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PROPOSED MINUTES FOR THE
RIVER BEND NUCLEAR STATION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
JUNE 7-8, 1984 - BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA

The River Bend Subcommittee met in open session to review Gulf States
Utilities Company's and Cajun Electric Power Cooperative's application
to operate the one unit BWR, River Bend. The meeting was held June 7-8,
1984. Prior to the meeting on June 8, 1984, the Subcommittee toured the
River Bend facilities. The meeting convened at 1:00 p.m. on June 7,
1984, and concluded for the day at 7:00 p.m. The meeting reconvened on
June 8, 1984 at 8:30 a.m. and endec at 5:00 p.m. One written statement
from a member of the public was submitted to the Subcommittee. Four
oral statements were made by members of the public.

Copies of the agenda, attendance list, the written public statement and
the Federal Register Notice are attached as enclosures 1, 2, 3, and 4.
A copy of the meeting handouts and other documents provided to the
Subcommittee will be filed with the office copy of the minutes.

ACRS Members in attendance were: D. Okrent, Chairman, and J. Ebersole.
Also in attendance were ACRS Consultants: T. Theofanous and M. Trifunac.
G. Quittschreiber was the designated federal official for the meeting.

NRC STAFF'S REPORT E. Weinkam, NRR/DL Project Manager
J. Jaudon, R IV
D. Allison, I&E

E. Weinkam open the meeting's presentations with a brief description of
the "key" or unique features of the River Bend design. These features
were described as follows:
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4 . Two safety grade containment coolers in lieu of containment
sprays are used to condense bypass steam. No containment
sprays are providedlin the River Bend design. The coolers are
supplied with normal station service water (water from the
turbine building chiller system) at all times with the
exception of accident conditions or the loss of offsite power.
In these two cases water to the coolers are supplied by the
standby emergency service water system which is cooled by the
ultimate heat sink. The coolers are automatically initiated
on high containment pressure and have an interlock to delay
initiation for ten minutes upon receipt of a high drywell
pressure signal. The water supply for the coolers is
automatically isclated (to preclude an overcooling event) at 2
-0.43 pcig in the containment.

The drywell of the containment is conservatively designed to
withstand a negative pressure differential of 20 psi, thus, no
drywell vaccum breakers are provided in the River Bend design.

The smaller drywell pool volume of the River Bend design,
obviates the need for automatic suppression pool make up
during an accident.

- A positive leakage control system is provided to minimize
ficsion product release from the main steamline and process
lines penetrating the containment which are not vented to the
standby gas treatment system or the fuel building charcoal
filtration system. This system uses safety grade Category I
air compressors and are menually actuated.

3 A Mechanical draft, Seismic category I, and tornado missle
protected cooling tower is employed as the ultimate heat sink
for River Bend. Make up water to the tower is provided from
the Mississippi River and from shallow and deep wells in the
area of River Bend.
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At the time of the meeting, there existed 18 open items, 64 confirmatory
jssues and B licensing conditions from the NRC Staff's review of River

Bend. E.

Weinkam pointed out to the Subcommittee that the NRC Staff

does not forsee any problems that may preclude the resolution of these
jssues and delay the licensing of River Bend. The following open issues

were highl

Issue (1)

Tssue (9)

’

Issue (10)

Issue (13)

ighted by E. Weinkam.

The NRC Staff has requested that GSU provide assurance that
the accumulation from the local intense precipitation in the
Unit 2 evacuation will not produce hydrostatic loads on Unit 1
safety structures in excess of what the structures were
originally designed for. In response to the Subcommittee's
questions, E. Weinkam mentioned that the Staff at the time of
the meeting was reviewing information provided by GSU which
showed that the accumulation from the Probable Maximum
Precipitation would not produce any excessive hydrostatic
loads on the Unit 1 structures.

GSu believes that the existing design of the bypassed and
inoperable indication in the control room complies with the
guidance provided in Regulatory 1.47. The staff believes that
a positive indication of protection system status is not
provided to the operator when essential support systems are
bypassed or rendered inoperable.

The Staff reguests that GSU provide for review the
qualification program for their Transamerica Delaval R-4E

emergency diesel generators.

The Staff disagrees with the applicant on the magnitude and

time for a fire to spread and engulf the control room
and for the time for the operator to manually isolate
certain systems in the control room. Thus, the Staff
believes that sufficient electrical isolation from the
control room, as a consequence of fire, is not provided
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in the River Bend alternate safe shutdown design. The Staff
requests that GSU modify both their alternate safe shutdown
system and procedures to meet the requirements for alternate
shutdown capability.

Issue (14) The power sources for the intraplant communication system
are not seismically qualified. The Staff requests that the
applicant show that adequate communication will be maintained
followinc 2 seismic event and/or for an extended loss of
offsite power.

Issue (15) Certain portions of the lighting power supply for the main
control room and other safety areas of the plant are not
seismically qualified. The NRC Staff requests that GSU
provide adequate assurance that sufficient lighting will be
available following a seismic event.

D. Okren: asked why hydrogen contrel for River Bend was categorized as

a cornfirmatory issue. E. Weinkam responded by mentioning that hydrogen
control for Mark 111 plants is a generic issue and that GSU is
perticipating with Hydrogen Control Owners Group to resolve the issue of
hydrogen cortrol. If the HCOG does not achieve a satisfactory closure
of the issue by the time of licensing then some interim facilities will
be required. D. Okrent considered the response to be an unsatisfactory
definiticr of a confirmatory issue. He asked whether there were any
other confirmatory issues like hydrogen control where it is unclear how
the issue will be resolved technically.

In response to a questior raised by J. Ebersole, E. Weinkam mentioned
that potential dam failures upstream of the River Bend site do not pose
a flooding problem (as they do for Grand Gulf) since the Station is
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located on a bluff overlooking the Mississippi River at a plant grade of
elevation 95 ft MSL and the west bank of the Mississippi is at an
elevation of 57.5 ft MSL.

In reference to license condition 3, fuel rod internal pressure, D.
Okrent sked whether GE and the NRC Staff believes it is crucial that
interna. fuel rod pressure not exceed reactor coolant system pressure.
He wondered whether GE will take the position that fuel rod internal
pressure is to be kept below system pressure or that the internal
pressure can exceed system pressure by a certain amount. J. Quirk, GE,
responded that GE believes that the performance of the rods will not be
degraded to any large degree with fuel rod pressure greater than coolant

system pressure.

Two contentions have been admitted by the ASLB for litigation. One
contention is GSU failure to provide adequate assurance that the
components and systems relying on Mississippi water for cooling will be
protected against infestation from asiatic clams. The other contention
concerns the failure of the 01d River Control Structure and its effect
or the safe operation of River Bend. Failure of the structure is
conjectured to seriously reduce the flow of the Mississippi River and as
2 consequence influence the safe operation of the River Bend Station.

J. Jaudon summarized the enforcement history for River Bend. In 2
review of the vicolations against River Bend, there has beern only one
severity level 111 violation cited for River Bend. This violation
involved the failure of GSU to properly report a construction deficiency
under 10 CFR 50.55(e). No civil penalty was assessed with this
violation on the basis of the prompt action taken by GSU and SWEC. Two

Systematic
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Assessment of Licensee Performance have been performed for River Bend.
In the area rated, GSU has had no Category 3 ratings (increased licensee
performance and NRC surveillance is required). In the most recent SALP
6SU management control of the River Bend project has been given a
Category I rating. 0. Okrent asked whether J. Jaudon would be surprised
if a large number of deficiencies in quality turned up in the next year,
in view of the SALP ratings. J. Jaudon replied that he would not be
surprised gtven that certain deficiencies will not become apparent until
the startup testing surfaces them.

River Bend is the fourth plant design to be inspected under the NRC
interoffice Integrated Design Inspection program, the others being
Callaway, Byron, and Seabrook. The NRC team leader for the River Bend
101, D. Allison, described the recently completed IDI (April 19-May 8,
1964) on River Bend and presented the preliminary findings of the IDI.
He mentioned that the IDI team saw high quality work in those safety
structures and system design reviewed but identified problems in the
following areas:

There are problems in both the modeling and the stress analysis
performed on the ACS discharge lines which employ ball joints. The
ball joints serve to take the loads off the discharge nozzle of the
ADS valves in the main steamline piping.

o The anchorage for the radial shear bar or "Z" bar located in the
shield building is of insufficient length and detailing and does
not conform to the ACI codes regarding the anchorage of such
reinforcements. Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation (SWEC)
is currently performing a reanalysis which they believe will show
that the anchorage is technically adequate given the reduction in
shear loads to the containment shield building by the annular
concrete fill.

" The 1DI team questioned the SWEC calculations which are being used
to justify the lack of reinforcement in the auxiliary building
basemat. The ACI codes specify two ways to check for shear loads
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in such structures. SWEC used a third way that was not based on
either of the two ACI code methods.

\d Incorrect values in the RHR flowrate calculations were used. In
particular, where GE/SWEC interface requirements dictated to place
orifices as necessary to limit pump runout flow to 6,060 gpm, SWEC
veed an incorrect flowrate of 5,700 gpm. There is a chance that
additional orifices in the RHR system will be needed as a result of
this error.

. There are errors in the calculation of post-LOCA flooding effects.
In one part of the calculation, the warning time for the operator
of 2 pump or valve leak in the RHR pump room is required. The
calculation of this warning time took into account the leakage from
the RHR pumps, however, failed to take inio account the leakage
from two other pumps located in the room which will have a greater
capacity for leakage.

’ SWEC made ar erronecus assumption that there is no need for the
accumulator check valves located in the ADS valve air supply lines
to be leak tight. Leak tight checking is not provided. Technical
specifications will be necessary to keep the accumulators at 150
psi and to ensure that leak testing is performed on the accumulator
check valves.

The 1D] team will issue their report on the River Bend by the end of
July 1984, at which time they will make known whether further inspection

of the River Bend desigr cor licensing action is warranted.

APPL1CANT PRESENTATIONS

Containment Systems - D. Lorfing, C. Lambert, L. England,
T. McIntyre, and E. Zoch.
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D. Lurfing started the GSU presentations with a brief overview of the
major differences between River Bend's containment and other Mark III's.
He reviewed those features previously discussed in the NRC presentations
with the following e1aboratioﬁs:

Unit Coolers in Lieu of Sprays - River Bend's design never included
containment sprays. At the time that the initial design of River Bend
was conceived, GSU requested SWEC to provide a containment design which
would eliminate the need for containment vaccum breakers. The breakers
were employed in the GE Standard design to mitigate the effects of an
overcooling and depressurization transient resulting from an inadvertant
operation of containment sprays. Containment sprays are utilized in the
GE Standard design and in the Perry, Grand Gulf, and Clinton designs to
address the problem of steam bypass of the suppression pool. In answer
to both the problem of overcooling events and the need for containment
vaccum breakers, and the issue of suppression pool bypass, SWEC upgraded
the design of the existing containment unit coolers from non safety

grade to safety grade.

Inadvertant operation of the unit coolers produces a less severe
overcooling event than what would be expected from the inadvertant
operation of cuntainment sprays. River Bend's free standing steel
containment is designed for a negative pressure differential of 0.6 psi.
The unit coolers automatically isolate of a pressure of 0.43 psi.

No Drywell Vaccum Breakers - Unlike other Mark II1's, River Bend does
not employ vaccum breakers for the drywell depressurization event
following a LOCA. The drywell is designed for a negative 20 psid. The
GSU/SWEC's analyses of the depressurization (which assumes instantaneous
condensation of steam on the drywell, ECCS flow from the reactor vessel
is at suppression pool temperatures, and 211 air is purged from the
dryw=11 during the blowdown) event shows that the worst case max imum

negative pressure in the drywell is 18.4 psid.
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No Upper Pool Dump - River Bend's drywell holdup volume design has been
reduced in order to obviate the need for automatic suppression pool make
up during an accident. The smaller volume has come about by reducing
the height of the weir wall, raising the height of the drywell hold up
pool with a concrete fill and sealing the reactor pedestal cavity from
the drywell holdup pool. Since water is not held up as much in the
drywell and River Bend does not employ containment sprays an upper pool
dump is not ‘needed to maintain ECCS pump NPSH and suppression pool vent
coverage during an accident.

Noting that GSU plans to seal the reactor vessel pedestal cavity from
the drywell holdup volume (a door exists for construction purposes
between the reactor pedestal cavity and the drywell holdup volume),

T. Theofanous asked GSU to consider the implications of the cavity being
sealed from the drywell in the event of a severe accident where the
molten core drops into the cavity. He mentioned that from the point of
view of severe accidents, it may be prudent to leave the cavity
unsealed.

C. Lambert next aiscussed the design of River Bend with respect SRV/LOCA
hydrodyramic loads. He mentioned that for the SRVs loads, River Bend
complies with the criteria given in NUREG-0802. For the LOCA
hydrcdynamic loads, he noted that GSU/SWEC had recently adopted the
criteria given in draft NUREG-0978 with one exception. The exception to
the NUREG criteria is the use of River Bend specific criteria in the
area of reverse vent clearing following a LOCA. GSU/SWEC contend with
the Staff that the hydrodynamic forces on the suppression pool
structures as a result of reverse vent clearing will be negligible
because drywell depressurization is slow. The Staff disagrees with the
depressurization being slow and has requested GSU to assess the dynamic
loads associated with reverse vent clearing per the criteria given in
NUREG-0978.

L. England next provided the status of River Bend with respect to the
Humphrey's issues.
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The Humphreys issues have been evaluated by GSU and 57 out of the total
66 issues have been completely resolved either through the Mark II1
Owners Group activities or plant specifically by GSU. The remaining 9
jssues are on a path toward resolution in the near future. Two issues
of the remaining 9 issues have been identified by the NRC Staff as both
warranting further review. The two issues are (1) the effects of
structural encroachments over the suppression pool on pool swell loads
and impact Toads, and (2) the response of the RHR system in the steam
condensing mode and nearby structures located in the suppression pool to
the steam condensation phenomena. On the second issue, the applicant
along with other members of the Owners Group have conmitted not to use
the RHR system in the steam condensation mode pending further analyses
on GE and the Owners Group part.

To -lose the issue of encroachment effects on pool swell, the applicant
pointed out to the Subcommittee that they expect to resolve the
encroachment issue with the results of testing currently be performed by
the Mark 111 Owners Group (The Mark III Encroachment 1/10th Froude
Scaled Bubble Pressure Equalization Tests) which will demonstrate the
degree of conservatism in the Mark III Owners Group analyses.
Preliminary results of the encroachment testing were shown to the
Subcommittee which indicate that the GESSAR II definition of the loads
bouncd the Mark 111 analyses. In light of this the Owners Group believe
that encroached pool swell is not an issue for River Bend or for any
Mark 111. The results of the encroachment testing are to be submitted
to the NRC Staff for review by the end of July 1984. T. Theofanous
requested that the results as applicable to River Bend be provided to
the Subcommittee for consideration in a timely manner.

E. Zoch next described the features of River Bend's hydrogen control
system. He mentioned that a distributed igniter system with back up
containment purging will be used to control hydrogen from a degraded
core accident. There are 104 igniters distributed within the
containment and drywell of River Bend Station. The ‘gniters will be
powered off the AC Class IE emergency power systems and will be
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initiated manually per the emergency procedures currently being
developed under the auspices of the Hydrogen Control Owners Group. The
igniter system for River Berd is based on the Grand Gulf arrangement.

After describing the features of the hydrogen control system for River

Bend, E. Zoch outlined the elements of GSU's program to resolve the
issue of hydrogen control from a degraded core accicent. GSU believes
that thcy hdve a pro. am in place that will ensure hydrogen control is
not a problem for River Bend. He mentioned that GSU has been an active
participant in the HCOG program and they have structured parts of the
HCOG testing program and analyses to address the unique features of
River Bend's design (e.g., unit coolers in lieu of sprays and no
containment or drywell vaccum breakers to relieve containment

underpressurization).

GSU has recently completed an ultimate pressure capacity study of River
Bend containmert at the request of the NRC Sstaff. The final results of
the stucy are to be submitted to the Staff by the end of June 1984, The

ultimate and desigr capacities were recitec as follows:

Ultimate

Positive Static Pressure

Capacities

Steel Containment

Drywell

Negative Static Pressure

Capacities

Steel Containment
Drywell
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GSU has also recently completed their CLASIX-3 River Bend-Specific
analysis. The results of CLASIX-3 analysis which provide the resulting
pressures and temperatures from a postulated hydrogen burn will be
submitted to the NRC Staff in the June-July 1984 time frame. E. Zoch
mentioned that the preliminary results show the worst case hydrogen over
pressure in the containment to be between 15 to 18 psig. For a
cituation where a 75% metal-water reaction hydrogen release is burned
off and then cooled to ambient conditions, the analyses show a maximum
calculated under pressure in the containment to be 3.3 psi. In view of
these results, GSU feels that containment integrity will be assured for
both the over pressure and under pressure events of a postulated
hydrogen burn.

D. Okrent asked what were uncertainties in the ultimate capacites
numbers recited by E. Zoch. M. Shah, SWEC, pointed out to D. Okrent
that the numbers recited were lower bound estimates, because the
ultimate capacities anzlyses were based on the specified material end
strength, and post buckling strength was not accounted for in the
analyses. D. Ckrent asked what factors would poterntially make the
capacities lower than predictec. M. Shah mentioned that four factors
would influence the ultimate capacity estimates, namely; (1) the
modeling approximations, (2) reaction tolerances, (3) the strength
properties of the material used, and (4) the welding processes. He
noted that each of these factors had been addressed by SWEC in the
analyses with the exception of flaws in the materials used in the
construction of the containment.

D. Okrent acked the NRC Staff for their position on the likelihood of a
total loss of AC power coincident with a large hydrogen release from a
degraded core. The Staff replied that they would provide their response
at the full Committee discussions.

In regards to equipment surviability during a hydrogen burn GSU plans to
use the results of the HCOG quarter scale test program along with the
CLASIX-3 analyses to develop the qualification requirements for
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essential equipment in the containment which would be exposed to a
postulated hydrogen burn environment. This work is expected to be
completed by the end of 1984,

D. Okrent asked how would the thermal environment for River Bend, during
a postulated hydrogen burn, differ from a similar event in a Mark III
employing containment sprays. E. Zoch responded that there would be
some minor differences in the thermal environments. In particular, the
wetwell temperatures would probably be slightly higher.

T. Novak 2sked GSU to comment on how the performance of the River Bend
igniter system migh® vary if the containment had sprays. No specific

response to this question was given.

Offsite and Onsite AC/DC Power Systems -

J. Propson, P. Bourne, and J. Hamilton

J. Propson began the discussions on the River Bend electrical power
systems with a2 brief description of the onsite AC/DC powe~ gistribution
system, River Bend uses three divisions of Class 1 E electrical
distribution. Two of these divisions are supplied with emergency AC
power via Transamerica Delaval Incorporated DS R-48 standby diesel
generators. The third division is reserved for the High Pressure Core
Spray function and utilizes a Stewart and Steverson diesel generator as
its source of standby emergency AC power.

In answer to J. Ebersole, J. Froposon mentioned that the prefered source
of AC power does not de~-nd on the output of the umit turbine generator,
rather AC power for the critical loads are run from the offsite source
«ith backup provided by the standby diesel generators.

P. Bourne next described the transmission systems reliability for Gulf
States Utilities and the Cajun Electric Power Cooperative. GSU and
CECO are members of Southwest Power Pool. The reliability of
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the 500Kv transmission system for the Southwest Power Pool is approx-
jmately one outage for one hundred miles per year. The average grid
outage for existing plants in the GSU and CECO system is one event per
21.5 years. The longest outage for any plant in the GSU and CECO
system was of 12 hours duration.

J. Propson next discussed the D.C. power supply system for River Bend.
He mentioned that the River Bend design has incorporated all the
recommendations made in NUREG-0666 concerning the adequacy of D.C. Power
supplies. GSU and SWEC in evaluating the conformance of the River Bend
D.C. systems design with NUREG-0666, performed a Failure Mode Effects
Analysis on individua) safety systems. The FMEA evaluated the effects
of the loss of offsite power and LOCA on individual systems reviewed.
The FMEA was submitted as a part of the River Bend FSAR. From the FMEA
analysis, GSU/SWEC found the station batteries able to be maintained at
an operable level for 15 hours during a loss of all A.C. power. In a
LOCA, the batteries are able to be maintained at an operable level for

4 hours.

J. Propson concluded his presentations with a synopsis ¢f the Station
Blackout analysis on River Bend performec by SWEC. The conditions
existing in the containment were estimated for a Station Blackout of 12
hours duration. The analysis assumed the loss of all AC power, reactor
scram at the time of loss of AC power, no ECCS except for RCIC, SRVs
maintain reactor pressure, and no active heat removal. The drywell
pressure, containment pressure and drywell temperature are all estimated
at the end of the 12 hour blackout to be less than design quantities.
The containment temperature exceeds design by 8°F. The suppression pool
temperature at 12 hours is approximately 32°F below saturation
temperature.

D. Okrent asked whether the Station Blackout analysis identified any
areas like the control room or switchgear rooms where high temperatures
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are reached so that the operability of essential equipment is threaten.
J. Propson mentioned that the portions of the analysis considering
en.ironmental temperatures was not complete. Upon completion of the
study, GSI! and SWEC will address the temperature problem through their
equipment qualification program.

J. Ebersole asked whether the analysis considered the implications of a
stuck open SRV during the blackout. He noted that given a stuck open
SRV, steam pressure for the RCIC turbine will not be available. It was
replied that a stuck SRV was not considered in the analysis; however,
given such a situation, the HPCS which has its own dedicated diesel
generator can provide makeup to the primary system. J. Ebersole noted
that the Station Blackout analysis was said to assume the loss of all
ECCS function except for RCIC. He asked the Staff to find out whether
it is common in Station Blackout analysis to consider the diesel
generator for the HPCS as part of the AC power system. Later in the
meeting, J. Ebersole asked what was degree of independence of the HPCS
diesel generators from the other two AC diesel generators. It was
replied that the cooling water source for the HPCS diesel generator (
the division 111 diesel generator) is derived from the divisions I and
11 service water pumps. These service water pumps receive their source
standby of power from divisions 1 and II diese! generators. This
configuration is unique to River Bend.

J. Hamilton concluded the electrical systems discussions with a

presentation of the River Bend Transamerice Delaval Incorporated standby
diesel generator qualification program. He indicated that the objective
of the program is to evaiuate the TDI diesel engines at River Bend and

determine what is necessary to assure reliable power. GSU is a member
of the TDI Owners Group and has assimilated the results of the Owner's
Group work into & River Bend specific qualification program. GSU
believes that their intensive diesel qualification program will ensure
that all the curren* and potential flaws in the River Bend TDI diesel
generators are worked out by the fuel load date.

Decay Heat Removal Systems - D. Lorfing




River Bend Meeting Minutes

D. Lorfing next provided a discussion on the decay heat removal systems,
dividing his discussions into two areas - systems for transferring decay
heat to the ultimate heat sink and systems providing make up water to
the reactor vessel. In describing the systems for transferring decay
heat to the UHS he went in some datail about the various modes of
operation for the RHR systems - shutdown cooling, steam condensing and
suppression.pocl cooling. Referring to the modes of RHR operation, D.
Okrent asked if these modes offered the potential for water hammer. R.
McMoreland, SWEC, responded that the porential for water hammer had been
analyzed and the results of the water hammer analysis were evaluated in
accordance with the ASME code.

D. Lorfing following his description of the various modes of RHR
operation, summarized the systems for providing make up water to the
reactor vessel. He outline¢ the paths for make up via condenser and
feedwater system, HPCS, RCIC, LPCS and LPCI. The Subcommittee inquired
how feed water is controlled following a turbine trip. R. McMoreland,
SWEC, noted that the River Bend feedwater system employs three 33.3
percent capacity feed pumps each with its own dedicated bypass line to
the condenser. Flow to the reactor vessel is regulated by valve control
in a low power level situztion and not by pump speed.

Instrumertation to Follow the Course of a Severe Accident - P. Porter

P. Porter next described the method by which GSU has developed a Kiver
Bend specific 1isting of accident monitoring variables. Three sources
of information were used to develop the River Bend variable list. One
cource was the variable iist given in Revision 3 of Regulatory Guide
1.97. This list was merged with two variable 1ists generated by: (1) a
review of the River Bend emergency operating procedures and (2) by 2
review of BWR operator action event tree analysis (NUREG/CR-2100). A
total of 68 parameters were identified.
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Organization and Management - W. Cahill, Sr. Vice President, RBNG;
J. Deddens, Vice President, RBNG; P. Freehill, Assi-tant Plant Manager
for Operations; P. Graham, Manager, Technical Staff; T. Crouse,
Manager QA; J. Booker, Manager of Engineering, Licensing & Nuclear
Fuels.

River Bend is the first and only nuclear project of Gulf States
Utilities. In view of this, K. Cahill mentioned that the River Bend
project has attracted special attention and consideration from GSU. He
mentioned that unique to GSU is a Board Committee on Nuclear Safety
formed at the corporate executive level in the GSU organization.
Repcrting to this Committee is an Advisory Committee comprised of 3
university orofessors. The Advisory and the Board Committees have been
in existance for four years and have made several recommendations
perta.ning to experience level of the River Bend Muclear Group Staff and
deficiencies in GSU's training program. Another independent engineering
review group reporting at a high level within the GSU organization is
the Nuclear Safety Review Committee which reports to W. Cahill.
Reporting at the operations organization level is a Facility Review
Committee which advises the Plant Manager on matters of reactor safety.
The FRC is the responsible organization for reviewing potential
unreviewed safety questions, reviewing the emergency plan, security
plan, radiation protection and post accident sampling programs, and for
reviewing safety related modifications and abnormal operating events.

J. Deddens in response to the Subcommittee's inquiries, mentioned that
the part of the River Benc Nuclear Group responsible for the day-to-day
familiarity with the River Bend design resides in the Engineering,
Nuclear Fuels and Licensing Department headed by J. Booker. This group
provides both onsite and offsite engineering services for River Bend,
although a majority of the engineering services will reside at the
corporate headquarters in Beaumont, Texas. This group, J. Deddens
pointed out was respersible for supplementing SWEC's design review of
the River Bend design for systems interactions. The level of staffing
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for this group is at 37 with approximately 33 positions remaining to be
filled.

The Subcommittee expressed concern about the in-house engineering
exnertise on the River Bend plant design. GSU in response to their
concern mentioned that although they do not currently have a sufficient
buildup of in-house engineering expertise, they plan to utilize the
startup testing program and the GSU-SWEC-GE interface to build up their
expertise by the time the plant goes into operation.

Operations Staff Training and Selection Program - W. Odell

W. Ocell outlined the training program for the operations staff at River
Bend. He focused his presentation on the control room operator
selection and training program. GSU has contracted General Physics
Corporation to provide the initial training of its operators. They also
have contracted NUS to provide the initial training for technical
personnel in such areas of radiation protection and chemistry.

Candidates for the operator training program must have the equivaient of
a high school education. The selection process involves: (1)
geographical preferences, (2) aptitude tests which consists of learning
ability, verbal rezsoning anc mechanical aptitude tests, (3)
psychological test, and (4) a medical examination.

Cold licensing operator training consist of the following: a fundamental
technical course of 17 weeks duration, systems training for 12 weeks,
simulator training for 12 weeks, observation training for 4 weeks, and
review and audit of technical specifications and procedures for 6 weeks.
Additional training is provided in the areas of general employee
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