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PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE
299TH ACRS MEETING
MARCH 7-9, 1985
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The 299th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safequards, held at
1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., was convened by Chairman D. A. Ward
at 8:30 a.m., Thursday, March 7, 1985.

[Note: For a list of attendees, see Appendix 1.]

Chairman D. A. Ward noted that existence of the published agenda for this
meeting, and identified the items to be discussed. He noted that the
meeting was being being held in conformance with the Federal Advisory
Committee Act and the Government in the Sunshine Act, Public Laws 92-463
and 94-409, respectively. He also noted that a transcript of some of the
public portions of the meeting was being taken, and would be available in
the NRC's Public Document Room at 1717 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

(Note: Copies of the transcript taken at this meeting are also available
for purchase from Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc., 444 North Capitol Street,
Washington, D.C. 20001.]

[. Chairman's Report (Open)

[Note: R. F. Fraley was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

Chairman Ward indicated that an answer from Chairman N. Palladino had
been received in response to the ACRS letter of February 11, 1985
appealing the ACRS funding and staffing levels for FY 1985 and 1986.
As a result it has been proposed that member as well as consultant
travel be curtailed to spread the reduced amounts of travel funds as
far as possible. Subcommittee meetings which have been held monthly
are to be scaled back to bi-monthly as a cost-cutting measure. It was
noted that these matters would be discussed at a meeting of the
Procedures Subcommittee on April 9, 1985.

D. A. wWard indicoted that some committee members are having difficulty
finding the opportunity to review INPO reports under the present ACKS
office procedures. R. K. Majors, ACF. Senior Staff Engineer, was
asked to obtain additional copies of INPO reports, SER's, SOER's and
special reports from AEOD for distribution to those members who are
interested in getting them. D. Okrent, D. A. Ward, C. Michelson and
C. J. Wylie expressed interest in the reports.

11. Nine Mile Point Nuclear Plant, Unit 2 (Open)

(Note: J. C. McKinley was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]
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C. P. Siess explained that Unit 2 at the Nine Mile Point Nuclear
Station is a 1080 MWe BWR 5 with a Mark I1I containment. It is located
near the shore of Lake Ontario and shares a site with Nine Mile Point
Unit 1 which is a 600 MW BWR that has been operated by Niagara Mohawk
Power Company for the last fifteen years. Ajacent to the site is the
Fitzpatrick Nuclear plant originally operated by Niagara Mohawk but
now operated by the New York Power Authority. He noted that the
nuclear steam supply system at Nine Mile Point 2 is very similar to
other Mark 1I's and other BWR 5s and it is almost identical to WPPSS
Unit 2 and LaSalle. There are however differences in the plant layout
and balance of plant which will be described at this session.

J. C. Ebersole expressed interest in the water cooling system for the
three diesels. D. W. Moeller indicated that he had some questions
about emergency planning regarding the coordination of Nine Mile Point
Unit 2 with Unit 1 and Fitzpatrick. C. Michelson indicated that he
wanted to be sure that the issue of isolation of a potential loss of
coolant accident outside of primary containment, the HPCI question, is
taken up during this session. J. C. Ebersole noted that the plant has
simple cantilever downcomers for the safety relief valves (SRV). He
wanted to be sure that the Committee discussed the consequences of a
SRV downcomer failure.

E. J. Weinkam, NRC Licensing Project Manager, presented the list of
outstanding issues on the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 licensing review
noting that this plant is not a contested case (see Appendix IV). He
explained the significance of the 18 outstanding issues and

indicated that he would review in some detail the issues of Snow
Loads, Separation Criteria, Safe and Alternate Shutdown, Essential
Lighting and Air Start System. C. Michelson asked if the staff had
addressed or considered the differences between Unit 1, a Mark I and
Unit 2 a Mark Il containment in terms of the interchangeability of
operational personnel. Should personnel shift from one unit to the
other, possible confusion may result because of the differences
between the two units. A. F. Zolnick, Niagara Mohawk Pcwer
Corporation noted that that issue would be discussed in the Niagara
Mohawk Presentation on Operations Staffing.

£. Weinkam indicated that the Staff in late January 1982 requested
that the Applicant Jjustify its reduction in design basis snow load
from 85 to 45 pounds per square foot and the reduction in the severe
loading conditions. He noted that once the design basis snow loading
has been established, the capability of seismic category 1 structures
to withstand these loads will be reviewed by the Staff. The Staff
expects a submittal on this issue by the end of March.

E. Weinkam explained that Niagara Mohawk has stated that justification
by analysis would be used for exceptions to established separation
criteria in the power generation control complex cabinets in the
control room. The Staff has requested that Niagara Mohawk provide
any analysis performed to justify such exceptions to the separation
criteria found in 1EEE 384 and Regulatory Guide 1.75. The applicant
intends to submit a GE analysis by the end of March 1985 to justify
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the separation exceptions. J. C. Ebersole took note of the
arbitrariness of the separation criteria. He indicatd that since there
is a backup control system to assure safe shutdown, the fact that a
separation of 6 inches is mandated as opposed to 4 to 7 inches is not
a concern.

E. Weinkam reviewed the general criteria for alternate shutdown
capability and indicated that the Staff is currently reviewing
additional information from the Applicant on this issue. He indicated
that the applicant was asked to show how adequate lighting would be
maintained for access (ingress and egress) to safety related areas
required for safe shutdown for periods longer than 8 hours after the
design basis seismic event with attendant loss of off-site power. The
Staff assumes nonclass 1E lighting is unavailable following such an
event and the Staff will report on the resolution of this issue in a
Supplement to the SER.

£. Weinkam expiained that the Staff finds proposed diesel generator
air start systems at Nine Mile Point Unit 2 unacceptable. These
systems would use moisture separators and filters in conjunction with
manual blowdown of the air receivers and system piping to preclude air
start system contamination and eliminate the need for air dryers. E.
F. Zallnick, Niagara Mohawk, indicated that Niagara Mohawk has
notified the Staff that they will accede to the Staff's wishes to put
in air dryers and will prepare an appropriate submittal.

§. Collins, NRC, discussed Region I's assessment of the construction
quality and readiness for operation at the Nine Mile Point Unit 2. He
reviewed the history of the NRC's inspection effort concentrating on
three SALP reports. He indicated that a SALP Report in early 1984
resulted in an enforcement action and orders issued for both Nine Mile
Point Unit 1 and Nine Mile Point Unit 2 in the areas of project
management oversite and the implementation of an effective quality
assurance program. The Licensee was asked to conduct numerous
oversite reviews using a third party. He explained that as a result
of oversite inspections focusing on problems found with hardware and a
Region 1 effort to verify the adequacy of both the hardware and the
effectiveness of the quality assurance program, 2 determination has
been made that construction of the piant ongoing is adequate and
acceptable. He indicated that the staff still has outstanding
concerns regarding a large backlog of approximately 350 items at the
beginning of 1985. He noted that as a result of an enforcement action
Niagara Mohawk has initiated a hardware verification program, 2
conservative effort to reinspect hardware at the site.

§. Collins indicated that, during the last SALP assessment of Unit 1,
the plant was given a category 111 rating for operations which,
although at an acceptable level of performance, showed a lack of
attention to detail in the operation of the plant (see Appendix V).
He noted that Unit 1 has a very high capacity factor, and as a result,
Region 1 has confidence in the operational program at Unit 1. The
staff believes that, if the values and initiatives that Niagara Mohawk
is undertaking at Unit 1 wiih regard to their operational program are
transferred to Unit 2 and are verified, both plants will be deemed
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acceptable. The Committee discussed the relevance of the number of
construction deficiency reports as it relates to the adequacy of the
quality assurance program and construction quality in general.

C. V. Mangan, Niagara Mohawk V.P. of Nuclear Engineering and
Licensing, described the site of the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 facility.
He discussed Niagara Mohawk's management philosphy and nuclear
experience (see Appendix vIi). He mentioned the Corporation's
philosphy of voluntary compliance with regard to the process of
obtaining a permanent license to replace the provisional operational
license for Nine Mile Point Unit 1. He pointed out that, when cracks
were discovered in the sensitized safe ends of the recirculation
system piping at Unit 1, Niagara Mohawk immediately decided without
prompting from the NRC to replace the piping and the safe ends. The
same philosphy carries over into the design and future operation of
Nine Mile Point Unit 2. J. Ebersole mentioned stainless steel
downcomers for the safety relief valves which may be subject to
intergranular stress corrosion cracking. The subject was tabled until
later in the session. C. Mangan indicated that Niagara Mohawk is very
active in industry groups such as the Electric Power Research
Institute, INPO, and other organizations concerned with boiling water
reactors.

C. V. Mangan explained that Management Analysis Company (MAC) was
hired by Niagara management in late 1983. The engaging of MAC was
considered preventive and prudent with the goal of ensuring the timely
completion of the project. Toward the completion of construction a
gradual phase-out of MAC employces will begin with most of the
positions and functions now handled by MAC given to Niagara Mohawk
personnel now being trained. W. Kerr thought it inconsistent that an
organization such as MAC was called in to deal with problems related
to ronstruction but will not be involved in the operation of the new
plant. He concluded that MAC may have been brought in for cosmetic
purpeses to deal with more stringent QA regulatory requirements. C.
V. Mangan agreed that the problems were basically quality-related -
construction management and the quality organization. C. P. Siess
suggested that QA could not keep up with the construction on Unit 2
and there were stop work orders until Niagara Mohawk could catch up
with resolution of construction deficiency reports. He suggested that
this was the reason MAC was brought in to assist. C. V. Mangan did
not agree that QA could not keep up with construction but did agree
that MAC was hired officially after Region I expressed its concerns
regarding QA problems at the Nine Mile Point site.

G. A. Reed asked if Niagara Mohawk is considering using hydrogen
addition to the primary water chemistry, in addition to piping
material improvements, to control stress corrosion cracking in both of
its boiling water reactors. C. V. Mangan indicated that Niagara
Mohawk is in the process of evaluating hydrogen addition for both
Units 1 and 2. There are some potential problems with radiological
dose rates and the generation of hydrogen in the gaser'c waste stream.
These matters required further evaluation. D. W. Mo 1ler asked if
Niagara Mohawk had estimated the amount of dose increases that could
be expected with hydrogen water chemistry. C. V. Mangan indicated
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that it was of the order of 2 to 5 times. W. G. Hooten, Niagara
Mohawk Executive Director of Nuclear Operations, discussed the
capabilities of the nuclear organization at Niagara Mohawk (See
Appendix VII). D. Okrent asked regarding the level of competence in
the control room for beyond design basis accident control. J. C.
Ebarsole postulated a long term AC power outage and asked how the
operators would deal with the situation of high containment pressure
relief during such an accident. R. B. Abbott, Nine Mile Point Unit 2
plant's supervisor, indicated that the emergency operating procedures
for this specific event address a venting action of the primary
containment should the pressure get to around 50 pounds.

C. Michelson expressed concern that the SALP deficiencies regarding
lack of attention to detail in the operation of Unit 1 should feed
through to Unit 2 so that Unit 2 will suffer from the same problem.
W. G. Hooten explained that MAC was contracted to assist in corrective
actions on Unit 1 and to see that the same deficiencies do not feed
through to Unit 2 even though there will be some overlap in personnel
practice, policies, and procedures. C. Michelson asked for definitive
corrective actions that have been taken. W. G. Hooten sited Niagara
Mohawk Training Programs which are strongly concerned with the
maintenance of the proficiency of the reactor operators. R. Abbott
added that special training programs for technicians and operators on
primary containment integrity are being conducted. Efforts are being
made to more effectively involve personnel in surveillance procedures
tests on equipment (such as main steamline radiation monitors).

J. Perry, Niagara Mohawk Director of Quality Assurance, discussed the
quality assurance program at the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 plant (see
Appendix VIII). As an indication of the increased level of attention
Niagara Mohawk has been putting in the area of quality assurance, he
pointed to the ratio of quality assurance/quality control personnel to
cite total manual labor perscnnel of 1 to 12 in late 1983 and 1 QA/QC
person per 8 labor personnel in late 1984. C. P, Siess asked about
the ratio of QA personnel to QC personnel. J. Perry indicated that it
is about 1 to 5. The Committee discussed the quality assurance
deficiencies found by the CAT team report in January 1984. W. Kerr
reminded the Committee of Niagara Mohawk's voluntarism and initiative.
He pointed out that it appears in this situation that Niagara Mohawk
was aware of the deficiencies, but that the NRC had to meet with
management to encourage attention to these deficiencies. J. Perry did
admit that the CAT dinspection got Niagara Mohawk Management's
attention and heightened interest in management involvement. J. C.
Ebersole asked about the status of Nine Mile Point Unit 1 regarding
Appendix A and Appendix R requirements for fire rotection. N.
Rademacher, Niagara Mohawk, pointed to 2 recently completed successful
audit by the NRC Staff of Niagara Mohawk Appendix R fixes. He
indicated that Niagara Mohawk was the second utility in the United
States to get through an Appendix R audit without a violation.

D. Okrent asked if the quality assurance effort has been factored into
the preoperational test program for Unit 2. J. Perry explained that
the construction QA operation and the startup and test QA operation
are quite different in that the startup and test activities are
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conducted by the project, run by Niagara Mohawk, and nct a contractor.
The organization running these tests includes personnel from the
operating plant (Unit 1) with hands-on experience. A separate
quality assurance group dedicated to Unit 2 will handle the startup
and test QA activities in terms of reviewing both administrative as
well as test and surveillance procedures. He explained Niagara Mohawk
efforts to reinspect (with current design requirements in mind) using
engineering evaluations of deficiencies that were found. Niagara
Mohawk has concluded that the end products will perform their intended
function. The problems with quality experienced at Nine Mile 2 are
not analogous to those experienced at the Zimmer plant. He mentioned
a Quality First Program to address situations where plant personnel
come forward with a quality concern. A team of qualified quality
assurance individuals has been assigned to investigate the facts and
conclude whether the allegations have merit.

R. B. Abbott discussed operations, staffing, and training (see
Appendix IX). He indicated that Nine Mile Point's training program
includes extensive training for nonlicensed personnel to support the
Nine Mile Point stations. The nonlicensed operator training ensures
eligibility to enter the licensed operator training program. Licensed
operator training programs stress the necessary knowledge and skills
required for successful licensing. A plant reference simulator was
available for the first cold license training sessions. He pointed
out that the Nine Mile Unit 2 simulator is designed as a plant
reference simulator that meets the requirements of ANSI-3581 and
Regulatory Guide 1.149. Its features include the ability to freeze the
action, run in slow time, or run in fast time. F. J. Remick asked how
many upset conditions or malfunctions are programmed in this
simulator. R. B, Abbott indicated that there were over 100 scenarios.
F. J. Remick asked if all of the Shi’t Tenchical Advisors are licensed
as SRO's. R. B. Abbott indicated that they are all licensed. F. J.
Remick asked whether the option of a separate STA or combined SRC/STA
would be used on Unit 2. R. B. Abbott indicated that Niagara Mohawk
intends to have a mix of qualified SRO's to £i11 the STA functions.
But, if given the choice right now, Niagara Mohawk would stick with
the separate STA. F. J. Remick asked how many crews are planned on
Unit 2. R. B. Abbott indicated that there would be 8 operating crews
and even if one were eventually dropped, there would never be less
than 7 operating crews. It was noted that there was a five man
dedicated fire protection team assigned to each crew and that each
crew consisted of about 20 persons.

F. J. Remick asked if Niagara Mohawk expects a morale problem from the
NRC conduct of requalification examinations at Unit 1. R. B. Abbott
indicated that there is a general apprehension on the part of the
operators, but he did not expect major problems. F. J. Remick asked
how much time during the requalification program Unit 2 operators will
spend on the simulator. R. B. Abbott indicated a minimum of 2 to 3
weeks. F. J. Remick noted that Niagara Mohawk intends to license
reactor operators on Unit 1, though it intends to use them on Unit 2.
He asked about the possible confusion for the operator between Unit 1
and Unit 2. R. B, Abbott indicated that the 1icensing process on Unit
1 would give the operator an appreciation of nuclear plant operation
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and make him more easily trainable for Unit 2. G. A. Reed asked if
Niagara Mchawk uses testing for natural aptitude or ability in its
selection of mechanics or cperators. R. B. Abbott indicated that only
technicians are given exams during the course of preemployment
interviews. Other new hires are selected on the basis of documented
qualifications and an interview. He did indicate that Niagara Mohawk
w:s aware of the Edison Zlectric Institute tests that G. A. Re.d was
citing.

J. C. Ebersole raised a question about a semi-automatic blowdown
through the safety relief valves and how it would be addressed as an
operational problem. The Committee briefly discussed the issue. D.
Okrent raised the issue of a loss of all offsite power incident. He
speculated that safety relief valves were stuck open for about 3 hours
into the event and the diesels, previously unavailable, were now ready
to be started. He asked what sequence of operation would be used to
restore the Unit and who would be in charge of the procedure. N.
Rademacher, Niagara Mohawk, indicated that the station blackout study
which is basically this scenario was not yet complete. D. Okrent
explained that he was considering stuck open relief valves in addition
to a station blackout which would amount to a station blackout with a
steam line rupture. His concern related to a severely degraded core.
Has research been completed that would indicate it would be better to
use core sprays or flooding and what would this do to the source term?
Rademacher noted that regardless of any additional failures such as
stuck open relief valves, Niagara Mohawk could provide little more
than a preliminary estimate of various ramifications of this scenario
such as the time to core uncovery. R. B. Abbott indicated that the
shift superintendant would make the decision. G. A. Reed asked if
there is a duty on-call individual with engineering expertise. R. B.
Abbott indicated that there was.

C. D. Terry, Niagara Mohawk Manager Nuclear Engineering, described
certain enhancements of Nine Mile Point Unit 2's decay heat removal
systems which are somewhat different than at other BWRs., He mentioned
that enhancements have been implemented in the reactor building desi?n
and equipment location which contribute to improved overall
maintainability and reliability of systems (see Appendix X). He also
pointed out enhancement of the traditional Mark Il containment design,
including the addition of north and south auxiliary bays to the
reactor building to relieve congestion typically found inside most
facilities. They expect the changes to enhance the operatibility and
reliability of RHR and ECCS equipment by permitting distinct isolation
compartments. C. Michelson asked if each compartment is designed for
a potential steamline pipe break with hot steam filling compartment(s)
which fails the compartment(s). C. Terry indicated that there is
sufficient blowout capability within the compartment to allow for a
potential pipe break. C. Michelson asked what would ultimately happen
if there were an unisolated steam line failure of the RCIC system. He
indicated his concern was the kind of pressurization that would occur
and the venting that would be required if the valves do not close. N.
Rademacher was not able to confirm that the valves would close under
dynamic conditions, He indicated that Niagara Mohawk would look into
this matter. C. Michelson discussed a case of an RHR suction line
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break with suppression pool water flooding compartments. C. Terry
presented a diagram of the actual arrangement of the flood troughs
which allow water to spill over into the compartments (see Appendix
XxI1). In addition the primary containment diameter was increased by
two feet which increases the containment volume, decreases congestion,
and increases available suppression pool water inventory. The
suppression pool s 1lined with stainless steel to improve the
cleanliness of the water and reduce degradation of the pool itself.

E. R. Klein, Niagara Mohawk, described three unique features of a
hydrodynamic character for the Nine Mile 2 Mark 11 containment (See
Appendix XI1).

e Self supporting dry well floor
" Vacuum breaker modifications
" Downcomer design without use of bracing

C. P. Siess asked regarding bypass leakage testing from the dry well.
N. Rademacher indicated that one creates a differential pressure
between the dry well and the wet well and measures the leakage. The
Committee discussed the downcomer design and its characteristics
regarding stresses and resonance. D. Okrent asked if the Staff had
audited the design of the downcomers. J. Langton, NRC, indicated that
the Staff is currently looking at downcomer loads. It is a
confirmatory item for Nine Mile Unit 2 (Pool Dynamics). In answer to
a question by D. Okrent, R. Bosnak, NRC, Division of Engineering,
indicated that the downcomer lines are Class 2 and would reguire
inservice inspection.

N. Rademacher explained that in response to NRC requirements in 10 CFR
50.62 to mitigate the consequences of an ATWS, Nine Mile Unit 2 has
installed an alternate rod insertion subsystem, a recirculation pum?
trip subsystem, and an automatic-initiated standby liquid contro

system to provide 13 weight percent boron solution to the core (see
Appendix XIIl). W. Kerr asked the Applicant for the number used for
the 1ikelihood of failure on demand of the pump trip logic in their
quantitative analysis of scram reliability. N. Rademacher was unable
to produce a backup slide with that information and it was assumed
that it would be provided at a later time.

N. Rademacher described operating personnel experience, improved
equipment, and enhanced quality programs to effect a reduction in the
number of scrams, He described control rod drive hydraulic system
changes including material upgrades for intergranular stress corrosion
cracking (upgrades to the low carbon stainless steel). C. P. Siess
asked if the hardware modifications contemplated for Unit 2 are on
Unit 1. N. Rademacher indicated that Nine Mile Unit 1 has alternate
rod insertion and also recirculation pump trip. C. Michelson asked
about safety grade provisions to prevent overfill of the reactor
vessel. N. Rademacher indicated that Niagara Mohawk does not have a
safety grade interrupt capability.
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N. Rademacher indicated that the fire protection program at Unit 2 is
essentially the same one implemented at Unit 1 which uses the defense-
in-depth concept (see Appendix XIV). He indicated that the fire
hazards analysis for Unit 2 has been completed and submitted to the
Staff. It is now an open item still in the process of review. C.
Michelson asked how Niagara Mohawk addresses the question of the
potential for inadvertent actuation of water sprays or deluge systems.
N. Rademacher indicated that two separate actuations have to occur, a
signal from <he fire protection system would cause a valve to open
admitting water to the dry pipe system and then thermal links on
individual nozzles would have to release. C. J. Wylie asked about
fire protection in the diesel generator rooms. N. Rademacher
indicated that the same pre-actuation sprinkler system as previously
described is used, not a water spray system.

C. Michelson asked if C0, is used anywhere. N. Rademacher indicated
that it is used in three gwitchgear rooms in the control building. C.
Michelson asked how Niagara Mohawk prevents spurious operation of the
C0, systems caused by common cause events such as those of seismic
or;g1n. N. Rademacher indicated that there are no safety-related
components in the fire system. Reliance is basically on redundant
valves from the tank to control the flow into the switchgear rooms
with manual operation by the fire brigade. He indicated that there is
automatic initiation of CO, on appropriate signals. C. Michelson
asked how Niagara Mohawk gulrantees against actuation of CO, systems
during an earthquake if the systems are not seismically quali%ied. N.
Rademacher indicated basic reliance on manual shutoff of the system.
C. Michelson asked if Niagara Mohawk claims that the safety related
equipment in the diesel generator rooms will continue to function
properly in the presence of carbon dioxide. C. D, Terry asserted that
the equipment is designed to run with €0, in the room. C. Michelson
pointed out that Niagara Mohawk cannot Gite any specific testing of
the equipment under those conditions and he remained unconvinced that
the equipment would function under those conditions. D. A, Ward asked
if the pre-actuation system enabling valve is triggered by a
temperature sensor Or a smoke sensor. M. Cameron, Niagara Mohawk,
indicated that the detectors in the CO activation areas are
fonization detectors. There are then&al detectors on the
pre-actuation sprinkler systems. Cross 2one fonization detectors are
utilized on the thermal flood CO, systems. C. Michelson noted that
there is almost complete assurancg that the seismic event that creates
dust coming out of wall cracks will be picked up by the fonization
detectors, thought to be smcke, and actuate C02 detectors. He
suggested that the applicant investigate this matter.

N. Rademacher discussed electrical separation (See Appendix XIV). He
explained that the reactor protection system has four separate tunnels
for redundant divisfons. J. C. Ebersole asked if Niagara Mohawk
carries out a hypothetical test of a transient fire from room to room.
N. Rademacher agreed that Niagara Mohawk does assume the loss cf areas
where a fire occurs and does a fire hazards analysis simulating
someone carrying flammables from area to area. The objective of the
study would be to see whether the plant could be safely shut down
using one of the other tunnels or other switchgear., J. C. Eberso’:

9
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asked if there is dependence on fire damper functioning which is
notoriously unreliable for containment of a fire in a particular
region. N. Rademacher indicated that heat links are used in the
dampers to close them. C. P. Siess asked if there are dampers between
reactor protection system tunnels. N. Rademacher indicated that there
1* a separate HVAC system for each tunnel and no need for dynamic
closures.

D. Pike, Niagara Mohawk, discussed the NRC requirements for a safety
parameter display system (SPDS) as set forth in NUREG 0737 (see
Appendix XV). He indicated that this system features a combined
Quadrex/Honeywell computer-based system which provides control of rad-
waste facilities as well as generator temperature monitoring. He
discussed a portion of the system called the Emergency Response
Facility System (ERFS) which is composed of a data base of about 552
analog and digital points functional in the control room, the
technical support center, and the emergency offsite facility. The
ERFS has the capability of forming about 180 graphic displays creating
bar charts, XY plots for the trending of variables, alarm summaries,
and various group logs. It also has a historical event retrieval
feature which is said to identify various trigger signals such as
LOCA, scram, ard various transient signals which will trigger display
of historical event data saved on memory. J. C. Mark asked if the
system is safety grade, in ths sense of being single failure proof or
ceismic resistant. D. Pike indicated that it is neither seismic nor
safety grade. It was noted that there are redundant computers to
assure the required reliability.

D. A. Ward asked if the emergency operating procedures (EOP) provide
for using the SPDS. R. B. Abbott indicated that the EOPs addressed
control panel instrumentation. Nine Mile Two operators will not rely
on the SPDS for responding to accident transient conditions. D. Pike
added that the SPDS is also available to the shift technical advisor
to utilize for analysis purposes while the operators concentrate on
handling accident situations. OD. Pike explained that the SPDS s a
Red/Green system where red is "bad" and green is "good." Red is used
to indicate off-normal conditions, R. Axtmann pointed out that about
20 percent of the human population is red/green color blind. He asked
if this affects Niagara Mohawk's employment policies. D, Pike
indicated that irrespective of the fact that the NRC has no regulation
regarding this matter, Niagara Mohawk has decided that it will not
hire color blind reactor operators.

D. Pike indicated that the remote shutdown capability at Nine Mile
Point Unit 2 meets NRC requirements and the remote panels fulfill all
Appendix R requirements when coupled with some local operations. He
described the physical layout of the rooms in which the remote
shutdown system 1s located. He indicated that the two panels are
separated by a three hour fire wall and a three hour rated door. C.
Wylie asked if there would be any effect on the operation of the
remote shutdown system from an exposure fire in the control room which
shorts out all of the boards. U[. Pike indicated that there are
transfers on the remote shutdown panels to isolate the circuits. He
explained that the remote shutdown rooms are located two elevations
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below the control room and are electrically separated from the control
room by the use of key lock transfer switches. Each room has its own
dedicated safety related HVAC system.

C. Michelson noted that Nine Mile Point 2 has redundant backup control
panels and can get along with only one of these panels. He asked if
Niagara Mohawk had a system that negates undesirable functions that
are derived from hot shorts in the control room's circuits that blow
fuses before transfer to the remote shutdown panel can be made. D.
Pike indicated that when one throws the transfer switch a redundant
set of protected fuses will allow operation of pieces of equipment.
J. C. Ebersole asked about negating functions that cannot be tolerated
such as valves being opened when they should be closed. D. Pike
indicated that in addition to the panels there are disconnects to
satisfy Appendix R requirements which disconnect those circuits from
the control room. J. C. Ebersole asked if an isolated fire in one of
the remote shutdown rooms could disable equivalent equipment in the
main control room, D. Pike indicated this is possible but the
redundant remote shutdown equipment would still be functional.

N. Rademacher discussed an analysis performed on the reliability for
ATWS (see Appendix XVI). He indicated that a PRA analysis was done
for the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 for core melt accidents. This analysis
identified sequences which contribute to risk (see Appendix XVIl). He
noted that although external events were not evaluated in the PRA, the
analysis does finclude the loss of offsite power as an accident
initiator. The PRA also includes component level analysis for plant
systems and various containment failure modes. The study includes an
evaluation of risks and socioeconomic impacts. J. C. Ebersole noted
that while Niagara Mohawk claims three tracks for onsite AC power,
including a third diesel, there is a curious dependence of one of the
tracks on the other two regarding cooling water to the diesels.
Cooling water is provided to the third diesel from the output of
either of the other two with the result that there appear to be really
only two divisions of onsite AC power. He suggested that this
configuration might be contradictory to General Electric's interfacing
requirements. N. Rademacher indicated that it was a deliberate dcsi?n
to address all situations for LOCA and lesser transients. A study 1s
now underway to address the situation of the third diesel generator
depending on the two division service water system for engine cooling.
Results are expected later this year.

J. C. Ebersole noted that Nine Mile Point has the unusual feature of
having isolation valves on each side of the reciiculation pumps.
During operating modes for which the fsolation valves on each side of
the recirculation pump are closed, he asked by what mechanism Niagara
Mohawk assures against a pump start. Me asked 1f this mechanism 1s
redundant and safety grade and what might happen if the pump started
and ran for an extended period. N. Rademacher offered to check on the
matter and provide an answer to the questions at a later date.

D. W. Moeller noted that the control room has two afr intakes but a

radiation monitor located in a common header where the two paths meet.
He thought that this was not an optimum situation for detecting
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accidental airborne releases into the control room. D. Pike indicated
that the detection of radiation from either train will cause the
interception by special filter trays to filter the radiation
(particulate and charcoal filters). M. Stockman, Stone and Webster,
explained that, while there are two separate air intakes, they are not
considered remote since a remote intake according to NRC requirements
requires 1,500 feet of separation. These intakes are just the width
of the control room, about 100 feet. Therefore, there is no choice
for the operator regarding one air intake as opposed to another. The
result is a 50 percent dilution.

D. W. Moeller asked if Niagara Mohawk considers the possible impact of
an earthquake on offsite emergency response. P. Volza, Niagara
Mohawk, explained that .t is not required for Niagara Mohawk to ook
at an earthquake inasmuch as it is a very low probability event at the
Nine Mile Point site. He indicated that emergency :lanninq takes into
consideration adverse weather conditions typical of the area, such as
severe snow and thunderstorms. D. W. Moeller asked if Niagara Mohawk
had looked at the potential impact of an earthquake on evacuation of
the public. P. Volza indicated that Niagara Mohawk did not look at an
earthquake at all with regard to offsite emergency planning.

C. Michelson asked to what extent Niagara Mohawk applies QA and
seismiz requirements to the reactor water cleanup system outboard of
its isolation valves. N. Rademacher indicated that the entire system
back to the reactor is seismically designed but is not QA Class 1. C.
Michelson asked about provisions for venting of steam in the unlikely
event that Niagara Mohawk experiences a break in the reactor water
cleanup system under the conditions of getting isolation or not being
able to isolate the break. N. Rademacher explained that the
compartment walls for rooms housing the RCIC are designed to take a
continuous blowdown. The flow would go through blowout panels out to
the upper elevations of the reactor building (a relief path). C.
Michelson pointed out that a break in the reactor water cleanup system
is really equivalent to a recirculation 1ine break if you do not
jsolate it because the line comes from the recirculation system, He
pointed out that the fluid coming from the break is about two-thirds
liquid phase and one-third vapor phase. The vapor phase would be
vented to the atmosphere. He asked what assurance there is that the
1iquid phase does not interfere with operation of engineered safety
features designed to keep the water at two-thirds core level finside
the reactor vessel. D. Pike indicated that Niagara Mohawk has not
specifically adaressed this fssue for these particular valves but will
do so in the future.

D. Okrent asked the NRC Staff if the Nine Mile Point site had been
evaluated for the safe shutdown earthquake usin% the Lawrence
Livermore expert opinion approach. E. R, Klein, Niagara Mohawk,
briefly discussed the seismic evaluation for Nine Mile Point (See
Appendix XVII1)., D. Okrent asked 1f an examination had been made of
the significance of seismically-induced relay chatter at Nine Mile 2.
D. Pike explained that Niagara Mohawk seismic testing of instruments
mounted in electrical panels does have the circuits monitored for
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relay chatter. The occurrence of relay chatter and an evaluation of
its significance would be documented.

D. Okrent noted that recent PRAs have considered the vulnerability of
nuclear plants to earthquakes two or three times greater than the SSE.
He asked if Niagara Mohawk had determined if the Nine Mile Piants
would be vulnerable at that level. D. Pike indicated that Niagara
Mohawk had not specifically addressed this issue although there is a
certain amount of conservatism and added margins built into the plant.
D. Okrent asked if Niagara Mohawk conducted a walkdown regarding
systems interactions. C. Terry explained that Niagara Mohawk did not
conduct a single walkdown specifically for the purpose of looking for
systems interactions but did conduct a series of walkdowns that were
directly related to that type of evaluation. Of particular interest
at Nine Mile 2 were seismically-induced interactions associated with
nonsafety-related equipment suspended over safety-related equipment.
D. Okrent asked if a systematic comprehensive look was done regarding
the possibility of internal flooding. C. Terry indicated that a
specific evaluation of that was done.

J. C. Ebersole noted that boiling watér reactors discharge waste heat
into the cooling water predominantly by a single wall heat exchanger
in which the secondary fluid could be raw river water in this case.
He noted that this is a predominant method of heat rejection. He
asked if there was sufficient sensitivity to detect radiation leaks
into the raw water for normal operating conditions where the primary
coolant contamination level was nominal so that one could detect a
serious accident which might involve both heat exchangers leaking at
the same time. This assumes that there is radiation detection on the
secondary side of the heat exchangers. N. Rademacher noted that there
is a radiation monitor in the flow stream and he thought that there
was sufficient sensitivity to monitor the running contamination level.

C. Michelson asked regarding the water cleanup system whether the
staff had looked at the possibility of pipe breaks outside the
containment for this particular plant and the environmental
qualification of equipment in the lower portions of the building which
might see the hot water issuing from the break. R, LaGrange, NRC
Equipment Qualification Branch, indicated that the Staff is still
awaiting information regarding this Applicant's environmental
qualifications program and has not yet begun fts review,

The Committee decided that it would be able to write a letter for an
operating 1icense on Nine Mile Point Unit 2 plant,

Recent Events at Nuclear Facilities. (Open)

(M. Alderman wes the Designated Federal Official for this portion of
the meeting)

A. HPCI, RCIC Inoperability at Match 1

G. Rivenback, NRR, indicated that an event occurred on January
16, 1985 during a power escalatfon following a long outage for
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refueling at the Hatch plant. Loss of a vital AC bus at 60
percent power caused loss of feed water control and a reactor
vessel water level trip on low level. The HPCI and RCIC both
came on automatically and began to refill the vessel. When the
primary cupply to that AC bus was turned back on and feed water
pump "A" regained full level output, the HPCI and RCIC and
reactive turbines tripped on high level. In trying to reset the
HPC1 and RCIC for future operations, the HPCI turbine stop vaive
was stuck in the half open position and could not be reset (see
Appendix XIX). J. C. Ebersole asked for comment on the
implications of this event noting the loss of all emergency high
pressure feedwater. E. Rossi, NRC, indicated that there “have
been a number of problems recently with the reliability of the
HPCI and RCIC systems a number of which involved deficiencies in
maintenance. J. C. Ebersole agreed that it ought to be noted as
a maintenance problem which should be folded into the ACRS'
maintenance activities. G. A. Reed indicated that the
Maintenance Subcommittee would certainly add this to its list of.
issues regarding problems with valve reliability.

B. RMR Pump Valve Failure at Browns Ferry 1 and 2

W. Long, NRR, discussed the failure on January 30, 1985 of some
RHR system valves to operate, after a vibratiun test was
performed on the Unit 3 RHR pump. The valve failed to open while
the plant was operating at power and the RHR system was lined-up
in the suppression pool cooling mode in which water is taken out
of the suppression pool, pumped through the heat exchangers for
cooling and then returned through that valve back to the pocl.
It appeared that flow-induced vibration during RMR torus cooling
mode operation caused loosening and breakage of end bell bolts on
the valve operator motor causing the end valve to fall off. The
valve became electrically {incperable and failed in the open
position. The normel pesition is closed.

W. Long mentioned the failure of an RHR suction cross tie valve
which occurred on January 30 during the refueling outage at
Browns Ferry Unit 2. The valve would not operate electrically
and an electrical problem existed at the local control station.
1t was found that the valve became inoperable in the electrical
mode due to corroded terminal blocks and switches at the loca)
control statfon, Grounding at the local control station caused
fuses to blow preventing electrical operation. The valve was
also found to be inoperable mechanically in the hand wheel mode.
Me indicated that the cause of the electrical failure appears to
be condensation in the junction box and the hand switch which are
both supposed to be sealed. C. Michelson sug ested that both of
these fitems are required to be environmenta ly qualified. He
asked why they failed, W. Long indicated that they had not been
properly sealed, It was noted that there were no safety
functions lost as a result of either valve faflure.

W. Long indicated that with the failure of the RHR valve on
Browns Ferry 3 and the fatlure of this RMR suctifon cross tie
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valve on Unit 2, Unit 1 was put into a limiting condition for
operation. TVA has requested technical specification amendments
to delete these limiting conditions of operation and the
associated surveillance requirements so that shutdown of an
operating unit could be avoided when work is to be done on such a
valve maintenance problem. C. Michelson asked that the Staff
provide the Committee a copy of the report on the RHR valve which
failed due to flow-induced vibration so that the ACRS
Subcommittee on Reliability Assurance can review it.

C. lInoperability of Both Safety Injection Pumps on Catawba Unit 1.

. Weiss, NRC, explained that an event occurred at Catawba Unit 1
on March 5, 1985 when the plant was in the startup mode at zero
percent power. This event involved a case of both safety
injection pumps being inoperable. The probable cause was not
only inadequate operator training but inadequate operator
understanding of the relationship between testing of the solid
state protection system and the availability of the safety
injection pump.

E. Weiss explained that pump 1B was taken out of service for
maintenance at 7:45 a.m. and was tagged-out in that condition
until 2:00 p.m. At 9:20 a.m. the shift supervisor authorized the
bimonthly testing of train A of the solid state protection system
which lasted to about 10:30 a.m. During that time the safety
injection pump on train A was inoperable. The result was an
overlap of about 26 minutes when neither pump was actually
available to deliver water should a LOCA have occurred. J. C.
Eberscle pointed out that a major overhaul of the technical
specifications 1s now contemplated which he hoped would move
toward a so-called matrix configuration which would preclude
simultaneous outages but which would reflect both plant
conditions and the fact that one can disable plants from a whole
host of poseible sources. E. Rossi anticipated that that would
not be 1in the technical specifications, There would be a
simplification of the language in the technical specifications,
and any so-called matrix configuration would probably be in
either what are called supplemental specifications if the
technical specifications are divided into two parts, or it would
be included in control procedures.

D. Malfunction of the Reactor Protection System at Sequoyah Unit 2

E. Weiss explained that the Sequoyah Unit 2 had a reactor
protection system malfunction at 96 percent power on January 12,
1985, when the reactor tripped and breaker A failed to o:on
automatically upon a valid reactor trip sigral. HMe noted that
{nadequate maintenance procedures and post-maintenance testing
caused this event, MHe explained from a diagram of Westinghouse's
UV output circuit on the reactor protection system that an
instrument technician shorted and burned out a transistor when
measuring voltage across the UV trip coil. He noted that al)
Westinghouse plants designed using the solid state protection
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system are susceptible to this type of failure. North Anna Unit
2 experienced three similar failures except that these failures
occurred during a plant outage and were detected and repaired
prior to returning the plant to power. W. Kerr suggested that
this condition must violate GDC 19 which calls for fail safe
circuitry. E. Rossi pointed out that the reactor protection
system is designed to be fail-safe for certain kinds of problems,
one of which is loss of power. He pointed out that the GDC does
not say that everything has to be fail safe. The terminology is
“fail-safe for certain items such as loss of power" where
feasible. W. Kerr su?gcsted that it would certainly be feasible
to eliminate this fault with a slight redesign in the circuitry.
He saw no reason why, in testing the circuit such as this one,
one could so easily disable a transistor. The Committee
discussed the vulnerability of the UV output circuitry. E. Rossi
peinted out that the real lesson is when you have two trains of
identical equipment, solid state circuitry, you can damage the
circuitry by maintenance and that can then become a precursor to
a common mode type failure. H. W. Lewis thought the circuit
poorly designed since it was wired in such a manner that the
transistor could damage the rest of the circuit when burned out.

J. T. Beard, NRC, noted that when this first occurred at a
reactor in Brazil, Westinghouse undertook a review of this
particular circuit design and freely admitted that it could be
made better. They concluded, however, that the design in its
present state was acceptable and met all the regulations. It was
therefore not necessary for it to be changed. E. Rossi indicated
that the regulatory criteria are only that the system meet the
single failure criterion and since there are two redundant solid
state protection systems, no matter what happens to one, there is
not a problem unless the other system goes out simultaneously.
P. Docherty, Westinghouse, explained to W. Kerr that since the
probability of incidents of the failure of the transistor was low
even though 1t would be a simple repair on the circuit,
Westinghouse chose not to correct the vulnerability. W, Kerr said
he was not impressed with that logic, even though he noted that
it prevails in the industry at large.

Failure of Containment Tendon Field Anchors at J. M. Farley
Unit 2

G. Lear, NRR, indicated that the failure of containment tendon
field anchors at the J. M, Farley Unit 2 was reported to the NRC
'n January 28, 1985, D, Okrent asked for a summary of the
generic significance of this item if any. G. Lear indicated that
the implications and a resolution of the generic aspects of the
problem are still under study. An analysis of some anchor heads
that were cracked and fractured has shown that it was hydrogen
induced grain separation which initiated cracks on the surface of
the inside of the anchor plates which, under stress or load,
subsequently cracked. The source of hydrogen was deemed to be
water, a corrosion cell identified between the zinc which was the
inside surface of the end caps and the cable sheaths which run
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along the path of the tendons. There was ionic exchange hydrogen
generated against the intergranular action due to the hydrogen
itself with the heavy stress imposed. He noted that the fact
that water got into the containment sheaths is a generic problem.
He acknowledged the need for the NRC to determine whether long
term surveillance requirements on all operating plants are
necessary. He did point out that this is a long-term slow
process which will not require precipitous, calamitous, action.
Instead it requires an orderly approach to a program of
resolution by means of surveillance and perhaps some action
items. E. Rossi indicated that two IE information notices have
been issued on this matter and the Staff is still looking at the
need for further action to address the generic implications. G.
Lear indicated that from a safety point of view, there is much
margin in the structural design and at this time there does not
appear to be any safety implications.

GESSAR 11 (Open)

[Note: R. K. Major and R. Savio were Designated Federal Officials for
this portion of the meeting]

D. Okrent indicated that this is the first meeting at which the
Committee has discussed a forward looking final design approval (FDA)
for the General Electric (GE), GESSAR Il design. He noted that there
have been three Subcommittee meetings since the last full Committee
review on GESSAR Il and at least two more are planned in the near
future. He expressed concern regarding how the NRC Staff would use
the PRA developed by the Applicant in reviewing the request for the
final design approval in view of all the uncertainties, Of particular
interest will be how generic issues and unresolved safety issues are
brought to closure. He noted that GE has submitted a PRA which
includes a section on external events as well as internal events.
There have been some questions by ACRS consultants on the internal
event portion of the PRA. The ACRS consultant; have been asked to
review the external event portion of the PRA and will provide comments
in the near future.

D. Okrent noted that GE obtained certain results in their PRA which
differ from those calculated by the Staff and their contractors.
These differences are largest on the issue of seismic events, the
principal external event examined. GE's best estimate calculations
for modifications considering the cost of equipment are substantially
different from cost results derived by some of the Staff's
consultants. Essentially all of the modifications evaluated by GE
were found not to be cost benefictal. This will be one of the
principal subcommittee topics at the next meeting of the GESSAR
Subcommittee. The question of measures to design in to reduce the
probability of sabotage will be another topic at the next subcommittee
meeting. J. C. Ebersole asked if the Committee ought to continue to
look hard at mitigation capability for core melt as the probability of
core melt approaches a very low number with the continual addition of
prevention features. D. Okrent poinied out that the Committee, in a
past letter considering severe accident policy, indicated that one
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should not depart from the defense-in-depth concept. He suggested
that it would be helpful to have some containment performance
criteria. He noted that the British and Italians are looking for
fairly good containment performance even in the presence of core melt.

B. Wolf, GE, indicated that the current severe accident review of the
BWR 6 Mark I11 design establishes a significant milestone. It is the
first to undergo a comprehensive severe accident review. He also
indicated that the plant design under discussion has gone further than
any design in the past in meeting the intent and spirit of goals
enunciated by the Committee, the Commission, the Staff and the
Congress itself. The goals call for a single party such as a vendor
to be responsible for the total plant design, for the plant to be
fully designed when licensed, and for the design to be safe. He
indicated that GE will not enter a rulemeking after the granting of
the FDA because there does not appear to be a market in the United
States for nuclear plants. It does not make much sense to go through
a protracted rulemaking hearing well before the resumption of nuclear
power orders for at least two reasons.

. Legislation before the Congress may impact on rulemaking
proceedings

. New knowledge may become available so that the design can be
simplified

B. Wolf suggested that if some adverse knowledge comes forward in the
interim, GE would be able to modify the design appropriately and ?o
into the rulemaking closer to the time when nuclear power will again
be needed. He was asked if GE was confident that the design would
endure and not be subjected to a large amount of backfitting. B. Wolf
indicated that he did not anticipate a large amount of backfitting.
Me indicated that one goal is to be able to construct a plant in five
years. He noted that this approach would be similar to that taken
with the Japanese standardized plant.

C. Thomas, NRC, listed requirements for the forward-looking FDA,
Design approval would involve meeting those requirements currently
proposed in the severe accident policy statement. Approval of the
Severe Accident Policy Statement by the Commission is expected.

D. Scaletti, NRC Project Manager for GESSAR, presented an historical
chronology of the severe accident review for GESSAR. He noted that
the Staff has issued supplements to the SER dcaling with severe
accidents, internal and some external events (PRA) excluding seismic
events, unresolved safety issues and medium and high priority generic
fssues, compliance with the CPSL rule, and compliance with the
standard review plan rule. C. Michelson pointed out that there are a
number of generic safety issues that have not yet been prioritized.
He asked 1f the Staff will wait unti) prioritization has been
completed before reviewing these issues as they apply to GESSAR, C.
Thomas indicated that the Staff is of the opinion that there will
continually be new issues identified that will have to go through the
prioritization process. Therefore, the Staff has taken the position
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that they will only consider those issues that have been prioritized.
Any issue that has been designated a USI or medium or high priority
generic issue during the review process would be considered.

R. Bernero indicated that Commission approval of severe accident
policy may not be imminent. He explained that a severe accident
review of a standard plant as set forth in the severe accident policy
ctatement is not exclusively a PRA review. It is an ordinary review
along three fronts:

. Classic deterministic review or standard review plan review
¢ Review for resolution of unresolved safety issues

. Severe accident PRA review in which PRA techniques are used to
find unique vulnerabilities and enhancements of the design

R. Bernero explained that the deterministic or standard review takes
account of the Appendix 1 ALARA concept which might have a reverse
ratchet effect for a standard design such as GESSAR II. In other
words, a system such as the hydrogen control system on a BWR 6 may be
deleted as being unnecessary. He indicated that some USI's can be
resolved on a plant-specific basis without much controversy since they
are so close to final generic solution.

R. Bernero indicated that the severe accident policy covers both
prevention and mitigation. However, the Commission safety goals do
not have a specific set of containment performance criteria. roposed
future plants do not span the spectrum of 1ight water reactor designs
that exist in the U.S. today. New designs are of only two types -
PWRs with large dry containments or BWRs with Mark 111 containments.
These are the most tolerant forms of containments that exist in the
spectrum of designs fin the U.S. Broader and less tractable
uncertainties like the real significance of seismic risk, the real
significance of sabotage risk, or the general level of relfance on
operators and vulnerability from operator error remain as unanswered
questions. 0. Okrent noted that in the Sizewell B case, quite a few
additional featu-es were added to the plant to reduce the 1ikelthood
of core melt., These additional hardware changes were reviewed by the
Staff and found not to be cost beneficial. He asked how a modified
SNUPPS reactor would fare under a severe accident review, R, Bernero
explained how the Sizewell B review was conducted by the Staff, He
mentioned the prioritization of a 1ist of modifications where the NRC
Staff evaluated and listed them in order of their relative cost
benefit. He indicated that it would be his expectation that with
changes, a modified SNUPPS plant would be found to have an acceptable
design for 10 year certification.

M. Ruben, NRC Reliability and Risk Assessment Branch, described the
Staff's use of the GESSAR I1 PRA in {its process of severe accident
evaluation (See Appendix XX). He indicated that the PRA was evaluated
at Brookhaven National Laboratory. Among the general insights that
came out of the PRA study was a reviggd core melt frequency for
internal events of approximately 4 x 10 per year for the “average"
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site. He noted that approximately 85 percent of the core melt
frequency is attributed to a loss of offsite power transient (station
blackout). J. C. Ebersole asked if this core melt frequency was
withost inclusion of the ultimate plant protection system. M. Ruben
explained that the ultimate plant protection system (UPPS), a system
for providing core makeup water, vessel depressurization, and
containment venting on the loss of all AC power, when considered part
of the plant, reduced the core melt frequenc/ by a factor of 4 to 5
for internal events.

M. Ruben indicated that the seismic evaluation, carried out separately
and submitted slightly later than the 1nterngg events PRA, yielded a
core melt estimate of approximately 7 x 10 per year dominated by
postulated seismic relay chatter impact. He explained that while
there was some relay fragility data available on chatterin?. the Staff
did not have a detailed study of the plant response to relay chatter.
In GE's study some rather simplistic assumptions were made on the
failures of safety systems from chattering. A sensitivity study was
provided which discussed the impact on various human recovery rates as
well as various relay fragility values. He thought that the GE result
will probably yield an upward bound on the severity of relay chatter.
Elimination of relay chatter impact from the seismic core melt
frequency would essentially eliminate that failure mode completely by
a factor of two and one-half to three. J. C. Ebersole suggested that
the solution seems almost trivial in this case. Make the UPPS
seismically qualified and forget about relay chatter. M. Ruben
indicated that that is an area under consideration.

R. Villa, Genera! Electric presented a brief description of the GESSAR
11 nuclear island arrangement (See Appendix xx1). C. Michelson
indicated that he agreed with GE's approach to controlling the design
of the safety-related areas of the plant. He noted that one of the
most important safety-related features involves the coolant water
that supplies all of the emergency equipment. He noted that the
cooling water to the safety-related equipment was outside GE's scope.
R, Villa noted that the cooling water supplies are considerably more
complicated to envelope than even the siting envelope. He did point
out that GE defines specific requirements for the cooling water that
the applicant must satisfy. C. Thomas, NRC Staff indicated that as
lon? as the vendor supplies interface ¢criteria that the
utility/applicant has to meet, the Staff has historically been
satisfied. J. C. Ebersole asked if there are relfability requirements
for the auxiliary feedwater. C. Thomas fndicated that he thought that
the reliability of the service water System was given in the PRA. J.
C. Ebersole asked what it was, D. Hankins, GE, indicated that the
rcliipil1?y criterion for the auxiliary feedwater is a failure rate of
10 “%/year. J. C. Ebersole asked if there was a requirerent on the
continuity of service water flow, R. Villa indicated that GE does
have a requirement that the Applicant meet the GE interface

requirements.

M. Ruben indicated that the Staff, in its evaluation of the PRA, has
identified areas where they are not convinced that interface criteria
are complete, MHe stated that the Staff has required that when a plant
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is actually constructed, for those portions with which the
utility/Applicant and the architect engineer are involved, the
applicant should identify critical components and validate that the
reliability of their inplace systems are compatible with those assumed
in the GE PRA. D. Okrent suggested that the Staff is not satisfied
that the interface requirements for the balance of plant are
adequately specified at this time by General Electric. He wondered
why the Staff would given final design approval to the GESSAR 11
design when the requirements is to be placed on the balance of plant
are incomplete. M. Ruben indicated that the Staff is relying on GE's
reliability criteria as being sufficient until interface criteria for
those portions of the plant, not yet designed, are specified.

F. Rowsome, NRC, indicated that Staff in its safety evaluation report
intends to offer the licensee an option. He may either verify that
his as-built plant is enveloped by the assumption that the Staff is
making in its own risk assessment or have the alternative of reopening
tne risk assessment to attempt to justify other numbers. The Staff is
not stipulating reliability criteria or seismic criteria beyond the
des:gn basis because the Staff is not striving for a particular safety
goal.

J. C. Ebersole asked whether GE would consider an air cooling module
to cool the plant. He thought it much more reliable than having to
rely on cooling water from a fresh water body such as a creek al of
the time. R. Villa expressed concern that GE would have to re-enter
the licensing process again if they were to change the configuration
of the buildings for air cooling. He stated that air cooling is not
part of this design.

R. Villa compared GESSAR II regardin principal design features to
other BWR facilities such as Perry, Clinton, and Grand Gulf. P. G.
Shewmon noted that the containment leak rate of GESSAR 11 is five
times that of Perry. D. Hankins findicated that GE 1s offering the
applicant a plant which has an allowable one percent leak rate. If
the applicant wishes to have a smaller site boundary he must opt for 2
tighter containment. C. P. Siess questioned whether the utility 1s
buying a poorer containment or a better cperating program for meeting
leak-rate requirements, R. Villa answered C. P, Siess by indicating
that the hydrogen control system has been added as a design
requirement for GESSAR, GE has increased the containment strength and
provided an allowance for venting of the containment. Also proposed
is the UPPS as an alternate to the hydrogen control system. . 6o
Ebersole asked wh{ the GESSAR plant has only a 35 percent steam bypass
capacity. R. Villa indicated that this was deemed to be a cost-
effective number, It 1s very expensive to have 100 percent bypass.
D. Foreman, GE, indicated that a typical reason for picking 100
percent bypass is to increase the capacity factor of the plant. It 1s
strictly economics. With 100 percent bgpass capacity, one can more
easily bring the plant back to power. ., Okrent pointed out that it
has certain safety implications. There is a group of transierts that
no longer become ATWS candidates.
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R. Villa ciscussed the scope, insights, and results of the GESSAR PRA
(see Appendix XXII). He indicated that GE has met the first
requirement for the FDA -- compliance with current Commission
reaulations. This includes TMI requirements as defined in the cp
rule, the hydrogen control system, and provisions for venting the
containment all of which have been incorporated into the GESSAR
design. He indicated that GE has addressed resolution of unresolved
and generic safety issues including reliability of decay heat removal
systems as well zs reliability of AC and DC power supply systems. GE
has completed a probabilistic risk assessment considering severe
accident vulnerabilities and their added impact on the public health
and safety. C. Michelson asked for an explanation of how flooding was
evaluated on the intake structure (service water system). K. W.
Holtzclaw, GE, indicated that the flood evaluation was done by looking
at flood sources on a compartmental basis within the plant., He
indicated that GE did not consider the intake structure. C. Micheison
asked if GE had considered external floods. K. Holtzclaw inaicated
that they did not, even though there are some prescriptions in the
site envelope requiring the applicant to consider potential external
floods. H. W. Lewis asked how uncertainty analysis was included for
internal events. D. Hankins indicated that Monte Carlo evaluations
were made using the SPASM code.

R, Villa indicated that it was found from a deterministic review that
transient initiators were more important for GESSAR in terms of
overall risk than LOCA's. The dominant sequence found was station
blackout. It was also found that emergency groceduro guidelines
reduced the 1ikelihood of human failure for the GE design.

R. Villa noted that it was found that the hydrogen control system on
GESSAR was Jjudged by GE not to be cost-beneficial by orders of
magnitude. D. Hankins explained that hydrogen control had no effect
or. prevention of core damage or the core damage frequency. Its only
effects were in the mitigation area, both in terms of offsite or
onsite property damage and offsite risks in terms of man-rem averted.
R. Villa stressed that if the mission of the PRA is to reduce the
dominant contributors to risk it would be most proper to add the UPPS
proposed by GE in lieu of the hydrogen control system. D. Okrent
indicated that he found GE's use of the claim of very low core melt
frequency as the basis for reducing the containment capability quite
troublesome. He suggested that GE 1s usin uncertain aspects of its
ability to prevent a core melt to weaken another part of the
defense-in-depth, J. C. Ebersole indicated that it was his belief
that the hydrogen control igniter system such as that finitially
developed at TVA was only of nominal benefit at best and ought not to
be compared to GE's UPPS which has considerably more potential,

C. Michelson asked how human factors were handled in the PRA other
than for sabotage, K. Moltzclaw indicated that GE utilized the Swain-
Gutmann guidelines and also tried to reflect as accurately as possible
the emergency procedure guidelines that came out of post TMI
activities. C. Michelson expressed {interest fn how GE handled
equipment maintenance from the human factors point of view, Me
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suggested that availability of equipment may be a major contributor to
risk.

M. Rubin, NRC, discussed the Brookhaven National Laboratory's (BNL)
reassessment of the GE GESSAR PRA. He indicated that there were a
number of modifications made in the course of the BNL/Staff review
which include such items as additional dependencies between safety
functions and some changes to fault t-ees and event trees. Common
mode failure modeling of diesel generators was modified. The reactor
protection system mechanical system failure was assessed to be about
the same by BNL but the electrical system analysis was modified.
Transient frequencies and the loss of feedwater turbine trip frequency
was reassessed upward. Some containment event trees were modified and
the seismic analysis insight hazard functions, fragilities, and the

~seismic system analyses were all changed. The results were different

numbers found by BNL.

M. Rubin indicated that the dominant sequences were generally the same
for GE and the Staff/BNL reassessment. The loss of offsite power
sequence dominated. The seismic analysis by BNL yielded a risk factor
4 to 5 times higher than that developed in the £ internal analysis.
There were a number of uncertainties regarding both the site hazard
function, component fragilities, and the actual selection of
components used in their analysis. He indicated that the NRC and BNL
considered their fragilities more realistic and believe that GE's
conjectures are too optimistic. P. G. Shewmon asked if GE's UPPS was
included. M. Rubin indicated that the UPPS impact is not reflected in
the numbers from the BNL reassessment. 0. Okrent asked if the NRC
evaluated the UPPS for internal events. M, Rubin indicated
affirmatively and that it made a difference of a factor of 4 to 5.

M. Rubin indicated that that the Staff and BNL found that the events
analysis was relatively complete and well done by GE with regard to
the present state of the art of PRAs. HMowever, the Staff believes
that its reassessment was more reflective of the actual plant. He
noted that the seismic evaluation resulted fin significant upward
reassessment regarding core melt contributions. There were changes in
seismic systems analysis. Assessment of relay chatter, fragilities,
and site hazards were modified considerably. The seismic core melt
contribution, however, was roughly equivalent to that for internal
events. M. W. Lewis asked if the Staff modifications were as a result
of mistakes or oversights found with roa:rd to GE's evaluation of
component failure rates or fragilities. . Rubin indicated that the
majority of cases were differences of opinion on the hypothetical
component fragilities. He suggested that the fragilities of
components were not evaluated in enough depth by GE and this bears
further study. He noted also that the fragilities are site dependent
and that fact has to be incorporated in the PRA. This is because of
the geological character of the site. Whether the plant sits on so!l
or bedrock will influence the propagation of acceleration values.

AEOD Activities (Open)
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[R. F. Fraley was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of
the meetirg.

J. Heltemes, Director of AEOD, presented a status of selected reactor
program activities in AEOD (See Appendix XXII1I). He noted that the
LER reporting rule has been in effect since January 1, 1984 and the
level of detail in reports is still disappointing. When referring to
the nuclear plant reliability data system (NPRDS), he mentioned that
NRC contractors do not have access to NPRDS data a fact that often
seriously handicaps their project activities for NRC. He noted that
in the area of transient patterns program activities, AEQD hes evolved
a methodology which was published in September 1984, He mentioned
three tasks completed in 1984 -- a pilot study analysis of unplanned
reactor scrams (the first quarter of 1984), a study of fexdwater
transients for Westinghouse PWRs covering the period January 1981 to
June 1983, and an analysis of 1981 LERs. He explained that since the
1981 LER study did not have sufficient data to allow a
trends-ard-patterns analysis, the study was expanded to a three year
period (1981-1983). He indicated that an analysis of unplanned safety
system unavailability for 1984 is one task under development.
proposed analysis of technical specification violations for 1984 will
deal with situations that resulted in shutdowns required by technical
specifications and operations prohibited by the technical
specifications.

H. W. Lewis asked if the analysis of technical specifications
violations will be directed toward assessing them in terms of their
safety significance. J. Heltemes indicated that that would be one of
the focal points of the study. J. C. Ebersole asked what AEOD is
doing in the area of generating reliability data on the operation of
valves under duress. J. Heltemes pointed to AEOD's active support of
a test program on signature analysis of valves. The results of this
program are just now bezoming available.

J. Heltemes reviewed the status of technical studies as evidenced by
documents issued in calendar year 1984, Technical studies were
characterized as case studies (a significant safety concern has beern
identified), engineering evaluations which pertain to safety concerns
of less significance, technical reviews of a potential concern,
special studies such as reports to the Commission, and program support
studies (AEQD's transient patterns programs results). MHe pointed out
that AEOD's resources are apportioned in the following manner:
Twenty-Five percent of engineering resources went to case studies,
sixty percent went into engineering evaluations, and fifteen percent
was used for technical reviews. Special studies resources and program
support studies resources are tracked separately since these derive
from other parts of the NRC crganization.

J. Heltemes noted that the Committee had expressed an interest in
indicators of performance which AEOD had developed. He expressed his
belief that operational experience should be a valid and direct
measure of performance, He presented a 1ist of proposed potential
operational experience performance indicators derived from LER data.
He pointed out that while he thought courting LERs 1s a wrong
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approach, counting events by looking into the LERs for an in-depth
appraisal of performance would be useful. He indicated that AEQD
expects to develop indicators of performance routinely for every
plant. These include reactor protection system actuations that caused
SCRAMs, actuations of other ESF systems, system unavailability and the
loss of safety systems, conditions prohibited by technical
specifications, and shutdowns required by technical specifications,
airborne and liquid releases, and voluntary reports. G. A. Reed noted
surprise at the indicators selected since they were not the
traditional indicators of good performance such as forced outage rate,
capacity factor, and availability factor. He indicated that he was
not sure where the tracking of such LER data will correlate with sound
performance. J. Heltemes suggested that these indicators from
operational experience would be summed with other indicators. They are
not meant to be a set by themselves since operational experiences are
just one valid indicator of performance.

J. Ebersole noted that J. Mac Evoy, ACRS Fellow, had been
independently developing a 1ist of parameters. J. Mac Evoy indicated
that he had looked at five parameters. These were plant availability,
airborne curies discharged, total man-rem occupational exposure,
average yearly plant efficiency, and total number of trips at power
reported for the year. He indicated that these were factored into an
equation to give plant performance. LERs were deliberately ignored
because of the desire to go back into the past as far as possible to
compare past performance to present performance and look at indicators
that would compare all plants to one another and would not be
subjective. G. A, Reed indicated that he was surprised that AEOD had
only focused on such a small piece of the puzzle and not concerned
itself with the more traditional indicators that have been put forward
by INPO as best performance indicators.

C. Michelson noted that the NPRDS was to be a piece of the former LER
system that would cover single component failures which would no
longer be reported as LERs. They would be reported in the NPRDS data
base and would then be available for studies by individuals who wer2
looking at single component failures. He expressed concern about the
fact that the information is not at all readily available even to the
NRC. While NRC personnel can get the information directly, NRC
contractors must go through a second or third party in order to get
the information to prepare a report., He also noted that AEOD has been
prohibited from publishing certain results derived from data from the
NPRDS. He thought this was becoming an unacceptable situation which
the full Committee should explore. J. Heltemes indicated that this is
not a decision made by AEOD. It was a2 determination by the NRC that
INPO has met all the legal and technical tests for protecting
commercial information. AEOD has been forced to implement the
consequences of that decision. J. Heltemes made a point of
clarification that single failures were never reportable to the NRC
under LERs. Me explained that many single failures came in under LERs
because nuclear plants would enter an LCO which was reportable. C.
Michelson pointed out, however, that the number of LERs has been
halved since the new LER rule went into effect because the single
component events that were once fnadvertently in the old LER system
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has predominantly gone over to NPRDS. Some of this information has
just been lost, but a large fraction of it is now in NPRDS, no longer
readily available to the agency. It is not available to the public.
Chairman Ward indicated that this may be a topic for future
discussion. C. Michelson suggested that this issue be discussed 2t a
meeting with INPO. Perhaps INPO would be willing to provide a list of
acceptable contractors who could have access.

Emergency Core Cooling Systems (Open)

[Note: P. A. Boehnert was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

Ward indicated that 5 topics were discussed at the ECCS
mmittee meeting on February 21, 1985, Among ihese were the
ES proposed revision of Appendix K to 10 CFR 50.46, the ECCS
Evaluation Model (EM) Requirements, and a recent proposal by Duke
Power Company to delete use of the upper head injection (UHI) portion
of the ECCS sytem at McGuire (Westinghouse Ice Condenser Plant). Also
discussec were the effects of insulation debris generation and
possible blockage of containment sumps which could impact pump NPSH
margins, a discussion of the status of NRR reactor system branch
activities, and a discussion of recommendations and requests on the
joint NRC/B&W owners group/EPRI/B&W integral system test program.

D. A. Ward indicated that a half-billion dollar research program has
confirmed that the Appendix K basis is conservative. RES has said
that the two objectives of the Appendix K rule change are to permit
higher power peaking by utilities which will yield a financial savings
to the utilities through more efficient use of the core and to
generally improve safety through the use of best estimate calculations
which will yield a more realistic view of reactor system performance.
The approach favored by RES is to allow best estimate calculaticns to
be used in licensing per the SECY-83-472 approach approved by NRR.
The old Appendix K will remain (with minor revisions) for use by
licensees who find no particular berefit in using the new aiternative.
Me frdicated that the Subcommittee was in general agreement with the
staff's approach.

Duke Power is proposing to remove UMl from its McGuire plant., D. A.
Ward indicated that UMI, a feature of some Westinghouse ice condenser
plants, was finserted by the designers 1o allow greater operating
flexibility (higher power peaking factors) without exceeding the
2200°F PCT 1imit of Appendix K, given a LOCA. He indicated that there
are 10 ice condenser plants of which 8 have UHI. The staff expects a
request for exemption from the remaining plants.

0. A. Ward mentioned a discussion by B. Sheron of NRR regarding the
status of the on-going revision of the upper plenum injection (UPI)
ECCS models for the Westinghouse two loop plants. Early ECCS models
did not appropriately account for UPIl related phenomena. The affected
1{censees have solicited their respective vendors to develop new EM's
that satisfy NRC'S concerns.
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C. Michelson voiced concerns regarding the effects of fiberglass
insulation on containment sump and recirculation sump performance,
post LOCA. His concerns are that insulation debris can possibly block
the containment sumps and pump/valve seals anc¢ impact NPSH margins.
Another concern expressed was the use of fiberglass insulation on high
energy lines to replace mirror insulation. A LOCA jet can cause
severe damage to the fiberglass insulation in the vicinity of the
break and the transport of the damaged material is a key question. D.
A. Ward indicated that the Staff's presentation was incomplete and the
issue will be discussed again by the Subcommittee.

D. A. Ward indicated that the Subcommittee discussed in round table
fashion the joint NRC/B&W owners/EPRI/B&W integral system test program
and related programs. ACRS consultants such as I. Cattcn have
previously expressed reservations especially regarding the fact that a
secondary blowdown accident scenario has not yet been considered. He
indicated that 1. Catton suggested that combined secondary
side/primary system blowdown should be considered in a followup
program at the MIST facility.

. Radioactive Waste Management and Disposal (Open)

[Note: 0. S. Merrill was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

D. W. Moeller explained that the ACRS subcommittee on waste management
met on February 15-16, 1985 to review the following documents.

Proposed Amendments to Licensing Procedures, 10 CFR 60, Disposal

of High-Level Radioactive Waste in Geologic Repositories

NRC's QA Review Plan for Site Characterization

Three NRC Generic Technical Positions on High-Level Waste
Management: computer codes, waste package performance after
repository closure, and post emplacement monitoring

He recommended that Subcommittee consensus reports on these issues be
made a part of the full committee minutes (see Appendix XXIV).

D. W. Moeller explained that several members of the Subcommittee
misinterpreted the proposed amendments 1o 10 CFR 60 in assuming that
the NRC would not dissue a site characterization analysis. He
suggested that the Staff ought to rewrite the proposed rule tc clarify
its role on site screening and characterization and to point out that
it is only the draft site characterization analysis that will not be
jssued. He said that the Staff will issue the analysis in final form.
He noted that paragraph 60.17 part (a)(3) leaves open the question as
to what restoration is required for a site which, although suitable,
was not selected for use as a repositcry. He indicated that the
Subcommittee thought that the phrase “site restoration” should bte
restored to the draft because it is a more accurate description than
"decontamination and decommissioning” which is currently in the
document.
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In answer to additional views of Commissioner Asselstine on 10 CFR
Part 60, D, W. Moeller indicated that the S:bcommittee suggested that
the NRC monitor DOE's application of the guidelines to see that DOE
nominates the best site. The Staff should not independently evaluate
the relative merits of the sites. He indicated that the Subcommittee
believes that if the EPA standards are met, the NRC should be satified
56with the site nominated by DOE. He referred to a second view of
Commissioner Asselstine regarding issuance of site characterization
reports in draft form. He indicated that the Subcommittee thought
that because of the many existing opportunities for public comment
within the review process, issuance of a site characterization
analysis in draft form is not necessary. D. Okrent asked if the full
Committee has reviewed the EPA's proposed standards for site criteria.
D. W. Moeller indicated that the Waste Management Subcommittee has
reviewed them as they have developed. H. W. Lewis expressed concern
that the EPA standards may be too stringent for NRC to apply.

M. Bell, NRC Deputy Director for Waste Management, expressed concern
regarding the ACRS initiating review of the EPA site criteria a year
after closure of the public comment period. He did believe that ACRS
comments with respect to a discussion including NRC and EPA would be
helpful at this stage. D. Okrent noted that EPA is making nontrivial
changes in these siting criteria and he thought that the ACRS should
review the situation.

D. W. Moeller indicated that M. Bell would like a letter endorsing the
current NRC positions with regard to the proposed amendments to 10 CFR
Part 60. M. Bell noted that the EPA standards deal only with the
cumulative population doses over a long period of time. The EPA
standards should treat individual doses especially with regard to
drinking water exposure. The issue of protection of the maximum
individual still remains untreated by EPA. He noted that the EPA
standard was last submitted for putlic comment in late 1982. D. W.
Moeller indicated that a meeting of the Waste Management Subcommittee
will be held to review and discuss the EPA standards.

D. W. Moeller introduced a draft letter regarding the ACRS role in the
civilian high-level radicactive waste management program. He
indicated that the Commission wants the ACRS to sign off on the
program. The Committee must decide whether it will handle this matter
in the full Committee, the Waste Management Subcommittee, or recommend
that the Commission set up a separate advisory committee to advise
them on the matter. Also of importance would be the stage at which
deliverables would be reviewed. M. Beil indicated that the NRC Staff
and DOE are proceeding as if the ACRS will provide advice. D. W.
Moeller noted that it is not part of the ACRS charter. D. A. Ward
suggested that the Committee position should be developed in a letter.
He thought that the Committee ought to ask the Commissioners about the
depth or level of detail of review they expect. C. P. Siess expressed
concern regarding the full Committee's ability to review DOE and Staff
documents in the same depth as the Waste Management S-bcommittee. D.
Okrent stated his belief that the civilian radwaste issue is one of
the more important matters involving the NRC over the next few years.
He thought the ACRS ought to attack the issue by hiring mecre
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VIII.

consultants. P. G. Shewmon indicated that he failed to see that there
were many areas that impacted the public health and safety. He
thought the program was principally a political issue and deserved a
more superficial review. G. A. Reed thought that this project might
dilute ACRS priorities. He was in favor of encouraging the Commission
to set up a separate advisory committee. D. Okrent was opposed to
presenting several options in a Committee letter. D. A. Ward thought
the letter should focus on developing a Committee position. No
decision was reached on the proposed letter at this meeting. It was
decided that the full Committee would reconsider it at the 300th
meeting, April 11-13, 1985.

Evaluation of Nuclear Facility Accidents (Open)

[Note: A. J. Cappucci _was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

H. W. Lewis indicated that a meeting of the Regulatory Policy and
Practices Subcommittee was held on March 6, 1984 to review the final
report prepared by Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) concerning the
need for a "NTSB like" organization for the NRC. He noted that the
Commission is still reviewing the BNL report and a copy of the report
has been sent to the U. S. Congress. He noted that the Subcommittee
was unanimous in its recommendation up to a point. He cited statements
from the Brookhaven reports which indicated that BNL thought that
major NRC accident evaluations are done in a competent manner but
ought to be undertaken in a more structured and coordinated approach.
Also missing is a separate investigation regarding the determination
of the root causes of accidents. He mentioned that the BNL report
recommends the setting up of a quasi-independent statutory “Office of
Nuclear Safety" which would report directly to the Commission. One of
many questions to be cettled is how many events during a year are to
be considered significant for review by such an Office. It was
suggested that, during 1984, there were 8 major occurrences and about
20 events that might qualify as significant.

H. W. Lewis indicated that the Subcommittee was in favor of the
Brookhaven approach. Two members thought that the Office of Nuclear
Safety (ONS) would not be sufficiently independent of the NRC itself.
H. W. Lewis suggested that the ACRS should recommend endorsing the
Brookhaven recommendations provided that the ONS operate in an NTSB
mode. He thought the NRC ought to take the next step which would
involve setting up a planning group outside the NRC.

H. W. Lewis mentioned cptions involving AEOD, one of which was to
absorb the current AEOD responsibilities in the new ONS. He indicated
that it was his impression from the report that there was definite
pressure to create a new organization with highly dedicated
professionals. W. Kato, BNL, indicated that the BNL recommendation
did not require statutory authority to set up the ONS unless the NRC
wanted it specifically. H. W. Lewis mentioned that there are
potential apparent conflicts of interest for C. Michelson and himself
which should be factored into the discussion. F. J. Remick thought
that, if this independent statutory office had oversight functions, it
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must be more independent of the Commission. One would need “go" team
investigators. He also thought there ought to be enhancement in the
party system with possibly a utility member of a plant safety
committee as 2 designated representative to deal with AEOD. J. C.
Ebersole endorsed a group with a distinct oversight function which
could review the entire regulatory process. C. Michelson noted that
AEOD has done a good job up to the present but he acknowledged that 2
new group possibly could do better. C. J. Wylie thought that any
faults that AEQD has could all be remedied but there would always be
questions remaining regarding their independence. G. A. Reed
indicated his support of a planning group for such an ONS quite
independent of the NRC. D. W. Moeller supported this jdea. D. A

ward indicated that he was not yet convinced that there was a

compelling need for a quasi-independent statutory office.

Etherington suggested that this Office of Nuclear Safety ought t6
function similar to a volunteer fire department where the highly

dedicated professiona1s would be called when needed.

IX.

W os Vb -

X. Steam Generator overfill (Open)

[Note: R. Savio was the Designated Federal Official for this portion

of the meeting.]

D. Okrent noted that there was interest on the part of some ACRS

members in the problem of steam generator overfill transients.

Ebersole indicated that there was a rather high probability of this
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X3,

event. D. Okrent noted that there is apparent disinterest on the part
of utilities. It is a well advertised transient. The question is
will main steam lines fail from static loads. He thought that a
mandatory response from licensees was in order especially since there
has been severe damage from such events in Europe. C. Michelson was
skeptical of steam lines falling down from static loads. He was
concerned about sagging of pipes and their effect on tearing loose of
smaller lines. Also of concern would be the operability of valves
after such an event and the effect of overfill on the auxiliary
feedwater water turbines. H. Etherington thought it very remote for
main steam line pipes to fall under static load since the safety
margin is greater than two.

T. Marsh, NRC, presented an overview of the staff program on steam
generator overfill transients. He noted that there is no separate
program and agreed that overfill can occur either from tube failure
(b2ing handled by a list of outstanding questions to owners groups)
and control system failure (USI A-17). He agreed that safety relief
valve performance ought to be examined and he noted that water hammer
events are being treated in USI A-47 under feed control malfunctions.
D. Okrent thought that this fragmented approach was not a systemmatic
effort. He acknowledged thit the issue may be addressed piecemeal
under different programs and that issues are addressed as they come
up. T. Marsh suggested tha'. there is a program previously stated that
is looking at many aspects >f this problem of interest to the ACRS but
not all aspects. J. C. Edersole suggested that the utilities know
about the issues but are not particularly concerned. T. Marsh
mentioned a general inform:tion letter that was to be issued by the
Staff with a non-mandatory response from applicants. He suggested
that such a letter be withheld until the generic implications of the
jssue are fully known.

N. Anderscn, Section Leader in the Generic Issues Branch, briefly
discussed the USI A-47, the safety implications of control systems
(might lead to an cverfill transient). He mentioned work being done
at INEL on complete control systems scenarios for Westinghouse and GE
nuclear plants. He notec that analytical work on CE and B&W plants is
being done at Oak Ridge National Laboratory and Pacific Northwest
Laboratories (PNL). PN. is to look at water hammer on a
phenomenological basis regarding subcooling. He also mentioned work
being done by Creare on water hammer events in main steam lines. D.
Okrent requested a copy of the Creare report entitled, “Initial
Assessment of Water Hammer in Main Steam Lines During Steam Generator
Overfill" (TM1009 dated January 1985). N. Anderson agreed to provide
a copy of the report. C.” Michelson ccmmented that there are
environmental consequences from a rupture of an auxiliary feedwater
turbine steam line. D. Okrent requested that members provide comments
which could be incorporated in a letter.

Resolution of USIA-44, Station Blackout (Open)

[Note R. Savio was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of
the meeting. ]
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XII.

W. Kerr presented an historical prospective on the station blackout
unresolved safety issue. He indicated that the last report of the
ACRS was in July 1983. He indicated that the NRC Staff was proposing
in July 1983 that operating plants be placed into categories of
"station blackout vulnerability." The Staff anticipated that the
characterization of operating plants would be such that 4 hours, 8
hours and 16 hours of demonstrated station blackout duration
capability would be required. W. Kerr indicated that as of February
26, 1985 the Staff now proposes a rulemaking with 4 and 8 hour station
blackouts as vulnerability categories. It was indicated that the
Subcommittee members thought the Staff proposal reasonable. He noted
that a nuclear utility group and owners group presented the opinion
that station blackout does not present a level of risk large enough to
warrant a rule containing the requirement for the demonstration of a
plant's ability to withstand station blackout. They were considering
alternative proposals for presentation to the Staff.

T. Speis, NRC suggested a letter from the ACRS endorsing the Staff
approach. A. M. Rubin, NRC, indicated that 4 and 8 hours would not be
specifically in the rule but in a Regulatory Guide. P. G. Shewmon
wondered if the rule would be prescriptive. D. Okrent had specific
questions regarding the Staff proposal:

e Were external events included in the frequency of loss of all
offsite and cnsite power?

. For the 4 hour reguirement, what frequency of loss would be
considered large enough for plants to have to backfit?

. For the 8 hour category what frequency of loss was considered
large enough for plants to have to backfit?

" What is the threshold that requires that plants must take action

D. Okrent asked if use of gas turbines such as those being installed
in plants in France would be an alternative solution. A. Rubin
indicated that there are other alternatives. The Staff's approach is
installation of defense-in-depth. J. C. Ebersole suggested an
alternative of an engine-driven charger for the batteries. D. Okrent
expressed concern about the seismic vulnerability of such a scheme.
D. A. Ward asked how the reactor coolant pump seal failure issue has
been factored into the rulemaking. A. Rubin indicated that it 1is
factored into the scenario of longer duration outages.

W. Kerr suggested a possible letter. He pointed out that the ACRS
would not be precluded from making further comments since the rule
still has to go out for public comment. He thought that the Conmittee
ought to approve the Staff's current approach.

Watts Bar Nuclear Power Plant (Open)

[(Note: A. J. Cappucci_was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]
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XIII.

XV.

J. C. Ebersole indated that TVA wili be srending 11 to 20 million
dollars to correct problems regarding electrical separation and fire
protection requirements at the Watts Bar Nuclecr Power plant. He
thought this was a very energetic and thorough Job which is being
driven by Appendix R fire protection regulations and the Branch
Technical Position, Appendix A, TVA will be picking up quality
assurance problems at the same time. C. Michelson, another
Subcommittee member, indicated that there is no undue concern
regarding fire protection at Watts Bar. He also noted that Appendix A
to the Branch Technical Position is being treated as a rigid rule.

Systematic Review of Nuclear Power Plants (Open)

[Note: G. R. Quittschreiber was the Designated Federal Official of
this portion of the meeting.]

W. Kerr pointed out that on July 18, 1984 the ACRS wrote a letter on
the severe accident issue which recommended that a systematic review
be undertaken for each nuclear plant now under construction or in
operation. D. A, Ward thought this systematic review would not touch
on operational considerations or SALP reviews but only review the
physical plant. He noted that PRAs have not normally been used in
operational scenarios but have been routinely applied to design.
There is no comparable method for operational considerations. He
suggested and the Committee agreed that a letter be drafted for review
at the 300th ACRS Meeting in April.

¥ ‘,‘""'"f:.ri“
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Executive Sessions (Open)

[Note: R. F. Fraley was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

A. Subcommittee Assignments

1. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Standards for Disposal
of High Level Waste

The Committee members discussed what the ACRS role should be
regarding the EPA standards for the disposal o high level
radioactive waste. [t was noted that the ACRS'Subcmmnittee
on Waste Management is fam'!iar with these standards and
should proceed to review Lhem.

B. ACRS Reports, Letters, and Memoranda
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|
1. ACRS Report on the Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station, Unit 2

The Committee prepared a report to the Commissioners of its
review of the application of Niagara Mohawk Power
Corporation (the Appiicant), acting on behalf of itself and
as agert for Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, Central
Hudson Gas and Electric Corporation, New York State Electric
and Gas Corporation, and Long Island Lighting Company, for a
;icense to operate the Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station, Unit

2. ACRS Comments on the Proposed Rule on Backfitting

The Committee prepared a report to the Commissioners of its
review of Commission progress toward the issuance of a new
backfit rule.

3. ACRS Comments on Proposed Amendments to 10 CFR 60, "Disposal
of Hign-Level Radioactive Wastes in Geologic Repositories
The Committee prepared a report to the Commissioners of its
discussion of the proposed amendments to the licensing

procedures for 10 CFR Part 60, “Disposal of High-Level |
Radioactive Wastes in Geologic Repositories.”

4. ACRS Commerts on the Possibilit of an Organization Like the |
National Transportation Tatety bBoard (hTSBS Tor Nuclear |
Safety |

The Committee prepared a report to the Commissioners of its
deliberations about the need for a formal institutional
structure for the investigation of nuclear power plant
accidents, patterned after the National Transportation
Safety Board (NTSB). The ACRS is actively interested in
this project, wishes to be conculted as the issue evolves,
and would like to be kept informed. Additional comments by
R. C. Axtmann, J. C. Ebersole, M. W. Carbon, W. Kerr, D. A.
Ward, and H. W. Lewis were appended.

§. ACRS Comments on the NRC Staff Proposal for the Resolution
of US] A-44, "Station Blackout"

The Committee prepared a letter to the EDO regarding its
review of the resolution of USI A-44, "Station Blackout,"
that is being proposed by the NRC Staff. Additional
comments by D. A, Okrent were appended.

6. Recommendation for New Generic Issue: Steam Generator and
BWR Vessel Overfill

The Committee prepared a memorandum to the EDO regarding its
discussion with the NRC Staff on the status of the NRC work |
on steam generator overfill,
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7. Need for Information Concerning Preferred Operator Actions
for Postulated Scenarios in Which AC Power 15 Restored After

Severe Lore Damage Has Occurred

The Committee prepared a memorandum to the EDO regarding the
preferred operator action for postulated accident scenarios
such as those where AC power 1s restored after severe core
damage has occurred.

8. ACRS Role in the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Program

The Committee discussed a proposed report to the
Commissioners of its plans for responding to the
Commission's need for review of various preliminary matters
pertaining to the licensing of the U.S. Department of Energy
for the construction and operation of a high-level waste
(HLW) repository. Final action on this matter was deferred
to the 300th ACRS Meeting (April 11-13, 1985).

C. Generic Issues

X Systematic Review of Nuclear Power Plants

The Committee discussed proposed clarification of ACRS
comments regarding systematic review of nuclear power plants
in its report of July 18, 1984 on the proposed NRC statement
on severe accident policy. It was agreed to defer final
action to the April meeting pending textual contributions
from Chairman D. A. Ward and C. Michelson.

D. Future Schedule

1. Future Agenda

The Committee agreed on tentative agenca items for the 300th
ACRS meeting, April 11-13, 1985 (see Appendix A).

2. Futu-e Subcommittee Activities

A schedule of future Subcommittee activities was distributed
to Members (see Appendix I1I).

E. St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 2

The NRC Staff has recently informed this office of its plan to
approve a maximum power level of 2700 MWt for St. Lucie, Unmit 2.
The ACRS report on the OL for this plant was based on a power
level of 2560 MWt. The power level of Unit 1 was increased to
2700 MWt in 1981. The Reactor Operations Subcommittee Chairman
has concluded that no further action regarding this matter by the
Committee is warranted. The Committee agreed that no further
action was necessary.



Waste Management Subcommittee Report
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The ACRS Subcommittee on Waste Management met on February 15-16
and reviewed NRC's QA Review Plan for Site Characterization and
three NRC Generic Technical Positions on computer codes, waste
package performance after repository closure, and post
emplacement monitoring. Subcommittee consensus reports on these
jssues were presented to the full Committee. The Members
concluded that the comments of the Subcommittee should be
incorporated into the record of the meeting so that they will be
available to the NRC Staff,

Reactor Protection System Malfunction at Sequoyah Unit 2

During an 1E Staff presentation to the ACRS of recent significant
events at operating nuclear power plants, I. Villalva, NRC, used
a diagram of a Westinghouse UV putput circuit to illustrate a
maintenance error which led to the failure of a trip breaker to
open automatically upon a valid reactor trip signal. While
several questions were directed to the working of that UV output
circuit during the session, H. W. Lewis still had unanswered
questions after the session and requested that an ACRS staff
engineer make an additional inquiry to get answers to specific
questions. Dr. Lewis brought several errors associated with the
reporting of this incident to the attention of the Committee.

Sandia National Laboratory (SNL) Equipment Qualification Work

During the 298th ACRS Meeting, February 7-9, 1985, D. Okrent
noted that W. Snyder, SNL Director of Safety Programs, complained
during a January 6, 1984 Commission meeting that pressure
(indirectly) to control or inhibit reports which affect past or
present regulatory decisions has been applied by the NRC Staff at
SNL. Since that brief discussion at the 298th Meeting, it has
been determined that the matter has been adequately aired by the
Commission. The Committee, therefore decided to take no further

action.

Diablo Canyon Transcripts

The Committee deferred a proposed report to the Commissioners
regarding the Commission's denial of the use of safety
information on the probability of an earthquake at Diablo Canyon
because it did not appear in the hearing record.

Meetings with Congressional Representatives

Arrangements and topics for visits with appropriate Congressional
representatives have been discussed with the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, who has recommended that these visits be
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deferred until such time as the Committee has substantive
comments to present,

K. Rescheduling of December (308th) ACRS Meeting

The December (308th) ACRS meeting was moved forward one week to
December 5-7, 1985 at the request of M. W. Carbon.

The 299th ACRS Meeting was adjourned at 2:45 p.m., Saturday, March 9, 1985.
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APPENDIX II
FUTURE AGENDA

APPENDIX A
FUTURE AGENDA

APRIL ACRS MEETING

Meeting with NRC Commissioners--Discuss the March 12, 2 hrs
1985 ACRS report on backfitting of nuclear plants,

discuss the March 13, 1985 ACRS report on the need for an
NTSB to investigate nuclear accidents, and discuss the

ACRS role in the civilian radwaste program

Meeting with the American Physics Society (APS) to be 1 hr
briefed regarding their recent report on the "Source

Term"
Scram Breaker Reliability in PWRs--ACRS comments 3/4 hr
Briefing by representatives of [E regarding vendor 1 hr

inspection program

Response to inquiry from Congressman Morris K. Udall 1 hr
dated February 11, 1985 regarding ACRS views, or the

views of individual members, regarding the NRC budget
request for 1986-87 and any NRC programmatic policies

or practices of concern to the ACRS

GESSAR 1I--Continue review of GESSAR Il request for 3 hrs
a forward-looking FDA

Quantitative Safety Goals--Discuss and comment on NRC 2 hrs
Staff's evaluation of the two-year trial period

Systematic Review of Nuclear Power Plants - Discuss
clarification of ACRS report of July 18, 1984 regarding
the proposed NRC severe accident policy statement

Long-Range Plan for the NRC--Report of ACRS 3 hrs
Subcommittee regarding proposed scope of ACRS
study of this matter

ACRS Chairman's report regarding revised ACRS provide written
Subcommittee assignments list of changes
Requalification of Reactor Operators--response to deferred
Commissioner Asselstine's request for ACRS

comments

Briefing by Director, Office of International deferred

Progyams. regarding office activities

Préposed NRC rule to define, "Items Important to deferred
Safety"--ACRS comments

B-&




‘ St. Lucie Nuclear Plant--NRC Staff plans to approve no action taken
a power level of 2700 MWT for Unit No. 2

Amendment to 10 CFR 50, General upgrade of emergency deferred
procedures for items such as revised source term

Reports of ACRS Subcommittees

Subcomittee on Safety Research Program regarding a 1/2 hr
base NRC Safety Research Program in the future

(CPS/SD)

Subcommittee on Emergency Core Cooling Systems 1/2 hr

regarding review of resolution of TM[ [tem II.K.3.30,
revision of small break LOCA ECCS Evaluation Models and
review of resolution of the RCP trip issues given a small
break LOCA (DAW/PAB)

Subcommittee on Electrical Systems regarding recent 1/4 hr
NRC actions related to diesel generator reliability (WK/MME-Z)

Combined Subcommittees on Extreme External Phenomena, 1/2 hr
Structural Engineering, and Diablo Canyon regarding the
status of the NRC Staff's seismic design margin programs
and PG&E's plan for a seismic reevaluation of Diablo
‘ Canvon (DO/CPS/RPS/EGI/JCM)

Subcommittee on Procedures and Administration
regarding proposed revisions of ACRS Bylaws on
activities of members as individuals (JCE/RFF)

MAY ACRS MEETING

Proposed changes to 10 CFR 50 Appendix K ECCS Evaluation Models
Emergency Planning (consider seismic events)

Emergency Preparedness for Fuel Cycle Facilities

Maintenance Task Action Plan
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‘ SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS

MAPCH

14 Class 9 Accidents (Wang) = Kerr, Axtmann, Shewmon, Ward.
(1:0Cp - 7:00p) Purpose: 1o discuss New York Power Authority's Source Term
studies.

15 Joint ATWS and Electrical Systems (Boehnert/E1-Zeftawy/Savio) -
Yerr, Ebersole, Ward, Wylie. Purpose: To review NRC Staff's
activities associated with the implementation of the ATWS Rule
and the status of NRC actions on scram breaker reliability.

Reliability Assurance (Major/Alderman) - Michelson, Ebersole,
Teed, Ward, Wylie. Purpose: The Subcommittee will begin its
investigation of valve reliability. Programs underway by various
NRC offices will be discussed. A presentation by industry on
methods to enhance the reliability of motor-operated valves is
anticipated. The Subcommittee will also discuss several
operational occurrences that involved the failure of valves. The
Subcommittee will also allot time to planning its future
activities.

Electrical Systems (E1-Zeftawy/Savio) - Kerr, Ebersole, Lewis,
ark, Michelson, Wylie. Purpose: To discuss recent NRC actions
related to diesel generator reliability.

Combined Extreme Externa! Phenomena and
rent, Axtmann, Si1ess,
arbon, tt , Shewmon, Ward. Purpose: To discuss
the status of the NPC Staff': seismic design margin programs and
PGAE's plan for a seismic reevaluation of Diablo Canyon.

Class 9 Accidents (Wang) - Kerr, Moeller (tent,), Shewmon. Siess
(tent.). Purpose: To continue the review of the suite of NRC
severe codes., The codes to be reviewed will be the containment
codes and MELCOR,

27, 22 § 29 Combined GESSAR 1!, Reliability and Provabilistic Assessment, and
Tafequards and Security TATBuquerque N7 (Major) - Ukrent,
farbon, Ebersole, Ftherington, Lewis, Mark. Michelson, Ward,
Kylie. Purpose: To continue the Subcommittee's review of GESSAR
11 for Fina! Design Approval applicable to future plants. The
principal topics to be discussed are plant safeguards and the
GESSAR II PRA,
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9 (Closed)
(1:00p)

10 (Closed)

10

(12:20p - 1:30p)
10

(3:00 p.m.)

11 « 13

17
(Closed)

23
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SCHEDULE OF ACRS SU COMMITTEE MEETINGS

ECCS (Boehnert) - Ward, Ebersole, Etherington, Michelson, Reed.
Purpose: To: (1) the W BART/BASH ECCS codes, (2) review the
resolution of TMI Item TI.k.3.30, revision of sme1] break LOCA
ECCS Evaluation Models; and (3) review the resolution of the RCP
trip issues given a small break LOCA.

Human Factors (Major/Schiffgens) - Ward, Lewis, Michelson,

FoelTer, Reed, Remick, Wylie, Purpose: To discuss NUREG/

CR-3737, a method of ascertaining management/organization's
contribution to safety of operating reactors.

Long Range Plan for the NRC (Major) - Carbon, Lewis, Moeller,
Remgci. E*ess. WyTie. Purpose: To continue discussions on
developing a long range plan for the NRC, Also to discuss
technical and administrative issues related to the regulation of
nuclear power plant safety anc safety requlation over the next 5
to 10 years.

Procedures & Administration (Fraley) - Ward, Ebersole, Lewis,
Shewmon (tent.), Siess. Purpose: To discuss proposed revisions
of ACRS Bylaws regarding activities of members as individuals and
possible limitations on ACRS activities to accommodate budgetary
and manpower resources cuts,

Safety Research Program (Duraiswamy) - Siess, Carbon, Kerr,
Wark, MicheTson, WMoeller, Okrent, Shewmon (p.m. only), Remick,
Ward., Purpose: To discuss 2 draft report on the "NRC Safety

Research Program" prepared by RES dealing with the justifications
for a base NRC Safety Research Program i~ the future.

State of Nuclear Power Safety (Cappucci) - Kerr, Lewis,
Vichelson, Ukrent, Reed, shewmon, Purpose: To discuss
Subcommittee Charter and proposed schedules.,

Safety Philosophy and Criteria (Savio) - Okrent,
ersole, Kerr, P emick, ward, Wylie, Purpose:
To review the status of the NRC Staff's evaluation of the trial

uce of the Commission's proposed Safety Goal Policy.
300th ACRS Meeting

Joint Reactor Operations and Human Factors
- Ebersole, ward, kKerr, Lewis, Micheison, Foeller, Reed,

Remick, Wylie. Purpose: To discuss INPO's evaluation of nuclear

plant operations and incidents/accidents -- briefing by INPO

representatives, -

Reliability Assurance (Major) - Michelsen, Ebersole, Kerr,
Ukrent, Weed, ward, Wylie, Purpose: To continue discussion from
the March 19 meeting regarding methods to enhance the reliability
of air- and motor-operated valves.
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SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS

Joint Waste Management and Site Evaluation (Merrill) - Moeller,
mxtinann, he bcn, cbersole, Kerr, Mark, chelson, Okrent, ]
Shewmon. Purpose: To review the: EPA Standars for HLW

Repository; (2) consideration of earthquakes in emergency

preparedness; and (3) proposed rule on emergency preparedness for

fuel cycle and other radiocaciive material licensees.

Reactor Operations (Major) - Ebersole, herr, Michelson, Moller,
rent, Reed, Remick, Ward, Purpose: To discuss recent
operating occurrences.

Safeguards § Securit (Schiffgens) - Mark, Carbon, Ebersole,
Michelson, Reed, siess, Wylie, Purpose: To review the potential
consequences of sabotage at nonpower reactors, to be briefed by

NMSS on sabotage protection at power reactors, and to hear how
the NRC Staff reviews and evaluates licensees' security plans.

Safety Research Program (Duraiswamy) - Siess, Carbon, Kerr, Mark,
Hicﬁe‘son. WoeTTer, Dkrent, Remick, Shewmon (p.m. only), Ward.
Purpose: To discuss the proposed NRC Safety Research Program and
budget for FY 1987 and to gather information for use by the ACRS
in its preparation of the annual report to the Commission on the
NRC Safety Research Program.

3015t ACRS Meeti 1
and GPR (Paris

France & Mynich, German
arx, rent, eeq,
problems and philosophy.

Meeting with RSK
reless . ew
To discuss current reactor safety

Requlatory Activities (Durafswamy) - Siess, Carbon, Kerr,
Wichelson, Ward, Wylie. Purpose: To review the: (1) proposed
Genera) Revisions to Appendix J to 10 CFR 50, "Leak Tests for
Primary and Secondary Containments of Light-Water Cooled Nuclear
Power Plants,” (2) Draft Regulatory Guide on "Containmert Leakage
Testing,” and (3) Reg. Cuide 1,23, Rev, 1, "Meteorological
Measurement Programs for Nucler Power Plants.”

Cafety Research Program (Dyraiswamy) - Siess, Carbon, Kerr, Mark,
theTson, Moeller, Ukrent, Remick, Shewmon, ward, Purpose: To
discuss the updated information (possibly the Budget Review Group
mark) on the proposed NRC Safety Pesearch program budget for FY
1987, Also to discuss a draft ACRS report to the Commission on

the NRC Safety Research Program and budget for FY 1987,

302ng ACPS Meeting

A -/
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(April)
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(mid-/late April)

(April/May)

(May)

(early June)

Jate To Be
Determined

Date To Be
Determined
(Closed)
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SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS

yalification Program for Safety-Related Equipment (Cappucci) -

chelson, tbersole, Reed, Shewmon, Jiess, ward, ylie. Purpose:
To discuss the NRC Staff's resolution of USI A-46, “Seismic
Qualification of Equipment in Operating Plants." Also to discuss
valve operability with the MRC Staff and industry.

Joint Metal Components and Seismic Design of Pigfng (1gne) -
ewmon, Axtmann, Etheringten, Lewis, Mark, Michelson, Okrent,
Siess, Ward, Purpose: To review the NRC Piping Review Commite

tee's overall recommendations on piping system concerns.

Sefsmic Design of Piping (Igne) - Siess, Etherington, Mark,

vent, Shewmon, Purpose: To review draft reports issued by the
NRC Piping Review Committee on dymamic loads and load combina-
tions and seismic design requirements of piping.

ECCS (Boehnert) - Ward, Ebersole, Etherington. Michelson, Reed,
Purpose: To: (1) continue the review 0 the proposed revision
to Appendix K; and (2) continue review of the USI A-43 issue
relatig ‘to the effects of insulation cebris on containment pumps
post-LOCA,

ECCS ‘Palo Alto, CA) (Boehnert) - Ward, Ebersole, Etherington,
chelson, Weed, Purpose: To continue the review of the joint
NRC/BAWOG/EPRI/B&W joint IST Program, A visit Lo the EPRI

Stanford Research Institute facilities supporting this Program s
also planned.

Decay Meat Removal Systems (Boehnert) - Ward, Ebersole,
erington, Pichelson, Feed. purpose: To continue the review
of NRR resolution position on USI A-45,

River Bend 1 & 2 (locatinn to be dotermfnodz (Savio) - Okrent,
ThersoTe, Shewmor. Purpuse: 1o continue the review of Gulf
States Utilities' application for an operating license for the
Piver Bend Nuclear Power Plant Units 1 & 2.

Paly Verde §M0r1coga County, AZ) (Wang) - fpersole, Kerr, Lewis,
WyTie. Purpose: To review the final reports for various con-

struction deficiencies and the results of the preoperational
testing as requested in ACRS letter dated December 15, 1981,

Wyman Factors Tour (Russellville, AR' (Major) wWard, Lewis,
Wichelson, Yoeller, Reea, remick, wWylie. Purpose: This w<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>