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PROCEEDTINGS

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen We have with us today representatives from the
Staff to discuss the present status of the Staff source term
assessment, and anticipated future source term program
actions Work on source terms has been a long-range and
multi-pronged effort. We have had previous public discussions
with representatives of the Atomic Industrial Forum, the
American Nuclear Society, the American Physical Society,
interested groups and NRC Staff, the most recent being the
discussions with industry and non-industry groups on April 3,
1885

Today’s discussion with the Staff will focus on the
present status and anticipated future actions with respect to
the Staff’s forthcoming Source Term Technology Report,
NUREG-0956, which is to assess the extensive body of new
information with respect to the validity and potential
applicability of this information to the regulatory process.

We had originally hoped that NUREG-0956, together
with a companion paper, would bhe issued for public comment by
June of this year, but the work has been delayed and we look
forward to getting a better feel of what the schedule is now

Of particular interest to the Commission in today’'s
meetings are the advances which have been made :in the

improvement of the source term, computer model and the present
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Staftf thoughts on the development cf a methodology for
applicition of current source term data to specific cases

1+ my fellow commissioners agree, I would like to
spend the last 10 minutes or so of today’s meeting discussing
the amount of work remaining to be done and the Staff’'s
schedule A clear understanding of critical issues and the
prioritization being afforded to them would be very
worthwhile

I understand that Region II has requested to listen
by telephone, and ! understand they are connected.

Do any of my fellow commissioners have any
additional opening remarks? I should point cut that
Commissioner Asselstine will be joining us but he was delayed
and asked us to start without him.

Any other comments?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: No

COMMISSIONER ZECH No

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL No .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Well then, let me turn the
meeting over to Mr Dircks

MR DIRCKS I would point out, Mr Chairman, this
i1s a discussion of where we are in source term reassessment,
it is not a reassessment of source terms today

Denny Ross i1s going to do most of the talking

Harold Denton is here to answer questions, but we are not



ready to talk about the regulatory implications of this work,
and that won‘t be until sometime probably i1n the spring of
next year

Denny?

[(Slide 1]

MR ROSS We have slide number 1 The material

that we’ll discuss today is a work product of the Accident

Source Term Program Office which was set up a couple of years

ago for this purpose.

I also will note that since Region II 1s listening
in, I am taking this more detailed presentation to Region II
and Region IV next week I have been to Region 1 about six
weeks ago discussing source term, and [ will be visiting
Regions II! and V in the near future so they will all be fully
informed of where we are, and more importantly, where we are
going to go

(Commissioner Asselstine enters the meeting.

(Slide ]

MR ROSS We showed this same slide to the
Commission in our last briefing Since then, we have made
some progress that 1'd like to discuss briefly

On the slide there are sort of rectangles that
discuss various work products, either of our contractors or
special works formed for this purpose The last item in the

lefthand column is, of course, the APS Review All six of
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these items are now complete The last of the documents are
either published or going to the Public Document Room and
printer this month

Where we are today is the circle in the middle of
the chart labeled NUREG-0956 We expect to send that to the
printer next week, probably about Tuesday or Wednesday, and
there should be many hundreds of copies available about seven
days later.

We are, as Mr Dircks said, starting the work on
regulatory applications A very important ingredient is the
circle at the bottom of the chart marked "Severe Accident Risk
Reduction Program," where we apply the methods of the source
term code suite, as we call 1t, to five reference plants And
we will be recomputing the accident frequencies as well as the
accident source terms for these frequencies, and a convolution
of these items would produce the rebaselining risk

That information then feeds across the dotted line
to the righthand side of the graph, which 1s in general the
1986 work and it is the applications in the regulatory arena
That work will be discussed in the future

We regard what we have here today, NUREG-0956, as
basically a science and engineering report There’'s some
brief discussion of risk insights but it’'s fundamentally a
description of the new source term methodology

We have labeled the "Severe Accident Risk
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Rebaselining Report" as NUREG-1150, although we haven’'t yet
written the first world We use that as a catch-all so that
we can describe our work And 1 expect we will be prepared to
discuss progress on that in probably three or four months

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL . Denny, can you give us: a
milestone date for these two? Maybe you’re planning to do tha
at some later point here, but exactly when do you expect to
have NUREG-0956 out? I know that that’'s very close, [ guess,
to being out, but then what about these further milestones?

MR ROSS Okay August 7th is the nominal coming
out of the printer‘s date for NUREG-0956 And two points on
that First, we have ordered a large number of copies and we
expect to have an extensive mailing list And we will! be
emphasizing, hopefully, or re-emphasizing this 1s being i1ssued
for comment, and we are envisioning -- we’'ll publish a Federal
Register notice, and of course, we have an extensive mailing
list already

We would envision a 90-day comment period, and
then after analysis of the comments, then we would probably
reissue that in final form, say, the first of next year

The bottom circle, Severe Accident Risk Reduction
Program, which I call NUREG-1150, is scheduled to be -- 1t’s
an essential ingredient to NRR and the technical results will
be given to them as they accrue in a linear fashion, starting

probably September and Cctober The report i1tself in draft



form would also go out for comment, [’'d estimate on the order
of March or April 1986 However, NRR will have the material
for its auditing purposes earlier

Now we have a very detailed milestcone schedule for
that work, but that i1s small increments of work We do plants
Ane or two at a2 time, and then the work comes out one or two
plants at a time

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL I guess my concern is that I
think originally, -- it sounds like we're already a year
behind from where we wanted to be at this point on the 1150
effort, and I‘'m sure there are good reasons for that. But
your slide makes it graphically evident that the bottleneck 1is
going to be these two documents before we can move ahead with
things that we need to do on the regulatory front. And that’s
why I'm concerned that we be able to meet some kind of
deadline here for 1150

MR. ROSS Well, that’s not quite the case,

Commissioner Bernthal The regulatory intent -- and this is

fully consistent with the Severe Accident Policy Statement --
is to have available what we call the individual plant
methodology These five plant are nothing more than an audit
The industry, through IDCOR, is developing its
individual plant methodology They also are doing several
reference plants, and they are just at the point -- in fact,

they’'re meeting this very day on this topiec -- of trying to
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approve a proposal for how to analyze specifically each plant

in a systems role, how you can extrapolate or do additional

calculations or whatever is needed to justify the generic

extension

We have looked at the work in a very bhrief fashion

last week It looks very promising They have yet to agree

that that’s the right formula, they have yet to test it. They

don’t expect to tender it to Licensing until early next year

as their proposal for individual plant analysis.

What Harold needs is our five calculations for audit

purposes, and woven throughout this is working with IDCOR to

get consensus or agreement or, 1f necessary, imposition of a

regulatory solution on each of the technical issues.

So it’s a close race. But I don’t regard our work

i3 pacing I think both the NRC and IDCOR are working very

hard for the start in the spring of 1986 of doing what was

called ovt in the last few pages, pages 15 and 16 of the

Severe Accident Policy Statement. That is, doing each

specific plant for vulnerabilities that might be peculiar to

that plant I don‘t think we’'re pacing, but it’s close

MR DIRCKS Well, you are right in a way Last

year there was heady optimism about this whole thing, that we

were going to move through this like a hot knife through

butter, and . think that was conveyed by many people on the

outside
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We have reached the Promised Lanad -- there are going
to be factors of 10 reductions, the source term was going to
be reduced

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE In fact, we got a letter
from Warren Owens urging that very point not very long ago
Sc the ardor doesn’t seem to have worn off.

MR. DIRCKS: Well, I think as we 've moved into it,
we’'re not alone ! think the industry group, the IDCOR, has
confirmed much of the complexity that people were predicting
sometime ago. I think we’'ve seen 1n almost every major
nuclear country in the world the same cautious progress. I've
seen work coming out of the OECD, CS&I work, and almost you
can see this curve decreasing as they get into this science.

We saw the indication of it with the American
Physical Society report that said wait a minute, you’ve got
some uncertainties here, you’ve got to go back and look at
plant-specific data And I think if anything, that’s been a
major factor here And the containment performance is the
other major factor

So we can move on the methodology, but when you get
back into getting the results out, you’'re going to go almost
plant by plant And I think this 1s where we are today

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Well, I don’t want to leave
the impression here that I want to rush into something that

doesn’t have supporting data. My concern is that we have a
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structured, coherent, milestoned program that gets us where we
want to go and allows us to keep our eye on the ball

1 guess a good point in relation to that to be
mentioned as well -- and I hope we’ll discuss this a bit more
as we go along here -- is how many of these specific issues
that APS and others have pinpointed as being fundamental
questions that are still attached to scurce term research do
we have some sort of reasonable assessment on? How long is it
going to take now to carry out the recommendations of the
study group, of the distinguished study group, that studied
the steam explosion issue some months ago and came to a
conclusion? Do we have a program laid out that will get at
the answers for that?

A similar question can be asked about core-concrete
interaction, and a similar question can be asked about the
so-called direct heating effect, I guess -- you guys know more
about this than I do, the atomization of core and all that
stuff And how many other things like that are there And
have we got some sort of timetable laid out, have we got a
program to review so that we know where we’'re going with this
stuff and it gets done?

MR DIRCKS Ckay I think you’ve laid out the
basic questions I think as we move through the briefing we
can hit most of them, and then 1f{ we don’t hit them let’s go

back and take them up one at a time
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO As long as we have interrupted,
in considering the relationship between NUREG-098S6 and
NUREG-1150, one can‘t help but notice that you have a program
of ongoing research indicated in 0956 that has milestones out
to 1987 Now, this would imply that there is important
research work to be done before you can really make some of
the assessments that you’re looking for

I guess my question is is it basic to making your
assessments, or is much of this confirmatory work?

MR ROSS We regarded much of it as confirmatory,
and I think it will show up in ‘86 and ‘87 as we can better
quantify the uncertainty

However, the NUREG-1150, the Risk Rebaselining
Program, will use today’s source term code package, not next
year’'s research.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO But when you say today’s
profile, what do you mean?

MR. ROSS The methodology, in fact, is depicted on
the next slide

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right Well, maybe we’ll
pick these up

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Just before we go to that,
though, Bill, let me make sure [ understand your position 1
think that upper righthand box, which is Changes in Source

Term-Based Regulation, I take it the Staff’s position 1s still
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that at this point, we've got some more things to do We have
to go through this fairly careful process of analysis that
you’'ve described here, and that now we still aren’t able to
rush to judgment in terms of rolling back socme of those
regulations

MR. DIRCKS Well, I think what we’'re saying 1s yes,
we do have analysis to do and we’'ve got work to do, and we’'re
not only doing it ourselves, we’'re relying very heavily on the
work of IDCOR And I think our programs and IDCOR’s are very
heavily intertwined. So we’'re doing it in pace with them.

And it’s essential I think also to put a plug in
here for the continuation of the IDCOR effort, because that
work is basic and needed to any progress we’'re going to make
on our front

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL Are we going to talk about
these three or four areas that | mentioned, and then also
about any others of which you are aware that I am not, and get
some sense of exactly what your program 1s? And starting with
the steam explosion thing where you are a little ahead of the
others, ! should think, at least in planning?

MR ROSS Yes What we had intended to do 1s we
have looked at the different phenomena that, taken
collectively, represent the source term methcd, just to point
out some work And we do have -~ you mentioned milestones

We have a backup slide where we take the eight measure areas
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of research -- and of course, our report has more details --
and we show little triangles which are milestones, stretching
from here through the end of fiscal ‘87 €So we have done the
work that says what are the key milestones, when will they
occur, and more importantly to us, how much s going to cost
and how are we going to get the money. Because there is
obviously an interlocking between getting the work done and
getting the budget to fund it

And we have details available i1f we have the time
and the necessity to go into that.

MR. DIRCKS. Yes We will hit the details because I
think it’s important to try to get through that

MR ROSS Let’s go to slide number 3

(Slide ]

We also showed this slide at the last Commission

meeting This represents a collection of models Each model
has its own name And taken together, this collection really
is the source term methodology Some of these codes have been

used for a number of years and have been modified, some of
them were created in the last two or three years especially
for this purpose

And the flow is starting with the upper lefthand
corner where you see the word ORIGEN The general flow 1s to
caloulate the fission product inventory in the fuel, how is it

released from the fuel following an inadequate core cooling
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situation, 1f it's released from the fuel how does it behave
in the reactor coolant system before it gets out, 1{ the
vessel i1s fa:led due to molten core debris penetrating the
vessel and the core ex-vessel debris winds up on the bottom
basemat, how does it interact with the concrete, and what
fission products are released in this ex-vessel situation
And then, for all of the fission products that are released to
the containment, how do they behave before the containment
fails

And there’'s special applications if you have a
suppression pool or if you have any ice ccondenser

S0 these -- ! have some what I call tutorial slides
on several of these models and we’'ll go through them. Again,
this 1s the methodology Manuals for these codes are
available, fully available

We believe that collectively, these methods
represent a major advance over the Reactor Safety Study
methods and we’'ll discuss why 1 would poeint out that there
are uncertainties that remain, and these are the subject of
the coantinuing research and we’'ll discuss those areas

So with that introduction, what I want to do is go
through about six tutorial slides

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE But Denny, before you
leave that one, just a couple of general questions on the

codes as a group
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When ! look at information and some of the reports
we have been getting, like the April 1985 report on the
research program from Sandia and a couple of the other
information notices referring to some of the British work on
radiation effects on the release of iodine, it appears to me
that some of these things are bringing to light phenomena that
are or may not be accounted for properly in the codes

1 guess ! am wondering what you are doing to correct
those deficiencies ard when, 1f you have got a timetable and a
program for reaching a decision that in fact these codes have
now been validated to take into account all the phenomena that
we are now aware of

MR ROSS Well, the best illustration, I think, on
a particular point is to be -- if you look at the code marked
VANESA, which is one of the models that the APS had particular

difficulty with because i1t wasn’'t well described in a manual

-« in fact, the manual has only recently been released for

comment, this code is well-founded, and in fact, we believe it
has the right chemistry in it

I think there are two things that one would look at
to get the good, warm feeling that indeed the VANESA model 1is
the right chemistry What 1t does i1s provide the source term
from the ex-vessel pool of corium up into the containment, and
there are all sorts af high temperature chemis'ry reactions

going on
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In order to get, say, the broad input from people
around the world, one thing we do is we widely circulate the
manual that describes the code, which has a lot of
information It’s a very detailed manual on the basic
chemistry

Now, within the NRC family we also have an
experimental program where we take, for example, molten UO2
doped with stable i1sotopes that could be representative of
fission product species and heat it up to high temperature and
dump it on concrete and measure what happens

I think a coupled analytical experimental program is
what 1s really needed, and i1f you take that with a wide
circulation of the manual and 1ts physics and chemistry, you
get the confirmation ycu are looking for

Now, to the extent we widely circulate all the
manuals and to the extent we finish the experimental
confirmation of some of these things, [ think we shall have
done our work

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Okay But in terms of,
say, the April 1985 report from Sandia, though, they talk
about carbon monoxide and hydrogen generation as a result of
one of thouse experiments, and they say this 1s a significant
observation in light of current codes that failed to account
for reducing the nature of the oxidic core debris

Does that mean that in those cases, you have gone
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back and you have now revised the code to account for that
phenomenon as well as some of these others?

I guess what | am wondering 1s are we in the process
of a continually evolving set of codes or are we to the point
where we can say with a fair degree of assurance that for all
of the natural phenomena that we are aware of now, as a result
of all the experimental programs under way, we have gone back
and corrected the codes wherever that was needed and we are
truly in a process now of simply just doing a few more
experiments to validate or provide assurance that we have
covered everything, or are we still in the learning process
with these things?

MR ROSS I think I will get Mel Silberberg to
answer your first point

MR. SILBERBERG Commissioner Asselstine, we have at
this point corrected in what we call the Source Term Code
Package those principal items that have been pointed out
during the peer review process, and the ones that we
immediately have the capability to do in terms of data or
improved models

We are on the alert as we proceed to the research
program and get what [ would call a truly landmark result or a
result that would dictate a need to make such a change in what
we have, or at least to take the insides from that information

and judge the results that we have and take that into account
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in the utilization of the codes But 1f 1t‘s an important
effect that comes from the research program, then we would
take steps to change that

We feel that at this point, we have enough stability
with the information we have to proceed forward, but again,
with a watchful eye as closely coupled to the research
program

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE How about the example that
I gave? Have they been able to go back and make the changes
in the codes so that you account for that phenomena’

MR. SILBERBERG ] believe you were referring to
chemical changes within the core-concrete reaction.

COMMISS[ONER ASSELSTINE Yes

MR. SILBERBERG Which, in fact, are now taken into
account in the VANESA Code In other words, the detailed
chemistry of hydrogen and carbon dioxide coming from the
core-concrete interaction, in fact, 1s treated in an
equilibrium fashion within the VANESA Code

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Did Sandia just not
realisze that, or was that a change that was made in the VANESA
Code after April 1985 when they issued their report’

MR SILBERBERG That‘s a little puszzling because I
believe that that particular accountability had already been
in the code

MR ROSS We can check The text that you read ma
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have been referring to codes in other places other than
VANESA. They didn’t call that, as you read it, a deficiency
The other countries --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Right, but they say in
light of current codes --

MR. SILBERBERG Yes, we will have to check that

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Well, I mean there is a
collection of these that I have sort of collected over the
past few months There is another one that was highlighted 1in
a weekly information report for the week of December 14, which
talks about chemical modification of cesium iodide containing
aerosols during a hydrogen burn, and that one again concludes
that demonstration of copious generation of free iodine in
this manner may have an impact on current source term
modeling

Is that another one where you have gone back and
changed the models or the codes to reflect the phenomena that
was described there?

MR  SILBERBERG That i1s a case where --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Again, the Sandia
experiments

MR SILBERBERG Yes The information has come
in It is being reviewed, obviously, within our community and
discussed between the staff and the contractors It is one of

those things that one wouldn’'t necessarily make a change the
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next month, but at some point as the evidence builds to be
convinecing and having people check, then we would have to take
that into consideration

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Fred mentioned earlier
some of the APS concerns, and one of them that I remember that
stood out in my mind when Professor Wilson made his
presentation was the need that he noted to assure internal
consistency within the codes ] remember the example he gave
about doing basic conservation of energy calculations, that it
didn’t appear that those codes used consistent bases
throughout them

Is that something that you have now corrected?

MR. SILBERBERG Yes For example, the MARCH Code
had been using a subroutine called INTER for the core-concrete
interaction, and that inconsistency we were obviously all
aware of over the past several years, and certainly 1t has
been pointed out during our peer reviews

What we have now done in the Source Term Code
Package is gone and made that change -- 1in effect, taken INTER
out -- and have now coupled MARCH with CORCON, so that is an
example of caonsistency

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE You were aware of that
one Have you done a review of all the codes now so that you
can say with confidence that you are satisfied that all these

codes conform to fundamental scientific principles and that
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MR. SILBERBERG Pretty much so, right, at this
juncture Absent any new data or building up of new data, in
terms of consistency, we feel we have now done it For
example, having coupled the thermal hydraulics with fission
product deposition, MARCH and TRAPMELT They are closely
coupled because of the thermal hydraulics We have Pndo that
change .

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I guess what ['m trying to
get a sense for is, both from the standpoint of the concerns
that APS had raised and from the standpoint of the
experimental work that has been going on for the past several
months and that is likely to continue for the next couple of
years, how confident are you that these codes now really are
validated, that new information is not going to result .n
significant changes to the codes, so that I can understand the
basis for your later statements in the presentation tlat
really go to the heart of the extent to which the codes can
now be used?

MR ROSS I have two comments We had assembled,
shortly after the APS report, a list of internal checks that
were made on the various codes for consistency 1 think quite
a bit was done in a manner internal to the individual
laboratories It was not reported and perhaps not appreciated

outside
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I am just looking at a partial list here from the
MARCH Code, and we have other checks, doing an energy balance
to check the in-vessel steam generation rate, and doing an
energy balance for the containment pressure and temperature,
verifying the hydrogen production against the fraction of the
z2ircalloy oxidized, and is a relatively long list of internal
checks

The APS cid comment that there had been enough
people look at it that they felt that no major phenmencon
overlooked, and that’s our position

Now, the way that we will get more detailed
knowledge 1s when we start applying our more detailed
codes The computer code MARCH models the meltdown progression
of the core We have a much more detailed core thermal model
under development that can do a portion of what MARCH
does This code will model a melt progression up to a point
It's developed at ldaho X

We have a more detailed melt progresssion code that
would take over from there and go all the way through the
vessel It has got more detail and more sophistication than
MARCH does

We don’t think it would modify the basic
scenario It could modify the timing For example, we have a
very detailed melt progression code called MELPROG being

developed at Sandia It might shed further light on the
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timing and mode of bottom head failure MARCH, 1 think,
releases it all at once

There are theories and contentions that you burn a

small hole through which rapidly progresses to a larger hole,

and you have a time-dependent release

When we are comfortable with this code and have
started applying it in a more detailed fashion, I think we
will get some different answers We don’t think 1t will make
a major difference, but the key to more detailed understanding
is to pursue these more detailed codes, and that’'s why we are
doing it

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO But in response to Commissioner
Asselstine’s point, you are keeping abreast of the research
and you are giving attention to information that ought to be
reflected

MR ROSS Right I think, for example, one of the
big issues, ! think, that everybody has focused on is the
ex~-vessel situation We have a long list of experiments we
are running, mostly at Sandia, but some are in cooperation
with the Federal Republic of Germany

As the data develop and are compared with the code
predictions, then undoubtedly new models will be put in and
old ones will be taken out, and what is left will be modified
or revised S0 we will be continually updating the code That

we have .
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! think what we have to be sensitive to 1s something
so startling coming up in the future as tc alter the
fundamental severe accident scenario, and that is where we are
alert to and it is part of our program We don’‘t expect it,
but we are certainly looking

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Let me suggest for the moment
that we go on, and we can come back to any further questions
on the codes

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Yes, that’'s fine, although
at some point I would like to hear also what the Staff has
done to answer or respond to the APS comment about doing
additional peer review work on the codes so that there could
be some independent review and confirmation of the codes.

MR ROSS That is buil. into the discussion

Okay, now let’'s go to slide 4

(Slide 1]

What we are going tc have i1s a number of slides

where we illustrate one of the meltdown sequences The
sequence that we have chosen for illustration i1s sometimes
called the Station Blackout The letters TMLB stand for a
transient loss of main feedwater, loss of auxiliary feedwater,
and at least loss of enough AC power that the accident
progresses 8o it‘'s a few hours loss of AC power

The Greek letter delta follows that, which stands

for the containment failure by overpressure Depending on how
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you input the code, you can either get an earlier or late
overpressure, and we have conditional probabilities for both

The example we are going to show here is early
overpressure The containment failure process, of course,
would have to be done separately. The Source Term Code
Package does not calculate the expected failure pressure for a
containment. That 1s done elsewhere

Now, this sequence happens to be one of the dominant
sequences for some PWRs, but the sequences taken as a whole in
0956 were not selected to be the risk-dominant sequences for
the five plants but were a broad range of sequences, high
pressure and low pressure, containment bypass The purpose
was to challenge the methods

8o we have for this i1llustration a complete loss of
feedwater, and i1f you will turn to the next page, 1t
illustrates the type of information that comes from MARCH
MARCH i1s sort of the driver code for the whole suite, and
ewiung Oother things, i1t computes such things as shown on this
table So you see, as the accident progresses, your steam
generator dries out

The reactor system i1s at high pressure because there
has been no failure yet, and the cocolant 1s being lost through
the relief and safety valves, and after you uncover the core,
it will melt, slump, collapse onto the bottom head

Eventually the bottom head fails, in this caloculation about
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2-1/2 hours. In this illustration, the containment fails
shortly thereafter

As a user input, you can select a containment
failure pressure, which MARCH calculates the containment
pressure. You can get an early or late failure because you
want to be able with the rest of the code family to calculate
the tission product source term.

Now, in this ! think the failure pressure was down
around 85 psia, whereas the Surry failure pressure is somewhat
higher

The actual containment failure probabilities will
come from NUREG-1150.

8o this i1llustrates some of the information that
MARCH would provide, and it is essential to the rest of the
scenario

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE How would this change,
say, for a B&W plant, if you used Davis-Besse instead of
Surry?

MR. ROSS Well, we can talk about this up to a
point Obviously, the steam generator will dry up much
sooner, and then up until bottom head failure, then you could
just accelerate everything By the way, we have not modeled a
B&W plant in our reference plants Once the bottom head
fatls, then everything else that follows is plant specific

The cavity design for B&W and Westinghouse is
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different. The containment failure pressure obviously is
plant specific The mode of concrete attacked i1s cavity
dependent, so0 it’s hard to speculate

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE But you haven’t run one of
these for a B&W?

MR . ROSS We have not

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: When you talk about bottom head
containment failure, are you talking about gross failure?

MR ROSS Gross failure, yes, that’'s right. It’s a
gross failure.
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