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i

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert B. Minogue, Director
Office 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.

- 1. Decomissioning Criteria for Nuclear Facilities (Parts 30, 40, 50, 51,
70, 71)

As requested by the EDO, the staff is exploring the role of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Comission (FERC) and Public Utility Comissions (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 Lenkage Testing for Water-Cooled Power
Reactors (Part 50) (Appendix J)

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

3. Licensing Requirements for the Storage of Spent Fuel and High-level
Radioactive Waste (Part 72)

EDO sent the rule package to the Comission on November 25, 1985. Staff
is awaiting notification by the Secretary as to Comission action. On
December 11, 1985, SP suggested to John Davis, NMSS, inclusion of a
section on State and Tribal participation in the MRS licensing review.
ELD has been asked to advise Mr. Davis as to the need for this addition
to the rule.

*ltems that were changed from the previous week have been flagged.
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4. Emergency Core Coolinfl Systems; Revisions to Acceptance Criteria
(Part 50) (Appendix 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 accompanying 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 a
consensus; different NRR divisions are making conflicting comments.

,

.

A revised Federal Register notice and Comission paper has been prepared ,

i censidering the unofficial NRR coments and has been resubmitted to NRR
and ELD for formal review and coment.

*

5. 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 toi

be used in implementing this rule.

.
Limiting the Use of Highly Enriched Uranium in Domestic Research

.

i and Test Reactors (Part 50)

Both OPE and OGC have been contacted regarding desired Comission 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.

7. Emergency Preparedness for Fuel Cycle and Other Radioactive Materials
Licensees (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.

| ? l#5
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)

8. Consideration of Earthquakes in the Context of Emergency Preparedness
IPart 50)r

The final rulemaking package was signed by the EDO on August 20, 1985. A'

Comission meeting was held on September 9,1985. The Comission 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 SECY-85-283. ACRS input for this rulemaking was1

provided to the Comission on October 17, 1985. In accordance with
Commissioner Asselstine's request. 0GC has developed a position on>

reproposing the rule due to new arguments being presented in the current
paper. This is being discussed between OGC and ELD to identify any

,

differences with this position. On November 7,1985, the ACRS discussed
their coments on this issue with the Comission and fully supported the
staff's proposed final rule outlined in SECY-85-283.

On December 4,1985, the Chainnan requested OPE to prc' vide insight on the
positions taken by the staff and the ACRS relative to SECY-85-283. The
staff (RES and IE) are working with OPE to develop a position that dons
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.

,

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

| The staff met on December 16, 1985, to discuss resolution of public
comments. This was the eighth meeting and concluded these discussions.
All issues seem to be generally resolved. A draft final rule is
scheduled to be sent for division review on January 15, 1986.

10. Procedural Amendments Dealir,.) with Site Characterization and the
Participation of Statv5 and Indian Tribes in the Siting and
Development of High liv W E te Geologic Repositories (Part 60)

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

1. Standards for Protection Against Radiation (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 coment period.

Ator
,
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Other Related Issues

).~SevereAccidentRiskAssessment
*

Negotiations have been ongoing with NRR, DAE, and DET to develop a more
fully integrated approach for establishing reasonable ranges and degrees

i 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 production); 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 Senior 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-115LO, the revised NUREG-0956, and the supplement to NUREG-0900.

' 13 Risk Effectiveness of LWR Regulatory Requirements
,

i

i
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

! I 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
j

coment during mid February 1986.i

i

A1,4. Shipping Cask Response to Severe Transportation Accidents--Modal Study

A meeting was held on December 18-19, 1985, at LLNL to discuss NRC
coments 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 still 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 slippage from the

,

!

original schedule. A trip report on the meeting has been prepared.

!
!
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,

!

: 15. Pressurized Themal Shock

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

.

Ron Hernon, the NRR liaison with ACRS, and Paul Shewmon discussed NRR's>

proposed review of the guide. Dr. Shewmon has agreed to schedule the
ACRS subcomittee meeting to review the guide during the public consont

,

! 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 receive RES
independent recomendations for 50 additional rulemakings.

RES has 13 rulemakings in hand for independent review, of which 5 are new
,

't proposed rulemakings for initiation, 2 are ongoing rulemakings for
termination, 1 is an ongoing rulemaking for continuation, and 5 are
ongoing rulemakings for annual review. In the period January 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.*

L's
Frank P. Gillespi , irector
Division of Risk Analysis and Operations
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Attachments:
As stated

i
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RULEMAKINGS REVIEWED BY RES INDEPENDENT REVIEW BOARD AND
APPROVED / DISAPPROVED BY EDO FOR FY 1986

4 Date FY86 Date of
Spon ind Review FY86 EDO

f Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Approval

Approved for Continuation by EDO
4

of Sources and NMSS Initial review 10/01/85 11/29/85
80. Licensing (PartsDevices 30, 32, 40, completed

70)
.

'

71. Mandatory Property Insurance SP Annual review 10/21/85 21/27/85
for Decontamination of completed
Nuclear Facilities (Part 50)

22. General Design Criterion on NRR Annual review 06/04/85 10/21/85
Human Factors (Part 50) completed

77. Personnel Access NMSS Annual review 09/20/85 10/16/85
Authorization Program (Part completed
of Insider Package) (Parts
50,73)

76. Miscellaneous Amendments to IP Annual review 09/18/85 10/08/85
10 CFR Part 110 completed

I 72. Nondiscrimination on the SDBU Annual review 08/22/85 10/08/85
Basis of Handicap in Nuclear completed

Comission
Regulatory (Part4)Programs

73. Nondiscrimination on Basis SDBU Annual review 08/22/85 10/08/85
,

! of Age in Federally Assisted completed
Comission Programs (Part 4)'

74. Nondiscrimination on the SDRU Annual review 08/22/85 10/08/85-

Basis of Sex - Title IX of completed
j

the Education Amendments of
1972,asAmended(Part4)

Under Review by EDO

'8. Design and Other Changes in IE Memo RES to EDO 12/19/85 / /y
Nuclear Power Plant dispatched December
Facilities After Issuance of 19, 1985
Construction Pemit (Part:

50),

84. Notification of NRC of Cases RES Memo RES to EDO 11/26/85 / /
of Bankruptcy Filing (Parts dispatched November

! 30,40,61,70,72) 26, 1985

hI45
1
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Date FYR6 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO

# Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Approval
. _ _

53. Safety Requirements for RES Memo RES to EDO 11/12/85 / /
Industrial Radiographic dispatched November
Exposure Devices (Part 34) 12, 1985

In Hand for RES Independent Review

81. Requirements for Possession NMSS Memo RES to EDO / / / /
of Industrial Gauges (Part being revised by
31) staff

2. Residual Radioactive RES Revised memo RES to / / / /. , ~

Contamination Limits for EDO submitted to RES
Decommissioning (Part20) for signature on

December 17, 1985.
RES is withdrawing
this rule from the
RA per memo Minogue
to Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

83. Security Requirements for NMSS HFSGB is conducting / / / /
Category II Material at initial RES
Fixed Sites (Part 73) independent review

.

~ 54. Protection of Contractor RES Memo RES to EDO / / / /
Employees (Part 50) awaiting outcome of

other actions. The
staff is
recommending that
the Commission
withdraw this
proposed rule. Ref:
memo Minogue to
Dircks dated Decembr
27, 1985

70. Extension of Criminal RES Memo RES to EDO / / / /
Penalties (Part 50) awaiting outcome of

other actions. RES
is withdrawing this
rule from the RA per
memo Minogue to
Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

68. Primary Reactor Containment RES Revised memo RES to / / / /
Leakage Testing for EDO submitted to
Water-Cooled Power Reactors Chairman, RIRB, for
(Part 50) concurrence on

December 16, 1985

h I A5
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Date FY86 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO

# Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Approval

1. Physician's Use of NMSS Annual RES / / / /
Radioactive Drugs (Part 35) independent review

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

45. Seismic and Geologic Siting RES RIRB package / / / /-
Criteria for Nuclear Power distributed December*

Plants (Part100) 9, 1985 for voting.
RES is withdrawing
this rule from the
RA per memo Minogue
to Dircks dated'

December 27, 1985 g

4. Physical Protection NMSS HFSB is conducting / / / /
Requirements for Independent annual RES
Spent Fuel Storage independent review
Installations (ISFSIs) (Part
73)

6. Export of Tritium (Part 110) IP Office review / / / /
inadequate. Waiting
for more information
from IP.

#'J9. Broad Scope Modification of RES Annual RES review / / / /

| / General Design Criterion 4 package to Chairman,'

Requirements for Protection RIRB, for'

Against Dynamic Effects of concurrence on
Postulated Pipe Rupture Decemeber 18, 1985

(Part50)

18. Material Balance Reports HMSS Annual RES / / / /
(Parts 40,70,150) independent review

being conducted by
HFSB

10. Financial Responsibility of NMSS Memo RES to EDO / / / /
Materials Licensees for submitted to
Cleanup After Accidental and Chairman, RIRB, for
Unexpected Releases (Parts. concurrence on
30,40,61,70,72) December 16, 1985

$I45
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Date FY86 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO

# Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Approval

To Be Received

7. Communications Procedures ADM Annual review, due / / / /
Amendments (Part 50) 11/85. Memo sent to

P. Norry, ADM, on
October 25, 1985
requesting annual

.
review package

11. Licenses and Radiation RES Annual review due / / / /
Safety Requirements for Well 11/85. Reviewer
Logging Operations (Part 39) infomed.

17. Special Nuclear Material RES Annual review due / / / /
'

Physical Inventory Sumary 11/85. Reviewer
,

Reports (Parts 51, 70, 74) informed.

~

23. Conforming Amendments to RES Annual review due / / / /
Prenotification Quality 02/86. Note
Assurance, and Package requesting annual
Monitoring Requirements review sent to
(Parts 20,71) reviewer on December

3, 1985. Rule is
being withdrawn from
the RA per memo
Minogue to Dircks
dated December 27
1985-

- 3. Reporting Requirements for NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Safeguards Events (Parts 70, 02/86. Memo sent to
72,73,74) J. Davis, NMSS, on

December 11, 1985
i requesting annual

review package
.

51. Criteria for an RES Annual review due / / / / ,

Extraordinary Nuclear 03/86. Memo sent to
Occurrence (Part140) K. Goller, RES, on

December 11, 1985
requesting annual
review package

.

._ _. . .. ..
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Date FY86 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO

# Title of Rulemaking Ofc 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 IE 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 / / / /
Radioactive Waste (HLW) in 04/86
10 CFR Part 60 (Part 60)-

'

35. Disposal of High-level RES Annual review due / / / /
Radioactive Wastes in 04/86
Geologic Repositories:
Procedural Amendments (Part
60)

'64. Modification of the Policy RES Annual review due / / / /-
-

and Regulatory Practice 04/86. RES is
Governing the Siting of withdrawing this
Nuclear Power Reactors rule from the RA per
(Parts 50, 51, 100) memo Minogue to

,

Dircks dated|
l December 27, 1985

63. Decomissioning Criteria for RES Annual review due / / / /
Nuclear Facilities (Parts 04/86
30,40,50,51,70,71)

. Licensing and Regulatory RES Annual review due / / / /
Policy and Procedures for 04/86. RES is
Environmental Protection: withdrawing this
Alternative Site Reviews rule from the RA per
(Parts 2, 50, 51) memo Minogue to

Dircks dated
December 27, 1985

bl45
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Date FY86 Date of
.

Spon Ind Review FY86 EfO
# Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Appros21

43. Miscellaneous Amendments NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Concerning Physical 04/86
Protection of Nuclear Power
Plants (Part of Insider Rule
Package)(Part73)

. -32. Refinement of Emergency RES Annual review due / / / /
Planning Regulations (Part 04/86. RES is
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 / / / /
Transportation Provisions 04/86
Pertaining to the Shipment

't of Low Specific Activity
(LSA) Material (Part 71)

36. Licensing Requirements for RES Annual review due / / / /
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 / / / /
Amendments (Parts 51, 60) 04/86 ,

-56.StationBlackout(Part50) NRR Annual review due / / / /
05/86

.

-

!

40. Financial Responsibility NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Standards for Long Tem Care 05/86
for Low Level Waste Disposal
Sites (Parts 30, 40, 61, 70,
72)I

61. Access Authorization for ADM Annual review due / / / /
Licensee Personnel: 05/86
Implementation of Nat'l
Security Decision Directive
(NSDD) 84, " Safeguarding
Nat'l Security Information"
(Part25)

|

I

,

/| I A S
1

1
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Date FY86 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 ED0

# Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Approval

46. Modification of Protection NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Requirements for Spent Fuel 05/86
Shipments (Part 73)

42. Uranium Mill Tailings NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Regulations: Ground Water 05/86
Protection and Other Issues
(Part40)

59. Deletion of the Unusual RES Annual review due / / / /
06/86

EventEmergency(Part50)Classification

38. Radiation Surveys and RES Annual review due / / / /
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 / / / /
4

Commission Acquisition 06/86
Regulations (48CFRPart20)

50. Material Control and NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Accounting Requirements for 06/86

.
Licensees Possessing Fomula
Quantities of Strategic
Special Nuclear Material
(Part 70)

58. Technical Specifications for NRR Annual review due / / / /
NuclearPowerReactors(Part 06/86
50)

41. Searches of Individuals at NMSS Annual review due / / / /
Power Reactor Facilities 06/86
(PartofInsiderPackage)
(Part73)

bl&S
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Date FY86 Date of
Spon Ind Review FY86 EDO

# Title of Rulemaking Ofc Status of Review Completed Approval

49. Safeguards Requirements for NHSS Annual review due / / / /
Nonpower Reactor Licensees 07/86
Possessing Fomula
Quantities of Strategic
Special Nuclear Material
(Parts 50, 70, 73)

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

79. Elimination of RES Annual review due / / / /
Inconsistencies between NRC 08/86
Regulations and EPA
Standards (Part60)

57. Operator'sLicenses(Parts NRR Annual review due / / / /
50,55) 08/86

78. Consideration of Earthquakes RES Annual review due / / / /
in the Context of Emer 08/86
Preparedness (Part50)gency

60. Adjustment to Fee Schedule ADM Annual review due / / / /
Publication (Part25) 09/86

.

|

|
t
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. . . i'. i .- ' COMMENTS ON "PROPCLCD RE','ISION TO THE ECC5 RULE (10 CFR 50.46w

AFFENDIX K TO PART 50)," Memo from Speis to Directors, Dec. 12,
1985.

I Scr rtwimea the subject r.ir-a.or .a d u n. end its, contents. I find signiilcant

da um nt- .nr. to do v.i s s ; ng -? n d the restew canrict be completed until the

mots: sol r : c . i u c ri . Tne provide.o n.aierte.1 in i nc o.i.p l et e . does not prese nt -
,.

bal ar.c u t p'r+,es, e... As nct -l u s correci. The actual Rule appears tc be
f

g t :iu r e l l y e c c e r.t a b i c . s

3r L, s ;a d u a t h ee pr r scpt a nr. thot tr.e Ful e w 11 i n .' I v a n c e e 1argeM. 6,.p: (o .

numb.r c. s' 1:crns:nc a ct i er.s. Th a r .rf or e . the WRfi review, at a m 2 n i ciu m , aiu st be
i..t rc .e- .e 6.c.. . ! a p, , : d .- i ., r an c.p p I a c. a r '- s u b a i t *. e.1. I i .es, q uc. . c. . .

trers;.t.. 8F; , i ni , a criticel opp. 41 r.e 1. I huve applied thi s poiI c -o;-hy to
* ~ s v i,... i t M with the Tcu l e ainte. n) si os icel1y, r.. . c ne1: n . L c....g . . , . :a.

m e t - i s. 1 2 .4 sp.lica t.. i , t e .- i c. t u r p. e t e t i cn of the mean2nga of the Fvic. This

. i: r~.264 et thi, t . m ._ . Tx e,i gr i i ic e n' er.o t s u. i r ecip . . t '. cc ca : L .- . -

cxu cr.u s. .u sali ..j : tne F.c g u l-> t i c O v 2 c' e , which illustratcc ecceptabla.

a p p l . r t. t. i c r .if Li.t- Wi e . end a t ec hi. i . ol backup docun Er.t . wl .i c: a pr o. ides

the technical f ou.ide Lion (cr the fiulo. Ther ef ore , I ha vc not cc;ncentretec on
res i e w of int Tule .in this apprei dal , a* thstigle a q.2icP reeding did not

unco.er p e c:a l s. .a e . I ha.c- aubjected the other sub.ni t tcJ m..iterial to a critica]

r e . i s.. I i h 1 c .7.c. L. e i a l per e c cn t e i n e.J in an applicant s.ui, mi t -:. a : I -coi d.

not f i t.d it m ceptab'.e in the prenan*. i cc m .

cc$t3 ins .ry rrview c c m cir. n t 4 . The i rei t 2 el sec t 2 car. i enThe En:1 o cur o e

escrs t.w, #n a ti:i s is i c 1 '. c n u d br cum.aen t s pert;nen t to sp c.:i i i c i hm: . ", r h r
doc u.ncn t 9 t i c.n.

.

Warren C. Lyon

En lesurci As :.tated
.

cc: C. B.-c l i n g e r
M. Hodges
N. Lcuben

G. Th@
L. . L, raves
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1. A i c. a c .- i : ., (. c us h s .c il d bc r, a l c. r. c c o , ena. -b ce:l o c.. t r o # all c r. p eg e r. .-

v. r. .n~ 4 . ., i we h . v .2 1 a .a i e r g u. i nn *_ F. r r a i a e .: on oi ..nnoce=sa f
.

- ; c. , ' r . ~i-b i w. e.1 p 2 e t y c. - . , - 6 n o t _, h ' .c r. 4 & ..,g.6 - ,

. .. -. :es: it . in t goi t.g ..- ha t th- pub'.4:
' thi ;- 'e

o. v .- ,
.

I

m. c: t., '. . i.. e c h t. n g c . .c . r i r. 2. trt oc,rcr: 1 ' r .: ,. *he c: .' i e c: te .

ne; i. ..! e fetr ~ ..-2 e .. c c the 1,. . . o . r ' ove ' ..2 .i 't. rnJ. . _a.+ ,

ma is t aspects :. , rPu cnengc - J.er a ;r e the i mp.s c t ; , ' b o t r. .atsii c e nti

rwga t: ve , with re.apect to desian o4 new pients? For i n s t e ryc e :

F:r. , F r.t i ;ra t c ( TaE ) i n . e s t i g 6 t i o n t., t e:I how + : . r. pl c ni. ..i 1 ) r.e n.. ce e r. J
.

c n c. it,4 s p l ea ec; car cingl f . Eva l u t i ce. i .va c i i C:F oa bc.
i .v. e s t i o r.: 1 or.8, with t h e- b u i l t --- i n censur.at.sa, c ari t, a mi sle dino..

sisocc c::c a pl e of reaching an inco. rect cunuls si en dun to

c c. - r v v o t i =.e..s is the hvdt oge-n t.ubb : e pr ob l **m c ut iiig t hc: ThFcE l'$ i l e
-

I s 1.An d ( fi . I > eccident. 1he '' c o n :,e r v a t- i v re " apr coecit provided

1,v b s t m i t i e t 2 c.n for the c el i es' there wm e sericus p r cL 1 na. . A

realistic C E. epprcach prob 4bly would havo snown there wa s n r.;

p r o L i e. m . ! su spec t c.crisi der a t i on of uncertai nty bezed on the DC
,

would have similarly shown there to be no probleni. The point is, wo

didn*t t ' o i t. , and we were .T,i L 1 e d .

We encounter t hi s pni l oi+oph y continuall'f in plant cesign, plant

operation, and eyaluatic.n of plant response to perturbations. A BE

basis is i n.p or t en t in keeping the plant is the corret.:t focus.
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. r; ant L.,s 7 %er s may be mi sl ed due to EM licensing requiremants.

Lhoul.d accLinol etters be designed f or low pressure so that the rule

. aquirerr.en i, for throaing away water in the calculation is less
-

restrictise~ Or is it better to influence such decisions by an

a:curato under s.tanding of how thrs plant behaves during an accident

4.L.u n the c o u i p.<ie n t is needed?~~ ~ ~'

c. ilent c r. . . e t i ;.r. N/ be misled due to licensing requirements. Shou 1J

o.w opo ate the pl ant to remain within the guidanc.e o f ,o nighly

c c .m- 4-3 4. 1.a t81culation of release during c stcam 5;cnce nor tube

nghve I.an~O accidont and r-i s k sticking open a steant gene ato-
'.c" Or , c, it better to use an cccurate c'IcelsL im :-.+eq .<

,s. .w . . ui : e.otable allowance fcr uncertainty, and re.:.'e .a the

7: .i.. a i i : tp.o~ opening the safet~y?

~ ir e n e n.j e i n pr. i I c sep n ,/ promoted by the nm. rule is of sub t.,t ant i al
bent f i i. i n cher.ging the approach to accident understand)ng,* and in this
* i.a p o e t , wili 1.:e o d to botter protection of the public hc.alth and safety.

I: : c.11 r . c v a .; yaa are, it d c.e sn ' t- mi sl ead to inccerect conclusions,

m . c. can bc i . :c to ovaluste the margin of safety. Thi s v.i l l count.er m.n-
.

of t r.e re ciur.t t e.n in margin that is identified in the document'ati on. Hex

mach 7 That would be difficult to establish in total, but s lected

i ..cu . a s ad : At.. .l c t could be easil y quantifi ed.

On the negativn side, what about the tendency to uhe the rule to dw.igo?
| Will e vendnr uus. the new rule to accomplir.h a signi ficant reduction in

asfsty i n.ies-t t en purt.p s i: e , for example, thereby removing a si gni fic nt
'ccident mitigation flenibility? Where is thinci.irty margin and a

considered' *The impact of the r ul e on new plants and their cesign.is not
addressed. Thi s. i s an i mpor-t ant area.

2. NER previously ioentified failure to give credit to non-NRC research.
,

| Although the situation is improved, further effort is necessary.

Examples? The Westinghouse operated experimental facilities referenced
,

for PWR reficod work appear to be NRC facilities in the documentation.
The General Electric operated BWR LOCA facilities similarly appear to bEi
NRC f acili ties. Has EPRI done anything of-signiticence? Obvi ousl y , the

;

rwapense i sr positive. Where is it recognized? The prejudice in fasor of
A146

i NRC f unded work remains.n
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. c.c.. . s.rr v e. t i m. i;. gsnarelly tested .in terms of temperature. and comparisons. (,

at e- r..a d e on this hasis. This i s a signi f i cant comparatnr.e item only for .

!
'

i 1.#rr;o break LOCA. It is of secondaiy concern in the real world of small

b r c e.k LOCA, wher e a i.er..perature ri se is sincountered only if the core is
'

;

eigiitiicantly uncu+0eod, and the initial test of how far one is,away from j

trautele~is how much ~ t. t er c.O s o r t, tho coro and what is the trcnd in water

!- le.ol. Furthor, .iny one tcat, in and of i twl f , may be mislot ding. ;

i

Sc"rr3: r.: e r.c cc u r,r.r y for a comp 1 ete eval uoti c'n. ,

P

1 $

1 4. Co. .c * u t.i on e ci r o! tor, drawn which appear to be generalities, which + '* o

irrortcet. o- . d ch ar t.- ct; cnger than warrantett. t:vc.h of t h ee t i me t h e. r.c- |
<

.u ., ,:r c a n c e r.: . u t h . ii s .'- osckup. Othee okart.;sles eniet wh. ire t h tr c onc l us i c: '

t

:!ct. . . ./. i.11cw f r c.m the foundatien meterial. c.r whero the wri;,e ha
t

! b.' a r. a1 >;c'ty limiteJ uompling. We must be a currori ece.p.A., pr .o ii,

c . c. . ,1 ; r. - . s.e ie io maintein credibilityg end 6.e v.. s i e l i c.. ; r i a t e tha

:

furry #nd incorrect conclusions. 1htu i s ac;Uros tw. in a numcer of placer j

in my detail comments. .

,
*

;

C. Th;s documentetion ir unnecessarily wordy red difficult to read. Typical-
t

is .t s- 72.< a f ,w.Or .;- .auch e t. "veny" and "cu t re.t.u1 /", which ca nc,t utrongthen
1

the repoc L. Lhis respect, I have madc no attcmpt to edit the work,.
,

ans;; m- riy times comment only once on a problem which oxists throughout, the
.

i d ,c umra t c t. i o. . .

|
i

The doc.umint thtt ccntains technical background and j ust,i f i c a t i on f or .w n y of ;

the conclustons wa:, not provided with the package. That document is a Ley

item in t. hic revision package, and many of my comments may be unnecesrary unen

the technical documen't'becomes available. Another key item, the Reg. Guido,*

i is missing. This was. part of the previous package, and was a *,i gni f i c ent.
problem area. The proposed revi sion package is not complete.

..
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CC,:;-irMT?. Oi. C AD . T n J.tFENT IlJ THE RULE FACKAGE

4: ,

il51a:.?.15. .I.bd._E9fM.i3.11sOF ~> N'^ i '- Ms E'
,

a
1

| F a. .e - 2. Several c n. .c l u b i ca e r, pr ovi d esd . Reisrences are needed. We should be
.

r

i c,;r - t he se cond . ir,i on e are .,ut ? tc.n t i ated .

,

I

i

.,.u l im e. .o m c r e 4. c u t- in generil canl y f or 14.r ty t.,r e a k .

4 1 Ti s. u..re.r% . .
i

lor.n. 2 .w .m . . i v. .: s f r ' .0- '. ' s ma y not ceuea core uncovery, and therc
$,

w i '.') La 1 .tl it co c.'i f ici a..v between EM ared LE wher e tha t, is the case.
'

Ornar 4..r. ,1 1 or.w. iGCA'? may net uncovar in CE, but may encounte-
:

,r ::. O spec 4. Sirocc t he pnenc.wne n.aw be m i f er e.. t .! r i en t.t . :i (,.... .

! ; t - i .v . - . . , t.. =;t: s t o the conclucion is best shown sia or.c LOFT1. - . .,

i.. ...:oc. : .It,c wonder how much of the ditirron.ei t e - i. - . ~ r t,. 4 to ,i

i .. .w r tr LCr- - ir c+: i r. : e 3 (=uca ea the upper plenum cu.npi ng wM.c r )
which i .. r.ot ar % i c t 1 -r t :, * t e r- T WI. ' s c. ( interest hei e. Further, h c,w c o. w

.

*

L OFT appl y t.o. CL A ' 4? ,

;
.

r.

The t e.. p er e F or e e :m.;-I r i s s1,o tyt.ical of many places where ..w have r

f. s.1 1 : Ped a p4.amatce, .:. n d attempr to usa it as "the' test of
;

c on.sc>r va t i si.). Whet i t, r w.11 y happening is we are in the vicini t y of a
" cliff' i1 b.th v ar. Whether we are near the botto:n or nese the t op .r :.y

be of littis i n.:.cr t er.c o if w e- ' ve f al l on cwer the edge. The real interest

is how f ..r we . ir e from the edge so that we won't fall off.in the first

p l c.c e . Ur.c es sc.w c on d i t i c.n =. , temperature is a fair indicator cef
distonce froa.*he stenp part of the cliff, al though I prefer not to use

i t aloar. Under other conditic ns, temperatur e will simply tell you that
> .

you're or. the way to the bottoir, of the cliff. Whether you crash will
.

de pcnd upon bther consi de ai'i ons.
.

4. A statement such as "These restrictions may be preventing optimal

operation of some plants." really doesn't add anything. If we can't be

more positive in a licensing justification, it doesn't belong in the
first place.

b

7. References. pertinent to tne actions should be provided. This is a

general comment applicable to a nu.mber of locations in the document.
,

$

,
.
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e. 'a. sa.nu planc; woul d c on t i r.uw to be unnecessarily restricted in

optretion oy the curteat rule." Fact or postulate? Can we back this up?

'

'* c . Many licenscos would continue to seok...." Do we know this? Can it

Le substantiatedT Hos it been hAppe.ing?

9. In r:rponse to the hand written comment on including data in the rule, I

do not bel i ev.- this wibe. We should attempt t'o wr i t e t h e r til e i ri such a

way aa to not occcme obsoleto. Inclucing cpucific data coul d ,iclata

1.h i s . 1.c l udi r.g 4- requirement i. hat the data be a.ceptable to the staff

does not. Guto-nce or 211ustrations ni acceptacility belong in a Rog.
' Gu i de ut .a.. t . .- pel ieve 5 uch cui darice to be nec es sary . Si mi l er c or..mcr.t s

appl. t cerreletic a or ;pect'ic calculation techniques, s u r-h an
4

c cn.p .s t es code

-
.

11. As sn e n s mp l e vi n.y escom:nonded approach philosoohy, I suggowt repl e c i r.g
"(1) A data base now exists tnat supports relaxation of the ECCS rule."*'

with "(1) A data base now exists that supports mgdification of the ECCE

rule." k'het I'm suggestir.g is an approach that emphasi: es the prctecticr.

of the health and safety of the public through better understancing and

r epr esent a t i ve. of plant behavior whilt simulteneously removing

unnecessary restrictions. We have not addressed the first part of the
'

suggesteci appr occh in what I have r eviewed. Is ther e a r er-son for thi s

which leecs to rejection of a balanced approach?

'i

14. See above comments in regard to incorrect restriction to large LOCA and

lack of identification with enhancement of public health and safety.

,

!
'

IJote the words should ensure a negligible risk Thi s is" "
... ....

weak with respect to justification for a rule change?

15. Good. We have an example of the new rule contributing to increased

safety. There are many more. What I'm after is a balanced a.sproach that .

provides both sides. What we have i s e,mphasi s on erosi on of margin.
3

:

k 16. I do not believe the estimates on impact on staff resources. The real'

4 ( world will not be this kind.

f |bh,.

k
*

. _-- - - .. . _ . .
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Gr,1c l o s t c _ [: ,

F r i u c onoc en t e. c.n t u t s t i.r.t i t.t i on of c on c i t.si c.n n , the ::.l a n t M the-

.;. p p r a e c .. raccinitira of othces, tests of con serv-t i sm , And applicability

a ci t ; ... T. u. : e 4 (. vt r.ec t h a.i . 1 vce LCCA 4.capl',.

,

7 Who' 4 e very s.n a l l n umb -ir of appl a cat.le d ta ...'7 Suggest" '

...

a n uc.. d i n g . Is "eii . ct " the currect word. I think tJcbster wnuld

m. .e . =ppropri a t e.i r.o'.. , c " c ' f .- c t ' : 2

5. f. i . i t t . n" ( 1 a. Lcc.f i a c i e:.t c.:. 3 iinction of rtilccd rate, par an.etri c in

t i me , .anu' d ce mer e ef f ec t.i ve in illustrating the point.

*

10. I agrce with the riote to rewri te t h e s:,ec t i on .

11. An euplanation cf wh7 footr.ote 2 is applicable tc the 1979 stondard would
,

bo hcipful E nec the re'erer.cr is dated in 1977.

'

- 12. The to: t and Appendi,c K reference the 19.71 standard. Hoa dcas the
,

'

i 'i ?3 to t c n d a r d tr.e e t ti,e requirements?

13. The r5i scussi on is repeditiye. 5

,

Note the di scussi c.n of significant tea.poratures may t e applicable only to .
large breds , wheroos the Rul e adnresses all breds.

.

14. What is a 42% A e::periment? What is G7 What teniperature difference?

What is X? 1.e., define the terms. Ditto other parts of the -

dccumentation.

.

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

rods which were used in LOFT behave differently from the electrical
p

heater rods used to simulate nuclear rods in other tests." Anyone with
t

an ounce of sense in the heat transfer field knew this and was including

g j d[. *the knowledge in analyses prior to the LOFT findings. I've never,
,

.

e .
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u.derstood why this wab treated as such a surprise, nor why so much

cc.urm.tation was prepared. I can make similar comments on the influence

o. 71 49 on,a fuc1 rod, although here the phenomena are difficult to
cc. .pu t e , and invecti gations to obtain quanti tative behavior are more

.
.

,veluoble.-
.

2. iJctu " p h e n omer.a " 1 7., si ngul ar .

In sub:tantiation a.cilable for "... cooling ih an actual DWF: i s expected

a t. . cetter tha, e /en thet ois,erved in s.r.a l l test facilities.""
$

23. " ele at ti an s f c.- coefficients determined from large-breek LOCA simulations

t- ~E.TA are -ch own to be mxt 1+rger than that specifi-d i n Appur.di u

. ~ieest sunr.tantiate tnis conclu-ion for the first 20 seconds where

i b. r e . .v + . a. Irun. Pleaw al so suplain ho- tne test det-. compare for
.

.y .. .t.c . . . o r, o r e r. o n o r .

E5. I've gone througn a number of figures witnout commenti ng on the lack of

de f i ni ti cns. Wnat is a WRAP 7 A WCEM?

.

E 2Li'.T G (,31 ) c oa.p u t e r code is a one-di a.en si onal code which nas geinedC r. . "'i n e

popularity for use in evaluations of one-dimensional experiments and for

other appl i cations, where mul ti dimensi or.al effec,ts,are not important."
.

This is misleading. We've applied o'ne dimensional codes for yearc to

applications where multi-dimensionality is very important, and we've nad

considerab'e success. The key is whether the multi-dimensionality can be

separated into one-dimensional paths or whether it can be sui tabl y

approximated at a small number of locations while using the one

dimensional capability elsewhere.

.

28. 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 is going on.

I'll also note that I'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 parameters within the experiment, such as

vel oci ty , mass flow rate, density, and perhaps temperature, where the
hb*

modeling inadequacies become apparent.
.

mm
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3. iigrir., the prior t. c a.m o n f. s o n sui table evaluation parameters apply.

O. Do 6 .. k r.c. : t h.i ra +cna for the a.pparentl y significantl y di f 'si ent

c o r r. l . s e i c.n r. octwt;cn W, CM f , and CE plants? Are they wall do:vmented?

Cas. t: ei be cricadco? One implication of the statecenta ic,that there is

r.o. c cu m .-atis.o, in W planta- tnan i t. ELU and CC plantr,. la thii, e

cor er t zor.cizici v.9 f.re wr prepared to malv the s t a t enient ?
,

"'nc ruir chc..gr 5.muld not b er.e .~ i t BWD's beyond the benefii a! . nd ,

c.v a i ! t,; . t.,r ).is. une of SA1:ER." One of the arguments supportine, the

rule c.w. ige .4. the cenefit to the plants. I do not rect 1) eny
.

ct:ceptions for LWR's a, a category.
. .

. .

"... but too lit tl e conservati sm mey remain for otner plants. nacd to...

be supported by furt$er anal ysi s. it has therefor been recor. mended...

that such en anal. sis, be part of any revi sed ECC5 rule. " I am not clenr

what al l thi s means. And insofar as a encommendation i s concernec , it in

u n acc e1,t a b i c . ~i there is a reasonable likelihood of insufficient
,

consarvatism to cover uncertainty, then an analysis in tg 45 regtai,t;d ,

and means to obtain sufficient conservatism arg al so tg bg cgguices.

i

'4. The conservatism in 50.46 triteria is week and should be significantly

strengthrned. Words such as " thought to be sufficient", " thought to be

undesi r abl e" and "wotild be expected" are too wishy-washy for provi di ng

proof. Citing test data from one test facility without e s t abl i shi r.g it

.to be an upper limit is not sufficient for treating the results as an

upper _ limit. Cou d the effect have been seen at a lower temperature?

5. This is not a comparison of 22'00 F as stated. Its a comparison of 1477 K

to a coordinate of C. Couldn't we at least use the same temperature
* units rather than three different ones on the same figure? More

importantly, I don't know what to do with the four different lines whici.
'{ are placed in front of me without explanation.

A 146
.
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6, 5t.a y remi t s ..re re f erenced with the quali fication "This revised

We s t i : a,c .ou.s e EM i s r.ot the EN that Westinghouse would be e::pected to use

under tne ECCC ru!c currentiy being recommended." What does this mean?

Whet does this mwan with respect to applicability of the results to the

concJnsions?

"It : 2. , t h e r c-f or t , capected that the revised ECCS rul e would not resul t

in i nc re.g.ed power s . sufficient to again hit th'e 2200 F limit. If

Ap p e.m a s U use e c <ised, LOCA would no longer be lia.i ting arid other
,

' acto;s. cuch +5 D'O , would limit peak local power." What other

pert ur bu ti ons. cosl d be m+de to rel an the DNS restrictio% and bctme
e

contimuc up i .. pcaw5 Can we et:pect Tech. Spec. change r e qu e si. s in other

A r r e i- is t r. r- r de ir no longer restricting? What work has ;;os e i n t e,

avam: ratio. of t r. e u rnd s i e.1 1 ai- thoughts?

i;; e t er e tne ia.piicetions of the rule change with respect tr$ new p l a r.t
designno Can we e::pect to see si gni ficantly sm' aller saf ety in.iection

.
. .

p u n.p ' arac /cc ac cumu l a. tor s in a now plant such as the edvanced

Westin.; house staridare plant? If so, what are the implications with

r ere ct t. o -. e n tnings as accident mitigation flexibility? Margin
~~

Sabotage

wwm.

%3h ' '4.
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1. "The value of the proposed rule change may have some negati ve aspect s4

since an increase in power of a plant may increase risk to the public.

Howe.er, thi= negative value is believed to be very small and offset by

other 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? I

don't recall a discussion of these.

3. B&W and CE "... have inf ormally indicated that they do not feel that the

plants which they design are limited by LOCA, and therefore, B&W and CE
plants would not benefit...." GE plants do tend to be l i mi ted i r."

...

operation by LOCA restrictions and would greatly benefit.,.." These firm

hk4MP
.

. rs
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conciaric.or do nc' f oll ow f rom the wording which preceeds the

ccnt.1 ciuns.. Mcw is t hi s consistent with CE actions to rel ax the Rule
with respe,ct to their plants? What about B&W7

.

"It c<n, therefoce, be estin.ated that there are at least 30 nuclear

plants on lina that arr limited by LOCA considerations either i n total
p ou:-r e n d ic s- in il e:si oi l i ty of operation. Up to 20 additional plants may

al w c enti...-1Iv r_ocr.e on 1inc which wi11 be 1imited by LOCA

ceri.idt ti.is." I cc not see that these cone'lusions'have

sub te.m.1<ti..., o cn do I see that the ci scus siori that follows fro.m the
1

o b c. .? iw s.vb L t sintieted.

1. ; N4- , e , . a l u e '' !=ec t i on , wa 're ruled out tnc fissi on - pr omirt
invcn k w . asm ~ si;.ificance with respect to power increase, There cre

me r - st:.t it m.- pertineni to "The'value of the persposed ru) e chcoge muu

alsc be eve.lustcJ in terms of the effect on safety." Where is the

t r e a t roc n l c.f these.
.

'

What ic a "scrvice accident"?
.

5. Under potensial pitfalls, another disruption is the usc of t he new F t tl e
in unanticipated ways, plus the personnel tied up in har.dling of new

analyses. r evi ew of unfamilar territory, and the lec.k of a r ef erence suct.-

.

as the Standcrd Review Plan. I have the impression that this two

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

.

Entlesute_Es

! - Few comments. Much of what I've said above is applicable.

7. "This method would remain acceptable because i t is believed that Appendi:.i

K is conservative with respect to the realistic method proposed in the
, -

amended 50.46 (a) (1) (i) . " A belief is a poor. reason in a Rule

justification.
,

.'
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?. " T .e f.< t.t.<,r . v ii .ec t of the rule woUld be to allow an increase in'the peal;

lotel p r..wer in tns+ reactor. Changing the power shape without changing. . .

the total power would ba,e a negligibic effect on the environmental
.

i mp e t. L' . " This h n not been ests.biished, and is an assumption. For

est an.pl e , have ycu i n v.- 6t i g e i r+d th s infiuence of power shape changes on
the lil;cli hood n- various ac c i d en t s"/

ED.El.MhC.E !__*.
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