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(3:45 a . m )

MR . SIESS: The meeting will come to order. This is

the ACRS Subcommittee on the Safety Research Program. I am

Chester Siess, Chairman of the Subcommittee

At least for the moment, the other members of ACRS

in attendance are Carson Mark on my left, Bill Kerr, Forrest

Remick, Dave Moeller, Charlie Wylie, and Carl Michelson. We

expect other members before the day is out ~- Ward, Shuman,

Okrent, and Carbon.

The focus of this meeting is to discuss the most

recent information we have on the proposed NRC Safety Research

Program and budget for Fiscal Year 1987, and following the

receipt of that information, to prepare a draft of an ACRS

report to the Commission on the budget program.

The cognizant ACRS Staff Engineer for the meeting is

Sam Duraiswamy, sitting on my right

All of the meeting will be open, won't iit?
MR. ROSE: ves .
MR. SIESS: The rules of participation have been

announced as part of the notice in the Federal Register that

was published on May the 10th. A transcript of the meeting is

being kept and will be made available as stated in the Federal

Register notice.

Everybody that is at the table has a microphone
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Anybody that is not at the table that speaks showuld get to a
microphone, so they will be on the record, and identify
themselves .

Do we want to keep the whole thing on the
transcript, Sam, even when we are through with the Staff and
trying to draft stuff? Sometime we may decide to let the
reporter go, because if we get to the point whare everybody is
talking at once, she has a little problem.

We received no written comments or requests for time

to make oral comments, oral statements, from members of the

public.

The Research Staff is prepared to tell us where they
stand right now. | guess nothing is very final. You can
bring us up to date, Denny, and tell us what the next steps
are.

MR. ROSS: Okay.

MR. SIESS: The Commission is going to get something
from us about this, and | don’t know where it fits into the

schedule.

MR. ROSS: Let me cover a number of connected
items .

First, there exists a current scheduie for th.o
internal review of NRC’s Fiscal '87 budget. This schedule is
dated May Z1st. It is from the Office of Resource Management,

NRC, and it has dates beginning on this May 17th, and it ends




on September 3rd with the NRC budget going to OMB.

. 2 Where it shows where we are today, which is June
2 Sth, the Budget Review Group is still meeting It has had
“ some initial reactions with the program offices, and we will
S discuss that today. Tomorrow and Fr day are opportunities for
[ the program offices to have ~- it’s not really a reclama, but
7 it is a reaction to the BRG's initial rvaction, and we'rea
3 supposed to have a BRS mark on June 12th, a week from today.
Q MR. SIES®: Now the BRG now, and | think last year,
10 is the EDC | mean, there is not another step in there, is
1 there?
12 MR. RDSS: | think -- of course, they will provide
‘ 12 some guidance to the EDO. He doesn’t have to accept what they
14 do
1S MR. SIESS: But it’'’s not a separate ~-- is it a
16 completely separate set-up?
¥ d MR . ROSS: The EDD is drawn up from various EDO
12 level offices.
19 MR. SIESS: Who is on the BRG?
20 MR. ROSS: Jack Roe, Jim Sniezek.
21 MR. SIESS: They are al! EDO offices”

i
r

MR. RDSS: All EDD offices, but not program office

representatives

MR SIESS: Okay.

MR. ROSS: | think -- well, let's see, -~
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MR. SIESS: There’'s a step in there that says the

BRG submits something to the EDO

MR . ROS%: Yes, that’'s what | was gning down.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. ROSS: So they provided a mark to tha Office

Directors on June 12th, and then there is opportunity for

reclama built in. The draft budget with the planned

accompl ishments goes to the EDO on June 20th. Now at that
point, Mr. Dircks could -~ in the first place, they may go in
with some unresaolved things. It may give him some options
He may not |ike what they do. But that would be a personal
thing with him. It wouldn’'t be a final review committee. aAnd

then the final EDO budget is supposed to start showing up down
here with the Commission in late June

MR. SIESS: Okay. So it goes to the full
Commission, or does it go to Joe?

MR. ROSS%: | think the answer is yes to both 1t
goes to the Chairman first, and then it goes to Joe -~

MR. SIESS: But when does it --

MR ROSS: Now, let me look at the ~- there are some
individual Commissioner briefings in early Juiy, and then
there’'s a Chairman’s mark on July 12th

The Chnairman submits his buaget and planned
accompl ishments to the Commission on July 22nd. We hope to

get Commission approval on July 29th, and then the whole month



1 of August is doing the boilerplate and getting the OMB

. 2 presentation.

2 The Commission again reviews the OMB’'s -~
B MR. SIESS: Okay That’'s far enough.
S MR. ROSE: Okay.
) MR. SIESS: Because we're going to be through with
y 4 it at this meeting. But if we are writing a letter, a report
3 to the Commission in July, it seems to me that July would
9 still be in time for the Chairman to get it, wouldn’t it?
i0 MR. ROSS: That's correct. Suppose on July 15th,
11 rhe operned his mail and got your letter, probably better July
12 12th --
. 1= MR. SIESS That'’'s about the same time he’'s getting
14 -
15 MR ROZ2%: July 12th, he gives his mark to the
16 offices 1f you could get it, you know, like July 11th, then
17 that would be the most helpful to him, or as early as
13 possible. ‘
19 You meet on the 12th, do you?
20 MR. SIESS: When does the Chairman get the budget?
21 When dces he first see 1t°
aa MR. ROS3S: The draft is late June.
22 MR. SIESE: Okay, late June That’'s all right.
. 24 MR. RO=S: June 24th.
e MR. SIESS: That’'s why he wants a report from us in
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June We’'re going to write it in June, there’s no question

MR ROSS Some other boilerplate items. There's
always a strong connection between consecutive years, and so
we may want to spend a little time on Fiscal 'S6.

The Comptroller announced the other day that there
is the likel ihood that we will enter Fiscal ’'86 on a
continuing resclution that’s alarmingly high, and we're in the
situation right now of having a committee report from each
House of the Congress that differs as far as research is
concerned by $16 million, which is aover ten percent of our
budget . Ard in addition, the phrasing of the conference
report gives some guidance as to where some of that money
ought to be recriented.

If Fiscal '36 were a reality in the House terms,
then our budget would go from 121 down to 108, and that’'s only
$12 million, but an additional $3 million gets taken out of
Pocket A and put into --

MR. SIESS: Now wait a minute. The House bill
actually took a certain amount of money out of research, but
it also gave you a reallocation that you have to --

MR ROSS: The best way to lcok at it -~

MR. SIESS | thought that came to about $16
milltion,

MR. ROSS: Now here’'s the best way to look at it

MR. SIESS: And the Senate gave you what you asked
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for and restored the five percent cut

MR X ROSS: To the agency. The best way to look at

the House version is take the 121, subtract 16, you get 105,

and then add 2.8 back in for high~level waste and low-level

waste, 2 for high-level, 1.8 for low-level
MR. SIESS: The other areas have to be cut about $186
million to make that come out

MR  ROSS: Right. We have given, by formal

Commission transmission, a letter to Udall saying the general
areas that we would cut if¥ their proposai came true. But the
language of the Udall report doesn’t give any House guidance

as to what they think about what we said

So | would say, the agency is sort of moderately

unfettered as to the areas it would have to cut

MR. SIESS: Full committee markup is the same as

Udall’'s subcommittee?

MR . HAYES: Yes .

MR. ROSS: Marty says yes.

MR. SIESS: Now the Senate didn’'t go along with any

of those changes.

MR. ROSS: That's right

MR. SIESS: It said they should take care of meeting

generic items and ISAP by reallocations or within NRR

MR. ROSS: They just said other places.

MR. SI1ESS: They just said, "Don’t touch research
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ROSS : Yes

D)

MR. SIESS The House/Senate conference bill or
|
2 whatever the compromise would probably be somewhere in
a between .
S MR. ROSS That's a fair summary
53 MR. SIESS: It’'s possible the House would go along
7 with the Sernate version, but | don’t know.
S MR. ROSE: When l'ast | checked, they thought they
Q might go to conference in July, but | don’t know if that'’'s
10 still true
1" MR. SIESS: | would think that it’'s better ~-- a lot
12 better than 50/50 that there will be a compromise. I dorn’t
. 13 think they’'ll go all the way with the Senate.
14 What about this adding the paycut back in? Is that
195 a realistic type thing?
16 MR. ROSS&: I have no idea.
17 MR. SIESS: The House bill Is based on a paycut?
13 MR. ROSS: That’'s correct. $429 million for the
19 agency .
20 MR. SIESS But the paycut is already in there.
21 MR . ROSS Right .
22 MR. SIESS: You said on a continuing resolution,
23 that would be at the current level?

3
b

MR ROSS Wa’'ll have to get it -~ | believe we'l!

get OMB guidance

when you’'re on CR -~ when the committees
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have made reports, you may be bound by the language of the

report at the lowest level

So we might have to spend at a rate of 108,

MR. SIESS: How did you get down to 1037

MR. RJSS: | took the 16 off of the 121 and added in
the high—-level waste I think the exact guidance is -~ |
think the facts are that we would have to ~~- see, 121 million
is 10 million a month. We might have to spend at 9 million a

month on a CR to be in conformance with the House guidance,

and that would be a de facto ~- | think the main thing, the

technical aspect is, if we have reason to believe by a CR or
if the thing actually gets enacted in the House, we’'ll have to
make some ‘36 program cuts which would domino into '87. Maybe

some would be revived, and maybe some wouldn’'t.

| can’'t be any more specific at this time

MR. SIESS: There's no way realistically you are
going to figure that you will make up the ‘86 cuts in ’'87.

MR. ROS%: That's correct.

MR. SIESS: We’'ll be cutting programs on continuing
stretchout

MR . ROSS The realities are, for five years, we
would be monetonical ly decreas ing. | think it would pe
foolish to expect we'il get more in '87 than '886

MR SIESS: How long can you continue to stretch out

pragrams”? It seems to me at some point in time, the budget is



going to go down and down, and you've got to start whacking

MR . ROSS: As we told Congress, and we really meant
it, if we get cut, we wil! not stretch out, we will just
cancel, and that will be it for all time

In other words, we're there now.
MR. SIESS: | think you are Any questions on this?
MR . ROSS: | have another background thing | want to

get into when we're through here

MR. SIESS: We're talking right now numbers that are
moving around in the range of $1238 million plus or minus for

an ‘87 budget And looking at that, we have to be thinking
about an ‘26 budget that is in the range of 121 down. Aand
there is no sentiment whatsoever that you can see in the
Congress that that’'s going to go up.

MR RO2S: That's right

MR. SIESS: I think it’s a triumph of hope over
reason to think that you will end up with more next year than
you got this year. | think there’'s some reason to hope that

you might end up in '86 with 121, but it’'s not a great big
strong hope.
MR ROSS: N
Ancther background item we've had some ~-
MR. SIESS: You ain’t going to know for a long time
MR ROSS: i'm afraid so

MR. SIESS: Because the Congress is going to be busy
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with a lot of other things.

MR. RO3%: We will probably ~- see, we're sending
out program letters this month, and we're telling people, the
contractors ~- | don’t have the exact phraseology; maybe Marty
does -- that we’'re planning as if we've got 121, which is high
uncertainty, and we really don’t know.

We met with the ACRS two or three times on the

theory of continuing some research at some kind of stable

level . We got a report from the full Committee a couple of
months ago, and | think the Committee is aware of several
things that are going on. | wanted to give you a progress
report .

First, it started last November and is expected to
conclude this November, an ad hoc CS&1 group on |light water
safety research The exact title of it is an Ad Hoc Group on

CS81 and the Priority of Future Light Water Safety Research.

The membership of the group ~- |'m a member for

NRC . Dr. Sato is ~~

MR. SIESS: I think everybody got your last report.

MR. ROSS: There's another deveiopment Dr. Sata’'s
repcrt came in about two days ago. The assignments were that
he and |, independentiy of each other, were to write a
strawman Chapter 2 I sent the committee my Chapter 2,; | just
got Dr Sato’s Chapter 2. You might be interested in reading

it
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MR. SIESS: Did we get it?

MR. ROSS: | sent it out, Sam Did you get it?

MR SIESS | haven’'t seen it

MR. ROSE: Fine There here is both

The interesting thing is, we worked entirely
independently, but both of our reports -~ in the first place,
they're both in English, for which we are eternally grateful,
and they’'re both nine pages long, and it locks |ike one of us
wrote both reports. But hornestly, we didn’'t rehearse it.

MR. SIESS: What happens if you're both wrong?

MR . ROS%: We could be. We are meeting again on
July 1st and 2nd and the 3rd, if necessary. We plan for that
to be our last meeting We’'ll try to iron out things

| think this is the meat of the report. The rest of

it is just going to be some boilerplate assembly and

descriptions of programs in place

MR. SIESS: Denny, on this question of a stable

leve!l of funding that we went through, | don’t know whether

the message came through as clear as it should.

That report we reviewed, there was some confusion

between what 1’11 call a base level of funding and a base

program There is a distinction

What we ook at as a base program is an ongoing

area, whether you ca!l centers of excellence, areas of

expertise, places where you're pretty sure you're going to
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have questions, and you'd |ike to get answers in advance, or

be able to get them very quickly.

Now what level that base program should be, | dan’t

know, at what level of funding But a base level of funding

for a research program at NRC ocught to be something hiagher

than the level of funding for a base program, because there

will always be ~~- | won't call them ad hoc issues coming up,
but other issues coming up that will be super imposed on a base
program

So the idea of a base program as being the argument
for a base level, we didn’'t find that helpful, because even if

you can define it, your level of funding over and beyond that

MR. ROSE: | agree. We didn’'t get it right the
first time Here’'s what we really had in mind.
We called it a hybrid. | define a hybrid research

program in any given area, you ought to retain your
expertise Let’'s suppose it’s material, ferritic vessel
materials. and you want to Leep that on the order of thirty or
forty people pius a laboratory aor two going full time.

Maybe it will cost you $6 million a year. That’'s &
base You don’t really want to dip below that base, Decause
i ¥ you do, you’'ve got to shut the lab down You've got a
critical mass of people You don’'t have a fully complementary

work unit
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Now hera2 comes a concern over low-nickel,

high-copper or something !ike that, and you have on top of

this, you super impose a $2 million program for two and a half
vears . You get in and get back You go back down to your
base level. That’'s a hybrid. That’'s what we really meant .

We just didn’'t come across that way.

MR. SIESS: That was written using a base program
as an argument for a base funding level. A stable funding
level ought to be somewhat higher than what you need, simply
for the continuing base program, and that didn’t come
through And of course, there was no basis for arriving at
the number of dollars in terms of it.

MR. ROSS: All right. We're working on that.

Also, since last we met, we have executed a contract
with the National Research Cocuncil. | guess the subcommittee
is fully familiar with that.

MR. SIESS: We say the letter and their reszponse,
and that's all

MR ROSS: Since then, we have signed a contract
that we will proceed.

MR. SIESS Did you get the time shortened on it”

MR. ROSS: | thnink it's nine to twelve months

MR. SIESS: We suggested that it might be a little

less time. They were talking twelve months, and we ‘hought if

it came in a little early -~




D]

10

11

12

12

14

15

16

17

13

19

MR. RO3S It would,

and that’'s it
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but |

MR. SIESS: Right

MR. ROSS: It may be there’'s a formative meeting
next week, | believe

MR. SIESS: Have they formed a committea®

MR. ROSE: That's what the meeting is for. Theay
have not, as far as | know. They may have a panel . But you

know how these things go.
themselves We don’‘t pick and
think they have some different

MR. SIESS: I £

got to do it.

We kind of have to

it's going to be

let them do it

choose . We'd be glad to, but
ideas .

independent,

MR ROSS: I think that’'s all of the background
stuff

MR. SIESS: What are you going to do next?

Will you introduce the lady on your left?

MR RO3&: I'm sorry Dr. Gail Marcus is recently
~~ recently, being !ast week ~- |'m trying to think. Was it
this week? Time does fly wher you're having fun -~ Stafd
Director for Research for tae Palicy, Planning, and Control

Staff.

MR SIEST For your
Gillespie used to be doing.

MR ROSS Right .

information, that's what Frank

think they have one base,

they' ve
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MR. SIESS: And Enrico Conti was doing for awhile
What is Enrico dhrxing now?
MR. ROSS: He’'s back to being Deputy Director for
Car! Goller, Waste Management and Radiology. Hae’'s also
leaving Friday for Japan for our first annual technical
exchange meeting on waste management research.

MR. SIESS: Now are you going to --

MR. RO&SS: 1'd like to discuss a little bit of a
table, copies of which have been passed out It’s got a whole
bunch of numbers on it, and it’'s entitled at the top, "Nuclear
Regulatory Research, FY ‘87 Budget, Dollars in Millions. " The

date is 6/4/85 .

MR. SIESS: Has everybody got it? It’'s the only
handout you got this morning.

MR . ROSS As you are wel!l aware, your subcommittee
review is contemporaneous with the BRG review, which means you

get maybe a lot more numbers than you really wanted.

So let me explain the columns first ‘86 speaks for
itself, except it stil! adds wup tao 121
MR SIiESS That’'s a max imum

MR. ROSS: Right When we put together our reguest,

yvou might want to put at the top the words “"Research

Request That was our considered apinion of what we should

do

As you know, the Energy Recrganization Act telis the
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Research Office Director that his duties are to recommend to
the Commission needed research, confirmatory That 's what he
recommended

We had an informal target -- and | don’t want to
call it a mark -~ from BRG that was not based on review of
programs . It was just based on the perception of reality of
120. So about the middle of May, we arrived at a |ine-by-!|ine
allocation that added up to 120. But we warned them at that
time that NRR had not had a chance to review the 130, so we
reserved the right to modify it, based on NRR review.

MR. SIESS: Now that column headed "Research
Request” is what we were looking at a month ago

MR. ROSS: Yes

MR. SIESS: That was the one where you haa flagged
the ma jor ones over the 120, and we discussed them.

MR . ROSS: We called them hard calls. I think the
hard costs were 23, The sensitivity study could have gone as
low as 120 and as high as 143

MR SIESS: The hard cal!ls were the excess over 1307

MR. ROS%: They added up to be more than $13
miltlion They added up to be 3223 million

MR. SIESS l've got a table that just shows the
difference between that.

MR ROSS And NRR had a document in late may, which

| believe you have a copy of -~
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got copies. Everybody has it now, but the pecple that were

responsible for portions of our report got copies last week or

two weeks ago.

MR. ROSS: | see Zoltan is here, and | think at

some time this morning, you may not only want him to discuss

the letter, but to discuss developments since the letter. I

think that’'s more important than the letter, which speaks for

itself

Okay . As you can see, the NRR total up there is
124 6 What we did was to submit a new column marked "6/3
BRG. "

Pardon me I'm getting ahead of myself.

We prepared a response which was sent jointly to NRR
and BRG that said, in part, we would accept some of the NRR
advice and, in part, we didn’t.

Okay . In discussions -- |let me stop there a
minute. | wonder if the subcommittee has got that. What we
did was, we had sort of a | ine~-by-line technical response -~

MR. SIEES: Ho, we have rnot gotten that

MR . ROSS: Urderstand, at this point in the budgetary process

~~ and this iz what | call technical sbb-and-flow -~ they

propose, we react, they think abcut what we did, we think

about what they did We aren’t fully converged.

And thern in discussions with the BRG monday, and
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Gail and Marty were there, it appeared, the way they
characterize it, a figure of 128 5 million where it wasn’'t a
mark It was saort of characterized in concrete that had not

set yet, but it was setting fast They said "sclidified. "
But Dr. Siess will prefer "concrete"” to "set-up

[Laughter . 1]

MR. ROSS: What is it you don’'t put in concrete if
you don’'t want it to set quickiy?

MR. SIESS: Sugar will help. It won't set at all.

[Laughter 1

»
MR. ROSS: That we didn’'t get

There are two columns for which there is little ~-
one column for which there is no information, "Research
Final,"” which is handwritten There were some numbers that we

thought about yesterday in reaction to the BRG, and 1’1
discuss those

The BRG mark is what we expect to get on June 12th

Betweer now and June 12th, what | think will happen is, there
will be need for some more discussions with NRR to make sure
that we are in full understanding i think NRR now will

probably take the BRG 128 .5, and within that framewaork, they
might alter their comments slightly
That's just a quick picture of the table.

MR, SIESS: Let me explore for just a few minutes

with you the NRR versus Research, and |I'm looking at the
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“Target” column, the "NRR" column, and then back to the "BRG"

column .

Now NRR disagreed -- well, they proposed about 19
million out of your budget, out of the 143

MR . ROSS: Ves .

MR. SIESS: And there were basically three or four
areas. One thing on severe accident, including the

containment ~- the severe accident risk, they proposed
significant cuts in the severe accident type research. In
therma! hydraulic transients, they proposed significant cuts
in most of the code work, but they wanted -~

MR HAYES: Integral testing.

MR. SIESS: The integral testing.

MR. RO3%: They wanted to continue that testing.

MR. SIESS: They wanted that continuad and other
things cut, right? Code validation, et cetera, code
assessment, a bunch of stuff That was another area.

They proposed a significant cut in aging. and then
some minor cuts in stretchout and seismic margins and things
of that sort These were the major areas.

Now taking them up currentiy, you have restored the
integral testing item

MR. HAYES Yes .

MR. ROSS: That’s correct

MR. SIESS: To what extent have the other cuts in
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1 therma! hydraulic transients -- have they recommended? Have

‘ 2 you reached some agreement?
2 | see your figures running fairly close ta theirs,
4 all the way down on thermal hydraulic -- is that correct?
S MR. RDSS: We had a little bit of guidance Let’'s
1) look at the list row by row.
? MR. SIESS: Okay.
3 MR. ROSE: On integral facilities -~ let’'s see -~
a which column did you want to compare with which?
10 MR SIESS: Well, | guess | was sort of locking at
11 NRR versus BRG, plus some stuff you've got written out there,
12 that "Final

. 12 MR . ROSE Look at the first subset under integral
14 facilities.
19 MR. SIESS: There'’'s no disaareement across there.
16 MR. ROSS: Except the BRG. What the BRG told us
17 canvinced the other partners in the program to put in a
13 million bucks.
19 MR. SIESS: Cann we just stick to you and NRR for a
20 momeant | There, there was no disagreement. 2D./3D, there was
21 essentially no disagreement .
22 MR. ROSS: In ROSA~-I1Y, we accepted their cut.
232 MR. SIESS: You accepted theirs on ROSA-IVU?
24 MR. ROSS: That's correct.

as MR. SIESS: On integral testing, you accepted their



recommendation to put money back in?

MR ROSS: We realiy need to discuss that for a
minute

4a What NRR wanted was to retain integral testing

S capability of some sort, and it didn’'t want tc semiscale in

15} the eviscerator until some decision had been made.

; Now what were planning for the next two or three

a2 years is just to leave it |like that, integral testing, and

9 make no commitment to semiscale or anylhing else, realizing

10 that we had to decide mighty quick so the OMB budget can be

11 shortened up

12 There are scme options ~~- see, our general feeling
. 12 is, semiscale is a valuable facility in that it’'s approaching

14 the end of its useful life for two reasons They are probably

15 beginning to run, at least certain by '87, the same tests that

1% we’'ve run before, and the moderrn integral facilities that can

1?7 be constructed have been constructed, that | think produce

13 supericor infaormation.

19 When | last month went to the MIST facility, | was

20 very much attracted by its modernization, the way they can

o | rapidly pre- and post-test calibrate their instruments. They

22 can run the thing with just two peaple. They had super ior

23 electronics. It’s really time, if we want to keep facilities

24 like semiscale, to make a major upgrade in the facility. It's

nearly twenty years old 0Of course, it's been refurbished
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from time to time

What we have to do in the next two or threz months
is be much more definite as to what we want to do We had
some preliminary discussions with the GE people about would it
make technical sense for them to -- for a dollar, in essence,
donate their FIST facility, move it to ldaho and run it there.

The NRC owns the MIST components. We have the right
at the end of that program to relocate the whole facility in
ldaho. We're consider ing whether we should, in effect, have a
farm, an integral testing farm, where you may run one one year

and anaother the next year and so on

These are all options that need further
explaoration. We're just not ready now.

1f you embrace the $4 million and give or take a
bit, at this point all you are embracing is a concept. That's

the best we can do

MR. SIESS: Now they had a number of other things

cut in thermal hydraulic transients. | had a number of items

that added up to 2. 2. Orie of those was up to 4

Hew do we come out on those? One of them is

separate effects | don’'t see that much change
MR. RO=%: | think there’s been some minor tuning,
but | don’t believe there's been ~- if you add the last two

rows under thermal hydraulic transients, except for some minor

tuning, you get the same numbers.
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MR. SIESS: Yes . That'’'s where |'m getting a little
mixed up

MR ROSZTOCZY Dr. Siess, if you're looking at the

2 2 million, you have to compare It again the so-called
"Request” column Then you will see the difference It’'s the
“Final" thermal hydraulics budget, is pretty much the same on

research recommendations.
MR. SIEES: So the specific comments on visual loops
and code assessment, analyzer relap maintenance, those things

you more or less agree to with Research, with NRR?

MR ROSS What we noted was that we can take from
the request, we would take the 2 8 million reduction wWe have

to work cut the specificity to a degree we haven'’'t done yet

MR. SIESS: What came through to me was a feel ing
that NRR thought a lot of the codes were good enough to use
Let’'s get on with using them and quit messing with them And
Research seems to think they all needed a |lot more work.

Is that an oversimplification?

MR ROSS: I think so, yves What we have dune s,
we have frozen in the international code assessments program,
we've frozen codes ‘or the next two and a half years for
assessment Otherwise, they'd be assessing a moving target.

MR. SIESS: When | read Catton’'s report from the
meeting in Bethesda ~-- what was it?

MR . ROS% The ICAP reeting in late April?
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MR. SIESE Yes

MR ROSS That's the first meeting of the code

assessment program.

MR. SIESS: He had some concerns about freezing,

apparently concerns expressed there about freezing codes.

MR . ROSS: As a practical matter, they have to be

frozen. Otherwise, you can’'t assess them. I think people

misunder stood 1§ you find an error where the FORTRAN

statements had a minus instead of a plus, certainly you have

to fix the error. They didn’t want to put in ancther super

return to the nuclear boiling model, just because it’s more

attractive. Otherwise, you wouldn’t know how to assess the

code .

the

the

andu

ithe

MR. SIESS: Dave Ward is not hare vet. But one of
concerns that Catton expressed was that it looked |ike all
code validation was going to be done by foreign countries,
that we wouldn’'t be doing any of it. His conca2rn was that

pecple who use the codes ought to be more involved in

this, because it takes a great deal of knowledge and

exper ience to use the codes correctly

it,

MR ROSS: We're driving the program

MR. SIESS: That was the point You are chairing

but everybody else is doing the work

MR . ROSS: | haven’'t -- that's too oversimplified

I1t’s not quite that way
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1 MR. SIESS: We'll maybe come back to that when Ward
. 2 is here and ask him He' 's knowledgeable on it But that was

2 just an impression | got.

“ lvan does make them strong I worni’t argue with

S that .

S Okay So you and NRR are in some form of agreement

7 in the thermal hydraulics area and the 14 4 million for the

2 integral facilities sort of concept. It’s a need, but just

9 hew it’s going to be met is not clear

10 MR . ROSS: That's correct.

1 MR. SIESS: Now another major area recommendation

12 from NRR had to do with the severe accident program, including

the part of it that's in reactor operations and risk, which is

Q)

14 headed "Severe Accident Risk," and they proposed an 11 .4

15 million reduction

1% MR. ROS¢: Under "Accident Evaluation,"” look at the
17 second |ine marked "Severe Accident Analysis,” the SASA

13 proagram We agreed with them.

19 | would like to note that this is a transitional

20 program where codes are being used for specific plant

21 applications We could have made a reasonable argument that a
e ot of that work was NRR technical assistance type work

a3 anyway .

24 S0 to the extent that NRR wants to continue the

praogram above our 2 million, they may do it, but we have taken

«a
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that cut
MR. SIESS: I thought they thought a lot of that

should be finished in '36

MR. ROS%: Well, presumably = S million of it will
be done in '36. | don‘t know if they’' |l |l be finished or not.
MR. SIESS: '386 is cut? That would be -~

MR. RO3S: 1§ '86 is cut, | would expect SASA to be
one of the items to get cut down, probably to the 2 million

level in ‘36 This praogram, SASA, is a program that is
amendable to stretchout, because it's pure analysis.
MR. SIESS: What about containment loading? You

bought part of that, but not all of it.

MR. ROSS: Well, thaeir figure was 5.3 You see
under "Research Final” where it is 6 6. So we are a bit apart
on that still

MR. SIESS That’'s something that will probably be

addressed taday.

MR. RO®&: There are four elements of this. I don’t
think we’ill be through in '86 The four elements in
containment loading: hydrogen, fuel coolant interaction,
direct heating, and core concrete At present, we plan to

complete the hydrogen portion of containment loading in Fiscal
'86, given that we stay at 1 .81, And that'’'s not the type of
program we stretch out, because it’s an exper imental program,

and the exper imenters just can’t go sell apples or something
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while they're waiting for ’'S7 money.
We're running, | believe, about a 1.1 million fuel
coolant interaction in '36 We promised at least ocourselves,

and when we look at some of ~-

MR. SIESS: That's under what? “"Damaged fuel?”
HR. ROSS: That ‘s under "“"Containment Loading.” It's
the so~called steam explosion. Depending on how the

exper iments look next spring, we may decide that we need to

continue exper iments in '87. It's just premature to suppose
that portion of containment lcading will be done in '86

The same with poured concrete. I don’'t know how the
research is going to turn out ¥ it turns out in a certain
direction, we may well have to run some more and different
tests .

MR SIESS There is a major item under code
development, 2 million difference

Let’'s take up first ACRR. Where is that in this
table? Damaged fuel?

MR. ROSE&: Tha. 1s damaged fuel We have got some
guidance, which we agree witn, from BRG, that we should do -~
cont inue cur efforts to expand, and continue the fuel and
damage partners program, with the understanding that if we
can’'t get additional foreign support in '87, then we will cut
back on ours, also And we accepted that

S0, you see it coming down to 6.3



12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

290

ry
™

LD ]
@

MR. SIESS: There was a 32 million difference

between the request and NRR 2 million of that was ACRR
What was the other million?

MR . HAYES: Code development

MR. ZIESS: Code development. Okay.

MR ROSS: Wrhat we need to do néw -= in the first
place we don’t have a good definitive statement from the
office as to what | would call the severe accident final code
position we would like to be in. But, it goes something ! ike
this:

The integrated severe accident analyses that will be
done -~ and by this | mean for a given plant from incipient
core damage all the way through to containment release
fractions -- will be dorne with what we call the Battelle
Source Term Code Package It is not all prepared by
Battelle-Columbus, but they are assembling it. It also has
codes from Sandia, Oak Ridge, PNL. We will probably use that
code package for the next 24 months for any plant that we need
to analyze a turncase severe accident analysis.

There is two parallel codes, code structures or code

packages being developed One, of course, is MELCOR I think
the committee is familiar with that When MELCOR is

available, the Battelle package will be retired. It alseo is a
turnkey . it even has a public risk model built in it 1’ is

a replacement for CRAC, it is the sco-called MACCSE package It
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is part of MELCOR

In paralliel there is some separate mcore detailed
codes that are being developed that will certainly be the
indexing of the checking code, because they have a lot more
of the physics in it than either MELCOR, or the Battelle
package This is contained in MELPROG. The in-vessel
coupling, wouid track to do natural circulation and severe
accident and so on.

The way we are progressing is that we need both of
these parallel tracks We need much more detailed severe
accident analysis models to index to data and to give some
belief that MELCOR is teliing an approximate version of the
truth .

What | have just described to you is not written
down anywhere, and | think that (ccounts in part for the NRR's
puzz lement and reluctance to get on board the train as it
pulls out L

MR . KERR: | should add that there is the same
puzzlement on the part of the Class 9 Subconmittee and its
consultants There does not seem to us to be very much
relationship between MELPROG and MELCOR

MR. ROSS: Dkay. There should be, and | think there
is And to that extent we haven’'t done our job describing

it Just take it as an I10U. We owe it to you

MR. SIESS What you have been talking about is a
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combination of cocde development -- well, you covered ACRR?

MR ROSS: Well, it is covered on a severe accident

risk under reactor operations and risk also, the MELCOR part

MR. SIESS: All right Now -~

MR . ROSS: And the fission product source term --

let’'s see, where is MELPROG. You will find codes different

places SCADAP is wunder damaged fuel, and MELPROG -~ Marty

has a chart with a whole bunch of names, and | am not sure it

is worthwhile reading them into the record.

What we are working on is to continue the dialogue

| read a draft of it yesterday. There is a bit more narrative

on this where are we going and why do we have a two-track

system.

The underlying feeling behind all of this Is that
the NRC wil!l be doing severe accident analysis on an audit
basis for reactors for the foreseeable future And it is not
over in '87 Some other issue will come up and pecple will
say, | wish | had MELCOR | wish it were validated against
more detailed -- because | have got to run a sample case for
Shoreham, or Comanche Peak, or maybe even Carroll County

MR KERR: One of ocur problems, for example, is that
we were told by the developer of MELPROG that that code would
probably never be validated

MR. ROSS: I'm sorry, about the MELCOR?

MR. KERR: No, MELPROG
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Iin some cases,

MR KERR: and hence, to use it to validate MELCOR
we Wl ==

MR . ROSE: There are some aspects of MELCOR that
cannot be validated, that’'s correct.

MR . KERR: MELPROG

MR ROSS: MELPROG, |'m sorry. You are talking
about what is happening in the lower plenum of a large
pressure vessel We can’'t do an exper iment |ike that L

MR KERR: My point was that we were puzzled that
one would use a code that could not be validated to validate
another code That is a shorthand description of some of the
difficulties that we are having And, we are willing to
listen further

You have say that you voiced more, but up to now at
least we don’t have enocugh to be enthusiastic about MELPROG.

MR ROSS: | think, Dr Kerr, what we are seeing now
is an evolution of sorts in Sandia They are getting very
clever at taking what they thought was a very detailed mode |,
which put in MELPROG and they are speeding up the numerics

They can take in many cases, these models, and put
them right in MELCOR

The distinction between the two codes is getting
narrower And it could be if you get enough physics in MELCOR

you can throw the other one away That is just, | think, an



10

1"

12

14

16

1?7

19

19

r
]

evalution in research that is nice and ~-

MR KERR Indeed, | don't disagree entirely
Although the impression we got was that in a number of cases
the MELCOR developers looked at MELPROG and dec ided that the
approach being taken there couldn’'t work at all, and hence
they did an independent development on their own.

| mean, for good or ill that seemed tc be what was
going on in many cases

MR. ROSS: I think we can discuss this and explore
it in more detail the next time we meet with the Class 9
Subcommittee

MR SIESS: Let me take a look now at reactor
engineer ing NRR one ma jor proposed reduction there in the
aging, which cut the 10 .28 down to 7.3

You accepted all but a half million of that,
apparently

MS . MARCUS: We had previously come down

MR SIESS Yes, the target had come down. And then
you left it at the target. There was just a minor difference
there, and | don’'t consider that very substantive You had

cut back considerable in aging

Now in the other areas where they --

MR OKRENT Excuse me, can | offer a comment
there | am looking at the NRR memc of May 29, 1985 on the

top of page 2, that first full sentence says, "Furthermore, we
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would |like to see by the end of FY 1986 a summary report which
presents the results of this study of whether and where
equipment aging is a safety problem

It seems to me that is, at a minimum, an
incompletely defined statement

At a maximum, it is a request for the impossible

| am not trying to defend any particular budget, but
at the moment | can’'t tell whether NRR's comment is based on,
A, they don’t think aging is a problem, going to be a problem,
therefore we don’t have to do any research, or, B, there may
be a problem but what research is doing isn't clearly the way
te go, or, C, D, E, you fill them in.

I'm unable to tell .

MR. SIESS: Dave, the beginning of that paragraph
says the original question we wanted the research to answer,
that is NRR, is whether equipment is a safety problem Aand
that is what the 1986 -~ 19385-86 program is supposed to be
addressing Am | correct?

MR. OKRENT: | am saying that is just an impossible
request to ge' answered in 1985 and 1986 I¥f NRR thinks it
can be, they are naive.

MR. ROSS Dr . Okrent, what we respunded to was as
requested. Another memo we will give them at the end of 19886,
a summary report based on our initial research Whatever we

know we will tell them
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MR OKRENT: One can always give a summary report
based on the research No argument

MR ROS2 The problem we had, if you go back to the
beginning of that paragraph, the second sentence, the reading,
we would like an answer to that question before we commit to a
large program, is essentially nat possible to do It is
asking the results of the research before you do the
research. We just couldn’'t do that

MR SIESS: Then you cut your budget

MR. MICHELSON: | have a little difficulty also,
because for some reason or other ~- and we commented on this
before ~~- research has elected to put a whole lot of cats and
dogs in and call it aging, which are little or not at all
related to aging S0 now | don’t know whether it is the cats
and dogs you are throwing out, or the good stuff, or what

I think we need a better definition -~ 3.5 million
is, of course, a lot of money ~- nof exactly what they intend
to cut aut

MR ROSE: Let me tell you -~

MR SIESS: Has somebody supplied you with a list of

projects?

MR, MICHELSON: Not in terms of this $3. 5 million
cut | have a list of all of the projects being worked on,
what | thought were being worked on, yes

MR. SIESS WUhat, 19857
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1987 ~- well, for 1986

MR. RO=% Car!l, what we told them, we would stretch
cout -- and this is amenable to stretch cut ~- the in situ
monitoring and testing at operating plants.

MR MICHELSON: In situ testing of valves, | assume
that means?

MR. ROSS: You probably heard from Jed Bore and
Billy Morris trying to get prefailure signatures.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, that is probably the most

important single piece of work. That is already being

stretched out from 1986 Now you are stretching it out
beyond -~
MR. RODSE: Then the subccenmittee can comment .
MR. MICHELSON® You will never get to it.

MR . OKRENT How are you supposed to get these

prefailure signatures”

MR ROSS: Dr. Okrent, | read a description on how

they did it

MR. OKRENT They, who?

MR ROSS: | can only give you a partial answer

Maybe you look at time to stroke for a valve You
see, is gradual degradation as a sign of incipient failure
But, you have to attach, if you would, an instrument

stethoscope that can see things as they should work, and then

as they shouldn’t wark
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Remember , DR wused to put in noise diagnostics for
inciprent failure |ike an in core vibration | don't know how
much noise analysis is involved here, but | would think they
would be using that also

| don’t have any details on it

MR. MICHELSON This is not noise analysis, this is
primarily using a piece of equipment that has already been
deve lcoped and now they are going out into the plants and
finding out how some of these valves perform.

Also, of course, they are trying to validate the
equipment that was developed, to see whether it really works

MR OKRENT What | am curious about is why there
doesn’'t seem to be in the U .S , a program |ike that being
pursued at | think what are relatively modest terms, compared
te 82 million, in West Germany on trying to get signatures
using both acoustic and, 1’1l call it electronic and tronic
needs criginally, and then as the plant progresses

Now, that doesn’t pick up all kinds of aging, but it
picks up certain kinds of changes in a rotational pattern or
vibrations and so forth

And | don’'t see any sign of anything |ike that

MR ROSS 1§ you recal!l -~ in fact, it was sort of
a ~~ It wasn’t really an armtwisting, but sort of coincident
with Sequoyvah’'s getting an cperating |icense, they agreed to

put in an exper imental device on their plant for a couple of
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years, which we sort of hooked up -~ it was strictly a noise

analysis pattern, or something

Sea, at startup ~~- the first couple of years of

running the plant, you could get failure patterns, and then

you do some cross correlations say of reactor pressure with

neutron noise and that sort of thing

But | believe that instrument was taken out It was
a one~-time deal. It is the kind of thing | think every
operating plant would benefit from having. But it just didn’t

turn out that way.

MR. OKRENT: | think you are answer ing a research
questions .

MR. SIESS: I think we are having a very fine
discussion that would be the basis for a good reactor research
letter on the aging program.

But, | would like to hear from Zoltan to respond to
either Dkrent or on the question of what they would |ike to
get

MR ROSZTOCZY Zoltan Rosztoczy, NRR

As was ment ioned earlier, our original gquestion was
to the aging program, was to see whether aging is a safety
question, which areas is it a safety question Aand then, what
can be done, what can be learned about it through research
programs

As a result of this an aging program was
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started. Aand, as Mr. Michelson mentioned, it is used as a
rather broad name for covering different types of programs.

In the first year basically they studied what can be

done, or what kind of a program is needed. And then they
deve loped a larger program. Not a ot has been accomp!lished
yet . But the projection is that the program is going to
Qrow And from 1986 to 1987 we will go up a large amount
again

The 1987 program, to a large extent is not

established in detail yet, so people don’'t know yet exactly
what they will be doing.
Now, our main thinking is that we would |ike to have

an answer to the original question, under what circumstances
is aging a safety problem appropriate for the government to
warry about?

It is our expectation that for the equipment which
is basically in mild environments, the environment does not
change as a result of accident, it stays the same, for those
aging |is probably not a safety problem

The failure of individual items, random failure of
individua! equipment is going on during the operation of the
plant That is something 1f one piece of equipment fails,
then it gets replaced And it probably does not represent a
safety problem, so there is need for government-supported

research in that area
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On the other hand, the equipment which is in the
harsh environment, it might be appropriate to conduct an aging
research program in that area

However , the work that needs to be done for that
type of equipment is different than the work we would do for
the other one, which is in the mild environment

8o, until we have an answer to the first question,

it would be difficult to focus on the problem that neeus to be

resolved Aand that is why we are trying to force sume kind of
response. The problem is probably not as simple as | just
descr ibed it. It is probably more complex.

There will be exceptions, there will be some

equipment even in the mild which maybe needs to be |ooked at
And, maybe not everything needs to be looked at in the harsh .
But, nevertheless, by addressing the question hopefully we can
develop a good program that would be useful, and that would be
helpful to us in the future.

We think that the presently projected in the latest

column, the presently projected expenditures should be cver b 4

million for this in 1987 -~ it is still significantly higher
than in any previous years -- would be appropriate for that
purpose

MR. SIESS Gent lemen, aging is budgeted at 5 6

million for 1988, and in the Staff's optimistic request, they

proposed almost doubling that to 10 .8 They cut that back to
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7.2, which is still 20 or 40 percent increase over 1986, and
that is where it stands now

If we don’'t think that is adequate for what might
come up in a year and a half from now, we can certainly tell
the Commission that They should be planning to spend 10
million or more in 1987 instead of 7 8

1f we do want to make such a statement, we have to
think in terms of priorities, because in my op.nion, the
bottom line of 128 million is not realistic, and we have got
to be prepared to tell what to take it from.

MR MICHELSON | would |like to strongly recommend
that they break down this plant aging into what it really
consists of, and only a portion of that program is what |
think Zoltan is talking as aging

And yet, research repeated|y refuses to break this

thing down Rather they keep adding programs which, in many

respects, are not at all related to the problem
MR ESIESS: Well, we can make all kinds of comments
to the Commission One can relate to the level of funding for

1987, the other can relate to what they do with that leve !l of

funding

MR, MICHELSON A major element, in my opinion at
least, and what has been put into this program, s what | call
a reliability assurance, which Is nat necessarily aging

effects, although aging does have an effect on reliability
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MR. SIESS At this point, what do you think about
the budget level?

Sea, we can say the budget level s adequate, but
they cught to be doing something different

MR MICHELSON: No, | don't == this 3.5 million cut
may even be acceptable, depending on where it is coming from.
1t is not at all clear what it is coming out of

MR SIESS: Before 23 30 Saturday, we have got to
come up with some words And there are two areas we can
comment on

Orne is the level of funding, and the other is what

they do with the budget in the program And they are not

unrelated But, it is probably easier to focus on the program
aspects than the money this far in advance So, be thinking
about -~

MR MICHELSON: For instance, | think over %1
million of that is tied up Iin this examination of the

metal lurgy of cast stainless steel out of Shippingport and
perhaps other places.

But you know, that -- it is an aging effect,
certainly, but it is an entirely different effect than what
happens to valves when they are maladjusted and whatever

MR ROSS: I'm going to ask a procedural quest ion
1f you like -~ and | am getting a feeling you would -~ a

little more discussion on the content;, in other words,
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suppose you asked Arlotto, the gift he just gave you, the 7 8
million for 1987 in plant aging, what are you going to do with
the money?

Do you want that -- because | can get somebody down
here early afternoon

MR SIEESS: | have a better suggestion. ¥ you can
get somebody down here that can take the |ist of some kind and
go over it with Carl -- Not the whole committee

MR. ROSS: Wwhen, Carl?

MR MICHELSON: Any time | am only here for this
first discussion o, any time today | will be available
What has happened here -~-

MR WYLIE: We reviewed their total program before

the $2 million cut

MR. SIEESS You reviewed the program You have some
ideas on it I1f they know what the 3 million cut 1s, they can
tel | you 1f you think it is wrong -~

MR ROSS Okay, fine

MR. SIESS: I’'d rather do it at that level, because
most of the expertise is over there Tak ing into account what
Okrent said, it is awful hard to reach a decision In a year,
but it is really -~ you know, planning a program two years

in advance, the main object of the game as far as these guys

are concerned, is to see that there (s going to be some money

available
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MR WYLIE: | might alse comment -~ Zaltan might
want to expand on this ~- but it is a question Dr. Okrent
asked about the German programs.

It is my understanding that once the need had been
identified, that they had requested, NRR had requested in the
safety issues, then the next step in the future was to
determine a means of monitoring and detecting the failures as
the German program apparently is aimed at.

MR . OKRENT: | don't know what NRR is requesting
But, there is a small group of, | think thre 2 or four people
in the research lab at Garky, Germany, that are working on a
few different methods of trying to detect, (f you will,
changers in behavior

And they are doing various kinds of correlations as
well as trying to get direct measurement by a noise
detectar You know, that is the simplest one

And they gave a few examples of a prefailure of a
pump and so forth that they, in fact, were able to detect and
0 that they |icensee knew where to go in the next shutdown to
do some real preventative maintenance kind of stuff

That is cne kind of aging prevention I am not
proposing that instead of lcoking at how cast stainless steel
ages That is a different thing and you have to look at that

differently

MR ROSS It was my understanding that the
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long-range ob,ective was, once the safety issues had been
identified as to which ones affect safety, then they were to
look at means of detecting anticipatory failures.

MR . OKRENT That definition of which one affects
safety, that (s a -- any transient, you could argue, is &
safety threat

MR ROS%: Well, for example, cables. Just the
aging of cables, how do you detect those?

MR OKRENT They will age in what i3 called a mild
environment, as far as | know You only need oxygen

MR ROS%2: Sure

MR. MICHELSON As the budget has been protected,
yet, the kind of work you are describing, Dr. Okrent, was
intended at least for motor-operated valves

The work on pumps s where noise analysis becomes
much more of a valuable technique, I8 | think further down the
road

The valve work is the part we are trying to protect

first as being one of the more important problems And | want
to make sure that it is still protected, or If not, why not

MR OKRENT | wasn't trying to propose any
priorities I jJust had a problem with this rather cryptic
santance in the NRR review | tried to indicate why

MR SIESS All right, now, other areas under

reactor engineer ing
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NRR had proposed two areas to stretch out. Aand
apparently you have been able to aveoid those stretchouts for
staying within the BRG mark

Is that the way you look at it, Denny?

Seismic margirs are set to be cut a half million
dollars, and the other, reactor vessels and NDE, six~tenths in
one case, and four~-tenths in the other . And what is left
would be at target leve!l

Those were just proposed stretches, they weren’'t
disagreements on the -~

MR. OKRENT: Can | ask a question?

MR. SIESS BGo ahead

MR . OKRENT What is there about reactor vessel

behaviar that makes the NRC safety research group think they

still need to spend $3~- or $9 million a year indefinitely?

MR ROSS | think the so-called HSET program ~~ the
line item on reactor vessels is 93~ to %9 million I think it
is about $5- or 48 million at Dak Ridge with the successor of
the HEST program

They are still -~ we are still gathering data on the
initial flaw characterization, preservice flaw There are
some assumptions that went into the vessel failure
calculations about flaw density

We are only recently, in the last month or two,

beginning to get some thick Beltline specimens of vessels that
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were ordered but never used, |ike YHope Creek Unit 2 Aand
Combustions had some vessel they built and they had no use
for

Initial flaw characterization is one. There is a
concern on loss of upper shelf toughrness, for which adaitional
regulation may be necessary. And they are still gathering data
aon that

MR. OKRENT: Excuse me, that seems 'o me to have to
be specific to the ~- it i »almost a plan.-by~-plant,
weld-by-weld question, isn’'t it?

MR ROS%: | think this is ~~ | don't know if it is

that specific or not. They have ~~- | keep saying "thay. "

When | say “"they,” | am referring to Oak Ridge and a company
called MBA

MR . OKRENT Well, different plants have different
compositions in their welds, and different welds have
different fluences and so forth Aand we don’'t know very well
the composition in the weld It is inferred, and in some
cases we don’'t even have -~ it is doubly or blindly inferred,
or whatever you want to say

MR RO2G Agreed And some plants are beginning
now, on the basis of their own surveillance testing, to
approach the magic figure of 50 foot pounds upper shelf
toughness

And when you get below that, you have got to do some
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work that is not well described in regulatory specs You have

got to do some detailed elastic plastic fracture analyses, and

the agency may well have to develop a new Regulatory Guide on

how to do this They may have to review and approve methads
that aren’'t yet in existence.

There would be an opportunity to explore this, |
guess with Professor Shimon’s committee in more detail
sometime this summer, because we are coming down with Rev 2 to
Reg Guide 199, which gets half of the problem It gets the

.
shift in MBT because of the high copper . It does not all
address the problem that is just now surfacing with loss of
upper shelf toughness.

Some of our research needs to be continued Iin that
area on what it means in terms of safety

MR OKRENT: Well, it would seem to me that that is
a problem that some owners’' group really needs to address with
their money

MR ROS% It could almost make a statement about -~

MR. OKRENT: Ser iously

MR ROSS: You know, that is a generic type concern
about a lot of things we do I think in terms of equipment
qualification you might make the same cbservation 0Of course,
they do some ~~ | mean in terms of aging Aand, even In terms
of plant |ife extension, you could make an argument that maybe

the NRC doesn’'t need to do anything
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But | think the facts are in this area, that the NRC
is ~- historically the AEC has been the technical leader I £
someone else did the work then we probably would do less.

MR OKRENT: In fact, one of the problems is the
NRC, you say, is the technical leader instead of the critical
evaluator

MR. SIESS: They wouldn’t have any ability to
critically evaluate if they didn't have -~

MR OKRENT What they are really saying, on PTS
they set a proposed standard, and | think -~ in any event, |

am finding it rather blurry as to how you decide that a

problem beloengs to the |icensee or to the |icensee

MR, SIESS: S0 what else is new, Dave?

MR ROS%: Wait a minute | think there is some
infaormat on Remamber , when we started the meeting |
ment ioned that Dr. Sato and | each had philosophical papers on

this very paoint And it may be that if Dr Okrent has a
chance to look at these two, the dialogue can continue
somewhere else

MR SIESS It will continue

MR ROSS Because, we certainly addressed that very
point

MR. SIESS Let me make a point that has beaen made

The HSET program has been cited as probably the

best example of a base program that has pald off in the sense
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that it has provided answers to gquestions, sowm2times before
they have ever been raised

Now, the arguments for that says, by having the
answers we were able to continue operating plants and not have
to shut them down while we got the answers Which | think you
could use as an argument for the industry supporting the HSST
program, because they benefit by not being shut down

0Of course, that makes the public also benefit by rnot
being shut down, but not from a safety put of view

| guess one problem is whether the industry would
support the HEET program if the NRC didn’t, and then they
would have to be shut down

But, you know, it is a legitimate question, what
should NRC do, what should the industry do?

MR ROS%: So long as you throw in DOE, then ! will
agree.

MR SIESS: Well, DOE ought to be doing, but again
that is an old story

MR ROSS: wWell, | am perfectly willing to --

MR. SIESS The NRL does not support everything that
is being done in that area There is a lot of fracture
mackanics type work that is being done in universities,
probably supported by NS8F aor other places HEST is one
program that goes beyond the nuclear field and draws heavily

on a lot of academic research, good stuff that igs out there
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But the question of who should be doing I1t, we could
go right down the |ist 1f NRC can ask the right questions
and somebody else can get the answers, then NRC has to do
something to believe them. NRC has to do something to know
what questions to ask and to know when they get a good
answer . And it is awfully hard to draw the |ine between what
they have to do to accomplish those two things, and what
somebody else has to do to get the answers

That’'s what makes it complicated.

MR. OKRENT: It seems to me that just developing a
research program such that they can write a Regulatory Guide,
which is different from developing a research program so you
krnow what questions to ask and so that you can evaluate a

proposed resclution.

MR. ROSS: | didn't give you a complete |list of what
we would do for the 8 9 million, mainly because | don’'t know
what it is. | don’t have it with me

MR. OKRENT: | am probably more familiar with it,

than you are.

| am just teasing you a little bit
MR. RO2%: It is good wark
MR. OKRENT: I'm making a joke, if you understand

MR SIESS We are not challenging the work I

think it is good work

Okay Noew we are still talking a little bit about




10

1"

-
™

o

14

15

16

1?7

12

19

NRR Did you get any feedback from NMEE?

MR ROS%: No | think they are going to comment
when they meet with the BRG

MR. SIESS Now NRR had something they wanted added
to the division of everything else What was it?

MR. ROSZTOCZY : Health effects.

MR. SI1ESS: Half a million dollars for something
MR . ROSZTOCZY: Yes, it was a half a million dollars
on that. Waste management, earth science and health effects

1t is under the subheading of health effects.

MR. SIESS NRR asked for a half million dollars
more in health effects. And the BRG mark put in 200,000 more.
Aand then somewhere it went back down

Dr Moeller would be interested in the history of
that, | think.

MR . ROSS: Okay . What we think we need to do is
discuss more with NRR what we are doing in this area And
then, the expectation is that if the work really needs to be
done, and it may not be true regulatory research. So it has
gone back down to the column marked "target” and the dialogue
will now have to take place in tne next few days. It is
between the specialty branches in each office.

MR. SIESS: Just to understand the process, the last
column, typed column, 6/2 BRG was what you got back from BRG?

MR ROSS: Informally, yes
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MR. SIESS €0 they told you to increase it by
200,000 over what you had requested?

Was that in response to NRR?

MS . MARCUS Yes

MR HAYES : Yes .

MR. SIESS And the handwr itten column is some
ad justments you are making -~

MR ROSS: The meeting that we may tell NRR through
discussions, either the answers and what they are looking for,
or if it is not there is a better way to get it that doesn’t
invalve NRC looking at it

MR. SIEES: Now we have been looking at the NRR
comments and your responses.

At this point would you |ike to summarize where you
stand with NRR and then let us hear from Zoltan, and then let
the members comment or question either one of you. Would that
be a satisfactory procedure?

MR. ROSE: What we have to do in the next few days

with NRR is -~ they will have in hand the composite of the 6/2
BRG column and the research final column. What we will do is,
we will make one column out of that. So, we will tel! NRR

that this is what we want tc go back to BRG with
And in light of the 128.5S million mark, which is a
quasi mark, if you would, what are NRR’s final comments on how

we have resolved the differences
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We need to have this discussion in the next three or
four days.

| think there will probably be two aor three major
areas where we need to sharpen our discussion I don’'t think
we have differences on integral testing, but we have to write
out what it is we are going to do That is one area we have
to focus on.

MR. SIESS: Do the handwritten figures bear on the
discussion between you and NRR?

MS. MARCUS VYes

MR. ROSS: Yes, sure.

MR. SIESS: Then you have got to mention what they

mearn

MR. ROSE: I1¥f we go down to the first one ~-

MR. SIESS: Essentially you have gone back up to
their full figure?

MR . ROSS: -- MIST, BRG said try to get
participation We will have to describe to what extent we can
or cannot do that Aand this will depend on the optimism of
the viewer

MR. SIESS: And you write a budget on the assumption

that you can’t.

MR . ROSS: That we cannot . Remaining moderately

optimistic that we can

So, we have to write that up We will have to tell
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them, although there is no technical difference, what we are

going to do in the next three months on integral testing

That is not a handwritten note, but | want to call that out as

needing further NRR coordination, because the different

options ~-

MR. SIESS: Okay

MR. ROSE: Dkay . ¥ you go to the next one, damaged
fuel, you are only a million dollars apart, and it is sort of
a compromise amongst all the parties. And it has to do with

getting foreign participation.

| don't think we will have any difficulty, but we

have got to broker that one

MR. SIESS: BRG in effect said to take a million out
of that, not three million. And you have taken another
million below what they told you to take -~

MR. ROSS: And it is based on -~

MR. SIEESS: ~= to what, to counter the MIST figure?
MR ROSS%: On aggressive foreign settlement. A more

aggressive posture that if we can’t get foreign participation

we just wouldn’'t do it

MR. SIESS: Is that million reduction thare to

coffset the million increase in MIST, or was it arrived at

separately?

MS. MARCUS. It was arrived at separately.

MR. KERR: That particular item also includes
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funding for a good bit of code development, doesn’t it if |

interpret NRR’s comments correctliy?

MR ROSS Yes The code It is the exper imental
work in ACRR 1¥f we can’'t aggressively get foreign funding,
we will just not do it. We will not do as much.

MR . KERR But the T million cut that NRR proposed
on page 4 of their comments, as | understand, to which there
is tied a recommendation of a 2 million cut, discussed

the relationship between MELPROG and MELCOR.
MR. ROSS: That’'s the other area, Dr. Kerr, that we

have got to settle with

MR. SIESS: Is it this |ine?
MR. RO2%2: Damaged fuel, source term and severe
accident risk All three of those |lines is the same commor

code theory and we have got to get that settled in the next

few days

| don'‘t think there is encugh on containment l|oading

-~ well, | guess -- | think we are going to have to have sub
sub units on containment loading and tell NRR what are the
four major projects that we would do for the 5.6 million

So we can break out what areas they think are less
important. | don't think we have done enough of that.

In some cases, the FIN numbers that they listed, |
think, werer.'t quite congruent with what we had in mind, so

some more detail work has got to be done
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MR . OKRENT: 1¥ | wanted to look into the research
program and say which of the FINs, if they are done, with
provide the information that would enable the Staff to develop
a containment performance criterion, could | find sucn FINS?

MR. SIESS: Containment integrity?

MR. OKRENT Performance given a severe accident -~

MR. SIESS: I understand the question That is
under containment integrity, Dave

MR. OKRENT: | know there's work on containment
integrity, but that wasn’t my question

MR. SIESS: You asked which FINs and | think you
would find them under --

MR. OKRENT: They are inadequate to do the whole
iob. They are only part of the question

MR. KERR: They are really not aimed primarily at
developing criteria They are aimed at understanding
performance of existing containment

MR. SIESS: wWwouldn’'t that be the first step, then,
in developing criteria?

MR KERR: Not necessarily

MR . ROSS | think the qualifications of electrical
penetration should be part of the answer Given a severe
accident, will electrical penetration blow out or what?

MR. KERR: | agree, you need that information to

know whether they can meet criteria, but | don’t think you
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need to understand in detail how

before you develop a containment
I think the
difficult

MR  IESS:

Unless youw

three-fourths of the plants, |

think you’'d want

60

all containments perform

criteria

it would be

answer - -

are willing to shut down

t~ be able to

develop criteria capable of being -~

MR. ROSE: !
semi~automatic way
MR. OKRENT:
let’'s

anyone said,

program to generate the

develop a containr. :nt performance criteria,

Commissioners want one And
have it
encough or
infarmation to establish such a

MR. SIESS:
told us?

MR. OKRENT: Yes
MR. SI1ESS:

information about perfarmance.

MR . OKRENT:

performance under what conditions?

in order to def ine perfoarmance,

What bothers me is |

if we do these

near |y encugh or whatever

Sure he was

don’t think we can do in a

like a keyword search

doubt very much if

say that one of the grals of our research

information that would enable us to

should the

things, we will

Because we are told now that they don’‘t have quite

is the right adverb,

criterion.

Are you talking about what Tom Murley

He was saying we don’'t have enough

0f course. But

You have to go back a step

vou have to know what
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chal lenges and so forth So it is a somewhat complex
under tak ing At the moment | am trying to see, in fact, if
NRR Dffice of Research has a program where this is a question
to be answered.

MR. SIESS: | am trying to understand you, Dave |
know Denny is That paper by the New York Power Authority, |
think you've got a copy of it that you sent out after the last
I8E that looks at consequences from some of the severe
accidents, assuming various size |leak rates in containments
That comes up with a conclusion that if you can provide
assurance of 10 to the minus 2 level that you won’t have a
large leak, that something probably greater than 25 percent in
volume per day, that consequences of the severe accident,
would they be the same or should they become negligible?

This, to ne, is an attempt to attain a performance
criteria in terms of a leakage.

MR . OKRENT: It's only one aspect.

MR. SIESS: It is, but is that the kind of thing you

are talking about?

MR OKRENT: It’'s one aspect.
MR. SIESS: Give me an example of another aspect.
MR. OKRENT: Well, you take your list of scenarios

that lead to severe core damage or coremelt, because either
can threaten containment integrity, and going up or down to

some frequency cutoff which is a pretty low frequency cutoff,
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and then you examine containment performance in terms of each

of these scenarios and now 99 percent or 95 percent of the
time you release hardly anything more than the noble gases
That would be a containment performance criteria

MR. SIESS: But you'd have to have containment
performance data. You'd have to know something about --

MR. ROSS: Let me respond in part --

MR. KERR: No, you would not have to have
containment performance data to set that as a criterion. It

might not make sense to do it.

MR. SIESS: Dave says you go through a scenario and
see what's released How do you know what's released?

MR . KERR: What'’'s released into containment.

MR. S!ESS: Oh, ir the containment.

MR. KERR: That’s what the loading is.

MR . ROSS: Let me at least describe in part what we
are doing. I think a fair summary is we don’t have an
integrated task to do what you just said. We have, if you’'ll
pardon the .xpression, bits and pieces. We are looking at
five reference plants at about five to 10 sequences per plant,
the containment event trees for each sequence.

So suppose you say it’'s Surry in a station blackout,
we're producing one table for that sequence for that plant,
and it has as columns, pessimistic, central ard optimistic,

and roles, containmant failure modes
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Leak rates.

MR. ROSS Noe, no, conditional probability of a

stipulated containment failure mode

MR. SIESS: What do you mean by containment failure?
MR. ROSS: The roles in this, the first one is it
doesn’t fail at al) That’'s a nonfailure. It means a leak

anywhere from zero to very big, and top and bottom and
containment bypass.

MR. SIESS: Do you put that in at various times,
various places, various temperatures”?

MR. ROSS: Yes . Now with each one of these failure
modes, there’'s an associated range of probabilities.

Furthermore, for each failure mode, there is a group
by group containment available for release from containment
fraction of the core inventory in isotopes bent.

So that sort of evaluates containment performance in
a variety of ways for a group of reference plants. What it
does not do, and it’'s something we have been doing in
connection with Appendix J, is try to come up with some
acceptance criteria for which of these failure modes are
acceptable and why.

MR. SI1ESS: Okay.

MR ROSS: This is basic information One could
derive a containment performance from it, but we don’t have a

task leader that says your job is to deveiop a containment
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performance criteria, what do you need, what are you tools.

MR SIESS You ought to, because everything you
write about severe accidents says the consequence of a severe
accident is highly dependent on the behavior of containment

MR. ROSS: Yes

MR. SIESE: So there ought to be somebody looking at
everything you are doing and saying what does this mean in
terms of containment

MR. ROSS: That we are doing, but what's the speed
limit? See, we're coming up with information. Now from that
one could say, well, |I'm going to stipulate now a speed |imit
that 1 percent of the time or 1 percent of the time | don’'t
kill anybody or something I think that’'s really what you're
look ing for .

MR. SIESS: You're not saying it, though

MR. ROSZTOCZY We do have a program which
eventually is supposed to provide that information as part of
the implementation, severe accident implementation program
Research program will provide the plant esvaluation, as Denny
descr ibed, and based on those plant evaluations, based on a
similar set of plant evaluation from each core from the
industry, and based on the industry’s evaluation of what kind
of requirements should be placed both on prevention and
protection, we are going to give guidelines along the |ines

that have been described by Mr Okrent and yourself
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MR . ROS3%: Zoltan, is that what you are going to
describe to the subcommittee on August 27

MR . ROSZTOCZY: That’'s correct, there is a
subcommittee set up and it will be described in some details
what they are planning to do.

DR. SI1ESS: Subcommittee meeting on August 27
Professor Kerr. Okay.

MR . OKRENT: This statement is interesting, but what
| haven’'t heard is whether the research program is being
focused on that information relevant to trying to establish
such a criterion, is conscinusly being identified, and efforts
are being made to gather it. Because what you cited were
cartain parts ot the program, but you didn’t say these are the
necessary and sufficient parts.

Now if you want to tell me that those are the
necessary and sufficient parts, | can choose to challenge or
not your statement, but you haven’t made that statement.

MR. ROSS: Dr Okrent, why don’t you take an I10U?
Let us search ocur FIN list and make such an assertion. Then
youw can challenge it from a list we have to give you.

MR ROSZTOCZY: Dr. Okrent, you are correct. That
part hasn’t been done yet and we are, | think, approaching
that point.

One of the next steps, what we will see in the near

future, is that research is going to spell out what
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information will be presented in the reports, in the final
reports on the individual plants, and we will laook at that
carefully to see if all the information that would be needed
for this effort will be in those reports.

1§ it appears that some is missing, that will be
identified in the relatively near future, |like within the next
three aor four months, and then hopefully the program will be

adjusted for that.

MR. SIESS: It seems to me this is especially
important because these programs may show you some of the
uncertainties of the scurce term are not important We are
spending a lot more money on the uncertainties of the source

term than you are at locking at what the containment ought to

do.
Bill, is that meeting August 1 or August 27
MR. KERR: | think it was recently changed to August
MR. SI1ESS: Forrest, you want to change the ane in

August from July 30th?

Have you finished your discussion on how you stand?
I think you stand with NRR, right?

MR . ROSS Dr. Marcus reminds me apparently we don’t
have any severe problem or maybe don’t even have a minor
problem with NMSS

MR. SIESS: Zoltan, would you |ike to add something
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to this discussiaon?
MR . ROSZTOCZY Yes, Mr. Chairman, | woulid |ike to
make a general comment and then sum up where we stand with RES
right row

Our gerneral comment is that the budget we have

received for review was over the EDO guidance, was | think 14
milliaon over S0 we were asked to look carefully at the
budget and identify areas where this 14 million cut car be

possibly taken.

We went out to our divisions, we asked them to |ook
carefully at every part of the research program, and identify
any item that is either not necessary or can be delayed or
some other recommendation can be made instead, so it can be
removed from the budget

When we got back the responses and we put it

together, it ended up to be more than the 14 million. I t-ink
it was more like 19 million instead of the 14 million. We
provided all these comments for research, not with the idea
that it has to be cut down to the 124 level, but more of

identifying the lower priority items where possible cuts can

be taken .

So the fact that some of this has been added back,

that’'s perfectly agreeable to us It was not the intent to

keep it at that lower level 1¥f we look at the individual!l

areas that by now | think we are in agreement with research in
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all but three areas, there are only three items left where
some further discussion 15 needed, and everything else has
been resolved

The three items are ~~- | think you already hit on
twe of them and there is one more. One of them is the health
effects where we have asked for this half million which is
physically two small programs that we feel we need and should
be accomplished.

The budget committee put back money for one of them
and indicated that we should work with research and see if
within the existing budget the second one might e
accomp !l ished, too 20 we intend to talk to resea. ch and see
what can be done on those two small items The two together
was only half a million. 2o we are not talking about large
moneay The hand mark on today’'s sheet shows 2.2, which will
make it a little bit harder to accommodate, but let us work
with research, and we too would |like to see both of those
tests done.

The second area is an item which has not been
discussed with research yet | think you have to look at
probably a different -- no, you can see it on this sheet .
It’'s under earth sciences The Budget Committee number is 5.5
million, and ours is 6.2 million. There have been 0.7 million
cut in this area that research recommended, and the Budget

Committee went along with that 0.7 million cut.
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This was again for two tests, but what we have asked
for previocusly, it was in the original budget that we
reviewed. We would |ike to reinstate this 0.7 million. I1t’s
one for hydrolagy and one for metal lurgy. The hydrology
relates to floading, flooding types of events and flooding.
The metal lurgy relates to the release of

nonradicact ive gases, accidental release of nonradicactive

gases

Baoth of them are needed in support of our licensing
effort, as well as risk evaluation. So we would ! ike that 7
back That’'s the second area that we intend to discuss with

research

MR . OKRENT Can | ask a question? Is there flood
probability analysis anywhere in the research budget as
research is proposing it?

MR . ROSS: | don’'t think so, Dr. Okrent

MR. SIESS: No

Gent lemen, thank you very much

MR. ROSZTOCZY : I still have a third one These

were two an it, and there’s a third one.

The third one you have already discussed. It was
the codes related to the severe accidents As Dernny
descr ibed, the research plan is to develop and ~-- to continue

to develop and verify two sets of codes

Our understanding was after an initial period that
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we are in right now, eventually it would be a2 single code or
single set of codes that we would be working with that would

be sufficient to verify and develop further only that single

set .

S0 our comments went (n that direction, and the
difference was 2 million We still feel that some can be
saved in that area and we certainly would like to discuss with

research the need for developing two sets of severe accident
type of codes in the long run

MR. MOELLER Wouwld you say again, Zoltan, in health
effects what it is you want?

MR

0

IESS It’s in the report

MR . MOELLER Okay, 1’1l look at it.

MR. ROSZTOCZY : You can find it in our comments
Thare are two i|items One was related to a data system for the
information coming in from the ocperating plants, so we can
differentiate and recognize, for example, if a given function
~~ this relates to the ALARA principle ~-- if a given function
like a maintenance function in a given plant is done with a
certain amount of irradiation, and the same plant accomplishes
the same thing, maybe 10 times as much, then it would be
obvious fo.om the system that that type of data is coming in.

The second one was related ta discussion associated
with the use of respirators.

MR MOELLER Thank you
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MR. SIESS: Gent lemen, what we haven't done, and
what | propose to do next, ltast month what we were looking at
was the second column -~ that is, the first column under ‘87
That number has been reduced now from 143 .7 down to 128 .6 We
have been loocking at the NRR inspired changes But there are
significant changes between what we loocked at last month and
what we are looking at this month in a number of areas.

One, a not very large one, but a significant one, is
the flood research. There were a ot of other changes that
were made getting from 143 down.

Now cuts have been made in the areas that were
discussed a lot last month, the hard items. | propose we take
a break, then we come back and talk about the major changes
betweern the 1432 and the 128.

MR . HAYES: That research did.

MR . SIESS: How you got from the first column to the
last column, from NRR-inspired, some NRR agrees with, some
they don’t

[Recess . )

MR. SIESS: What | would |ike to do, gentlemen and
ladies, is have the Staff tell us how they got from last month
to this month, and if there are any questions before that --
do you have a question on that subject?

MR . OKRENT | have a general question of the

committee



D]

)

14

15

16

17

18

19

D]
o

m

[P}
P

D]
0

o)
b

)
“

MR. SIESE General question? Go ahead
MR . OKRENT: And to the Staff, | suppose
It seems that FY '86 is 121 million

MR. SIESS: Max i rmum

MR. OKRENT: Max i mum What is the reason for
optimism that a larger number would be approved in ‘377

MR SIESS: On whose part?

MR  OKRENT: That'’'s to the Staff The committee,
should we be recommending a number larger than 1217

MR. SIESS: Dave, you know that’s an interesting
question, because if the Commission thinks, as a matter of

strategy, that they should ask for more than they expect to

get, | don’t knoaw whether we should tel! them not to. I think

you were not here at the very beginning when Denny was

explaining the situation on '86, and it was sort of agreed

that it’'s not very optimistic to assume you're going to get

more in ‘87 than you got in '26.

and right now it’s optimistic to believe that you're

going to get 121 million in '36.

But should we recommend a |ower budget to be more
realistic, or should we let the Commission go along with
whatever strategy it has in mind of making its '387 request?

MR. ROSS: | can give you a partial answer,

Dr. Dkrent

14 you recall, the agency had intended at one time



1 in ‘86 to go in at about 460 million The as-submitted

request was 429 | think the general theory was that the 200

D]
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billion deficit, maybe agencies should take a five percent
4 cut | believe the '27 thecory is that the agency would go
S back to a %3460 million request. Thern when the allccations
5 were being discussed in the preliminary sense, the 120 seemed

7 to be a reasonable allocation if the agency got a 8460 million

@

budget

Q Now you may have to decide in the context of what
10 agency budget do you want to make, what research budget .

1" That's your business

12 MR. SIESS Congress in '26 gave the agency what it
. 12 asked for

14 MR . ROSS '35°?

15 MR. SIESS ‘86 The reauthorization bill.

16 MR . HAYES Proposed authorization.

17 MR ROSS: Remember , the Senate had an extra 8

13 million

19 MR. SI1ESS: The House cut back to five percent

20 Your problem isn’'t Congress; it's ome

MR . HAYES: Al=zc the Appropriations Committee

B
.

V]
0]

That’'s another function of Congress.

MR. SIESS: That's another story But at the

P
o

24 authorization level, both -- essentially both the House and

293 Senate have given the agency what it asked for The Senate
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put 2 million back in for a five percent salary cut

S : Yes, that’'s right.

if

7]

MR

i)

0

MR. SIESS: The problem is wnat OMB is proposing

Last year, OMB cut you back considerably, the agency

MR. HAYES: Yes .

MR. SIESS: It’s not Congress we're worried about

It'’s the agency and OMB.

MR. HAYES: The year before that, it was House

Appropriations that cut us.

MR. SIES

n

But the 128 6 is based on a certain

agency level

MR

b

i
]

0 That'’'s correct .

m

MR. SIESS: The Commiss on is asking OMB for more
than they're going to get. That's sort of their strategy
question. We have never addressed in any detail the research

budget in terms of the agency budget

MR RO2S: Right

MR. SIESS: We've said it shouild be higher or it
should be |ower. | guess we've never said it should be |ower
in a letter to the Congress. | think last year, in a letter

to the Commission, at cone paint where we were dealing with the
budget request before it got cut by EDD, we decided to lower
value would be realistic We put it down at the EDO level.

| think at this stage of the game, it’'s an

interesting question, Dave I doen’'t know. I don’'t think we
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accomplish anything by daoing it

Sam was talking about the '387 authorization They

cut it But then nobody pays any attention to them. Next
year will be '87/'52, so that the two-year authorization is
meaningless. They don’t even l|look back to what they've cut

down in previous years.

MR. MICHELSON: It’'s certainly very difficult,
though, to comment on the total agency budget, for instance in
human factors where research is zeroed out But there is a
great deal of activity, apparently, still going on in NRR, but
we don’'t survey or study that activity encugh to comment on
it

MR. SIESS: That's not strictly true, because in
Congress ~- | keep reminding this committee, it’'s a repaort on
the NRC reseurch program, not on the Office of Nuclear
Regulatory research program.

They're supposed to cover and take into
cons ideration research wherever it’'s being done, whether it's
under technical assistance or not, and we do take that into
consideration. We have dorne it in connection with waste
management when we locoked at how much -~ NMMSE has more
money than Research has for program support.

They're not supposed to be doing research cutside of
Research, but they are, and all of the research money is not

research. Seme of it was standard support, a small percent.
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MR  MICHELSON 1'm not convinced that we have

really 1onked at the human factors budget in NRR fraom this

viewpoint Perhaps we have; |'m nat aware of it

MR. SIESS | don’'t know. We asked them what it is,

and we've reviewed the human factors program, which is maore

than just research I1t’'s everything Presumably when they
reviewed tne human factors ~- | don’t recall -- the human
factors program plan, that involved NRR as well as Research

They're supposed to know about it.

Again, gentleman, |'m going to say it, | think if we
wanted to write a separate report, a human factors report,
another one on aging, we could concentrate the effort a lot
more than when we are trying to get out the whole cockeyed
thing

Whether it’'s any more effective, | don’t know.

We've written several letters on the severe accident program

with various levels and var ious degrees of failures

Denny, tell us how you got 15 million out of there?

MR. ROSS: Let me refer you to two things Orne
document you have, and one you don’t I think the one you
don’'t, you don’t need But we can see

The one that you have is a May 21, 1985 mema from

Conti to Len Barry. We had prepared a detailed document that
we called our planned accompl ishments . And these plarnned
accomp |l ishments were written at the 142 level ~-- excuie me -~
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the 120 level

We will now have to finetune these, consistent with
the final BRG mark

MR. SIESS: The difference between the 120 and the
188 -~

MR. ROSS We've already talked about that.

I¥f we look at plant aging, if you notice, that is
from the Column 2 marked "Request” to Column 2 marked
"Target,” that’'s the $2 million.

What we did, we adopted a common style here What

would we have done with the money at the 10.3 level? What

will we do now, and what’'s the safety impact?

| think technically we have already talked about

that, but what we did agree is, Billy Morris and Jed Bore

will be down here early in the afterncon for more detail

with Car! on the side, 1:00 ar 1:20

MR. SIESS Have you got that, Carli?

MR MICHELSON Yes. Charlie and | will talk to

them.

MR. SIESS: Look at that half a page on plant

aging

MR . MICHELSON That’s right

MR . ROSS The second half of this page is no |longer

operative, because we restored it

1¥f we turn to the top of page 2, this is a $2
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million cut, transient models and codes I think we discussed
that . 1f we look at ~-- it’'s about halfway down the sheet --
you'll see we went up a littlie bit NRR said, "Go up a little
bit,” and we're still at the 5.2 The sum of the two -~ that

is, the sum of separate effects and transient models and codes

~= is the same

| believe the impact is reasonably well descr ibed
here

MR. SIESS: Does anybody have any questions about
what has been done with that $2 million reduction?

MR. MICHELS0N: Just for clarification, since David
isa not here, 'l try to speak to this a wee bit.

This %1 million that you are looking toward industry
to provide on MIST -- and | gather that'’'s what you're
suggesting ~~ i3 that industry should kick in ancther million

MR. SIESS: Just a minute Are we through with the

transient models and codes?

MR. MICHELSON: I thought that’'s what we were on

MR. SIESS Nao MIST was up under "Integral

Facilities

MR. MICHELSON You passed over that, and you got

down here -~

MR. SIESS: We can go back to that

MR. MICHELSON Fine.
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MR, SIEES: Does anybody have any questions about
that?

LNo response )

MR SIESS Dkay, we’'ll go back up to MIST

MR MICHELSON My question is, from the exper ience
we've had sc far on MIST, it’'s been pretty good, but | thought
we were kind of near the upper limit of what industry would be
willing to support

Is it realistic to support another ~- to expect
anather million dollar contribution on their part?

MR . ROZS The things is, with the program running

in its present mode, we neither are asking for nor need any

additional industry participation. The facilities are Iin very
goaod shape They’'l |l be commissiaoning it this summer, running
tests this fall, getting data next spring.

MR. SI1ESS: As it stands now, there’'s no change in
MIST

MR. ROSS: | think the point is, the money in '387
will be used for the upgrade, the power upgrade.

MR MICHELSON: That's faor the fol low-aon program,
then

MR. ROSS: In formal discussions with B&W, they
noted that they were optimistic about getting some
participation. Now it seems like if we're willing to put in

some, and the power upgrade really is of interest, we're not
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asking that much We have three parties -~ B&W, the owners,
and EFRI . It’'s not that much spread out

MR. MICHELSON: Okay You're saying ot's'on the
upgrade part of it That’'s probably more realistic.

MR . OKRENT. | have a question to the Regulatory
Staff which relates to their recommendation that several
million dollars additiona! be allocated for thermal hydraulic
exper iments That's correct, isn't it?

MR. ROSZTOCZY: Yeas . Yes, Dr. Okrent, we have asked
to have several million dollars be available to continue
integral testing in the areas wherever it’'s needed.

MR. OKRENT: At the same time, it seems to me, if |
read or remember what | read correctly, that the Regulatory
2taff seems to feel that by the end of FY ‘86, if not sooner,
all the needed information on behavior of reactors, LWRs, in
severe accident conditions wilil pretty much have been

achieved.

Am | misreading what you are recommending”?
MR. ROSZTOCZY [ 'm sorry I'm not sure if |
understood this This was for thermal hydraulic tests,

integral tests not related to severe accident.

MR . OKRENT You're perfectly right 'm just

saying, there’'s another p of your recommendation which

seems to suggest that the NRR feels that by the end of '36, if

not sooner, essentially all the needed information concerning
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the behavior of LWRs i severe accidents will be in hand

MR. ROSZTOCZY: No, that part is not correct We

expect the continuation nf the severe accident research

pragram for many years to come.

MR OQOKRENT Aside from source term?

MR. ROSZTOCZY: The way we see the continuation of

the severe accident research program is, instead of the

current program that was trying to establish a better

knowledge in practically every aspect of severe accidents, we

expect the continuation beyond ‘37 would be focused for some

specific areas where the need exists.

For example, if curium/concrete interaction is one
area that we feel additional research is needed, that will be
arn area that will be pursued beyond '37 Dur expectation is
that we have a number of these. We are not at a point where
we could identify all of them

MR . OKRENT How about severe accident analysis and

risk reduction analysis and this kind of thing?

MR. ROSZTOCZY: In terms of =evere accident

analysis, the expectation is, after the phase that is now just

starting, the implementation phase, NRC will put forth some

guidance for individual utilities on what is the minimum they

have to do in reviewing their own plants

S0 in the '287/'288 type of timeframe, we believe it

will be in the phase when the utilities will be reviewing
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their own plants NRC will somehow cversee this, either in

terms of auditing or checking on it in one form or ancother, so
we expect some audit calculations be performed on NRC’'s behalf
during this timeframe ~-- some analysis, not a very large
amount, in terms of ~-- what was your other? Analysis and
something else?

MR. OKRENT: In case it’s not clear what |I'm trying
to ascertain, it's the basis frr your recommendation, which at
the moment is a very generai recommendation, that a
substantial amount of money be set aside in '87 and continuing
years, obviously, for thermal hydraulic transiants, and at the

same time your recommendation that studies of severe accidents

means reducing either their probability or their consequence,
be essentially - | won’t say zerced out, but brought to a
very small value, except for what you call auditing of what
utilities may be doing.

MR. ROSZTOCZY: That was a core question

MR. OKRENT: That’'s a correct interpretation of the
trends NRC is suggesting”?

MR. ROSZTOCZY: | don’t think so. Let me give you
some numbers .

In the 19387 budget that we are discussing now, there
are %42 million for severe accidents, and we are asking for $4
million for the integral tests ~-- $4 million in addition to

whatever is being finished up on MIST and the foreign test.
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So the %245 million, we feel, for '87 was more than the minimum
that is necessary to conduct the severe accident program.
Therefore, f some cut has to be taken, some cut can
be taken out of the %45, but we are recaommending, even with

the largest cut, we are recommending approximately a $20

million severe accident program in 1987, and we will be
recommending probably less than $30 million beyond that, iike
in 'S8

in terms of the thermal hydraulic test facilities,
one by one, each is being closed out. ¥ you look at '87, you
will still see MIST running, and there’s still, | think, 4.5
million for MIST.

MR. OKRENT: Errcuse me. I need to inter ject one
point

| am also keaeping on the table your comments
concerning what is done under the risk and operations effort

MR. ROSZTOCZY: VYes.

MR . OKRENT: Where | think you were suggesting only,
in effect, support of NRR studies, what you called an
implementation program; am | correct?

MR. ROSZTOCZY : You are correct There was aone task
under the research program which would be duplicating the
effort that is now planned to be done on that implementation,
and we recommended that that carn be terminated Based on the

Budget Committee’s recommendation, they cut it to about half,
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