection factors.

I
| 16 I could go on and on. We have about 20 projects
O

| 17 of things like that.
1

I 18 MR. MOELLER: Will we receive a list of these,r or
i

19 will they be in the --g
t

20 MR. ALEXANDER: I don't think so. I will send you

5 21 a set of.the viewgraphs that I put together for the '85
3

22 programs.
,

; 23 MR. MOELLER: Please do that, and we will have aI

i

24 chance then to go over this.

!Oi M MR. ALEXANDER: We are being attacked from another
i
i

|

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



.

ar18-9 491

1 direction, also. Has anybody talked to you about theG
sj 2 review that Congressman Bouchard has asked DOE to do of the

3 NRC research program? Do you know about that?

4 MR. MOELLER: Not as it applies to this, no.

5
MR. ALEXANDER: That request was made. DOE is

6
in the process of conducting this review of the NRC

7
research program. My program was one of those reviewed.

8
I did not come out very well on that review, and their

8 report, unless we can get them to change it, they are
10 recommending -- they are recommending a budget cut.
11

Their problem does not -- the report'is a little hard to

12
get'to what they are really after. What they seem to be

13
saying is that a lot of these things that I have asked forv

14
money to do are good -- things that'should be done.

e

f As a matter of fact, they have a priority list
3

| 16 that shows that most of them are things that should be done,
II but they should not be funded by the NRC.

3

! 18
I think there is a big difference of opinion in

!'

I8'

$ this review group which is people taken from national
E,

{ 20
laboratories and industry under Dr. Millunzi's leadership.

:,

21
} I think there is a difference in their view on the agency's,

e

2
mission in this area of research and ours. I think that is

( 23 what is at the bottom of this.
i

24
MR. HEALEY: Are there any radiation protection

' i
25

people on that committee?

t
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: Yes. I know Andy Farrow from

O)\, 2 Westinghouse is a health physics type. I think one other

3 of them is at least a member of the Health Physics Society.

4 I complained that they should have' included Valerio on

5 any other review of the health. physics programs.

6 MR. KATHREN: The only name you mentioned is

7 the chap from Westinghouse, and that is not DOE.

8 MR. ALEXANDER: I said they had industry heavily

9 represented in this group. There were about 10 people.

10 MR. SHAPIRO: That.would be nice, if we can see

11 a copy of the report, if it is possible.

12 MR. ALEXANDER: I can't, Jack, but if you would

O 13 contact Dr. Millunzi, I am sure -- we are in the review
J

14 process right now.

$ 15 MR. MOELLER: We have met in line with our
$
j 16 Committee responsibilities, we have met with Dr. Millunzi.

O

| 17 We had only heard reports up to the time of what needs to
1

$ 18 be done. We have not reached the point of assigning it to
!

19{ specific agencies to do, or industrial groups, as to how
E

{ 20 to do it. Maybe it is time that we heard another report

21 from them. We will make a note of it.
7

f 22 MR. HEALEY: Was there a recommendation that
23 this work should not be done, or that NRC should not fund it?

24 MR. ALEXANDER: You would have to characterize

O' 25'-
the report as saying that nearly all of the work should be

__ -
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1- done,-but it should be done by someone:other than the NRC.

2 MR. HEALEY: By'whom?

~

'3 MR. ALEXANDER: INPO, EPRI, Health Physics Society

~ 4 MR. KATHREN: The Health Physics Society doesn't

5 do research. INPO and EPRI may have somewhat different

6 missions.>

1
4 r

7 MR. ALEXANDER: DOE is included in that, so they

8 say it should be done by DOE.

$ 9 MR. S HAPIRO: Naturally.

i 10 MR. KATHREN: That's what I was waiting to hear
f

11 you say.
+

l
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: This may be a healthy thing. I
A
( ,) 2 can see some good coming out of this. Perhaps it is time

3 to explain to people why I have been spending some of this

4 money instead of -- the answer in general is very simple

5 and straightforward. How on earth am I going to get other

6 people to pay for those projects?

7 MR. HEALY: The general philoscphy in management

g is if you can't get somebody to pay for them, maybe they

9 are not needed, Bob. I hate to tell you, but this is a

10 managerial philosophy.

11 MR. ALEXANDER: Sure. And it is certainly an

12 industrial philosophy that has to be confronted. The

13 industry's criteria might be different than ours. They

14 probably feel, well, if we can meet your standard, if we

\/ 15 can comply with your standards, then that is good enough

16 and you ought to leave us alone. So that the neutron

17 instruments are off by a factor of 4, who cares if we are

18 less than a factor of 4 underneath your limits anyhow? We

19 are not going tu spend any money on this, and we want you
i

20 to leave us alone.

21 We don't think along those terms. We feel like

22 if se are going to require these measurements, that they

23 ought to be done witn a reasonable standard, to a

24 reasonable standard of excellence, and se feel lire doses

25 cught to be minimized to levels that are as low as

:O
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1 reasonably achievable, not just levels that are below the

l 2 limits.

3 MR. ;iOELLER : That is very helpful. And

4 certainly, it is not always the message that we want to

5 hear. But we appreciate being kept up to date.

6 Thank you for that presentation.

7 he will move on then to the next item,.which is

8 a discussion of III.0 -- III.5, which is radiation worker
J

9 exposure, by Diane Flack, again of the research program

10 within NRC.

11 MS. FLACK: I have prepared quite a package of
.

12 handouts. I could only carry five copies from Silver

13 Spring. I have a list of the five handouts within that

14 package. If people are interested in certain ones, I am
*

\'
15 sure in time we will have them Xeroxed for you. Meanwhile,

"

if you would share the five copies, I would appreciate it.16

17 MR. MOELLER: Ms. Tang is going to give out the

18 summary from the top. If you want them, we will give them

19 to you.

20 MS. FLACK: I appreciated his plea for research

21 funds. We are undergoing quite a process right now.

22 MR. KATHREN: Is your office being eliminated

23 also?

24 MS. FLACX: I am Diane Flack, Office of Health
|

25 Effects. I work for Dr. William Mills.
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1 Y u asked if our budget was cut. We survived the

() first round of the cutting very well. Mr. Minogue heartily2

3 supported all of our projects. However, yesterday they came

4 out with an EPO markup of the projects, and we could be in

5 a similar boat to Bob Alexander's project. It is very

6 questionable right now, thorugh no fault of Mr. Minogue, as

7 he has been given another drastic cut in budget and it has

8 to come from somewhere.
'

9 I was asked today to talk about III.D.3.5, but I

10 feel that really there are four different efforts that we

11 are following up in connection with III.O.3.5, so I would

12 lixe to go through all four of them.

13 Our four driving forces behind the worker

- 14 registry, as I will call it, are an April 1, 1979,

x/ 15 memorandum from former HEW Secretary Joseph Califano to

16 former NRC Chairman Joseph Hendrie, asking for

17 establisnment, urgent establishment of a registry of all.

18 persons at the Three Mile Island site. I will go into each
,

19 one of these in detail a little bit later.

20 The second driving force was when Congress

21 recognized the need for a radiation worker registry through

22 inclusion of the Moffett amendment in NRC's FY '81

23 authorization bill. This bill was not passed, so the

24 Moffett amendment obviously was not passed.

25 However, it did tell us that Congress is

A
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1 interested in information on radiation worker exposures.

(3
y1 2 The third driving force is the TMI Action Plan

3 that you have all been looking at today which directs the

4 NRC staff to both improve and expand the data base on

5 industry employees.

6 The fourth driving force -- and I feel really it

7 is probably the most important -- is there is an overall

8 recognized need by both federal regulatory agencies, healtn

9 statistics groups, industry, et cetera, for a more adequate

10 data base on occupational raciation exposure.

11 Now, let me take these one at a time and tell

12 you what has been done in regard to the four different

13 driving forces, as I will refer to them.

14 In the first very large package there is a

13 historical background. If you can just flip over a few

16 pages, 2, 3, 4, 5, you will see the driving force behind

17 this. It was an official memorandum from Secretary Joseph

18 Califano to the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory

19 Commission requesting that we establish on an urgent basis

20 a registry for all persons on the Three Mile Island site.

21 They felt that a complete record of who had been

22 where on the site might prove essential to the proper

23 follow-up of health effects, This effort was to be

24 coordinated with NIOSH. And over a period of about a year

25 and a half to 2 years there were numerous meetings, many of
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1 which are referred to in this document, between NRC staff
(%
k ,) Met Ed, GPU, NIOSH, Region I people, et cetera, as to how2m

3 to go about this.

4 I won't go into all of the details of the

5 meetings, but if you are interested in the historical

6 background, it is there for your use.

7 For the past several years, however, the effort

g has primarily been concentrated in two areas. I received

9 monthly summary dose reports on occupational exposures to

10 the TMI work force. These reports are separate from those

11 currently received by Barbara Brooks.

12 And the second area is a series of phone calls

13 and meetings with the radiological protection group of Met
;

,g 14 Ed concerning the medical records, the security records,
'

(''')
15 the personnel records, and the dosimetry records.

16 We have looked over these four different types

17 of records. We have made recommendations about additional

. 18 data that they could collect, should collect. We have

|
| 19 looked at how these four different types of records could
l

! 20 be linked, if necessary.

21 The TMI staff nas been extremely receptive to
i

| 22 most of our comments. And I would say that the only reason

23 why they have not done some of the major recommendations is
i

24 because of financial problems.'

!

25 Particular examples, there would be complete!

|

D
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1 medical physicals on absolutely everybody coming in on

( ,/
,

i'

\s, 2 site. They do a lot of them on their own employees, but

3 they do not do tnem on contractor employees, for example,

4 Concerning the first item I mentioned, the dose

5 reports, they are in your package listed as, I hope,

6 as page 3. Mine is not labeled. My secretary labeled them.

7 Does everybody have a copy of this? The first

g couple of pages here is information on a group that I

9 decided merited special consideration. These are the people

10 who are on the entry teams going into containment.

11 I felt that because of the potential for

12 significant radiation e::posure, I would like to keep track

13 of these people. And so I got an agreement from Jim

14 Hildebrand to not send me information on individuals but an

N- '

15 overall look at the exposures received by the people going

16 into containment.

17 You can see over the last couple of years that

18 the number of people going into containmen thas
,

19 significantly increased. I do not have any information past

20 December typed on the sheet, but I have it behind here if

21 you are interested.
,

22 The number of personnel entering the last 4

23 months have been approximately the same as the numoer at

24 personnel that entered in October through December.

| 25 MR. FOSTER: Can you tell us again wnat exhibits

,

r\
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1 you are referri.:3 to?

O(,,/
2 MS. FLACK: I tnink I assed to have it labeled

3 " Handout 3."

4- MR. MOELLER: We have Handout 3. It does not

5 summarize that.

5 MS. FLACK: I am sorry. It is 2.

7 MR. MOELLER: And what page?

g MS. FLACK: The very first page.

9 MR. SHAPIRO: It is called "TMI Reactor

10 Building."

11 MR. MOELLER: Yes.

12 MS. FLACK: The first two pages, I will repeat a

13 little bit, are the groups of individuals tnat go into
;

'

14 containment to either make ;neasurements prior to the(~s
15 decontamination efforts or have gone in to assist in.the

16 decontamination efforts the last few months.

17 1he nighest incividual exposure you can see

18 occurred in August 1982. This is still the case. There has

19 not been an exposure as high as this in 1983. So .81 rems

30 is still the highest individual exposure received.

21 MR. MOELLER: You list for August of '81, .83.

! 22 MS. FLACK: You are correct. .83, right.

23 MR. MOELLER: August is a bad month.

24 MS. FLACK: Right. If you flip to the third page,'

25 this is the 1979 summary report. This was the year that the

D,
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1 accident occurred at TMI. This information was put together
,~ s

's_ ,/ 2 after all of the dosimetry records were reviewed. If you

3 have seen previous reports that were issued in '79 and '80,

4 tney are probably wrong.

5 They contacted over 2,400 individuals to find
;

6 out exactly where the people were during the time of the

7 accident to make sure that their badges had not been

6 exposed or they were sitting in racks, et cetera. And this

9 is the final result that was sent in to the NRC.

I You can see that even though the accicent mightin

11 have been significant in a lot of people's minds, the

12 exposures were kept, I feel, quite low. The rest of tne

13 package is a group of reports on 1980 through 1982. I will

fg 14 just flip through '80. The same thing will apply for the
,

15 next 2 years.

16 For each year, I have given you a summary report

17 of the different individuals receiving exposures in the

13 different categories. This sheet is TLD data, by the way;

19 it is not marked on there.

20 Following that, for each year you should have a

21 monthly report. This is also TLD data. That is mentioned

22 on tnere.

23 And then the next tnree pages for each year,

24 when it starts to talk about man-rems by wor < and job

25 function, this is self-reading dosimetry data. And these

O
s 4
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,

_ 1 three pages are what Bob Alexander's group are interested

(~/ 2 in, in particular.

3 After I received these reports and compiled

4 them, I sent the information to Bob Alexander's

5 occupational readiation protection group, Region I, and

6 down to the Three Mile Island Pollow-up Research

7 Subcommittee, which is part of the Interagency Radiation

g Research Committee. That subcommittee is_under Dr. Nygaard.

9 And they reviewed tnese.

10 b1R . MOELLER: You have to help me a little. You

11 have then gone back and tried to carefully record what

12 doses these more than 2,000 people have received. Is

13 someone else then going to follow them for cancers or

14 something?
I f-'s)

N/
15 MS. FLACK: No. At this time, the NRC has no

i

16 information on individuals, what I do is when I talk to Jim

17 Hildebrand up there, I continually quiz him on the

18 location of the information. -We have no desire to collect

( 19 it. We just want to make sure it is not discarded.

20 So although they have tal<ed about a worker

. 21 registry, the NRC does not want to have that information.
|
'

22 We want to make sure that it is put in a form that, if

|*' 23 warranted in the future, it would be available.
I

24 We are not just interested in whether it is in

25 the computer or microfilm or whatever, but also the linkage

p
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1 between the records is very important, he have encouraged

(' 2 them,.for example,-to put social security numbers on

3 everything.

4 MR. SBERSOLE: .Do you include the medical

5 exposures?

6 MS. FLACK: They ask a person about their medical

7 exposure when they come on site. That is noted on the form.

8 That is all I know. I have just seen blank forms. I

9 obviously cannot be privy to that kind of information on

10 individuals.

11 To get back to the front page again, this group

12 that I was particularly concerned about, not only is this

13 information in those individual's personal files but Met Ed

14 - is Keeping a list of all of the persons entering

15 containment in their dosimetry office.s-

16 This is duplicative to the individual person's

17 information. They set out to do whole-body counts and

10 urinalysis on everybody, but when the numbers got very

19 large, they have started to do the extensive testing only

20 on the person that has the highest MPC hours. So they have

21 had to drastically cut back becauce of the number of

122 P009 0-

23 MR. KATHMEN: Did I hear you right?

24 MS. FLACK: I cannot say if it is wrong. I tried

25 to call Jim-Hildebrand to see what the exact program was
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,

|

! 1 tnis morning, and I did not get that. I know that he told

2 me for a while there, though, that-it was the person. But

i 3 whether it is really tne person or just a couple of people

4 with the highest right now, I can't tell you.

5 There are over 200 people some months. I find it

~

| EKD 6 hard to believe they would just do it on one.
, T. 19 -

7

8

i
'

9
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- 1 They have drastically tried to improve the

v/ 2 recordkeeping systems up there, and he said that they are

3 operating in a claims-prevention mode. They are trying very
,

4 hard to keep good records.

5 So t'his is the first front that we have been

6- working on. Any questions about that?

7 MR. MOELLER: Questions at all?

8 MS. FLACK: As I said, it is referred to as the

9 TMI Registry. But NRC is not personally taking hold of it.

10 MR. MOELLER: You gave us the driving forces that

11 causeo you to want to do this. Have you now talked in

12 recent months to any epidemiologists to just have them

13 glance at this and tell you whether it would be of any use

| 14 whatsoever?-'

' ' '
15 MS. FLACK: The congressionally nandated

16 feasibility study that was done by NRC/ EPA looked into the

17 question, and, no, they cannot look at just the individuals

18 on the TMI site because there are too few and the exposures

19 are too low.

20 MR. MOELLER: I guess it is nice to have this if

21 you combine it with all occupational exposures at all other

22 operating nuclear plants. Still, you might get negative

23 data.

24 MR. HEALY: A related question would be as to

25 whether you would have any professional epidemiologists who

i /T
'( )
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. 1 are actively working in the field as to what data

p)(_,, 2 requirements they would need.

3 MS. FLACK: In fact, there was an epidemiologist

4 working witn me on this project for the first couple of
*

5 years, who is now at DOE. But we worked together.

6 MR. HEALY: Did he have experience in the field,

7 actively worked in epidemiological studies?

g MS. FLACK: Yes. We also sent out a questionnaire

9 that I will show you in a few minutes to epidemiologists at

10 Mt. sinai getting professional help on what we needed to

11 get collected.

12 MR. MOELLER: With respect to that, back to

13 Jesse's question, wnat did the epidemiologists say about

. 14 not having meaical exposure data? I guess your answer was

15 you don't know?'

16 MS. FLACK: Ideally, you would want to have hte

17 medical data.

ld MR. MOELLER: Do you have smoking information?

19 MS. FLACK: That was strongly requested. Smoking,

20 alcohol consumption, yes. They have started to ask a lot

21 more questions. Every time I talk to them -- Peggy Hagevelt

'

22 is in charge of the medical program up there -- every time

23 I talk to her, she is collecting a little more.

24 Of course, as I said earlier, the ideal

25 situation would be to have a corporate physician there and
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1 do physicals on everybody and spend hours. But you cannot

hx,/ 2 do that when you have a lot of contractor employees coming

3 in.

4 MR. KATHREN: What about other hazards prominent

5 in the news; specifically, asbestos?

6 MS. FLACK: That was one area se were concerned

7 about, not just asbestos, but in one of earlier trips up

there we asked them about their industrial hygiene program.8

9 It was minimal, admittedly. But then over the years, they

have hired --10

11 MR. KATHREN: Nonexistent.

12 MS. FLACK: I hate to say nonexistent. To me that

13 is zero. I think there was some information, but really'

14 minimal. They did hire an industrial hygienist up there,g-
'- ' 15 and he was supposed to develop a program. And I don't have

16 real current information on what is happening.

17 To be honest with you, I have been on a task

18 force for 5 months, and just tackled this yesterday. So I
3

19 am a little bit out of touch.

20 MR. MOELLER: Your comment, Warren, raises

21 questions. For my reading pleasure, I go through LERs.

; 22 ( Laugt:ter . )

23 We are all so hepped on radiation exposure, and

24 yet over the last 2 or 3 months there have been three or

25 four cases of technicians falling into empty scent fuel
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1 pools or falling -- one fellow fell into a reactor prossure
/'~'N
(_,) 2 vessel, empty, you know. If the water were there, I guess

3 he would have been oxay.

4 I guesa these people are all dead. There are

5 accidents occurring out there that appear to me to be far

6 more serious sometimes.

7 MR. HEALY: That statement is heretical coming

b from a health physicist.

9 MS. FLACK: Any further questions?

10 (No response.)

11 MS. FLACK: Then we will go on to the second one.

12 (slide.)

13 MS. FLACK: The second one was when we realized

e\ 14 that Congress had recognized the need for-radiation worker

15 registry through inclusion of the amendment to our'-

t

16 autnorization bill. The Moffett amendment authorized the

i 17 NRC to conouct a study for the purpose of submitting to the

| 16 Congress recommendations for developing statistically valid

19 data on the long-term health effects of employment in a

20 nuclear power industry.

21 The report we were to have transmitted was to

22 have contained the following recommendations: We were to

l 23 indicate the types of medical history information and
!
'

24 radiation e>:posure histories for employees. We were to
|

| 25 indicate the additional information needed to relate the
|
!

/]
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1 medical histories to the histories of radiation exposures
.s

\s,) and to assess the health effects of employment in the2

3 nuclear power industry.

4 We were to have recommended whether the NRC or
.

5 another federal agency should be required to develop the

6 needed data on such health effects. In the timetable was to

7 have been 6 months.

g (Laughter.)

9 So this bill fortunately was not passed, because

10 it is very difficult to get all of tnis information

11 together. As soon as we heard that we mighti have to provide

12 such information, I worked with my co-worker, who was an

13 epidemiologist, and we drew up a questionnaire to start

14 out. And that should be Handout 3 now.
.

's
\

'"'/
15 Now, the questionnaire was designed to determine

16 the type, quality, quantity, and accessibility of data on

17 radiation exposure, job history, medical history, and

18 personal identifiers that were currently available for

19 nuclear power plant workers;

20 Secondly, determine the additional information

21 wnich would be needed to link these data and to assess the

22 nealth effects of employment in nuclear power plants;

23 Third, to develop a proposed format for data to

24 be collected and maintained by utilities and for

25 recommend action, if any, regarding the development of a

{'M
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1 nuclear power plant registry.
-

(~%'

( ,) 2 Now, this questionnaire was, as I-say, drawn up

3 in response to the Moffett amendment that we thought might

4 be passed. We were going to look at four different

5 categories of workers listed on page 1, I hope, of --

6 permanent workers, utility employees, contractor employees,

and transient workers.7

8 Now, this is as good a subdivision as we can

9 come up with. I know it is even hard to define the word

10 " transient worker" in many groups. But these are all four

11 categories.

12 If you look down the page a little bit, we were

13 going to look at four types of records on these

14 individuals: exposure; personnel; security; and medical.gg,i

15 This first page, by putting the items on the left-hand side' "'

16 of the column and the records across, was designed to tell'

17 us how these records could be linked.

18 For example, if item 4 social security number

19 was checked all the way across the page, we knew that this

20 information could be linked. This is a draft. I asked to

| 21 have " Draft" stamped on it. I hope that it is.

|

22 It has never gone through any NRC management. It'

23 was strictly a staff effort. And it was sent out to a group

24 of consultants to evaluate the questions, and secondly, to
l

25 a group to verify that this data was not previously'

|

!
1
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1 collected. It would have saved us a lot of work in

2 answering this.

3 MR. KATHREN: What is the status of it now? I

4 notice the date is about 2 years ago.

5 MS. FLACK: The status is nothing. It was stopped

6 at this point. The bill was not passed. We got as far as

7 pretesting it at Calvert Cliffs, and we were surprised to

8 find that it was much easier to fill out than we had
;

9 expected. The information was available.

10 Right after that time we lost our epidemiologist

11 to DOE, and I got detailed to other higher-priority work.

12 That was the end of this. I am not saying it is dead

13 forever. I would lixe to know what kind of information is
i

f-~s 14 really out there, and there is always the chance that wei

15 will be asked again."

16 But currently, until we have more staff and more

17 money, it is going to have to be. Ideally, it would be nice

18 to contract something like this out, but our funds are such

19 that it would have to be staff work, and we just do not

20 have the people right now.

21 Are there any questions on our second item?

l 22 The third one is the one that I was actually to

23 be here for today, and I hope you will see how I cannot

24 separate them, The TMI Action Plans. The TMI Action Plans,

25 our item was radiation exposure data worker base. For item

%_) TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
1625 I Street, N.W. - Suite 1004

Washington, D.C. 20006,

(202) 293--3950
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1 1, we were to improve and expand the data base on industry
T'i
'x ,./ 2 employees to facilitate possible future epidemiologicals

3 studies on worker health.

4 Between Bob and I, we have talked to many, many

5 people about worker registries and the information that is

6 needed. We talxed to people -- this is before he went to

7 DOE -- at DOE we talked to industry, AIF, EPRI, took a good

g look at what records Barbara Brooks has, and initiated the

9 questionnaire.

10 This item is ongoing. I think it would be

11 totally wrong to say that we should not continue to try to

12 improve and expand the data base on industry employees, not

13 necessarily in the form of a registry, but just overall

,3 14 improvement of the data.

| ( )
A/

; 15 The second one was: investigate means of
1

16 obtaining employee health data by nonlegislative means. In

17 connection with this, not only did we talk to the

18 previously named groups, but we talked with some people who

19 are connected with the health registries in Great Britain

20 and in Canada.

21 Fortunately for them and fortunately for us,

22 they have different systems. Canada, for example, has a
'

23 very nice system where all of the dosimeters are

24 essentially sent to one centralized place for processing.

25 So they have all of the nice lifetime occupational exposure

(~h
C TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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(202) 293--3950
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1 histories at their fingertips. They have another group

s ,) 2 called Statistics Canada, which gets all of the informationm

3 on mortality.

Just a good example: One day we went to Eldorado,

5 Nuclear. Eldorado Nuclear is able, for example, to access

6 the exposure information at one point from the Federal

7 Radiation Protection Bureau, get good lifetime occupational

8 exposure hisNories on, say, 30 people they are interested

9 in. And then they are able to go to Statistics Canada and

10 have the pecple checked to see if that person is indeed

alive or debeased.11

12 They are devising a very, very nice elaborate

13 system to make sure that indeed the person that was exposed

14 is the person who is dead. They are not just relying on,

(2
s
\

13 say, the same -- we have social security numbe'rs. They have\-

16 insurance ID numbers up there. It is not just the one

17 correlation.

la MR. HEALf: I would liKe to comment that the fact

19 is in this country there is no such system. The biggest

20 part of an epidemiological study is indeed tracing down

21 these people. Even social security you cannot trust

22 completely, because your returns are frequently maybe 70

23 percent. You have to trace down the rest of them that are

24 dead by hard, brute force.

25 In talking to all of these people, they all

)
'w / TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 recognized the need, but they could not offer a lot in the

(/'t
2 way of help except sympathy. j\

,

3 I have listed this task as being complete. I do

4 not see that there is really any nonlegislative means that

5 we have to require obtaining employee health data after

6 talking to these groups.

7 MR. KATHREN: May I ask you to define these

_ 8 matters, "nonlegislative"?

9 MS. FLACK: Other than putting them in our

10 regulations. You can always make suggestions. I have tried

11 very hard, whether I am down at AIF or with somebody up at

12 Met Ed, to encourage people to collect the data. I will not

13 stop doing that.

fS 14 MR. KATHREN: Why don't you make it a license

15 condition? That is not nonlegislative."'

16- MR. HEALY: What good will this data do you after

17 you get it?

18 MS. FLACK: What good will it do?

19 MR. HEALY: Yes.

29 MS. FLACK: I have a whole list I will show you

21 in just a few moments.

22 MR. HEALY: When you actually start to study

23 these people, you are not going to do an instant study,

24 because you have no controls. You are going-to do a

25 mortality study. There the question is, is the person alive

O
(s ,/ TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 or dead? If he is dead, you get the birth certificate --

( ,) 2 the death certificate, pardon me -- if possible, and you

3 have enough money, you can check this hospital records.

4 You can check this with hospital records. I am not sure

5 that a great deal of health records other than perhaps a

6 smoking history or exposure to other agents would be of a

7 great deal of use to you.

8 MS. FLACK: There is not any way we can even get

9 that.

10 MR. HEALY: Smoking,,in particular, is vital,<

11 MS. FLACK: That's right.

12 The third item under this was to include as part

13 of the overall rewrite of 10 CFR Part 20 consideration of a

7-s 14 requirement for licensees to collect worker medical data.
| t I

\ '# 15 The task force looked into this and agreed not to require

16 collection of worker medical data.

17 MR. MOELLER: By " medical data," you mean

! 18 diseases that they may have had or their medical X-rays or
l

19 both?

20 MS. FLACK: I would say both. I was not on the

21 task force at that time. But I would say that any kind of
l

22 medical information is private. We would have great

23 difficulty obtaining it.

24 MR. MOELLER: And you say the task group decided

25 not to do this?

| /~T
k- TAYLOE ASSOCIATESs
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1 MS. FLACK: Before Part 20 was really put

(,,/
. 2 together, they had all of tne separate groups of people to'

.

3 look into different areas.

4 MR. MOELLER: These were NRC people?

5 MS. FLACK: I tnink they were all NRC, but I

6 cannot vouch for that. I was not associated with the task

7 at that time.

8 MR. EBERSOLE: If you have a percentage of the

9 people who have had heavy fluoroscopy, you will never know

10 that, will you?

11 MS. FLACK: Not unless the licensee asks for

12 that. I mentioned the people at TMI mentioned they do ask.

13 That would have to be volunteered information.

w 14 MR. EBERSOLS: They may or may not tell. It may

15 not work if they told."

16 MS. FLACK: Absolutely.

17 MR. KATHREN: I want to explore just a little bit

18 with you the possibility of having done this through the

FC 19 ANSI mechanism._
is

20

21

22

23

24

25

m

ss/ TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
,

1625 I Street, N.W. - Suite 1004
' Wastungton, D.C. 20006

(202) 293-3950

._ - - - - _ - . _- - - . _ _ - _ - - _ - - . _ _ . -- _ __



,

#21 arl

517

1 MR. MOELLER: You mean having it issued as an,-

((,) 2 ANSI standard and then having the NRC endorse it?

3 MR. KATHREN: Yes, that is one mechanism.

4 MR. MINNERS: I think that would come under
5 legislative. If we endorse it, it is practically required.

6 That is the usual meaning of the word " endorse."

7 MS. FLACK: It is a good suggestion. I have

8 not considered that.

9 MR. KATHREN: I am just curious as to why, and

10 I probably am reflecting the opinions of one here, I am

11 curious as to why it seems to be so difficult to do something
12 in this country when admittedly smaller countries --

[,~) 13 Britain, Canada -- by your own statement today, France
Nss/

I4 and Japan have programs in, and maybe the answer is we
I

"

j 15 just don't want to do it.
2
.

g 16 MS. FLACK: Canaga had a very good start by
0

| 17 their central dosimetry process. They have centralized
i

{ 18 health records, as I mentioned. When I talked to Sarah
!

19{ Darby from Great Britain who works on the radiation dosimetry
E

{ 20 registry -- whatever you want to call it -- under NRPV,
-

g 21 she is having the same problems.
*

f
22 I decided that when I first heard about her
M program, I thought it sounded very, very good, and then when
24 she came over here and we got to talk with her, she is_s

'
%> 25 going to what to amounts to licensees and asking permission
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1
to contact people working for them, so she has to gog

' ,)\ 2
through two different authorizations to get information,

3
and at either point they can say no.

4
So even though the British are saying there is a

5
good registry over there, it is certainly a lot better than

6
ours, but it is still subject to voluntary participation

I by an individual.

8
MR. KATHREN: How about France and Japan?

9
MS. FLACK: I don't know about France, but I

10 know in Japan we thought that it sounded very good. They

II
have the little passports which you have seen.

12
MR. KATHREN: Right.,

['N 13( ) MS. FLACK: It is all power plants. I might be

14
wrong, but I think it is just power plants. And they take

15
their little passports from one to another. The people

5
j j 16

in Part 20 looked into the passport idea before I worked

8 17
g with them, and that was rejected also.

,

< 1
*

18
5 MR. KATHREN: What about France?
I
$ MS. FLACK: I don't know that much about France.
E

'

MR. KATHREN: Russia? '

_

: 21
g MS. FLACK: Can you tell me something about France?

! Is there a good program there that would warrant getting22

a3'
some information on?

24~%, MR. KATHREN: They think they have a good program.
%/ 25

MR. MINNERS: In everything.

_ _ . _ _ , _ . . .- . _ __ _ - -- _ _ _ , ,
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1 MR. KATHREN: I'm not that familiar with it,
n,

2 but they use a method similar to that of Japan, and from
3 what I have been told, it is extremely effective, in that

4 they have a system which at any time can enable them to
5

select any worker -- this is what I have been told, I am

6 not saying it is in fact the way it works -- that will

7 enable them to select any worker and to follow through
8

that worker's history of employment at various radiation

9 work, and I assume you can do a prospective one as well, or
10 a present-day one; I don't know. I think it merits some

11 examination.

12
MS. FLACK: Good suggestion. Thank you.

13
I would like to get into the final part, and itv

14 is an overall recognized need for an overall radiation base

i 15 on workers.
$
g 16

(Slide.)
O

f 17
I have gone through some recommendations in3,

1 1
'

18
UNSCEAR, some recommendations I picked up along the road

I 19 from the British people, and these are some of the needs
2

l 2 20 that I can see that we really have to have a moreaadequatey

.

i 5 21
data base. This is one of your handouts.

*
22

MR. EBERSOLE: You can read the first sentence

23
two ways, exposure and the licensed facilities or the

i

24
exposure of workers who work in the facilities. I don't

- 25
know which it means. Does it mean the exposure that they got

!
_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - - . - - - .
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.

I while they were working in those facilities, or the total

f)ix, 2 exposures?

3 MS. FLACK: A prime concern to us is NRC

4 license facilities. As a regulator, that has to be our

5 prime concern. I think a lot of these would be solved if

6 they could just get a good occupational exposure history.

7 It would be fantastic to have the medical information and

8 everything to go w ith that, but we have to s tart somewhere.

9 I think rather than setting up a centralized registry,

10 in quotes, where everything is neatly packaged, that is

11 very idealistic, we just need good occupational exposure

12 histories on people.
, - -

13 These, as I said, are a lot of the needs that we

14 feel we have to meet.

15 For example, No. 13. If you ever had to respond

j 16 to a Congressional inquiry, 13, 14 together. Let's put,

O
17 them. I had to do this one time. We got a question, how

2

{ 18 would it impact the NRC licensees if the compensation level
!
$ 19 were set at X? There is no data on that. I found it very
E

i

l | 20 embarrassing to have to admit that.,

{ 21 What we ended up doing was going through
*

fc
22

Barbara Brooks' information that she receives on terminationj

23 reports and getting some cursory data on that, just on
1

24 the basis of the termination reports. We picked out a

|
' 25 number out of a hat, I think it was 10 rems or something,

l

:
'

,

|
|

- = , , . -e - r - r. - . - - - -r~---# ,
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1 .just to see how many people were above that. It is

{yNs 2 very difficult. We just do not have adequate data on the

3 people employed.

4
This next item is totally independent of

5 everything I have done with the registry, but I am going
6

to mention it because I think it ties in, and tha t is

7
the 10 CFR Part 20 revision. I brought along for your

8 information draf t copies, and I want to stress draft copies
8 only, of the recordkeeping and reporting requirement

10
sections in our proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 20.

11
There is a substantial change in there which

12
will undoubtedly impact all licensees, but to summarize it,

^
\ 13(d we are proposing to require annual reports on all

I4 individuals for whom monitoring is required. This would

15
be annual information. I repeat, it would be -- it would

3

! replace the current termination reports and it would also
0 1

replace the annual statistical summaries that we get.o
2
*

18
[ Those statistical summaries look just about
!

18
| like the summaries I handed out on TMI. They have a number
! 20 of individuals in each exposure category for the year.t

2
21

} In order to get this information, the licensee
.e

22"

has to have the records on the individuals to add up toc

get that data, so it is collected.

24
In order to do this, we are proposing a new-

25 form which, during the review process, is called Form X.

t
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1 It is at the back of your package.

2%/ There will be a spot in there for the entry of

3 more than one individual, his Social Security number,

4 date of birth, periods of axposure, and summation of the

5 dose equivalent, annual and special plant exposures.

6 We feel this is a big step forward in collecting

7 what we feel is absolutely essential data on our work force.

8 But I want to repeat, this was developed entirely separate

8 fro:a my efforts with the registry. It is only recently that

10 I have been working with the Part 20 group. I think it is

11 a very, very important improvement in our regulations.

12 I don't know whether I stressed enough that

13 this would be a requirement -- required for all licensees.
v

14 Currently we only receive the termination reports and

15 the annual statistical summaries from certain categories
2

g 16 of licensees. So, on some licensees we have essentially.

I no information submitted.
5

$ 18
I would like to conclude this last section

!
18! on needs with mentioning some other groups that have

I

20 also seen a need for additional data. One was the
_

21 Congressionally-mandated study which I referred to a little

h bit earlier in response to a question from Dade. The NRC
a 22

23 and EPA jointly had a study to submit a report to the

24
s Congress on the feasibility of options for federal

1
25 epidemiological research on the health effects of low level

. ._. ___ _ . . _ _. _ ._- , _ _ _
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1 ionizing radiation.
,m
i \
(_/ 2 One of the conclusions that came out of this

3 report in the Interagency Scientific Review Group overseeing
4 the study concluded that a nationwide registry of radiation

:

i
,

5 workers, in particular those employed at nuclear power
6 plants, would provide the most practical means in the future

7 for studying low level ionizing radiation health effects.

8 Now the only thing I find wrong with this is

9 that we have many more needs other than epidemiology, and
10 I don't want to allude to the fact that we are collecting
11 the additional data in Part 20 for epidemiological purposes.
12 It is really more for regulatory purposes that we need it,

() to see if our ALARA programs, radiation protection programs13

14 of licensees, et cetera, are indeed adequate.
j 15 Even UNSCEAR, I notice, in their recent volume
h
g 16 mentioned that such additional information would be very

i O'

| 17 useful to compare risks from radiation with nonradiation
! I

f risks in the same or other occupations. Such information
18

i

19[ would provide useful data to control dose accumulation>

E
O

) 20 patterns of individuals.
i

1 -

5 21
Thirdly, there is recent effort on the part of

i 2

| f 22 Edison Electric Institute I just read about. They have

U established a task force to recommend the specific
24 organizational structures and funding mechanisms necessary

\"# M for the nuclear industry to establish an industrywide

i
'

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

. _ - . --
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1 recordkeeping system for storing and transmitting data
'

v) 2 on transient nuclear workers.

3 Their initial emphasis will be on worker security

4 clearances and radiation exposure histories. Along this

5 line, if you have not seen it, it is worth getting a copy.

6 It is a good report. The AIF funded a study on the

'7 recordkeeping system for in-processing of transient workers.

8 Now this study was concentrated on transient

9 workers, as you all know. You lose maybe two or three

10 days when you start work at a facility undergoing their

11 training program and having security checks and everything.

12 It is extremely costly to the industry.

O 13 So they look into the feasibility of standardizing
V

14 and having a centralized recordkeeping system. The biggest

15 problem that they seem to come up with was a lack of
;i

_] 16 standardization. How do you get a facility that has a
o

| 17 very good training program and a facility -- now let's go
s

j 18 the opposite way -- how do you get -- yes, how do you get a
%

h
| 19 facility that has a very good training program to accept

E,

t O

| g 20 the word of another facility that might have just an adequate

21 training program as saying that person has been trained
2
'

22
[ adequately?

23 There are a lot of things. I think -- is it INPO

'

24 that is looking into standardization of training programs,
b)'

25 et cetera?
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1
Another group, American Nuclear Insurers, came

~3
2

out and they are recommending better data collection fors,

3 defending claims arising out of alleged bodily injury or
4 property damage attributed to low level radiation and

5
routine radioactive releases.

6 -

And finally, but not least, the EPA draft

7
proposed revision for EPA guidance for federal agencies

8
on occupational radiation exposures -- I repeat, this is a ,

8
draft. I do not know if anybody has seen it this week,

10
but -- agencies are encouraged to maintain a cumulative"

.

II
record of lifetime dose equivalent for each individual.

12
As a result of occupational exposure for doses due to

( 13

V) internal radioactivity, the permitted dose equivalent and
'

14'

if it exceeds the numerical value in any year, the

15
radionuclides should be assessed and reported to the

;.

16
E extent practicable."

3 17
g I feel like what we are doing in the NRC is
3
*

18
[ certainly consistent with what all the other groups are
t

18| either proposing to do or are in the process of doing.
=

2 N
i MR. MOELLER: Any further questions for Ms.
.

5 21
Flack?

7

| (No response.)
22

' B
4

All right, thank you.

24
gs MR. HEALEY: I do have a comment. It is all very

' '(- 3
well and good to establish registries, make sure data are

. .

.--t "- t 7' -
ei- - + - - - - g - m ?-w-tew.--w-P - +~7 mw-er-
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1 kept, and so on. But in my opinion, the NRC does have a

(q.,) 2 responsibility to see at some point that epidemiology
3 studies are started. These are working under NRC standards,

4 and I realize this may not be very good to pick up in a

5 year of tight budgets, but I really think the NRC has the

6 responsibility to do studies to see that their standards

7 have not produced undue alarm.

8 It has now been about 20 years since Dresden

9 started up. Dresden was the first commercial power olant.

10 I don't know how long we'll wait until we start these

11 studies, but I would suggest that 20 years is not a very
,

12 reasonable time.

a['i I would point out that DOE has accepted this13

14 responsibility of epidemiological studies on the workers.

15 MS. FLACK: There is a study just starting like
?
g 16 that. It is a joint EPRI-DOE study. They have asked
O

h for permission and have received permission to access NRCII

I

f records in Oak Ridge. Shirley Fry is in charge of this. I
18

t

19! met with her a couple of weeks ago. So it is being done.
E

t 0

$
3 This is only a feasibility study to see if it can be done,

'

} 21 and Shirley met with us one day, and Barbara Brooks also,
7

| f 22 and really hoped that we could solve a lot of the problems
1

23 that you run into initially.
l

! 24_g The first problem -- Shirley is an epidemiologist

25
she found working with just termination reports just will--

|

!

|
:
i

_ _ _ . -- -. _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ - . .__ _ _ -_-
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1 not do it.

(.m 2\_ MR. HEALEY: No.

3 MS. FLACK: She was totally frustrated..

:

4'

MR. HEALEY: Absolutely not.

5
The way we go about it is to go --

6 first we get permission from the facility. We go in and
,

*

7 we photograph all of the dosimetry records on microfilm,
8

and then the medical records, or information such as

8
smoking and so on. And these data are all taken back,

10 coded, put into a computer, and the study is done.
11 Of course, one problem, what is your control?
I

My only comment is that I think the NRC sometime has to
'

13 recognize its responsibility that they did put in the
I4

standards to which these people are working and, very
15

frankly, we have no studies except for the Mancuso study
2

g 16 -where people are htang exposed to low level radiation. We
8 17

have no direct proof that our standards are adequate.o
m
*

185 end 21
!

19
"

E

2 M)r'

.

s 21
2

g' 22
.

23

24

25

,

, , , - - _ - . , _ , , - - _ _ _ _ _ ._ . - _ _ , _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ ____

-



._ ._ ._ _ _ - . _ _ .-_ . ._ ._ __

.#22 crl; 528

1 And the NRC has to take a look at this.
i ,i-

\ 2 MS. FLACK: One of my needs in there was to

3 evaluate the radiation detection standards.,

4 MR. MOELLER: Thank you very much.

5 MS. FLACK: You are welcome. '

6 MR. MOELLER: We have one item left, and then

7 we have items to review. And let's take a 10-minute break.
j. 8 (Recess.)

9 MR. MOELLER: Tne meeting will resume.

10 The last item on our agenda is the Item II.H.3,
11 and that is on how to evaluate the feedback information

d

12 obtained from TMI-2, and that will be presented by Ron

] 13 Foulds of the Research Branch.
/

14 MR. FOULDS: Thank you.
4

5 15
'

I am going to be here.
$

$ 16 I presume you are comfortable with the format of
1 O

L ; 17 just sitting down and going through this.
! i

*
18 MR. MOELLER: Right.

t
&

E 19 MR. FOULDS: I have seen someone else do that,i
| 20 and it is easier than my maybe asking you to look at a
.

[ 21 projected viewgraph.
*

| 22. I have handed out somo things to be looked through
23 here. You said, incidentally, that we were going to talk
24 about II.H.3, and my understanding is we were going to talk

\~/ 25 about II.H.2.

. _ - _ _ . . , _ _ _ . _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ - _ _ _ . . - _ . _ .
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1 MR.MOELLER: All right.

2 MR. FOULDS: Maybe there is no difference.

3 MS. TANG: They have been combined.,

4 MR.MOELLER: If there is an error, it is mine.

5 MR. FOULDS: I think there is a difference, but

6 maybe there is none for today.

7 My name is Ron Foulds. I think you know that.

8 I am from Research at NRC.

8 The points I would like to make in particular

10 are that we are in the middle or in the midst of a f airly

11 long-range program on gathering information from TMI-2

12 and examining what is within the reactor containment and,
'

13 in particular, the most interesting issue at the moment, I

'
14 believe, is the examination of the reactor core and fuel

15 materials themselves.
!
g 16 In regard to that, the first visual that I have
o

17 here shows a current defueling schedule. It indicates
3

f- that in 1983, not far from now, there would be a head lift18

| { operation of the reactor vessel, after which time we would18

E

| 20 hope we would be able to see what really is in there.
_

21
| I think you all are fairly well aware of and

| ! are probably somewhat familiar with the in-core TV22

|
23 examinations that have been made, and you probably all have

24 seen them, or at least tapes of them. And that shows the
|

' 25 lack of material about five feet down into what should be the

--
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'
1 core in the center area. And so when we lift the head,

() 2 you know, we hope we will see more directly what is there.

3 The head lift is shown on this schedule as
.

4 being about July. I think it may be later than that due

5 to some concern that you have read about in the newspaper

6 lately about a polar crane and some people raising issues

7 up at the island.

8 Following the head lift would be a plenum lift
4

9 along about the third quarter of '84, and that would allow
4

10 us to begin, or would allow GPU's recovery contractor to

'
11 begin defueling about the first part of 1985.

12 Prior to that time, we will have learned a lot,
,

[} 13 however, about what is in the core.

'
14 In fact, not shown on this schedule is the

! 15 intent of getting what we call grab samples before the nead,

I
| 16 is lifted. In fact, there in the next month or so, we

0
u l'7 expect to be putting a tool down inside through the reactor
1<

{ 18 vessel through the same areas that the tool was placed
i !

t 19 for the core -- for the TV exam, and take -- first of all,
i
f N take some samples from the top of the plenum, because of

j { 21 what was shown for high radiation field in that area several
7,

| 22 months back. And we can see whether, in fact, there is

23 concern about high radiation in that area.

24 This is something that the recovery team is

O 25 interested in doing and, of course, this would be of

.

-, s - .--a -,* g --ee--s e - - - - - " - -- -- *n - - e m - ' - - - --v--+ - - - -- --
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1 interest to us in the NRC, too. What sort of debris is
7-~
V 2 there.

;

3 And then further on, there will be an examination

4 of the loose debris that is down at the bottom of that five-
5 foot pit that is in the top of the core.

6 As you are aware, there are probably 14 inches

7 or so thick loose debris down in that area, and we

8 intend that there would be about a 15 x 15 millimeter sample,
8 sampling device, that would reach down and withdraw the

10 sample from the top of that debris bed and hopefully
11 several positions down through the stratum.,

12 Those samples would be examined, hopefully, to
13 provide us information that would fit into the. severe

14 fuel damage program and'the source term work that is being

i 15 done by the end of this year. That is the first opportunity
$
g 16 for something real, I think, from within the core, from

h 17 within the reactor vessel being able to impact the data
i

{ 18 that we have, that inputs to the severe core and source term
!

19{ activity.
E

f M Going back to the schedule here, the fuel shipments
_

5 2!
are expected to start in the first quarter of 1985, and

*
|

|
22 from that we would expect to be able to do detailed '

23 examinations, plans for which we have been developing and
24

you can see some of on the next page.U 25 Here it shows materials and components to be

1

i
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1 examined. I have already mentioned grab samples. It is
.

) 2 the first bullet.v.

3 And then the next bullet indicates that we would

4 look at fulI-standing fuel assemblies.

5 We will also look at fuel assembly stubs, what

6 is below that five-foot area, the fuel pellets and rods

7 themselves, poison pellets and rods, the spacer grids

8 and fittings and the hardware, the debris bed and so on.

9 And then, of course, we would also look at the
.

10 reactor internals, that is lead screws, plenum samples

11 and so on.

12 The reason we look at those in particular is to

~'

.{V
see what sort of fission products are plated out on what13

14 sorts of materials.

h 15 Let me just say that the principal thing we
I
g 16 want to do here is to find out where do the fission products

f 17 go, where do they go from the core and what is still in thei

3

| 18 core, and what is still attached, glued on somehow, if you
5i

. =

| t 19 will, to inside of the plenum and under the head of the
! i

{ 20 reactor vessel, wherever it is.

21 And so we want to examine, to find out how did
t *

| 22 the accident progress. I'm not telling you anything new, I

M believe; but in short, that characterizes what we want to do.

24 MR. MICHELSON: On this slide you talk about full,s

-

25 standing fuel assemblies. Does that mean complete?

... .- . - . . . ...- _ . _ _ - - . .
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1 MR. FOULDS: Yes.

(,/ 2 MR. MICHELSON: Were there some complete ones

3 at the periphery?

4 MR. FOULDS: Yes, there is distinct evidence

5 that there are complete assemblies at the periphery. How

6 many and how complete remains to be determined. There

7 are plans to take sort of a topographic measurement at some
1

8 later stage where we will put down like an ultrasonic

! 9 sounding device and actually nap what that core cavity is
10 like.

11
And then in doing that, we will see how big is it,

12
and then hopefully we will be able to determine just from

| 13
that standpoint what might be lef t standing.

14 MR. EBERSOLE: It is my understanding that there

15 is a pool of water inside the containment.
:
g- 16 fir . FOULDS: Yes.

i
'

17 MR. EBERSOLE: I do not see anything on here--

18 I have been wondering for a long time, when are we going
i

19{ to get some information on the concentration of radionuclides
E

{ 20 in-the water as a part of this transportable problem? And
|

: m
then when are you going to pump it out? How are you going

"

22
to put it in the sides, or are you at all? I don't see this:

23
at the front end of the sides. I would think that would be

| _ (o
24 early on. Are you going to flood it with fresh water?m

i a
MR. FOULDS: Let me answer some of those. I'm

!

___ ___ _
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I
not qualifed to go into very much detail. What you are

2 asking in particular is the plans of the recovery contractor,
3 which I think is being selected along about now.
4

The sump water that you speak of has been pumped1

5 out and analyses are being made of what was in the sump
6

water.

7
In fact, if you will turn to the next page, that

8
is part of another one of a number of tasks identified. I

8 just touched on the core recovery and core examination t ask
10

because I think it is the most interesting at the moment.

II
If I can go back to a little history a little bit here.

12
After the accident in 1979, along about summer of

13
'79, the then-chairman of the NRC wrote to DOE, suggesting

14 that we cooperate in a program of examining the reactor.
15 And shortly after that, there were a number of working

3
g 16 groups formed to decide what sort of data do we really want
8 17

to get out of the reactor core, the reactor vessel, out ofo
2
*

18
[ containment, the aux building and so on.;

t

19*-
j g Those tasks kind of agglomerated around the
' =

2 20
t several items that you see here, the first one being

i

.

! instrumentation and electrical equipment survivability.
I

| *

| ! The second one, radiation and environment. And I believe
22

| you heard some about some of that this morning.
|

o4~

q The third one is radioactive waste handling.

k./ 25
Fourth, physical plant examination. Most of that
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1 fourth one has been done in terms of what was there at then

2 time.

3 The fif th one is for data integration, and that

4 is -- you can pretty well establish as to how that is to be

5 done. DOE is handling that task primarily by their

6 technical integration office at the island.

7 The sixth one is mechanical and structural
8 components.

9 And the seventh, reactor core and fuel.

10 Now, the letter that I mentioned, that was sent

11 from the NRC to DOE, suggested that there be some collabora-

12 tion. It was determined later on in a Memorandum of

(/
13

) Understanding among DOE and NRC that there would be a four-
%

14 party group set up to examine this, what became known as

15 the GEND group, which in fact is identified on these

g .16 couple of pages that you may have seen before in the task

f II action plan.
I I

f But that is just a designator for NRC and DOE
18

1
18

$ and GPU, of course, because they had the plant, and EPRI.
t' O
' 20r EPRI also has a significant role in this. They

, _

{ 21 are doing part of the task II.0 items here. They are also
3

[ 22 doing all of the task VI.0 items on primary system
23 pressure boundary characterization and nechanical components,

j eg the reactor vessel and so on.
f !>

'''' 3
DOE is funding the balance of most of the rest

!

!
,

i

-- - -
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I of this work. NRC's role is primarily one of providing,_
/ \
(m,/ 2

technical expertise in the development of plans with the

3 various working groups that were originally conceived and
4 developed, and then with the technical evaluation groups
5 which have been reformulated after the initial plans were
6 made, NRC in fact has representatives on these various groups.

And NRC, therefore, interprets the NRC interests and

8 guidelines and provides also specific technical expertise
8

for the various groups that in fact break down in accordance

I with this list of tasks.

11
So in going on, briefly, the next couple of pages

12
indicate the kinds of reports that come out of this GEND

('')N
13

organization. The Technical Information Office, TIO, at1

%
14

the island is responsible for putting together data that is
.
-

15

{- developed by the various subcontractors that are designated
.

8 16
to pursue the data gathering. And so we have what we call=

0 17
g GEND reports. And GEND information reports.
2
*

18
[ And there is just a couple of lists here to show
1

19=
; you the kinds of things that are available, and you may
b'. 20
I already, in fact, know a lot about that. You might be on
.

21
distribution for it. In fact, if you are not and you want to

,

! 22
e be, I could do my best to see that you individually could get

23
on the list, if you would like.

24e~ In fact, I brought with me an example of some of
N/' s

those things. The GEND reports look like this:

__ - . _ . __ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .
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4

1 Here is one entitled." Preliminary Radiciodine
,

2 Source Term and Inventory Assessment for TMI-2."
t

3 This is dated March 1983,.so that is not on this
!
'

4 list that you had.

>
; 5 Here is another one entitled " Quick Look

6 Inspection, Report on the Insertion of A Camera Into the

7
.

TMI-2 Reactor Vessel Through a Lead Screw Opening, Volume 1."

8 This is also March of '83.
i

f end 22 8

.
..,

10
t

b

; 11

|

12.
_

t

| 13
h

!
14

M

i 15
*
.

8 16
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1
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1 You see, these are called GEND reports. They
/'N,

(,,/ 2 provide an' annual report. Here they have not quite gotten

3 out to 1962, but here is the 1981 annual report.

4 MR. EBERSOLE: Did you say they have measured the

5 activity of tne coolant?

6 MR. FOULDS: Yes.

7 MR. EBERSOLE: Has the activity been --

g MR. FOULDS: Yo'2 said " coolant"?

9 MR. EBERSOLE: The water.

19 MR. FOULDS: I was thinking of the sump water.

11 MR. EBERSOLS: I am talking about the sump water.

12 MR. FOULDS: They have done both.

13 MR. EBERSOLE: I was pretty much interested in

/ _s 14 the fact that the operating crew was eitner smart of
)

\ i

15 something, so that they did not elect to cool the reactor-%~'

16 by the normal psot-accident cooling methods, being fearful

17 that they would get in trouble by letting all tnat hot

16 water get out to the auxiliary portion of the plant.

19 So they had conveniently an alternate method of

20 cooling, which was to boil it off through the secondary.

21 That was a very handy thing that they might not have in

22 another instance.

23 This raises a question. As of this moment,

24 suppose that we have another TMI case but this time we must
i

25 cool it with the RHF pumps and exchangers. Will the seals

(D
() TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 loft? These sorts of questions I think need to be raised a

(O
\ ,/ 2 lot more importantly than seismic supports which shut down

3 plants.

4 Do we have a LOCA-mitigating systems which don't

5 work at our plants today? Can we find the answer to that by

6 lo king at the concentration of activity in the TMI-2

7 coolant as of now?

g MR. FOULDS: I think the implications of your

9 question certainly bear some study. I can't answer that

ig kind of question. I could say that the data is there if

11 one were to examine the potential for radiation dose on

12 that type of thing. And I believe that on that basis, if

13 you we,e to ask a question about what sort of dose should

73 14 these pieces of equipment be expected to survive and

~ 15 operate under --

16 MR. EBERSOLE: That is the kind of

17 question you have to ask.

16 MR. FOULDS: I would guess we could get

19 somewhere.
,

|
'

20 MR. EBERSOLE: Most of them are rubber or

21 rubber-like materials, overhangs.

22 MR. MICHELSON: Before you go on, TMI, of course,

23 is a very prime example of some good experience with

24 degraded cores. It is our only, good example, I think, so

I 23 far. Does the ACRS routinely receive these reports, put in
I

i

O
(_/ TAYLOE ASSO CIATES
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1 our library at all?

2 MR. MOELLER: I have never seen a GEND report.
3 MR. MICHELSON: Would it be well at least to get

them in our liorary? And if not, I would lite to request
4

them personally if they aren't at5
least going to be in the

library where I can peruse them from time to time6

.

7 MR. FOULDS: I will make a note of that.
b MR. MICHELSON: Send a copy to ACRS so that I can
9 pull them off tne shelf.

I would assume that means
10 backfitting.

11 MR. FOULDS: Sure.
12 Going on with the reports, I mentioned several
13 of these GEND reports.

This is also a format for a GEND.
14 This is an information report.

It has a difterent cover.
15 This in fact happens

to be the task one for the U.S.
Department of Energy TMI-2 programs.16

l I just happened to
17 pics it at random. It is an October '82 report.I

{ 18 MR. MICHELSON: Did you say what "GEND" stands
19 for?

20 MR. FOULDS: Yes. That is the G for GPU, the N
21 for NRC, the E for EPRI,and the D for the Department of
22 Enegy.

23
There is a rather informal sort of report that

is put out several times a year by the technical24

information and examination program people that25

is more of

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 a PR-style thing. It is called " Update." It is a thinner
O
k,,) 2 thing. Like I say, it is more of a PR-type of item. But

-3 that is also providec.

4 EPRI puts out reports. As I mentioned earlier,

5 they are very much involved in this. The NSAC group puts

6 out reports on it, and under one format, I guess -- I did

7 not bring one of those -- and their normal EPRI reporting

8 format, there is in fact a report publisned in February of

9 this year called " Joint IMI-2 Information and Examination

10 Program," the EPR participation and support. That one gives

11 a fair amount of detail on what they are doing and how they

12 are proceeding.

13 At the ANS winter meeting in 1982, last

i 14 November, there was a special session provided by the TMI-273
( 3
N/

15 personnel. That is the TMI-2 TIO and associated GEND

16 personnel. And the results of that were bound into a

17 volume. This contains a fair amount of data and summaries

16 of data.

19 I don't know that there are a lct of copies of

20 this available, but if you are interested, I am sure one
,

21 can be reproduced. This is called "TMI-2 Special Sessions
r

1982 ANS Winter Meeting," in Washington, D.C. There must be| 22
1

23 several dozen papers in here providing data.

24 Going on, you asked how long this would take. I

25 can stop nearly any time. But going on with this, the next

TAYLOE ASSOCIATESi s
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1 page indicates some of those things in a little more detail

s ,) 2 that we are looking at. I mentioned instrumentation of

3 electrical. That is the first task. That includes analysis
.

'4 of selected cables and connectors and penetrations for

5 survivability and also, of course, equipment. I do not see

6 that on the list here.

7 MR. MICHELSON: Let me stop you-for a moment on

8 the instrumentation. From what I have seen from time to

9 time about what happened, what appears to have happened

10 within the core from a visual inspection, it is apparent

11 that the thermocouples are no longer where we thought they

12 were. And yet tgey are reading very well.

13 S ne wonders during the accident if they were

f_s 14 wnere we thought they were and why they were reading well

(\')
15 or what they were even reading.

16 Is there going to be some kind of a study of

17 this whole question of what thermocouples read when cores

: 18 start to degrade?

! 19 MR. FOULDS: Definitely. As long as you say that

i

! 20 you have a junction, you would expect that the thermocouple

21 would read well. The junction, of course, could change its

f 22 oan location by -- you know, if it happens to be here and
i

f 23 it melts down to here, there is still a junction.

24 MR. MICHELSON: Therefore, there is some doubt

f
25 about the tnermal history of the core during the

|

n

TAYLOS ASSOCIATES
1625 I Street, N.w. - Suite 1004

Washincton, D.C. 20006
(20'2) 293-3950

i
!

, _. - , _ _ _ _ _ . . _ -.. _ _ . . , __ . _-- _,_ _,.



. . . . . . . - . - . . _~

j 543

?

1 degradation process and therefore maybe it is not what we'

O(y 2 thought it was at all.
.

3 MR. FOULDS: True.
.

4 MR. MICHELSON: You are going to study all of

5 that?

6 MR. FOULDS: That is being done.

7 MR. EBERSOLE: Moving junction.

g MR. MICH ELSON : 1s there a a report out on that

9 question or will there be one shortly?

19 MR. FOULDS: I am sure there will be one. I am

11 not sure where it stands.

i
12 MR. MICHELSON: Will it be one of these GEND-type

13 reports?
,

14 MR. FOULDS: Yes.

- 15 MR. MICHELSON: I will watch them.

16 MR. FOULDS: There have been reports in the SPNDS

17 on the same type of basis.

18 MR. MOELLER: While we are asking questions, this

19 has a high priority. And certainly, I would agree with

20 that. I guess the point I am not quite sure about, this

21 seems to me to be purely a research operation. You know,
1

22 you are gathering data, and we are feeding back what we can

23 learn from TMI.

24 Then where does it fit as a regulatory matter? I

25 find myself a little conf csed.
i

[

l
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1 MR. FOULDS: I think the regulatory pecole left.

O
\ ,/ 2 If I can answer that, though, these things feed in to the

3 regulatory data base. In so doing, it therefore becomes

4 part of the regulatory concern. It was Reg, in fact, or NRR

5 wno identified this as a high-priority item.

6 I would certainly concur with that. And in fact,

7 a few pages further on down here, I think I got a page that

8 indicates where some of this goes into the system.

9 If you look down -- I am sorry, the pages are

10 not numbered, but it is another five or six pages down. It

11 says, " Application of results." You can see that we would

12 expect the results for the core exam in fact to provide

13 informaticn for source term analysis for improvements in

14 reliability of reactor and systems design, operation and
7-w,

>''
15 maintenance on accident propagation and mitigation analyses

16 for degradea core analyses and associated rulemakings.

17 MR. MOELLER: The rulemakings would certainly be

'

ld regulatory.

19 MR. FOULDS: And improvements to v2.rious other

20 regulatory requirement criteria.

21 What I had here -- let 's look at the next page.

I 22 Correction: I skipped radiation and environment. That is

23 Task 2 of tho seven tasks that are listed. Some of that I

24 believe was covered this morning.
f

25 If you look at the next page, what I have here

s ,/ TAYLOE ASSO CIATES ,
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1 is an overview schedule of what they anticipate for getting
7,(,) 2 tne fuel out of the reactor vessel and for doing some of

3 the inspections.

4 We are stretching from fiscal '83 through fiscal.

5 '88 on this schedule, beginning with closed-circuit IV
i

6 inspectins that are indicated here, and core debris

7 sampling that I told you about a moment ago, and the core

8 topography that I told you about.

9 And we would expect not to get much out of the

10 core after the head is lifted until they get the plenum

11 out, of course. That is -- there is a bit more involved in

12 getting the plenum out, because they have to take it out

13 wet and move it over to a section that has to be prepared

3 fs 14 for -- in any event. That is a lengthy process and will be
i \
-/ 15 about another year.'

16 So as a consequence, from the other schedule I

17 showed you, we expect the fuel will start coming out early

la in '85, and then at that point we can stcrt doing some

19 significant examinationof the fuel itself.
,

20 As the fuel comes out, they expect to do more

21 cold topographic type examination to see whether things are

| 22 in fact standing up. You asked about intact assemblies,

23 will they be intact or will they maybe fall in? What will

24 we do about it? Once we get the fuel out, then the

25 examinations can begin in earnest off site.

b'ss TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 On the fuel assemblies and individual components

y ,) 2 and so on, the NRC decided to tell DOE and these working

3 groups what the NRC position was, what was important to get

4 out of the core examination, being concerned tnat the cost

5 of core examination looked like it was very great.

6 But from our standpoint, we felt that we ought

to identify those things that we see as the maximum7

g necessary information to the NRC. So the next three pages

9 identify that; in particular, in three areas: one for

10 source term program support, one for core dammage

11 assessment, and the other we have kind of indicated as in

12 the lowest priority what we would call Chapter 15
.

13 information, in other words, clad ballooning and so on, as

! <x 14 being done or as has been done for the normal fuel

( )
15 examination post-radiation work.''

16 Without going thorugh and reading all of this,

17 you can see we are talking about determining the inventory

18 of fission products in the core and measuring physical and

19 chemical forms of materials that are_present.

20 Under core damage assessment, we are concerned

21 in particular to develop what is the core coolability as
i

22 the accident progressed. I already talked a a bit about the

23 application of the results, wnich is tne next page.

24 After we met out in Idaho a month or so ago to

25 crystallize the focus of the core examination wcrk that I

;

:
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1 indicated to you a moment ago that we are kind of in the

(O) 2 midst of tnis, we focused what the core examination work

3 should be and the working group or task planning group came

4 up with the following set of priorities tnat we should or

5 would li<ely pursue.

6 And there is an estimate of a cost being

| 7 prepared on that now by DOE's contractor. And we have five

8 areas rather than the three that I indicated that NRC was

9 interested in. This is the combined group of DOE, NRC,

la EPRI, and various interested contractors and laboratory
4

11 Personnel. That is DOE laboratory personnel.

'

12 We have identified as critical priority looking

13 at damaged fuel assemblies, loose debris specimens, the

14 crust debris that is -- evidently, tnere is a possibility!

!
Ed 15 that under the loose debris there may be crust formed. And

; 16 of course, the general condition of the reactor vessel in

17 the core.y

1:s
:
'

19
|

20

| 21

22

23

24
:

! 25

i
,
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1 And then with very high priority we look at the

(3
s ,/ 2 control rod lead screws for not only what might be

3 deposited out on tnem but what metallurgically does this

4 show the temperatures had been in the core during the

5 accident? The same for split tube sections. If you

6 understana split tubes, those are the guide tubes in the

7 upper assembly that orive the control rods.

6 Of course, fuel stub assemblies down from within

9 the core. I will not bother to read over the rest of this.

10 It is there for your examination.

11 Sort of summarizing, for the core examination

12 the major safety issues then are identified as fission

13 product release and transport deposition and then core

14 coolability. This is order of priority. Core coolability-

(
: 15 and understancing the damage processes of the core and the

16_ internals and containment integrity. That is confirming

17 hydrogen production and assessing other threats to

la containment recriticality.

13 And then last in the priority order is Chapter

20 15 style information. That is fuel cladding benavior

21 auring LOCA and so on. Those are all of tne visuals that I

| 22 had prepared for this. I would be happy to answer any more

23 questions that you may have.

24 MR. EBERSOLE: I do not see enough about

25 survivability of these pumps that I just got through

i
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1 talking about. It would be an immediate question.
.

(,,/ 2 MR. FOULOS: That is an immediate question. It is

3 not one that I have focused on yet at tnis point, but it is

4 being given significant focus by EPRI. And if you were to
i

5 refer to tne work that they are doing, in fact, back to

6 those lists of items, those seven items, item 6 or task 6,

7 the mechanical components and so on, that is the area that'

g EPRI is looking into in great detail.

9 MR. MICHELSON: Are they looking into the

10 problem, the problem of plugging the cyclone separator on

11 the pump? Are they looking into radiation damage to the

12 seals?

13 MR. FOULDS: I believe the answer is yes to Doth

14 of tnose.
(,_s~

\-
13 MR. MICHELSON: That was oneof the major concerns1

'

16 during and after the accident, whether fine material had

17 gotten into the water so that it would be circulated

18 through the clones and possibly through the seals.

19 MR. FOULDS: It is necessary to look at not only

20 the mechanical effects but the radiation damage.i

21 HR. EBERSOLE: That creates a path to the outside

| 22 world.

23 MR. FOULDS: Absolutely.

24 MR. MICHELSON: Plus the loss of the pumps.

25 MR. MOELLER: Other comments or questions on

|
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1 this?

O
\d- 2 (No response.)

,

3 MR. MOELLER: Thank you. I think it is a

4 relatively easy topic to ciscuss in ti.e context that we are

5 doing so today because we were looking primarily to see

6 what priorities had been assigned and whether we dicagree.

7 There is certainly no disagreement here.

8 MR. FOULDS: Thank you very much.

9 MR. MOELLER: Tnank you for coming down and

10 spending the afternoon with us.

11 MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave, the EPRI
,

12 document you are referring to on the work, da we have a

13 copy of that?
.

I 14 MS. TANG: The problem with our library is after
'

\s ' a certain amount of time they will discard it. It would be15

16 better if you requested it.

17 MR. MICHELSON: I don't have a microfiche reader.

18 MS. TANG: That's the problem with the library

19 here.

20 MR. MICHELSON; Will you send me a copy when you

21 get it?
.

22 MS. TANG: Yes.
.

23 MR. MOELLER: What we have left are the four

24 remaining items at the top of the page 3 of our agenda. I

25 would like to go over those rather rapidly. One is II.A.l.

O)I
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1 And let's look at it and see what it entails and see if we
(7( ,) 2 have any questions.

i

3 Siting policy reformulation. And it nas a

4 medium-priority ranking. And their main reason for that is

5 that there are no new plants being proposed, and so they

6 don't see an immediate need to move ahead with the

7 revisions of the siting policy or hte proposed siting rule.

8 MR. HEALY: When a new plant is proposed, how

9 much time will it nave to change the rule?

10 MR. MOELLER: Not much. However, they do have --

11 I would tend to agree with thir assignment. And let me say

12 why. There are existing siting guides. They could obviously

13 be approved. However, they are probably adequate to meet

-~s 14 the need until such time as we could revise them. So for
/ i

i /
15 that reason I woulon't argue with it, again, in terms of'/

16 priorities.

17 MR. MICHELSON: I would agree with your comment,

16 providing that " medium" was interpreted to mean that they

19 were not going to spend any time on it now but sometime in

20 the future. " Medium" means various things in nere.

21 Generally, I think it means they are not going to do it

22 today although they may be starting on it tomorrow.

23 I for one do not see any reason to work on this

24 one when I think there are many more urgent issues that

25 they don't seem to be giving a higher than medium rating

(O,/ TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 to. I would say just with the stipulation that " medium" to

(_j/ 2 us means that it will not start until such time as there is

3 a reasonable basis to believe they will need it. And that

4 basis does not exist today.

5 MR. MOELLER: Let's move to the next one on our

6 list, which is B-1; that is, environmental technical

| 7 specifications. I presume it is in Table 2. And I presume

-8 again that there is no problem here. It is to develop

9 standardized environmental technical specifications and

10 backfit of the existing facilities to these standards,

11 environmental technical specs on a case-by-case basis.

12 MR. MICHELSON: I thought on that issue there was

13 some sort of an NRR controversy. I would comment that we

14 cannot judge it if they have not resolved themselves what--

N-
15 they want to do.

16 MR. MOELLER: All right. NRC needs to resolve the

17 controversy.

ld, MR. MICHELSON: Then it may or may not change the

19 situation. Rignt now it is hard to comment.
I

20 MR. MOELLER: I don't really understand the

21 controversy.
,

|

22 MR. MICHELSON: It is between the environmental

23 Engineering Branch and the Licensing Branch.

24 MR. MOELLER: Carl, what were you suggesting that

25 we do? We will say we will withhold comment until the

|
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1 controversy is resolved?
,.

(V 2 MR. MICHELSON: Yes. Tsnd at least point out that
i

3 we are aware that a controversy exists. We do not, to my

4 knowledge, Know the details of tne controversy, but

5 therefore have no comment at this time on it.

6 MR. EBERSOLE: I have a problem. There is a very

7 substantial effort on environmental qualification.

6 MR. MOELLER: But that is not this.

9 MR. EBERSOLE: One could imply by what you just,

10 said is to standardize environmental terminology for this
;

11 purpose.

12 MR. MOELLER: No. This is for outdoors

13 environment technical specifications in terms of releases

14 from the plant or in terms of natural phenomenon. It is notp;

*' 15 wnat you are thinking.

16 'MR. EBERSOLE: The other is are very active --

17 MR. MICdELSON: It is.beginning to get confusing.

: 13 This is not necessarily the best terminology, but what we

19 are talking about is essential equipment, environmental
,

20 control. I'ha t is the subject you are referring to, I

21 believe.
.

22 MR. EBERSOLE: No.

1

23 MR. MICHELSON: Not here.

24 MR. EBERSOLE: There is a large effort in
i

| 25 establishing environmental technical specifications and
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.

1 qualifications for the operation of people and equipment.
,r\
( ,/ 2 MR. MOELLER: That is not this.

'

3 MR. EBERSOLE: It is the terminology.

4 MR. MOELLER: All right, we can comment on the

5 confusion in terminology with what truly would be safety

6 issues.

7 MR. MICHELSON: Then I think when you recognize

a that a special equipment needs a special kind of

9 environmental control, you have to go back to the tech

19 specs and see if such control is described in the tech

11 specs. To some extent, I think you will find it is simply

12 not there. I could easily have read this that tech specs

13 on environmental control.

14 MR. MOELLER: Dick Foster.
?
'

15 MR. FOSTER: Yes. I think this is one that we do'

16 not want to nave them walk away from without a hard look at

17 what they could oc to minimize the requirements on the

18 utilities. I know on some of these environmental tech specs

19 which were invoked with the thought that the informationi

i
20 would do somebody some good sometime in making an

21 evaluation. It has turned out all we're doing is filling up

22 file cabinets with it.
,

!

! 23 So my plea is not for more tech specs but for

24 trying to minimize costs to the operators by getting rid of
I

25 a lot of data collection that is not needed.
:

n/
'
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1- MR. EBERSOLE: Would this include the number of
-

\_/ 2 degrees' rise in a river?

3 MR. MOELLER: Yes. .

4 MR. EBERSOLE: The passage of water --

5 MR. MOELLER: I would think so.

6 MR. FOSTER: Sampling of fish.

7 MR. MOELLER: Right. Endangered species and

a historical sites.

9 MR. EBERSOLS: Clouds from condenser towers.

10 MR. MOELLER: That is sufficient for us.

11 The next item is C-16. Now, this one I will need

12 to look on. But it seems to me to be important.

13 Particularly, it is called " Assessment of Agriculture Land

14 in Relation to Siting." It could be important in terms of
7~)(

15 societal resources. And the committee is interested inN'

16 that.

17 My blue sheets jump from 15 to 17.

18 MR. MICHELSON: It is on page 93 of this one.

19 MR. MOELLER: Recent licensing cases nave

20 ' questioned the adequacy of the staff's resource evaluative

21 methods with respect to large land areas. Energy

22 production facilities can be consumers of large land areas.

23 Okay. It is -- in a sense, it is a loss of a resource due

24 to the construction of the plant. You replaced good

25 agricultural land. It is not the loss of resource due to an

(- TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1 accident.
T

2 MR. MICHELSON: Right. So I wonder why it is even'

3 on here or wny we snould comment on it. It is strictly a

4 nonsafety issue.

5 MR. MOELLER: Right.

6 MR. KATHREN: It is listed as environmental.

7 MR. MICHELSON: That does not mean we should

8 comment on it. This is a nonsafety issue. They just

9 normally deal with purely economic issues, which this
I

! 10 appears to be.
J

l

11 MR. MOELLER: We will pass on it.
i

12 And that gets us to the one we have been looking

; 840 13 for, III.D.2.3, the liquid pathway radiological control.
i:2y

[ 14

15'

i 16
i ,,

4 17

le

| 19

i 20

21

22

23

| 24
|

| 25
;

I
.

t
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1 MS. TANG: Table 1, item 31.

(^/\\,,, 2 MR. MOELLER: Yes, item 31. It is to improve

3 public radiation protection during and following an

4 accident by improving the control of rad materials released

5 into the liquid pathway. It can be accomplished by various

6 intercictive measures.

7 To me, tnose need some work. he don't know about

6 -- we can talk about interdictive measures for groundwater

9 contamination and so forth, and they say a possible

10 resolution has been identified. I don't know.

11 Dick, this is your area. Do you believe all of

12 that?

13 MR. FOSTER: I don't know what hte resolution is

14 here.

15 MR. MOELLER: It says PNL investigation showed

16 that resolution is already being imolemented.

17 MR. FOSTdR: I have not been to PNL for 2-1/2

18 years. I would defer to --

19 MR. MOELLER: They have probably moved forward

20 since you left.

21 MR. FOSTER: I would hope so.

| 22 MR. MOELLER: Ron, can you help us with

23 information?
!

24 MR. KATHREN: I don't know anything about this.

25 It says " individual evaluations of reactors as to liquid

r
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i
i

1 pathway radiological control."
f%
(_,/ 2 MR. MOELLER: It .nay be referring to the liquid

3 pathway generic study. That certainly did not show me a

4 whole lot'about interdiction, what to do to stop it.
*

,

5 MR. FOSTER: This could include such things as

6 ability to shut down pumps to public water supplies and

7 things of tnis sort. I am not familiar with any PLN

6 document that goes into that.

9 MR. MOELLER: You would have thought they woulo

10 have cited on.

11 MR. HEALY: Even if it is available, wha

12 criteria are they using for this, for this individual

13 evaluation? What types of things should they be looking

14 for?

N- '

15 MR. EBERSOLE: I could not help but relate it to

16 accidents beyond the design basis.

17 MR. MOELLER: It is beyond the design basis. It

18 almost has to be. You could have liquid dumping. In the

19 liquid pathway generic study it was absolutley melt-through

20 down into the groundwater.

21 MR. HEALY: Would this include release to the

22 atinosphere and later cleanup? That is why it has never been

23 resolved? If you do contaminate an area, how are you going

24 to clean it up. Are you going to hose it down? Nonsense.'

25 You are not going to hose it down.

,
.

';

f-s
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1 MR. MOELLER: You have been asking. That's what

d 2 we have put under what you call the loss of a major
b

3 societal resource. Ne have aske.d them to be looking at

4 this. I will simply ask some questions on this.

5 MR. EBERSOLE: It seems to me it always gets down

6 to the characteristics of the strength of the basemat and

7 the design of the reactor structure under the reactor,

g MR. MICdELSON: They may viewed this one as

9 another question on the Browns Ferry incident. The heat
. ,

10 exchangers leaked to the surface water, which was a liquid

11 pathway to the environment.'

12 MR. EBERSOLE: That is the mild end of the

13 spectrum.

14 MR. MICHELSON: But during an accident the same
I,n),

;

15 thing would have been much less mild.U

16 MR. EB8RSOLE: Yes, if we had had a reactor

17 coolant pump.

18 MR. MICHELSON: It is designed and is supposed to

19 operate under post-accident conditions. This sounds like

20 some good work, but I think I would ask them what tney are

21 doing in the case of Browns Ferry.

f 22 MR. EBERSOLE: It floats back to the issue about

23 maintaining.

24 MS. TANG: There are four subtasks..

25 MR. MOELLER: RC has located the subtasks. Number
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1 one, develop procedures to discriminate oetween sites and
/D
( ,/ 3 plants -- not between sites and_ plants out between sites or

3 between plants.

4 MS. TANG: They say "Fesolved."

5 MR. MOELLER: But that doesn't tell you anything.

6 MS. TANC: I know. This is all the information we

7 have,

g MR. MOELLER: No, it says one thing is to

9 establish feasible methods of pathway interdiction. You

10 know, that's not so.

11- MS. TANG: That is resolved, as noted here.

12 MR. MOELLER: It is resolved, but it is not

13 resolved. We will ask some questions on it.

14 MR. FOSTER: You mignt include in your questions
f

i t
'

15 the barging of a decommissioned reactor from Shippingport

16 down the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers.

17 MR. HEALY: which I hope will sink in the deep

18 ocean.
,

19 (Laughter.)

20 MR. MOELLER: With that, I think we have finished

21 the foriaal portion of our meeting, much behind schedule,

i 22 but nonetheless we did get,through everytning. And I

23 certainly believe on today's review we have reached

24 definitive positions on each. item, which is what we wanted

25 to do.

'
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1 And so everyone will understand, we will simply

2 summarize these.in a memo which goes to the full committee

3 and then incorporate it into a total report that goes to

4 .the NRC staff.

5 Are there any other comments or questions?

6 MR. HEALY: You mean on these items or in

7 general?

g MR. MOELLER: Eitner one.

9 MR. HEALY: This procedure we had described to us

10 today was really quite interesting. But it is a complete

11 change in the philosopny applied to the review of these

1; items. Now, it may be right. I don't know. I am going to

13 have to think about it.

- 14 But it does bring up some very interesting

15 things. One, we had a discussion yesterday of the''

16 emergency considerations, and we heard one claim that, yes,

17 you have to include probabilities in your emergency.

16 Another one, now we have to take it as though the accident

19 had a probability of one.

20 Now, I note on many of the summary items

21 reviewed today they have to do wtih emergencies and control

[ 22 cf emergencies, and they were calculated using these

23 probabilities.

24 I would suggest that one should be somewhat

25 cons'istent in the use of this, either use it don't use it.

es,
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1 Right?

(n) 2 MR. MOELLER: Yes. But I think this is a very,

3 important change in what I have seen in tne past. I think'

4 the ACRS may wish to take specific cognizance of the

5 details of this procedure.

6 Okay. In the formulation they say they are going

7 to include the' probabilities. You are not saying that they

g are inconsisteht in applying the formula, they are-

9 inconsistent in using tne formula today versus what was

10 done in the past.

11 MR. HEALY: That is correct. It is a change. It

12 is in direct response, I might add, aeparently to the --

13 what do they call them from the Commissioners, the safety

14 standards, the safety goals. Yet everything I have read on[s's
\-) the safety goals'has said tnat these will not be used in a15

16 probabilistic analysis of plants.

17 Now, isn't this a use of the probabilistic

lb analysis? I am confused. I am not objecting to it'. Let me

19 say that. I am simply saying it is a change. I think you

20 would be well' advised to have the entire ACRS review this,

[ 21 this method, and be able to give their comments.

22 MR. EBERSOLE: They are using PRA all the time,

23 but they use it in little discrete passages and they'

24 justify that without much discussion.

25 MR. MOELLER: Jack has said it exaxctly right.

n
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1 The safety goals say these are trial goals that are to be
.,

(d 2 evaluated on a several-year basis, be it PRAs not to be

3 used, and yet we are using it. Yes, it could be confusing.

4 MR. HEALY: I am not saying it is wrong. As a

5 matter of fact, it has some good tnings about it.

6 MR. MOELLER: Any other comments?

7 MR. SHAPIRO: The whole method can be fudged and

8 manipulated. When you look at the cost and the risk. I

9 still think intuitively when you are looking at something

10 as catastrophic as a severe radiation release, 10 to the

11 -Sth instead of wnatever you said was on it because -- is

12 that the way you are designing --

13 MR. E8ERSOLE: The proper use is to digitize a

f-.s 14 finding where there was an improper deterministic decision
+ \

15 made and go back and put it in the context of PdA and

16 justify an ill-made deterministic earlier decision. I think

17 that's wrong.

16 MR. MOELLER: Right. It is an attempt to set up

19 a formula so that you don't have -- and I say this in a

20 kind way so you don't have to think, and we do have to

21 think.

22 Dick?
.

23 MR. FOSTER: I will have to say that I was highly

24 disturbed when I heard the presentation on safety issues
.

25 and how they were being prioritized by this particular
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1 formuula. I had the feeling that now the only thing which

)
\_ / 2 it is going to really have a high enough priority to have a

3 good funding background and therefore go forward is one

4 which scores sufficiently high on their formula in which

5 the -- let's say, perhaps, even new engineers just coming

6 in are going to be making the choices of the parameters

7 which are going to be selectd for going into this formula.

g I have a very uncomfortable feeling that the

9 ACRS as an. organization could make its recommendations as

10 it wished in the past, but that these would then be handed

11 to some staf f .nember who would run it through the formula,

12 and if the end result did not come out right, then it was

13 going to be discarded just like some suggestion from a

7-- 14 member of the general public.

'
15 I h pe I am wrong about this whole thing. The

16 impression that I got was that now nothing is important

17 unless it happens to come out with a good score on a

la formula which may have completely the wrong criteria

19 grabbed by someone who does not understand the problem and

20 plugged into the formula.

21 MR. MOELLER: I think they need to carefully

22 stress that this should be one more tool in their total

23 reservoir that is available to them to help make decisions.

24 MR. HEALY: They are not doing that, though.

25 Incidentally, one possible control is to have every one of

p
ks) TAYLOS ASSOCIATES

1625 I Street, N.W. - Suite 1004
Washington, D.C. 20006'

(202) 293-3950

i

- - - - . . ,, - - - _ . - ___ . _ - - _ - _ - - --



. -- - - - _-

565

1 these things analyzed in detail by a second person outside
i

2 that group.

3 MR. KATnREN: I am not sure they apply their own

4 criteria consistently within that method. That was a little

5 disturbing to me.

6 MR. MOELLER. Jack's point is excellent. Have

7 each one done by a peer group or by a second group

6 independently and just see if they are anywhere near the

9 same answer. It would be very interesting.

10 Okay, those are good points.

11 MR. EBERSOL8: One too that always impacts is

12 .tnat is a direct conflict with the ALARA principle where an

13 improvement in the context of doing it if is reasonable and

14 practical should transcend some numerical approach to it.

15 MR. KATHREN: Except if you divide the S value,

16 you take the reciprocal of the S value, you have the

17 dollars per man-rem.

18 MR. EBERSOLE: In certain cases where you are

19 aiming for the ALARA goal, you don't use that.

20 MR. HEALY: This is the way SERP now actually

21 uses ALARA.

22 MR. EBERSOLE: We had a bunch of Frenchmen over

23 here a couple or 3 weeks ago. They told us, in essence,

24 that in certain areas they refuse to use anything but the
i
'

ALARA approach without --25
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1 MR. HEALY: I don't disagree. I am simply saying
%

s) 2 that one prestigious body has recommended that this be the

'

3 way you apply it.

4 MR. EBERSOLE: I can understand its usefulness.

5 MR. FOSTER: One more comment on that. That is,

6 carried a very short step further on the use of that

7 formula, I think you could end up by discarding plant

g features and equip.nent which you have already decided that

. ou are going to install oecause they no longer are costy9

10 effective.

11 MR. HEALY: It is generally agreed that most of
,

12 the features on a nuclear plant as far as safety -- I say

13 most -- many are not cost effective when applied to a test

14 like this.

''# 15 MR. EBERSOLE: The large LOCA mitigation would be

16 in that class.

17 MR. HEALY: Sure.

13 MR. MOELLER: I think we have covered it pretty
l

19 well. I believe we can wrap up tne formal meeting.
1

| Let me thank our recorder, Ms. Whitlock, for her20
!

L 21 patience and time with us.

22 And witn those remarks then -- let me also thank

23 the speakers and the committee members and consultants who
|

24 have stuck with us. And with those words, I will wrap up|

25 the meeting.
|

|

|
.

fs,
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1 (whereupon, at 5:00 p.m., the Subcommittee was

2 adjourned.)

/U 3
CX * * *
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TENTATIVE AGENDA

O ACRS REACTOR RADIOLOGICAL EFFECTS
SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
APRIL 28-30,1983

ROOM 1046,1717 H ST. NW, WASHINGTON, D C.

Anril 28, 1983, (Thursday)

Time Time Speaker / Organization

8:30 a.m. Opening remarks D. Moeller, Chairman

8:45 a.m. NRC Staff Presentation on Control T. Quay, et. al
Room Habitability (NRC/AER)

10:45 a.m. ****** BREAK ******

11:00 a.n. Evaluation of HEPA Filters T. Allan
(Flander Filters, Inc.)

****** LUNCH ******12:30 p.m.
r.
O

1:30 p.m. NRC Staff's Draft Position on R. Bernero
Thyroid Blocking for Potential (NRC/DRA)
Reactor Accidents

2:00 p.m. A. NCRP Comments on the E. Saenger
NRC Staff's Draft (NCRP)
Positon on Potassium
Iodide (KI)

B. NCRP Task Group on Thyroid
Cancer Risk

3:00 p.m. Recommendations on the Use of B. Shleien
| KI as a Thyroid Blocking Agent (FDA)

In a Radiation Accident - An
FDA Update

****** BREAK ******3:45 p.m.

4:00 p.m. DOE Plans for Decommissioning E. Delaney
Shippingport Atomic Power Station (00E)

****** ADJ0 URN ******5:00 p.m.;

. _ . _ - - _
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April 29, 1983 (Friday)

D. Moeller
8:30 A.M. Chairman's Remarks

8:45 A.M. Prioritization Process for Generic Safety W. Minners
Issues - Methodology (NRC/SPEB)

9:00 A.M. Discussion of Generic Safety Issues: (in W. Minners et al .
approximate order of discussion)

Issue 1
Failures in Air Monitoring, Air Cleaning,
and Ventilating Systems

B-36
Develop Design, Testing, and Maintenance
Criteria fnr Atmosphere Cleanup System, etc.

B-67
Effluent and Process Monitoring Instrumentation

C-17
Interin Acceptance Criteria for Solidification
Agents for Radioactive Solid Wastes

111.0.1.2
Radioactive Gas Management'

111.0.1.3
Ventilation System & Radiciodine Adsorber Criteria

'II.D.1.4
Radwaste System Design Features to Aid in'

Accident Recovery and Decontamination

III.D.2.1
Radiological Monitoring of Effluents

8-65
,

|
Iodine Spiking

B-66
Control Room Infiltration Measurements

III.D.2.2
Radioiodine, Carbon-14, and Tritium Pathway
Dose Analysis

III.D.2.5
Offsite Dose Calculational Model

.

III.D.3.1s
Radiation Protection Plans (RPP)

,

!

_. - _ _ _ _ _ . -_ _. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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April 29,1983 (Continued)

A-15
Primary Coolant System Decontamination and
Steam Generator Chemical Cleaning

II.A.1
Siting Policy Reformulation

B-1
Environmental Technical Specifications

C-16
Assessment of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Power Plant Siting and Cooling System Selection

:

III.D.2.3
Liquid Pathway Radiological Control

J

LUNCH * **12:00 Noon ***

Continued Discussion of Generic Safety Issues:

()1:00P.M. III.D.2.6 L. Cohen
Independent Radiological Measurements (NRC/IE)

1:20 P.M. 111.0.3.2 R. Alexander
Health Physics Improvements (NRC/RES)

2:00 P.M. III.n.3.5 D. Flack
Radiation Worker Exposure (NRC/RES)

2:30 P.M. II.H.3 (tent.) R. Foulds
Evaluate and Feed Back Information (NRC/RES)
Obtained from TMI-2

3:00 P.M. Subcommittee Discussion and Preparation
of Comments

6:00 P.M. *** ADJ0 URN * * *

4

*No Meeting on Saturday, April 30, 1983*

O
.
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III.D.2.5 Safety / Green NRR/DSI/RAB Tin Mo 40062

Title ---------------- Offsite Dose Calculation Manual

Work Authorization --- NRR FY-83 Operating Plan '

Contract' Title ------- Assessment of' Environmental Releases of Radionuclides

Contractor Name/
FIN No. ---------- Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL)/B-0766

Work Scope ----------- To prep,are a definitive'~and authoritative document on the
assessment of environmental releases of radionuclides from
nuclear facilities in both normal operation and as a
result of accidents.

Affected Documents --- None.

Status --------------- The " camera-ready" copy of the final document was ' rec'eived
from the contractor on 03/31/83. Following final proofreading
and some last minute changes, the manual will be sent/g to the printer. .

'

Problem / Resolution --- None

Technical Resolution -
.

Milestones Oriainal Current Actual

08/81
.

~-' i:te Work - Contract Issued to ORNL - -

|

! Oraft Report Delivered to NRC from ORNL - - 09/82
l

03/83Camera-ready Copy of Final Report from ORNL - -

Printed Manual Issued to Licensees and 08/83 - -

! Applicants for Use
i

1

4 ,

| @ .

Rev 0.
.

!

!
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I11. D. 3. ; Safecy/ Green NRR/D5I/RAE R. J. 5erou 42925
High IE/DSRS/RASB

RES/DF0/0PBR

Title ---------------- Radiation Protection Plans

Work Authorization --- NRR FY-83 Operating Plan (Part C to Appendix F).

Contract Title ------- None. .

Contractor Name/ -

FIN No. ------------ None.
.. . -

Work Scope ----------- Finalize a " Letter of Agreement" which outlines the relationship
between INPO and the NRC during the period when INPO will
actively assist licensees in implementing ALARA-integrated
radiation protection programs. Develop an auditing method
whereby the NRC can assess INP0/ industry progress and success
in achieving ALARA integrated radiation protection programs.

Affected Documents --- Directly Related Documents

1. " Letter of Agreement" with INPO.
('

/
)

2. NUREG-0761 - revised into regulatory guide format as
R.G. 8.XX.

3. R.G. 8.XX revise and hold for issue pending success of
INP0/ Industry.

4. Action Plan / Assessment Method - developed to evaluate INP0/
industry progress and success in implementing ALARA
integrated radiation protection programs.

Status --------------- A change to 10 CFR Part 20 (and later 10 CFR 50.54) has been
developed and proposed by RES to require power reactor licensees
to develop and maintain ALARA integrated radiation protection
programs and to maintain a description of these programs.
The staff guidance for these programs has been developed as
NUREG-0761, and revised to Regulatory Guide 8.XX following
irporporatio.n of public comment. In recent staff and CRGR
actions the concept of an INPO directed effort to develop
these programs over a two year period, in lieu of new..

'

regulations and requirements, has been proposed. To this end,
the staff has written a letter of agreement outlining

m

Rev. 0,
,
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O In NR:':P0: relationshi: cr '.; the e :::sec' tv.o yer.- |NDC
effor . 7ne staff is aisc cevelcping criteria to evalua e

; the progress and success' of such an INP0/ Industry effort.

If the staff evaluations find the ,INP0/ industry effort
successful, the issue will be considered to be resolved.
If the evaluation finds INP0/ Industry efforts not to be
successful, the staff will resume efforts to promptly

.

'

issua R.G. 8.XX and pursue rulemaking.'

,

Problem / Resolution --- None.
*

Technical Resolution 2 Milestones are as follows:
._. .. .

_. Orioinal Current Actualt Milestones .

Draft Proposed Revised NRC/INPO 01/19/83- -

i' Coordination Plan distributed for
'

review and comment by OIE, RES, and
Director, DSI.

4

01/26/8'3Draft Plan'to INPO Staff for review - -

and comment..

02/25/83Staff-Recommendation to EDO to -- -

trans.it propcsed Coordination
Plan to INPO (Follow-up to INPO
(Wilkinsen) letter dated

. - August 26, 1982).
i

03/03/83' Coorcination Plan signed and in - -

| effect.-
!

0 ;ft auditable criteria for 04/83 - -

A'.?RA/ radiation protection
"rk'stion cf INPO Program,

' - :..cing ALARA checklists and
.

. evaluation criteria, distribute

j to IE, RES, and Regions for comment.
' Revise evaluation criteria. 06/83 - -

~

06/83Complete a topical /funttional - --

cecparison of INPO objectives,
criteria and guide' lines against
NRC criteria.

!'

Lo
Rev. 0'

.
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() "iier:c es 0 'c'.a: :er e- . Ac _c

Estaclisn agreement witn.IE 06/63 - -
.

on implemnentation of evaluation
criteria in regional inspections.

Establish ALARA checklist parameter, 07/83 - -

SALP/ inspection findings, etc.,
, tracking system.

Establ'ish schedule of NRC accompanied 09/83 - -

INPO Appraisals.
-

Draft criteria for determination of 10/83 - -

a c c eptab i l i ty/u na cc e p t'ab fl i ty ' o f - *

INP0/ Industry success. *

Establish milestone for criteria 10/83 - -

approved process. *

Finalize criteria for determination 12/83 - -

of acceptability /unacceptability of
INP0/ Industry success.

INP0/ industry success evaluated. 07/83-03/85-~ - -

\-'' Radiation Protection Plan RG 03/85 - -

either issued or withdrawn.
.

Technical Resolution Complete 03/85 - -

(Implementation recommendations
or c1cse-out documentation).

!

. .
-

.

..
.
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-s r.eri : :ss e :I. A.1 - Siting Pclicy Refornulation

: ac k:#cunc .

'

In this TMI Action Plan item, the staff was to establish numerical values
for safety-related criteria used to evaluate proposed sites for nuclear power
stations, recomend the adoption of these criteria in a Proposed Rule on Siti'ng,
and prepare an environmental assessment or environmental' impact statement for
the revised rule to meet NEPA requirements. NRR (DE/SAB) was charged with the
responsibility for developing the technical bases for, and the numerical values
of the criteria; RES was responsible for developing the proposed rule and
conducting the environmental evaluation.

~

Work Scoce
_. . _ .

For the purpose of revising "the Comission Rule on Siting, develop technical
basis for, and numerical values of (1) criteria for population density, distri-
bution (including population centers) and exclusion distance, considering
consecuences of all classes of accidents and emergency response preparedness
and capability; and (2) standoff distances from off site man-related hazards.
In addition, meet, to the extent possible in the rule, the objectives
expressed in the remaining recomendations of the Report of the Siting'PoTicy
Task Force (NUREG-0525) except for Recommendations 4 and 9.

Status

The nearly completed NRR/DE effort on development of technical bases and
numerical criteria for a revised siting rule was suspended in FY 82 in response
to the Chairman's desire to resolve safety goal and source term issues prior to
proceeding with siting policy development. Based on planning guidance contained
in the USNRC Policy and Planning Guidance,1983, (NUREG-0885, Issue 2), reactiva-

of the effort can be anticipated. in FY 85, with re-evaluation based on the
source term and requirements of the safety goal, anc any required reformulation,

completed in FY 56. The contractual effort would consist primarily of probabilistic
risk assessments and severe accident consequence analyses needed to evaluate the
validity of the previously developed criteria in light of source term revisions
and safety goal requirements.

Resource Reouirements

FY 84 FY 89 FY 86.

.1 PSY SO ,.2 PSY $100K .1 PSY $50Kr

--
.
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III.D.2.3 Safety / Green NRR/DE/HGES R. Codell None
(1 thru 4) Note 2

Title ---------------- Liquid Pathway Radiological Control (NRR)

Work Authorization --- NRR Operating Plan. (Appendix F, Part B) '

Contract'Ti,tle ------- Review Liquid Pathway Analysis for Iodine PT
Safety Study

Contractor Name/
~

FIN No. ------------ PNL/_B-2511 ._ s- .

Work Scope ----------- Improve ~public radiation protection'in the event of a nuclear-
power plant accident by improving the control of dissolved
radionuclide released to the liquid pathway as a result of
groundwater contamination, by assessing the fate of radionuclide
both with and without pathway interdiction. Also consider the
relative importance of airborne contamination of the liquid
pathway.

Affected Documents --- (1) Criteria / guidelines on Liquid Pathways (previously a
O) Branch Technical Position)
(v

(2) Update Environmental Standard Review Plans
~

(3) Issue 2 NUREGS on groundwater mitigation

Status --------------- Liquid pathway analyses have been completed for Zion,
Indian Point and about 20 near term OL's and operating plants.
Technical Assistance and research contract are resolving proble.s
oi groundwater mitigation. Draft Branch Technical Position
completed.

Proolem/ Resolution --- As of April 19, 1983, no staff resources have been devoted to
complete a comprehensive Branch Technical Position. Liquid
pathway computer program has been received from ORNL, and
is being implemented by HES as time allows. We must devote
manpower to wrap up this problem.

Technical Resolution - -
. .

'

Milestones Oriainal Current Actual..

:
' Indian Point Licensee requested to - - 6/80

study Liquid Pathway at plant.
m
/ \ Staff begins review and independent - - 5/80 thru
'b/ study of Indian Point liquid pathway. , ' 3/82

,,[
'

Rev. 0,-
.
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{Nd e ' m e .e s Ori ai'na' Current Actual
' '

. Zicn liquid patnway analysis completed.
. 8/81-

Draft of Branch Technical Position on 12/81- -,

Liquid Pathway Analysis.

Indian Point Probabilistic Safety - - 02/82
, Study Issued, Containing study
requested by staff (Chapter 6.7). -

'

Fermi 2 FES supplemant published has - - 03/82
first staff analysis of ai,rberne
liquid pathway.

. . .. - ...

Staff requests technical assistance - - 04/82
from PNL on Indian Point groundwater
modeling.

Research issues contract with PNL to 05/82- -

extend ANL technical assistance work
on groundwater mitigation methods .

(B2454).

ph Technical Assistance draft report from - - 05/82
\ ANL on Slurry Wall Barriers.

PN' issues draft report on Indian Point - - 07/82
groundwater modeling.

Technical Assistance draft report from 09/82- -

ANL on other Groundwater Interdiction
"at7ods completed.

j Staff completes written testimony on - - 01/83
Indian Point liquid pathway.

ASLB hearing on Byron 'tduclear Plant 04/83 - -

|: Prepare User Need'let n r asking for 06/83 - -

| Airborne Liquid Pathway Research.

06/83Staff installs Liquid, Pathways . - --

computer code acquired from ORNL
for use,in liquid.. pathway reviews.

j Publish ANL Mitigation Reports as 07/83 - -

i NUREGs.
I

i O
; .

/

.

i

Re_v. C-'o || -
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v

Acout 20 near te;m OL's anc 0F Continuing - -

completed in which liquid pathway effort
issues were treated. (Results of
these analyses are provided to AEB
for use in the Environmental
Statement section on accident effects.)

,No sites more than 1 order of magnitude
worse than those considered in
NUREG 0440 were discovered. .

Document in a NUREG, airborne liquid 12/83 - -

pathway analyses performed for
Indian Point. ' ' - '

,

Develop a new Environmental SRP for 03/84 - -

use in Class 9 Liquid Pathway
evaluations. Since these ESRP's
would not impose any additional burden
on licensees but rather document
current staff practice in implementing
the interim Commission policy on
Class 9 accidents (F.R. Vol. 45,

,~3 No. 116, pp. 40101-40104) we would
( ) not plan for a formal CRGR review.

!
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II.n.2 Safety / Green RES/DAE/ F. SRB kone None
Note 1

Title ---------------- Obtain Technical Data on the Conditions Inside the TMI-2
Containment Structure

.

Work, Authorization --- TMI Task Action Plan
LRRP, Budget Authorization Documentation*

.

Contract Title ------- None

Contractor Name/
'"

FIN No. ------------ None' -

,

Work Scope ----------- NRC is cooperating with DOE and industry on development
'

of plans and guidance for implementation of research and;

data gathering programs within the TMI-2 containment. These
programs concentrate on retrieving data which characterize

i the progression of the accident and the resulting radiological
' source term for this case. The programs address the

examination of the reactor internals (especially the reactor
core and fuel), the primary system piping and vessel, the

(''g dose reduction effor.t during decontamination, and various<

(_,/ mechanical, electrical and instrumentation equipment. NRC,

primarily provides technical expertise in the program formulation'

and implementation, the programs are generally carried out with
funds from DOE and others.

Affected Documents --- Occasionally update protions of the NOREG-0900 Severe
Accident Research Plan (Jan. 83).

Provide supplementary data to NUREG-0772, Technical Bases
for Estimating Fission Product Behavior During LWR Accidents.

Status --------------- Several dozen information reports have been issued by EG&G
Idaho for DOE as a series of GEND reports numbered GEND-001,
et. seq. (GEND indicated: General Public Utilities, Electric
Power Research Institute, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and
Department of Energy - who are cooperating in a number of
technical working groups to manage the planning.) Current
ef. forts are . concentrating on final plans for TMI-2 core
examination both on-site and off-site. NRC will conduct

'

a series of off-site examinations of selected core materials.,

at a national laboratory.

'N
t.

/ Rev. 0.
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\ v ! '= . N c',;;icn --- La:L cf full funcinc succort fcr 0-ojectec coerations in tne
.

u ''h; s recovery, leanup progra- delay tne avsila:'lity of
c a t.a . An industry supported technical aavisory group is
assisting the utility in the engineering-projects required,
to speed the cleanup effort. Shortages of funding in DOE
and NRC hold down the amount of data that can be retrieved
and examined. Both DOE and NRC are investigating possible
financial support from industry and international interests.

'

Technical Resolution -
'

Milestones Original Current Actual,

Final Core examination plan 04/83 - -

__ .

Head Removal 07/83 - -
-

Task Plan for DOE Sponsored TMI-2 10/83 - -

Programs

Post Head Removal Core Sampling 06/84 - -

.
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I.II.A.1.3(2) -Safety / Green IE . F. G. Pagano None

Title ---------------- Maintain Supplies & Thyroid-Blocking Agent

Work Authorization --- TMI Task Action Plan

Contract, Title'------- None
.

Contractor Name/ -

FIN No. ------------ None

Work Scope ----------- Maintain Supplies & Thyroid-Blocking Agent
(Po' tis's,iuin lodice)

The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)'

will develop recommendations for the use of stable
iodine for thyroid-blocking to determine what amount
of the drug provides an effective dose for thyroid-
blocking, the chemical form which the drug should
be administered, the medical risk in administering

^

the drug to large numbers of people without medical
risk of administering the-drug. The NRC will examine
various accident sce.narios and compare the results of

q - using potassium iodide (KI). FEMA and NRC will develop
a position with regard to the use of KI for thyroidal
blocking by the general public.,

Affected Documents --- None

.

S+ o.us --------------- The DHHS has completed its work and has recommended
the administration of a dose of 130 milligrams of K!
per cay for aduit.s and children older than one year
of age as a safe and effective thyroidal blocking
technique. In addition it has stated that the risk
of the radiation dose to the thyroid exceeds the
medical risk of administering the drug without medical
supervision at a thyroid dose of 25 rem. Sandia
Laboratories completed the cost-benefit study which
showed that the use of KI is not cost beneficial.
NRC and FEMA have recommended the use of KI for
emergency workers, both onsite and offsite as well
as for institutionalized personnel within the 10 mile
EPZ who would be difficult to evacuate. This..

1 recommendation was published in November 1980. AI

draft federal position on the use of KI by the general
|
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D
b zu.'i: as :e.>elcaed in ~ July 1982, tet tne

'G. : .s* 5" c'c not agree a'itr. it anc is puformir;.

anotner stuay.on the cost-Denefit of its use.
When their study is completed, the Commission will
recommend a course of action to FEMA on the public
use of KI.

Problem / Resolution --- None

.

Technical Resolution -
"

Milestones Original Current Actual

Completed Study - - 01/83
. . . -. .

Submit Study to CRGR and EDO - - - 01/31/83
for approval

Submit to ACR5 02/01/83- -

NCRP Revies completed 05/83 - -

Provide a:ditional Milestones 06/83 - -

necessary to complete issue
basedonCommission

v Recommendations
,

s
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| TMI-2 INFORMATION AND EXAMINATION PROGRAM
|

| TMI-2 TASK ACTION PLAN

ISSUE II.H.2
2

-

;

I

R. B. FOULDS

PRESENTATION FOR ACRS

APRIL 29, 1983
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!

I CURRENT DEFUELING SCHEDULE
|
|
'
; I

!
'

!

!

I
i

| Calendar Year
|
; 1983 1984 1985 1986
I I I i
! ' ! i

, ,
,

|

| A
:

' .
Head Lift- '

A
| 7/83 .

,

Plenum Lift A
3rd 0 84

,

Begin Defueling
1/85

A
i

First Fuel Shipment A
3/85

'

: Last Fuel Shipment
9/86 -

,

f
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.
-

;

COMP 0NENTS/ MATERIALS TO BE EXAMINED

: .

.

|
e IN-SITU

GRAB SAMPLES, VISUAL, RADIATION, TOP 0 GRAPHIC'
.

..

0FF-SITE CORE COMP 0NENTS/ MATERIALS * ..
e

3

- FULL STANDING FUEL ASSEMBLIES
;

! .

! - FUEL ASSEMBLY STUBS

- FUEL PELLETS AND RODS

- POIS0N PELLETS AND RODSi

-- ASSEMBLY SPACERS :

- END FITTINGS AND HARDWARE
-

- DEBRIS BED .

- ETC.
-

;

e REACTOR INTERdAL COMPONENTS

- LEAD SCREWS
1

- PLENUM SAMPLES
,

- HEAD SAMPLES

- IN CORE INSTRUMENTATION (TCs, SPNDs)

- 0THER INTERNALS SAMPLES (e.s.. INSTRUENT TUBE PENETRATIONS)

,

-

.

I
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TMI-2 INFORMATION AND EXAMINATION
PROGRAM PRINCIPAL TASKS

.

I.0 Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment Suvivability

2.0 Radiation and Environment

2.1 Fission Product Transport, Deposition and
Environmental Description

2.2 Decontamination / Radiation Dose Reduction
Technology

2.3 Early Containment Penetration and Monitoring

3.0 Radioactive Waste Handling

4.0 Physical Plant Examination

5.0 Data Integration

5.1 Establish Data Bank
5.2 Establish Technical Integrator
5.3 Archive Sample Repository

6.0 Mechanical and Structural Components

6.1 Primary System Pressure Boundary Characterization

6.2 Mechanical Components

7.0 Reactor Core and Fuel

7.1 Criticality Control Study
7.2 Core Damage Assessment and Removal

7.3 Packaging, Shiping, Disposal of Fuel
7.4 Fuel Experiments and Examination

-

O .

.. . - . __ - _ . _
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J

|

t

i Re Title

GEND 002 Facility rwcansa-samanaa Technology Workshop

h
GEND 003 TIAEP Technical Integration Office Ananal Report

GEND 004 Interim Status Report of the TMI Personnel Dosunctry Project

i GEND 005 Characterization of'IMI Unit 2 RB Atmosphere Prior to the Purse

GEND 007 Three Mile Island Unit 2 Core Status hmmary: A Basis for Tool Development3

for Reactor Disassenhiy and Defuebag

i

GEND 008 The Citizens Radiarian Monitoring Program for the TMI Area,

'

1

! GEND 00lp Measurements of 1291 and Radioactive Particulate Concentrations in the Thll-2
Containment Atmosphere Durms and After the Venting

!|
GEND 010 In-Vessel Inspection Before Head Removal: TMI II Phase I (Conceptual

| Vol. I Dev.angun,..)
i

i

_GEND 010
In-Vessel Insp=*aa Before Head Removal: 1MI II Phase H (roolms A Syssess

f .~
Vol. II Demgn)'

J GEND 011 Canister Design Considerations for Packaging of Three Mile Island Unit 2 Damas-
ed Fuel and Debns

r.

GEND 013 TMI-2 Reactor Building Purse--Kr-85 Venting

GEND 014 Fuamination Results of the Three Mile Island Radiation Detector HP-R-211

GEND 016 Accountability Study for TMI-2 Fuel

\
GEND 017 Response of the SPND Measurement System to Temperature During the Three

| .

! Mile Island Unit 2 Accident
|

GEND 018 Nondestructive Techniques for Assaying Fuel Debns in Piping at Three Mile |
.

Island Unit 2; s

i

*
e
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i

j Report Title
__

.I

GEND INF-001 Quick Look Report Entry 1 Three Mile Island Unit 2

| GEND INF-002 Quick Look Report Entry 2 Three Mile Island Unit 2 I

GEND INF-003 Quick Look Report Entry 3 Three Mile Islaarl Unit 2
~

|
-

,

) 1
; GEND INF-004 Qmck Look Report Entry 4 Three Mile Island Unit 2

| GEND INF-005 Quack Look Report Entry 5 Three Mile Island Unit 2

:!
.

GEND INF416 Quack Look Report Entry o "Ibree Mile Island Unit 2
1 s

i GEND INF-007 Quick Look Report Entry 7 Three Mile Island Uni 2t
!

j GEND INF-008 Quick Look Report on HP-RT0211 Multivalued Behavior

|' GEND INF 10 HP-RT-211 Cable Analysis
i

,

] GEND INF Oil First Results on TMI-2 Sump Sample Analysas-Entry 10 '

i GEND INF 015 Preh==ary Characternation of EPICOR 11 Prefuser 16 Liner
|

GEND INF 017 Field Measurements and laserpretations of TMI-2 lastrumentasson:
| Vol. I CF-t-PT3

i-

Vol 11 _ CF-I-PT4 I

.

? !

|
!
,

i
i

!

I

i

|

,

; .

i'
;
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'

0- O O1
-

.

1

!. -

i

J, DATA ACQUISITION PROGRAM - 0FF-SITE -

.

-

i
i
;
'
j .

) INSTRUENTATION AND ELECTRICAL
t

ANALYSES OF SELECTED CABLES, CONNECTORS AND PENETRATIONS FOR SURVIVABILITY.
| e

i

FAILURE MODE AND EFFECTS ANALYSES OF SELECTED CLASS1E EQUIPENT.
! e

.;

RADIATION AND ENVIR.0NENT
-

! ,

|
IN-CONTAINMENT AND PRIMARY SYSTEM SAffLE ANALYSES WITH RESPECT TO FISSION

| e

! PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION AND LOCATION, ACCIDENT DIAGNOSIS AND RETENTION
-

MECHANISMS.

APPLYING TMI RESULTS TO SOURCE TERM CODE VERIFICATION, SIMILAR TO NRC-DOEe

COOPERATION IN llYDR0 GEN BURN AREA.

'

.

*.e e

_ _ _
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~

O- O O
.

,

'

PRESENT PROGRAM - OVERVIEW SCHEDULE *

EXAMINATIONS FY '83 FY '84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 FY '88

PRIOR TO DEFUELING- mmmmmmm - --mem seum.

|CCTV INSPECTIONS.

CORE DEBRIS SAMPLES

CORE TOP 0 GRAPHY

| ,,,,,,,, ,, ,, ,,,,DURING DEFUELING-

CCTV INSPECTIONS & PHOTOGRAPHY
"

CORE TOP 0 GRAPHY AS NEEDED .

'

CORE SAMPLES

0FF-SITE CORE EXAMINATION- _,,,,,,,,,,--

FUEL ASSEMBLIES, INDIVIDUAL!

COMPONENTS, DEBRIS, ETC.

.

OTHER REACTOR INTERNALS- ...----.. - - ..- - --

LEAD SCREW, PLENUM, HEAD

SAMPLES, ETC.

* ASSUMES DEFUELING IN CY 1985.

..
,

e '

- _ - _ - - - _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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!. O O O

; I. SOURCE TERM PROGRAM SUPPORT

A. DETERMINE THE INVENTORY OF FISSION PRODUCTS IN CORE, UPPER AND-

LOWER PLENUM, HEAD REGION, AND PRIMARY SYSTEM PIPING TO D0 A

j MASS BALANCE AND DEDUCE THE INVENTORY AVAILABLE FOR RELEASE TO
,

! THE ENVIRONMENT.
,

j B. MEASURE PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL FORMS OF FISSION PRODUCT SPECIES T0

i UNDERSTAND FISSION PRODUCT BEHAVIOR...

!

i

!

:
!

!

.

9

,9

?

, , W* .# e e. .y,
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-

o

I
i

II. CORE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT

A. DESCRIBE THE CONFIGURATION OF THE CORE TO DETERMIllE FLOW-

CHARACTERISTICS AND COOLING MECHANISMS.

; B. PERFORM MASS BALANCE ON OXIDIZED MATERIALS TO DETERMINE AMOUNT

OF HYDROGEN PRODUCED.

C; MAP MAXIMUM TEMPERATURES IN CORE, UPPER PLENUM, AND OTHER REGIONS

i 0F PRIMARY SYSTEM TO DETERMINE PR0XIMITY T0 f8ELTING POINTS.

!

D. DETERMINE LOCATION AND FORM OF POISON MATERIALS TO EVALUATE

| POTENTIAL FOR RECRITICALITY, STRUCTURAL CHANGES, BLOCKAGES AND

| CONTRIBUTION TO AEROSOLS.
1

E. DESCRIBE C0!!DITION OF CORE INSTRUMFNTS AND DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE

OF THEIR READINGS DURING THE COURSE OF THE ACCIDENT.

.

..
.

...._.n. ._
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__.. . . . . . _ _
,
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,

i u

i

!
1

'

! III. CHAPTER-15 INFORMATION

!

j A. MEASURE CLADDING STRAIN AND FLOW AREA REDUCTION TO COMPARE WITH

j CURRENT LICENSING METHODS.
1

|
!
i

|

| -

!
4

i
!

i
,

!

i
)
!

! !

!

!
;

i

i

|

| 1

4

I
:

!
4 e

1
'

1

L
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TMI-2 CORE EXAMINATION

MAJOR NUCLEAR SAFETY ISSUES
:

)
i o FISSION PRODUCT RELEASE, TRANSPORT, AND DEPOSITION

o CORE C00 LABILITY / UNDERSTANDING DAMAGE PROCESSES OF CORE AND INTERNALS

o CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY / CONFIRMING H2 PRODUCTION; ASSESSING OTHER THREATS TO

CONTAINMENT
'

,

j o RECRITICALLITY/ SEGREGATION OF FUEL AND CONTROL MATERIALS

'

o FUEL CLADDING BEHAVIOR DURING LOCA

|

|

|

|

.i
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, ;

.

! APPLICATION OF RESULTS |

i
!

f e SOURCE TERM ANALYSIS
;

: e IFROVEENTS IN RELIABILITY OF REACTOR AND SYSTEMS ESIGN,

t OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE.
,

e ACCIDENT PROPAGATION AND MITIGATION ANALYSES

e DEGRADED CORE ANALYSES AND RULEMAKING
.

e IMPROVEENTS TO OTHER REGULATORY REQUIREENTS AND

CRITERIA
<

e

L

. . _
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TMI-2 CORE EXAMINATION RECOMMENDED PRIORITIES !

1

CRITICAL VERY HIGH HIGH

DAMAGED FUEL ASSEMBLIES CONTROL R0D LEADSCREWS CONTROL R0D GUIDE TUBE
,

ASSEMBLIES .

[ LOOSE DEBRIS SPECIMENS SPLIT TUBE SECTIONS CONTROL R0D SPIDERS

b CRUST DEBRIS SPECIMENS FUEL STUB ASSEMBLIES FUEL ASSEMBLY END FITTINGS

GENERAL CONDITION 0F INTACT FUEL ASSEMBLIES

THE REACTOR VESSELi

i AND CORE

FILTER DEBRIS
o

L
DEBRIS FROM REACTOR'

COOLANT SYSTEM

l
!

!

.

h
. _ _
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! O O O
TMI-2 CORE EXAMINATION RECOMMENDED PRIORITIES:

i LOWMODERATE

4

i UPPER LEAD SCREW GUIDE SLEEVES PLENUM COVER DEBRIS

!.

RADIATION MAPPING 0F PLENUM PLENUM COVER SPECIMENS

i

s

! LOOSE DEBRIS FROM LOWER VESSEL
'

:

CORE FORMER WALL

!
!

|
|| -

||

||

!-

l

|

'

4

'f .

!,

'
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