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Soned December 31, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert B, Minogue, Director

0ffice of Nuclear Regulatory Research

FROM: Frank P, Gillespie, Director
Division of Risk Analysis and Operations
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
SUBJECT: STATUS OF RULEMAKING ACTIVITIES*

Below is an updated highlight report on the status of major rulemaking actions
and related activities underway in the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
as of December 31, 1985.
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Decommissioning Criteria for Nuclear Facilities (Parts 30, 40, 50, 51,

As requested by the EDO, the staff is exploring the role of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and Public Utility Commissions (PUCs)
in dealing with the economic issues, in order to relieve NRC from dealing
any more than possible in an area with which it is not familiar. A draft
options paper was prepared and reviewed at DET level. A revised paper is
now in preparation.

Primary Reactor Containment Leakage Testing for Water-Cooled Power
Reactors (part 50) [Appendix J)

Backfit rule requirements for the rulemaking are being clarified by ELD.
Concurrence comments are being incorporated into the Commission package
and being retyped by CRESS.

Licensing Requirements for the Storage of Spent Fuel and High-Level
Rai‘oacfive aaste (Part 72)

EDO sent the rule package to the Commission on November 25, 1985. Staff
is awaiting notification by the Secretarﬁ as to Commission actfon. On
December lg. 1985, SP suggested to John Davis, NMSS, inclusion of a
section on State and Tribal participation in the MRS licensing review.
ELD has b:en asked to advise Mr. Davis as to the need for this addition
to the rule.

#Ttems that were changed from the previous week have been flagged.
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Robert B. Minogue 2 December 31, 1985

Emergency Core Cooling Systems; Revisions to Acceptance Criteria
!Part T0 !Kppenaix K!

A meeting was held between NRR and RES staff on November 8, 1985, to
resolve technical differences concerning the rule and the associated
regulatory guide. It was agreed that the 95 percent certainty limit
would not be specifically mentioned in the rule. Rather, the rule would
refer to "a high degree of certainty." The nccompanying discussion would
elaborate on this and mention the 95 percent certainty limit. The regula-
tory guide would then describe an acceptable method for achieving this
degree of certainty. NRR would be provided with technical documents that
describe in detail specific codes, models or methods referenced in the
regulatory guide, so that they may perform an evaluation regarding
acceptability. NRR formal comments have still not been received and
there still appears to be difficulty within the NRR staff in reaching 2
consensus; different NRR divisfons are making conflicting comments.

A revised Federal Register notice and Commission paper has been prepared
censidering the unofficial NRR comments and has been resubmitted to NRR
and ELD for formal review and comment.

Modifications to GDC 4 Requirements for Protection Against Postulated
Pipe Ruptures (Part 50)

The final limited scope rule is still under review by the EDO. The broad
scope rule was revised to give greater detail on acceptance criteria to
be used in implementing this rule.

Limiting the Use of Mighly Enriched Uranifum in Domestic Research
and Test Reactors (Part 50)

Both OPE and OGC have been contacted regarding desired Commission changes
to the HEU/LEU rule. RES staff will meet with these offices to coordi-
nate changes. This meeting is tentatively scheduled for the week of
December 30, 1985.

Emergency Preparedness for Fuel Cycle and Other Radioactive Materials
[Tcensees (Parts 30, 40, 70)

CRGR considered the rule on November 27, 1985, and voted in favor of
rulemaking by a vote of 4 to 3 (Ross, Mausshardt, Jordan, Bernero in
favor; Stello, Scinto, Ippolito opposed). However, the minutes of the
meeting are expected to indicate that everyone agreed that the rule is
not justified technically (by a criterion such as $1000/man-rem) but is
favored because of policy issues.
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10.

1.

Consideration of Earthquakes in the Context of Emergency Preparedness

]Purt o0)

The final rulemaking package was signed by the EDO on August 20, 1985. A
Commission meeting was held on September 9, 1985. The Commission is
expected to give the staff further instruction. An ACRS meeting was held
on October 9, 1985. This meeting was held at the Commission's request in
order to discuss SELY-85-283, ACRS input for this rulemaking was
provided to the Cormission on October 17, 1985. In accordance with
Commissioner Asselstine's request, OGC has developed a position on
reproposing the rule due to new arguments being gresented in the current
paper. This is being discussed between OGC and LD to identify any
differences with this position. On November 7, 1985, the ACRS discussed
their comments on this issue with the Commission and fully supported the
staff's proposed final rule outlined in SECY-85-283.

On December 4, 1985, the Chairman requested OPE to provide insight on the
positions taken by the staff and the ACRS relative to SECY-85-283. The
staff (RES and 1E) are working with OPE to develop a position that do-s
not focus on the frequency of the natural phenomena but on the
codification of elements in an emergency plan that assures the necessary
flexibility that can assist emergency planners in the event of any
natural phenomena regardless of the specific phenomena and its
probability.

Licenses and Radiation Sifety Requirements for Well Logging Operations

The staff met on Decemver 16, 1985, to discuss resolution of public
comments. This was the eight: meeting and concluded these discussions.
A11 {ssues seem to be generzlly resolved. A draft final rule is
scheduled to be sent for division review on January 15, 1986.

Procedural Amendments Dea'ir, with Site Characterization and the
Participation of Stai-. and “Fdian Tribes in the Siting and

veTopment of High Leve! Wa.te Geologic Repositories (Part 60)

Final amendments were transmitted to the Commission for affirmation in
SECY-85-333, dated October 21, 1985.

Standards for Protection Against Radfation (Part 20)

The Federal Register notice of proposed rulemaking for 10 CFR Part 20 was
published in the Federal Register on December 20, 1985, for a 120-day
public comment period.
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Other Related Issues

~13.

Severe Accident Risk Assessment

Ne?otiations have been ongoing with NRR, DAE, and DET to develop a more
fully integrated approach for establishing reasonable ranges and degrees
of belief for the major risk uncertainties in the NUREG-1150 reference
plant analyses. The outcome of these negotiations likely will be that
NRR will pick up responsibility for three more of the issue papers
(core-concrete, direct heating, and hydrogen preduction); and teams will
be established for each issue consisting of representatives from RES,
NRR, and contractors. A series of checks and balances will be
established to assure that all available technical information will be
reasonably displayed and that the views of all team members will be
heard; and the mechanism for review and approval of the resulting
position papers will include the cognizant RES and NRR branch chiefs and
division directors, as well as the SARP Senfor Review Group. This
process not only should improve the quality of and the NRC consensus on
these position papers, but it should also enhance consistency between
NUREG-1150, the revised NUREG-0956, and the supplement to NUREG-0900.

Risk Effectiveness of LWR Regulatory Requirements

'\1‘ .

A meeting was held on December 17 and 18, 1985, at PNL in Richland,
Washington, between the RES program manager and PNL staff to discuss the
completion of FY 1985 tasks and the initiation of FY 1986 tasks. It was
tentatively agreed that: (1) final reports for FY 1985 tasks will be
submitted to NRC for review before the end of February 1986, and (2) PNL
staff will complete detailed work plans for all regulatory areas selected
for FY 1986 and will present these plans to NRC staff at Headquarters for
comment during mid February 1986.

Shipping Cask Response to Severe Transportation Accidents--Modal Study

A meeting was held on December 18-19, 1985, at LLNL to discuss NRC
comments on draft sections of the Engineering Report on the above
subject. Recommended outlines for two sections were developed and given
to LLNL for their consideration. Agreement was reached that a third
section discussing potential radiological effects resulting from
transportation accidents would be rewritten since the presentation was
based on a misinterpretation of a referenced NRC document. Significant
work sti11 needs to be completed within the constraints of the remaining
half of the allocated funding. The latest schedule indicates completion
of the draft final report in mid-February--a 2-month s1ippage from the
original schedule. A trip report on the meeting has been prepared.
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15. Pressurized Thermal Shock

/ Brian Sheron has concurred for NRR on the PTS regulatory guide, and has
* returned the guide to RES to publish for public comment.

Ron Hernon, the NRR 1iaison with ACRS, and Paul Shewmon discussec NRR's
proposed review of the guide. Dr. Shewmon has agreed to schedule the
ACRS subcommittee meeting to review the guide during the public com *nt
period.

16. Status of RES Independent Reviews

At this time, the Rulemaking Control Section estimates that the EDO will
review RES independent recommendations for 64 rulemakings in FY 1986. As
of December 31, 1985, the EDO has approved 8 rulemakings for
continuation, 3 for termination, and has 3 rulemakings under review. In
the period January 1986 through September 1986, the EDO will recefve RES
independent recommendations for 50 additional rulemakings.

RES has 13 rulemakings in hand for independent review, of which 5 are new
proposed rulemakings for initiation, 2 are ongoing rulemakings for
termination, 1 1s an ongoing rulemaking for continuation, and 5 are
ongoing rulemakings for annual review. In the period Januar{ 1986
through September 1986, RES will receive an additional 37 rulemakings for
independent review. The status report of rulemakings reviewed by the RES
independent review board and approved/disapproved by the EDO for FY 1986

is attached.
Division of Risk/Analysis and Operations
0ffice of Nuclear Regulatory Research
Attachments:
As stated
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RULEMAKINGS REVIEWED BY RES INDEPENDENT REVIEW BOARD AND

APPROVED/DISAPPROVED BY EDO FOR FY 1986

Spon
Title of Rulemaking Ofc

Status of Review

12/31/85

Date FYB6 Date of
Ind Review FYB6 EDO
Completed Approval

Approved for Continuation by EDO

80.

71,

22,

77.

76.

72.

73.

74.

Licensing of Sources and
%\)Mces (Parts 30, 32, 40,

Mandatory Property Insurance SP
for Decontamination of
Nuclear Facilities (Part 50)

General Design Criterion on NRR
Human Factors (Part 50)
Personnel Access NMSS
Authorization Program (Part

of Insider Package) (Parts

50, 73)

Miscellaneous Amendments to IP
10 CFR Part 110
Nondiscrimination on the SDBU
Basis of Handicap in Nuclear
Regulatory Commission
Programs (Part 4)
Nondiscrimination on Basis SDBU
of Age in Federally Assisted
Commission Programs (Part 4)
Nondiscrimination on the SDRU
Basis of Sex - Title IX of

the Education Amendments of

1972, as Amended (Part 4)

Under Review by EDO

84,

Design and Other Changes in IE
Nuclear Power Plant

Facilities After Issuance of
gggstruction Permit (Part

Notification of NRC of Cases RES
of Rankruptcy Filing (Parts
30, 40, 61, 70, 72)

NMSS Initial review

completed

Annual review
completed

Annual review
completed

Annual review
completed

Annual review
completed

Annual review
completed

Annual review
completed

Annual review
completed

Memo RES to EDO
dispatched December

19, 1985

Memo RES to EDO
dispatched November

26, 1985

10/01/85

10/21/85%5

06/04/85

09/20/85

09/18/85

08/22/85

08/22/85

08/22/85

12/19/85

11/26/85

11/29/85

11/27/85

10/21/85

10/16/85

10/08/85

10/08/85

10/08/85

10/08/85

/!

/7

Al4S
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12/31/85

Date FYB6 Date of

Spon Ind Review FYB6 EDO
¢ Title of Rulemaking 0fc Status of Review Completed Aporoval
53. Safety Requirements for RES Memo RES to EDO 11/12/85 !/ /

Industrial Radiographic
Exposure Cevices (Part 34)

In Hand for RES Independent Review

81.

—

83.

68.

Requirements for 2ossession NMSS
of)lndustrial Gauges (Part
31

Residual Radioactive RES
Contamination Limits for
Decoomissioning (Part 20)

Security Requirements for NMSS
Category I1 Material at
Fixed Sites (Part 73)

Protection of Contractor RES
Employees (Part 50)

. Extension of Criminal RES

Penalties (Part 50)

Primary Reactor Containment RES
Leakage Testing for
Water-Cooled Power Reactors
(Part 50)

dispatched November

12, 1985

Memo RES to EDO !/ / !/ /
beina revised by

staff

Revised mamo RES to !/ / !/ /

EDO submitted to RES
for signature on
December 17, 1985,
RES 1s withdrawing
this rule from the
RA per memo Minogue
to Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

HFSGB 1s conducting !/ 1/ !/ /
initial RES
independent review

Memo RES to EDO I} !/ 1
awaiting outcome of
other actions. The
staff is
recommending that
the Cormission
withdraw this
proposed rule. Ref:
memo Minogue to
Dircks dated Decembr
27, 1985

Memo RES to EDO !/ / g . ¥
awaiting outcome of

other actions, RES

is withdrawing this

rule from the RA per

memo Minogue to

Dircks dated

Pecember 27, 1985

Revised memo RES to / / Fof
EDO submitted to

Chairman, RIRR, for

concurrence on

December 16, 1985

Alas
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Status of Review

12/31/85

Date FYB6 Date of
Ind Review FYB6 EDOD
Completed Approval

1.

10.

. Physical Protection

Spon
Title of Rulemaking 0fc
Physician's Use of NMSS

Radioactive Drugs (Part 35)

. Seismic and Geologic Siting RES

Criteria for Nuclear Power
Plants (Part 100)

NMSS
Requirements for Independent
Spent Fuel Storage

ln;tal1ations (1SFSIs) (Part

73

., Export of Tritium (Part 110) IP

. Broad Scope Modification of RES

General Design Criterion 4
Requirements for Protection
Against Dynamic Effects of
Postulated Pipe Rupture
(Part 50)

Materifal Balance Reports NMSS
(Parts 40, 70, 150)

Financial Responsibility of NMSS
Materials Licensees for

Cleanup After Accidental and
Unexpected Releases (Parts

30, 40, 61, 70, 72)

Annual RES
independent review
assigned to
DRPES--will be
conducted when NMSS
circulates final
rule for divison
review

RIRB package
distributed December
9, 1985 for voting.
RES is withdrawing
this rule from the
RA per memo Minogue
to Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

HFSB {1s conducting
annual RES
i{ndependent review

Office review
inadequate. Waiting
for more information
from 1P,

Annual RES review
package to Chairman,
RIRB, for
concurrence on
Decemeber 18, 1985

Annual RES
independent review
being conducted by
HFSB

Memo RES to EDO
submitted to
Chairman, RIRB, for
concurrence on
December 16, 1985

/! /1
/1 /7
/7 /7
A /1
/7 /7
/1 /1
/1 /1

Alas
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Title of Rulemaking

12/31/85

Date FYB6 Date of
Spon Ind Review FYB86 EDO
0fc Status of Review Completed Approval

To Re Received

7. Communications Procedures

11. Licenses and Radiation
Safety Requirements for Well
Logging Operations (Part 39)

17.

3.

51.

Amendments (Part 50)

Special Nuclear Material
Physical Inventory Summar
Reports (Parts 51, 70, 74

Conforming Amendments to
Prenotification, Quality
Assurance, and Package
Monitoring Requirements

(Parts 20, 71)

Reporting Requirements for
Safequards Events (Parts 70,

72, 73, 74)

Criteria for an
Extraordinary Nuclear
Occurrence (Part 140)

ADM Annual review due !/ / F 9
11/85. Memo sent to
P. Norry, ADM, on
October 25, 1985
requesting annual
review package

RES Annua) review due !/ / !/ /
11/85. Reviewer
informed.

RES Annual review due / / !/ /
11/85. Reviewer
informed.

RES Annual review due !/ 1/ !/ /
02/86. Note
requesting annual
review sent to
reviewer on December
3, 1985, Rule is
being withdrawn from
the RA per memo
Minogue to Dircks
dated December 27,
1985

NMSS Annual review due !/ / / 1/
02/86. Memo sent to
J. Davis, NMSS, on
Necember 11, 1985
requesting annual
review package

RES Annua) review due !/ / / /
N3/86, Memo sent to
K. Goller, RES, on
December 11, 1985
requesting annual
review package

Alas
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12/31/85

Date FYB6 Date of

63.

Governina the Siting of
Nuclear Power Reactors
(Parts 50, 51, 100)

Decommissioning Criteria for RES
Nuclear Facilities (Parts
30, 40, 50, 51, 70, 71)
Licensing and Regulatory RES
Policy and Procedures for
Environmental Protection:
Alternative Site Reviews

(Parts 2, 50, 51)

Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO
¢ Title of Rulemaking 0‘c Status of Review Completed Approval
33. Standards for Protection RES Annual review due !/ / !/ /

Against Radiation (Part 20) 03/86. Memo sent to
K. Goller, RES, on
December 11, 1985
requesting annual
review package
25, Proposed Revisions to the 1E  Annual review due !/ ] !/ /
Criteria and Procedures for 03/86. Memo sent to
the Reporting of Defects and J. Taylor, IE, on
Noncompliance (Parts_21, 50) December 11, 1985
requesting annual
review package
34, Definition of High-Level RES Annual review due ¥ /7
Radioactive Waste (HLW) in 04/86
10 CFR Part 60 (Part 60)
35, Disposal of High-Level RES Annual review due !/ 1/ !/ /
Radioactive Wastes in 04/86
Geologic Repositories:
Procedural Amendments (Part
60)
i b8, Modification of the Policy RES Annual review due g -4 !/ /
g7  nd Requlatory Practice 04/86. RES is

withdrawing this
rule from the RA per
memo Minogue to
Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

Annual review due / !/ 1/
04/86

Annual review due !/ / !/ /
04/86., RES is

withdrawing this
rule from the RA per
memo Minogue to
Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

Al4s
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12/31/85

Date FYB6 Date of

Implementation of Nat'l
Security Decision Directive
(NSDD) 84, “"Safeguarding
Nat'l Security Information”
(Part 25)

Spon nd Review FYBE EfD
© Title of Rulemaking 0fc Status of Review Completed Appro.]
43, Misce)llaneous Amendments NMSS Annual review due !/ / !/ /

Concerning Physical 04/86
Protection of Nuclear Power
Plants (Part of Insider Rule
Package) (Part 73)
-32. Refinement of Emergency RES Annual review due !/ / !/ /
Planning Regulations (Part 04/86. RES fis
50) withdrawing this
rule from the RA per
memo Minogue to
Dircks dated
December 27, 1985
20. Rule to Amend the RES Annual review due  F !/ /
Transportation Provisions 04/86
Pertaining to the Shipment
of Low Specific Activit
(LSA) Material (Part 71
36. Licensing Requirements for RES Annual review due /! !/ 1/
the Storage of Spent Fuel 04/86
and High-Level Radioactive
Waste ?Parts 2, 19, 20, 21,
51, 70, 72, 73, 75, 150)
37. Part 51: Conforming ELD Annual review due !/ 1/ !/ /
Amendments (Parts 51, 60) 04/86
- §6. Station Blackout (Part 50) NRR Annual review due / ! !/ /
05/86 .
40. Financia) Responsibility NMSS Annual review due ! !/ /
Standards for Long Term Care 05/86
for Low Level Waste Disposal
Sites (Parts 30, 40, 61, 70,
72)
61. Access Authorization for ADM Annual review due !/ / !/ /
Licensee Personnel: 05/86

£oias



Page 7 12/31/85
Date FYB6 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO
- Title of Rulemaking 0fc Status of Review Completed Approval
46. Modification of Protection NMSS Annual review due !/ / !/ /
Requirements for Sgent Fuel 05/86
Shipments (Part 73
42. Uranium Mill Tailings NMSS Annual review due !/ 1/ /7
Regulations: Ground Water 05/86
Protection and Other Issues
(Part 40)
59. Deletion of the Unusual RES Annual review due /! /!
Event Emergency 06/86
Classification (Part 50)
38. Radiation Surveys and RES Annual review due !/ / !/ 1/
In-House Inspection Systems 06/86
in Radiography (Part 34)
67. Emergency Core Cooling RES Annual review due !/ / !/
Systems: Revisions to 06/86
Acceptance Criteria (Part
50)
24, Emergency Preparedness for RES Annual review due / !/
Fuel Cycle and Other 06/86
Radioactive Materials
Licensees (Parts 30, 40, 70)
62. Nuclear Regulatory ADM Annual review due - !/ 1/
Commission Acquisition 06/86
Regulations (48 CFR Part 20)
50, Material Control and NMSS Annual review due !/ !/ /
Accounting Requirements for 06/86
Licensees Possessing Formula
Quantities of Strategic
Special Nuclear Material
(Part 70)
68, Technical Specifications for NRR Annual review due !/ !/ /
Nuclear Power Reactors (Part 06/86
50)
41. Searches of Individuals at NMSS Annual review due i !/
Power Reactor Facilities 06/86
Part of Insider Package)
Part 73)

Aras
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Date FYB6 Date of
Spon Ind Review FYB86 EDO

¢ Title of Rulemaking 0fc Status of Peview Completed Approval

49, Safeguards Requirements for NMSS Annual review due !/ 1/ !/ /
Nonpower Reactor Licensees 07/86
Possessing Formula
Quantities of Strategic
Special Nuclear Material
(Parts 50, 70, 73)

55, Improved Personnel Dosimeter RES Annual review due r !/ /
Processing (Part 20) 07/86

79. Elimination of RES Annua) review due !/ / !/ /
Inconsistencies between NRC 08/86
Regulations and EPA
Standards (Part 60)

57. Operator's Licenses (Parts NRR Annual review due !/ / ' X
50, 55) 08/86

78, Consideration of Earthquakes RES Annual review due o !/
in the Context of Emergency 08/86
Preparedness (Part 50)

60. Adjustment to Fee Schedule ADM Annual review due !/ / /!
Publication (Part 25) 09/86

f14s
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1 £112 woU o “Te v o sre, it doesn't mislead to incorrect conciusions,
Afve cAN b wecn b evaluste the margin oF safety., This wili countar some
G 1A pedurtice 1n margin that 1e i1dentified in the documentat:on “e W
Moot T That walld bw Jdifficult to establish in total, but sclectss

1 . MBS AT cowid be easily quantified.

Cr. thae nogatyys side, what about the tendency to use the rulse o 095140
kill o sendrr use the new rule to accomplish a significant reduction in
gr v injesticn puep sire, for example, thereby removing a significant
g&ipty margin 270 accident mitigstion fFlexibility™ Wheres is this

The tmpact of the rule on new plants and their cesign i3 not

consgianred™
agcressed, Thais 18 an 1mportant area.

NFR previously igentified failure to give credit to non—-NRC research.
Although the situation is i1mproved, further effort 18 necessary.
Examples”™ The Westinghouse operated experimental facilities referenced
for FWR reflcod work appear to be NRC facilities in the documentation. ’
The General Electric operated BWR LOCA facilities similarly appear to be
NRC facilities. Has EFR! done anything of significance” Obviousiy, the
response 1s positive. Where is it recognized” The prejudice in fa.or of

AIAG

NRC funded wor 'k remains.,

e e Ml e - —
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ve T servati e 0 generally tested in terms of temperature, and comparisons
grc mede on tols rasis. This is o significant comparatise item only for
lerce breal LOZ. 't is of secondary concern in the real world of small
Lrcer LOCA, where a .ewpersture rise is encountercd only i1f the core is
sigaficantly unco.arad, end the initial test of how far one i1s away from
trounl® 18 how muth waler woyers the core &nd whet 1s the trend in water
jevzl., Further, any ane test, in and of itself, mey be misiaading.
Eevera: tie tecosssry, for a Lomplete evaluetion,

)

4. Cth L8l Ons B ci*ar arawn whizch appear to be graeralities, which #ve
irctcarest, o s aeh are stronger thaen warranteu. ok of the Line thesne
Fow greanrsem aybhawk bacikup, Other euanples exish wherg the condiusior
& o 5 138 rom the 4doundelion material, or whern the wrilsr has
Boare aa s L limited sompling. We must be assurren «oelvete proo’ 15
DN nete K 3 wit al e 10 meintain cregibility, end we avsi elisinate he
fugey snd incorrect conclusions, This is agddrssses in & nwnter of gplacer
in ay detail comments. .

o Thie UBCUMENLALICE I® URNELPESSrily wordy ont difficult to reeu. Typical
{8 Jgele Gf gt us AWt e ‘very" and “"extraesely", which go not strangiben

the repov: . v Whis respect, I have made no attompt Lo edit the «oirk,
e Mans times conment only once on a problem which exists throughout Lhe

gocumeirLet e,

The cucumenl thet contains technical background and justificetion for nan, of
the conciusions was nNot provido& with the package. That gocument 1s & ke,
item in iz revision package, and many of my comments may be unnecescar; whnen
the techrmical document becomes available. Another key i1tem, the Reg. Cuide,
is miseing. This wa: part of the previous pachage, encd waw & sigraficent

protiem area. Tha proposed revision package is not conplete,



- ’“._......... e~ e —————— —— e —— C o —— A ————— . . me.
, . . o DR I ----.--‘------—. - - —--.-”o.v“-.oaco.‘-

R T JERERRS—— e PR AR RN TR R R TR RN —

- -

i ®
Seds 5

Biginy

Fa e

&.

-4

oA

ITE S BAS TOSIHTNT T THE RULE PACKAGE
cinodbg SQEslss.soslil Doall Hedd.
it Soveral crue luklons provided. Reterences are needed. ke should be
o ttheze concl siong are subsztontiasted.
IRAT ' : luosions cre true 310 gener &1 only for l.rge brest
e T AT Whn ma, Kot Causad Core uncovery, anc thorc
\
wi 1l v bt 7 ere Letwoen EM and EF where this is the co=s.
Stmer 2w il Boes. LTWA: may not uncovar in BE, but may encounte~
g4 4 ) E EDETE S Sinte the phengaens aav 28 mifiereat,
: gt zvm the conslusion is best shown “i1a ons LOFT
> v {4 e vdw d B g T elne wonder how much of the ot "dere ~e
{é ¥ - = g (such &5 the upper plenum SUnping welsr
whii'h 35 not & camle oo the FWN O of interest here. Turther , hiw 005
LOFT apply to BLR' 2" .
Thoe teowperabtires w®le 18 &l30 t.tical of many pleces wohere ww heve
el Cie a2 i anctze, ard stiem to use 1t as “"the' test of
coimer vatisn W=t 1% teasly happening is we are in Lhe vicimty of e
' S Ty CH" . Whet ar we arc near the bottom or naesr the top way
e &7 Yittl. farurtance if we ve fallen over the edge. The reel interest

i3 hone For we e fram the edge so that we won't fall off .in the first

Uf.set Some conditions, temperature is a falr indicetior of

iros *ne stesp part of the cliff, although I prefer not to use

ploces
distanze
cther conditiuns, temperature will simply tell you thast

i t C\lc'vl:.'. ‘.thdt‘r

yOu're orn the wa, to the bottom of the cliff. Whether you crash wili

depend upon bLiher consigderations.
& statement such as "Thess restrictions may be preventing optimal

operation of sone plants.” reaily doesn 't add anything. I+ we can’'t be

more positive in & licensing justification, it doesrn 't belong in the

first place.

Raferences pertinent to tne actions should be provided. This 1g @

general comment applicable to a number of locations in the document.

kAl
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& Some rlAance would continue to be unnecessariliy restricted in

epetetiwn By toe cwrrent ruile.” Fact or postulate® Can we back this up”®

"ze Many licensces would continue to seeb...." Do we know this? Can-it

Le substantisted”™ Hes il been bappening”
In resncrag *o the Sand written commant on including data in the rule, 1
Ju nul belie tiiie wise., We should atteapt o0 write the rule in such @
way as to nok wecome obszocleta. Inclucing spucitic date could viclate
this. Including ¢ reguirement Lthet the dele be sccepteltle Lo the stef

does not. windance or sllustrations nf acceptability beleng 1n a Reg.,

Cuice wiar v Lwwlieve sach guidance Lo be nec@ssary. Similar cowarnts
appls to cocrsiations or spesific calcuiation techniques, such &%

- L el LS

fim &0 exeémple wy oy resonmended approach philosophy, I sugges=t raplecing

“"{(1) A gcata base now exists that supports relarcation of the ECCS rule."
with “(i) &~ deta pDase now exists that supports ggglilgggigﬁ of the ECCE
ruvle.’ What | m suvyugesting 1e an approsch that emphesizes the protectior
0f the healan and safety of the public through better understanging and
represeniation. ©f plant behsavior while simulteneously removing
unnecessary restrictions. We have not addressed the first part of the
suguested approsch 1n what 1 have reviewed., 1s there & resson for this
which leaas to rejsction of a balanced approach?

Eee avove comments in regard to incorrect restriction to large LOCA and

lack of identification with ennhancement of public health and safety.

Note the wortls " ... should ensure a negiigible risk ...." This 1s

weak with respect to justification for a rule change”
Good. We have an example of the new rule contributing toc increasec
safety. There are many more. What I'm after 1s a balenced ajproach that

provides both sides. What we h;v‘ is emphesis on erosion of margin.

1 do not believe the estimates on impact on staff resources. The real

A 146

world will not be this kind.
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- Firive comnente o subtstantietion of conclusicnes, the slant of the

Sppr3ant, racogniticon of othors, tests of conserv-tissm,; and appiicebility

&1 ‘i Fisa s 4 | ] Litg s M@ o@ Llhr el .
‘
e WiaEt 18 Y L., & vEry Snall nume e of applicatle data ..6"7 Bugoost
Vel O ivge 18 TEtw et tie correct ~ord. 1 thonmic Walster would
V5 i . ' $ $ ¥ o (e | nF o 54 3
E. Fi jrale HEY Ciriacient oo & Tanclion of reflocd rate. paranatric in
cime, wou'd we mnce effeciive in 1liustrating the poiat.
1G. 1 sarce willh the nete to rewrite the section. ]

11. & axplanation cf wh? fzotrote 7 is applicable to the (579 standard would

4 - ——

be ticlpful Puuce tie re’erence is deated in 1907,

12, The test and App=2ndis K refearenca the 1571 standard. how does the
i372 standard meet tlhe reguirements”
13. Th2 siscussion 1s repeditive. ‘

Note the discussion of significant teapersiures may he &spol:cable only te
large breals, whercaz the Rule adaresses all bresbks.

14, mat is a 42% A experiment”™ Whaet 15 BT What temperature difference”
What 13 X? 1.e., define the terms. Ditto other parts of the

dccumentation.

21. "aAnother key finding of the LOFT program was that the actual nuclear fuel

rods which were used in LOFT behave differently from the electrical

heater rods used to simulate nuclear rods in other tests." Anycne with
g an ounce of sense in the heat transfer field knew this and was including
. the knowledge in analyses prior to the LOFT findings. 1I've never A’A(_'



P

A s n o — - P—
| e ——— - T L i L e ‘- —— . R T T P e Eh e T TN TeS YT e =

B

&
imtler sroo? Woy this was treated as such & surprise, nor why 50 much
LA Eation was prepared, 1 can make similar comments on the intluence
o Jae N @ Tuel rod, althouoh here the phenomena arec difficult to
cutputea, and invectigations to obtain gquantitative behavior are more

vésuables

e L “"phenomera” 1w singular.

Iz subotantiation availatle for "... cooling ih &n actual CWF i erpected
t Setier thans even theat obaerved in small test facilities.”

L]

€2t tians=ic- coefficients determinec from large-bresk LOCA sanulations

T Tis Aare shown ko be m Larger than that sSpecitls In ApLsndi
T e gms ubstentiste this conclumion for the first 20 seconds where
R it O S o R Flease alsd e plaitn how the tesi. dat- comparu +or
S L ot se"ChQas

1 ve none througn @ number of figures without commenting orr the lack of
gel.n.tions. Wnat is & WRAPT & WNERNT
-

A SRR .t b

Ine REurera computer code is & one-cimensional code which nhas gained

pupularit, for use in evaluations of cne-dimensional experiments and #or
othir epplications where nultidimensicnal effects are not important.”
TAi3 is mislaading. We've applied one dimensicral cedes for years to
spplicetions where multi-damensionality is very 1aportant, and we 've had
considerab.e success. The ley is whether the multi-dimensionality can be
seperated 1nto one—dimensibnal paths or whelher 1t cern be suitebly
approrimated at a small number of locations while using the one
dimensional capability elsewhere.

I note the temperature comparison is good to within only a 100% error!
This comperison doesn’ 't come even close to showing that we understand

what i1s going on.

1’11 also note that 1 've always expected pressure comparisons to be good.
Roughly, all you have to do is get the break flow right, and this can be
accomplished by tuning past (or even the present) experiments. It's in
the comparison of other perameters within the experiment, such as
velocity, mass flow rate, density, and perhaps temperature, where the

Ao

modeling inadequacies become apparent.
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viged, the prior comuents on suitable eveluation perameters amply.

o we shivw Lihe rassons +or the appearently =ignificentiy dir-srant

rohe lueloins oetween W, L&, and CE plants™ Are they wa2ll doiumentad”

& Y. b gviendeaT One i1mplication of the starerents it (et thers 1s
BC L vLires vaties in W plant: than in Bl and CL plent=. is Lhis @
Cuwrewrt sansiagion?  Aire we preparerd o malke the stastement?

Th vl g 02 werrd npt benelit BWFR s bevond the bLenedat sl 2add,
aval -t P ag of SAFER." One of the arguments supporting the
Fule Cutuye wes tho benefit to the plants. i do ot recell) an.

erceptinnz for LUWR's as a cetegory.

“. .. but 1oo litilie conservatism méay remain for otner plants. ... n@ed to
be surnorted hy furt®er anaiysis. ... it has therafor been recommended
ghat auch 2 analyvsis be part of any revised ECCS rule.” 1 am not clear
whast all this maeesns, ANd 1nsofar as a recommendation is ronzern2s, 1t
vnaccentsblie. tthere is & reasonable likelihood of 1nzufficient
conssrvatiss to cover uncertainty, then an anaiysis
ang means to obtain sufficient conservatism are also to by reguicrec.
3

The conservatisa in 50.46 criteria is weak anc shouid be significantly
strencthzned. Words such as “"thought to be sufficient", "thought to be

undesiravie” and "woilld be expected"” are too wishy-wash, for provio no

proaf. Citihg test data from one test Ffacility without eslablishing 1t
to be an upper limit 1s not sufficient for treating the resvits &3 an
upper limit. Cou'd the effect have been seen at & lower temgerature”

This is not a compariscn o ZZbOOF as stated. Its & comparison of 1477°r
to & coordinate of °C. Couldn 't we at least use the same temperature
units rather than three different ones on the same figure” More
importantiy, I don’'t know what to do with the four di+ferent lines which

are p.aced in +ront of me without explanation.
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L. veL its e referenced with the gqualification "This revised

westt o wauuse =Y 1e not the EM that Westinghouse would be expected to use
rder the ECCT rule currently being recommended.” What does this mean?

Winat dues this mean with respect to applicability of the results to th;

conclusions?

e ) : trerefn e, expected thal the revised ECCS rule would net result

. PR = : g
ircreesnd power s sufficient to again hit the 2200°F limit. T4
3T TR tower @ revised, LOCA would no longer be limiting end othe
A
tactoitz, surh as DNB, would limit peak locel power." What olher

rertirliarianes coald be made to relanx the DNE restrictions and hatu &

cotticue up 10 powec? Can we evpect Tech. Spec. change reguesis in other
rEas A toe TooiE iF onpo longer restricting”T Whet worik has tone Soto

= 'y ri ) 8 end siarliar thoughts™

Wiet eare Lihe Lmplicetions of the rule change with respect to new plarnt

designs” LCan we expect to see significantly smaller safety irjeztion

in a new plant such as the advenced

1

i
P
n
W r
0
n

PLGE = @i (o ST LMLl

west o house shanderd plant I{ s0, what are the impiicastions with

reeezl L0 = ol Lhinos as accident mitigation flexibility? Mergin’
sabotage”
Y
s 3
gFure L !

"The value of the proposed rule change may 'lave some negetive aspec
since an increase in power of a plant may increase risk to the public.
Howe.er, this negative value is telieved tc be very small and cffset by
mther positive benefits to safety. While it is the intent of the

proposed rule change to provide only positive impacts, there are also a

number of pitfalls which must be avoided." What does this mean?! Do you

consider it consistent” What are these positive benefits to safety”™ 1

don’'t recall a discussion of these.

E4W and CE "... have informally indicated thet they do not feel that the
plants which they design are limited by LOCA, and therefore, EXW and CE

plants would not benefit...." GE "... plants do tend to be limy'ed in

cperation by LOCA restrictions and would greatly benefit...." These firm

Aae
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mmeiusicns do ne* follow from the wording which preceeds the
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N T QS WRTLT e icw is this corsistent with CE actions to relax the Rule

with respezt to their plants™ What about BLWT

e there v e, Se estinated tLhat there are at least I0 nuclear
an line that ar= limited by LOTA consicerations either in total
sndier in dlesibility of operation. Up to 20¢ additicnal plants may

line which will Le limited by LOCA

not ses thet these conclusions have

sge that the ciscussion that follows fraom the
k]

"

- Urder poterwal prtaalls, another disruption i1s the use ot the new R

in unenti-ipated ways, pius the perscrnel tied up in handling of new
anélyse=., roview of unfamilar territory, and the lack of & reference suct
asz the Stargerd Feview FPlan. I Rave the impressian thai thié two

paragraph report section i1s an "add on" without substance.

Enclosure E.
- Few commente, Mucrh of what 1 ve €23id above 1s applicatle,
7e "This method would remain acceptable because it is believed that Appendis

K is conservative with respect to the realistic method propcsed i1n the
amended S50.46(a) (1) (i)." A belief is a poor reason in a Rule

justification.

: Aas
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ruie would be to allow an increase 1n the peal
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Changing the power shape without changing

negligible effect on the envarcnmental

heen estaebiished, and is an assumption. For

wwestigated *h: intluence of powsr shape changes on
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