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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PUBLIC MEETING
DISCUSSION OF SECY-78-~616 -~ REPORTING THE PROGRESS
OF RESOLUTION OF "UNRESOLVED SAFETY ISSUES" IN THE
NRC ANNUAL REPORT
Room 1130
1717 H Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C.
Tuesday, 12 December 1978
The Commission met, pursuant to notice, at 2:10 p.m.
BEFORE :
DR. JOSEPH M..HENDRIE, Chairman
VICTOR GILINSKY, Commissioner
RICHARD T. KENNEDY, Commissioner
PETER A. BRADFORD, Commissioner
JOHN F. AHEARWJE, Commissioner
PRESENT:
Messrs. Aycock, Arnot, Baranewsky, Bunch, Bivens, Case,
Denton, Hebdon, Gossick, Grimes, Hou, Kenneke, Kelley, Kovacs,

Kreger, Murphy, Jeighbors, O'Connor, Pawlicki, Rcss, Mattson,
Rusell, Stello, wNovac, Woods, and Wenzinger
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Let us come to order. We
meet again for the second time on the unresolved safety
issue chapter of the draft annual report. We had a good
meeting on the subject the other day and decided it was so
much fun that we ought to carry on; so Harold, let me
invite you to pick up the thread where we left it.

MR. DENTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Today
we are prepared to discuss those category A items and those
items of research identified in categories 1 and 2 that did
not make the unreéolved safety issue list.

There were 40 original category A's, 26 of which
we ultimately put on the unresolved safety issue list,
leaving 24.

In the research categories 1 and 2, they had a
total of 25 items, 15 of which did make the unresolved
safety issue. There was double counting because they
were in the same issue in some cases.

In total, if you look at the ones that did not
make it, there were a total of 29 issues that did not make
it that were identified either as category A's by NRR or
category 1 and 2 by RES. Seven of these issues are
discussed in the staff paper and in enclosure 2. The
reasons are given as to why they were excluded. Those

discussions begin on page 9 and run through the next few

pages, leaving a total of 22 issues that were not considered




jg=2 1 by the task force as generic -- as unresolved safety

2 issues. We are prepared to go through those one by one.

31 We have a slide on each item. We can promise not to spend
4 more than three minutes on eth item or it will take longer

5| than an hour to get through the list.

6 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There is constraint on
2 7 a hour?
8 MR. DENTON: No. Just picking a time in order

9! to make the whole list of 22 items. We can spend as much

10 time as the Commission desires, of course, on any of them.

n Of the 22, one of them is resolved, so it is really
121l only 21 that we need to talk about.

13 Two other ones, also the staff has essentially

141 completed its review.

15 We have in the audience today individuals who can

i
'6§ provide detailed information on these if Mike's summary

7 is not sufficient.
18 Mike, why don't you begin with A-13?
i COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Could we start with A-12?
20' MR. DENTON: Certainly. A-12 is discussed on
21| page 9, fracture toughness.
4 22 Mike, do you want to begin? Then we will see

if we need assistance.

2‘3 MR, CASE: 1In other words, you would like to go
Acas-Federal Raporters, Inc,
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255 back and forth even though it is discussed in the paper? we
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jg=3 ! don't have a slide on those.

B COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Perhaps I ought to first

3‘ ask the Chairman what he had in mind for this meeting.

4 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It is to give the staff a chance
5 to tell us about the ones that aren't on the list; a chance

6| to ask questions. I think if you would like to =~

7 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: A-12 just happens to be

8| the first of the A items that didn't make the list.

’ CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: We could work our way, in fact,

l : h
10 through the A list. From one to -~ these days it is 44, I

" think. I could announce that A-l through 11 are on the

21 1ists.

13 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I was just going down
14 the OPE. They gave this fairly nice summary tha. enables
15 me to read.

16 MR. AYCOCK: We are starting with A-12. I don't

believe we have a summary statement of what the task is

18 here, so I am going to try to provide that. Fracture

¥ toughness is steam generator reactor coolant pump supports.
20 is an issue dealing with whether or not support materials
21 have adequate fracture tuughness. Some of you may be

22 familiar with the north and in a fracture toughness support

23 problem. I'm not sure whether it was discussed with the
2, Commission.

Ace-Fegeral Reporters, Inc.
25 |

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What is that problem?

|
|
l

I




—

jg-4

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

on-Federsl Reporrers, Inc,

25 |

MR. DENTON: Let me be sure it is not cne
thav's exparte.

MR. CASE: I think we can talk about the problem
without identifying the case involved.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You already have. You
just identified the case.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: There are other such
problems, potentially?

MR. CASE: That's the issue.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Why don't you tell us what
the problem is and why it is potentially an issue?

MR. CASE: Do you want to have Dick do it? He's
sort of extemporizing on this one.

MR. STELLP The issue deals with wh2:ther or not
the reactor coolant and steam generator supports from
a fracture toughness »oint of view are adequate or not. The
question deals with how were the suprorts manufactured and
principally what materials were used and what are their
fracture toughness properties.

We have initiated a program or we have gone out
and asked the licensees far information regarding the
design of these supports in all of the operating plants
and others. The results are presently under review where
we aire looking at the guestion of whether or not they are or

are not a problem and trying to categorize the relative



jg=5 1 problem with respect to the materials.
2 | The issue is an issue where if you had a load,
3 loss of coolant accident generating loads on the supports,

4 would they have adeguate toughness.
5 There are two conditions necessary: one, you
6 have to have the locad; then, of course, the supports,
7 the material itself has to be relatively cold so that it
8 doesn't have the toughness. If the material is
< elevated in temperature, it is about its ductility
10| temperature and is tougher. For both of those, you need
1 both of them which we consider to be unlikely; that is,
12§ that you have a loss of coolant accident at a time when the
13 material is relatively cold or in the state where you may have
14 a problem.
15 Because it involves the coincidence of these things,
16 we don't believe that it represente any major reduction
17 in safety. We are already pursuing the issue. That is, there
END-1 8 is action going on. Make no mistake about it.
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bw | COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is part of the question

2 whether the — 1s it a reevaluation of the potential problem
3 that has led to this concern, or was it some incident that

4 led to the concern?

5 MR. STELLOs Well, in @ review in a particular

é case, we found that there were materials that were being used

: 7 for which the toughness was not what we wanted it to be.

8 This caused a concern, and we decided at that point that

- we needed to go out and find out more about how other

i0 plants had built these same structures.
11 That’s what we are doing now, so it was a concern
12 raised during a review in a particular case for which we

13 asked ourselves: did we have adequate information on other
14 plants on that same issue? The answer was no, we didn‘t

15 think we had enough. We wanted more. We went out and

16 got that more information.

17 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Then at the present time

18 it’s not a question of what ought that toughness to be?
19 What ought thet material to be? It is more a question of
20 have plants been built to the right specification?

2l MR. STELLOs Well, there are way in which even
22 if the toughness isn“t what y u would like it to be, you
23 can compensate for it. There are compensatory things one
24 can do. So it isn’t critical that you have particular

25 toughness level. Even that would be acceptable.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs It’s good to find out what
the eXisting toughness level is?

MR. STELLO: That’s truei and as to whether or
you would want to add more margin in assuring yourself
it {s adequate by taking extra measuresi either more
in-service inspection or possibly wrapping the structures
with strip heaters to muke sure they do stay warm at all

times.

COMMI SSIONER AHEARNESs Now obviously there has
been at least one plant in which you had a — you were
concerned?

MR. STELLO: That“s a true statement.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It seems to me that going
back to that great discussion of yesterday, was it, what s
a = one of these unresolved issues, this seems to have been
in your definition.

MR. STELLO: Well ==

MR. CASEs The point Dick is making, even though
the situation might exist on a given plant, we don’t think
that situation is a major — let me get the definition ==

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But it’s something that
you may end up requiring them to make changes? Changes would
be to provide an increased level?

MR. CASE: Increased level of safety. We are not

dealing with a major problem, is the vuy we look at it, based
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bw | on our Jjudgment and the risk evaluation.
2 MR. KENNEKEs The risk is not in an upward
3 direction, regardless of the amount.
4 MR. STELLOs No. Not regardless of the amount.
5 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are you saying that it
6 would be acceptable not to make any changes?

~J

MR. STELLOs No.

8 MR. CASEs If we found this situation existed on
9 other plants. I am not saying that. I am saying that the
10 potential problem out there is not a najor reduction in

11 the degree of protection provided for public health and

12 safety.

13 There is & reduction all right, but it’s not
14 a major one.

15 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs If there were a major
16 reduction, you would probably be esking for more drastic
17 action? If you knew there was a major reduction?

18 MR. CASEs Yes, indeed. We are just trying to
19 distinguish relative importance to safety, and it“s our

20 judgment that there is enough distinction here that it does

21 not gualify as an unresolved safety issue.

22 MR. DENTONs I think there are several factors, In
23 my mind. It4s a judgment call as to the significance of the
24 reduced fracture toughness, to begin with, because It requires

25 a combination of events. Only in certain times during
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bw | start up and cool down are you vulnerable to having this
2 contribute to a course of an accident,
3 Secondly, as I think Vic’s original survey shows,
4 we are not finding a very widespread problem?
5 MR. STELLOs The results of all of the analyses
6 that we asked from the vendors are in, but we haven’t
7 completely analyzed all of them. To try to put them
8 in broad bins at the moment might be a little bit difficult,
5 but as 1 recall, most of the results that we have seen,
10 I think that you would characterize the toughness as at least
11 moderate, not low.
12 The point I was trying to make with respect to
13 safety is you have to have two considerations before you
l; have a safety problem. You have to have a load present,
15 a loss of coolant accidents and at the same time, those
16 supports must be decreased in temperature. They must be
17 cold.
18 (Commissioner Kennedy left the room at 2:20 p.m.)
|9 MR. STELL0O: Then they have to have a flaw.
20 There must be something wrong with them, in order for those
21 supports to come in question as to whether they.are or
22 are not all right. We are clearly taking action. We
= 23 sent the letters out. We are getting information back.
24 We haven’t told licensees they have to do anything yet. Hhe

)&

haven’t caused them to correct anything yet. If we need to,




B17,02:9
Dw

w

~ O W

10
11
12
13
14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

12
we know what to do. The purpose of this particular task,
this A=23 {s to try to decide whether or not we need to
evolve new guidance for the review: should we do our
reviews or set material requirements different from those
we now set? That’s a forward=looking concern.

In our reviews in the future, should we do them
different than we have done them in the past. That’s an
underlying basis heres but with respect to the issue itself,
it’s resolved if we need to take an action. We know what
to do.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs At the moment you don”t
know just how widespread or what type of action?

MR. DENTONS And the tact we have .identified
fixes that ameliorate the situation.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Which as I say again in
my mind leans towards leaving it on your .ist rather than
taking it off.

MR. CASEs ] guess where | resist, Commissioner
Ahearne, there are a number like this you are going to find

through this discussion.

~

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: | wouldn/t be surprised.
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MR. CASE: The issue is the degree of safety

significance.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I wouldn't be surprised.
The same as you are establishing your position, I am
establishing my position.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is it that caused you
to put it on?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There is a problem tha.
was identified as a -- at least -- it is more than just a
theoretical problem. It is a real problem that has
occurred. It is if it does get the docuble condition of the
reduced temperature plus the excess load and this is this
weakness that has at least been found in one place, then
that is a significant hazard; and that the low probability
is the low probability of both of them occurring at once,
as I understand it.

MR. CASE: There is indeed more to it than that.
Let's assume they both ¢ occur at once. Than you have to
look at the consequences of the support failing. Does that
completely vitiate the operability of the component in
question? There's judgment that has to be reached on that.
It is not a one tc one probability that given the flaw,
given the low temperature, given the extra lcad you get from
a LOCA that, A, the support will fail - and B, if the

support does fail, it will affect the operability of the

|
{
|
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component. That's yet another improbability that enters
into the risk evaluation.

(Commissioner Kennedy returned to the room at
2:25 p.m.)
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You are speaking to the

question of how serious the problem is?

MR. CASE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is it an unresolved
problem?

MR. CASE: I could make an argument now, because
if we identify the prohlem we know what to do about it, and
it has been done in one plant.

MR. DENTON: It is more in my mind the type where
we are finding out in operating plants that something didn't
perform guite the way it was intended or we thought 1%
would. We take action to get it to perform that way.
1t is not that our knowledge of this area sudaenly changed.
We realized we had a problem here.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: An unresolved safety
gquestion ovght to be something you don't know what to do
about. Once you figure out what to do about it, it is no
longer a guestion. It is a matter, it seems to me, of
engineering to get it done.

MR. CASE: Ildentifying where it needs to be done.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: We don't know yet where.

il



15

jg=3 ! COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: We have this odd order
2 paradox in that we carry along a lot of unresolved safety
3 issues which we are dealing with every day.
4 MR. DENTON: One other point I should mention
5 is yesterday Al Kenneke raised the guestion of what would
6 we say in SER's about unresolved safety issue. We read the ;
7 Board'# order on generic safety issues to require that |
8 we discuss both category A's and B's in every case. That's
’ being the system in which we operate under.
0 What we would discuss in all new cases would be
" three arcas. We would discuss those things called unresolved
n issues as defined for Congress. We would probably discuss
13 the othar A's tha: we have started the tradition of doing.
1 Then we would also discuss the B's. In each case then we
'3 would discuss this issue as it applied tc a particular
16 plant; but we would not categorire it as an unresoived safety
7 issve.
18 | COMMISSIONER AHEARNF: ovon't misanderstand me.
i I am trying *o work on the process that is reducing the
20. number of issues; but I think it has to be done in such a way
21 and is clear in that redu*tion that we are, if anything,
2 leaning on the side of caution, conserve a time, on the
23“ reductions.
24‘

I — Your proposal here =--
25 MR. CASE: We think we are. It just depends on
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where the level is.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I understand. On the
proposed insert that was going to go iuto, I guess, the
annual report on this reduction, you have for this paiticular
A-12 the NRR staff concluded that the likelihood of an

; :

initiating event was low. That's what you are talking arout; |
and based upon a preliminary survey, the support in
May of '76, the support materials are expected to have
adegquate toughness.

i€ I understané from one cf the comments, some
of the comments that were just made, that that
last portion at least wag -- may have to be somewhat
modified; that is that this could be read as concluding that
all the support materiale have adeguate toughness and therefdre
there's not going to be any need for any modifications any-
where. I think that that's probably -- would be a misreading
at the moment?

MR. CASE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So at least there was
some additional unresolution at the point in time this was
written to today.

MF. CASE: That is tru=.

MR. DENTON: I think when we go through these,
quite often when an issue is raised, the staff really doesn't

think there is a problem, we follow through and ask research
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to do something or decide to ask anybody anyway.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Harold, 1 am not trying
to say that the staff is.'t aggressively pursuing this.
I think you are. I think you are taking the actions
that have to be taken. My concern is as we press this
list of issues, to make sure when we drop something off,
we drop it off in the sense that we recognize that it is
either no longer a problem because it never was or it is no
longer a problem because all the steps have been ccmpleted;

and this one didn't seem to me to meet that criteria.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:s Let me ask you, are any
of these in the category that they are so serious or so
unresolved that they wo:ld be a bar to licensing a reactor?

MR. DENION2 Not the ones that we are talking about
in this category. WNow, if you wart to talk about the ones
that we put in the unresolved safety issue, I think you find
differing views. There probably would be some of those, if
we were not able to say we expect to bring this to fruition
in the near future. There would be concern.

ATWNS is one where we think definite chan;es are
needed and have felt so for the last five years. W2 have not
been able to come to grips with exactly what the proper change
is. I think if we didn“t call that cone an unresclved safety
issue, we would find people thinkirg we chould not continue
licensing plants without something being done on that.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:s Still, I mean, plants have
been licensed dui ing these five years e.en though we have
been carrying this as an issue2. In some sense we resolved
them all in individual cases.

MR. DENTON: It“s resolved in the ssnse of one more
plant doesn’t add that much to soc’etal risk, but ultimately
the Staff thinks that it/e an issue as the number of reactors
and numcer of reactor years increase. You do need to do
something to compensate in this area.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Where | was heacded, I mean
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in a sense we resclved them in a way that we are not
entirely happy with. Otherwise we wouldn’t be carrying them
along.

MR. DENTONs: That“s right. I think that’s the
cannotation that the unresolved safety issue has. Ones that
would give the Staff real problems to deal with if we were
not able to expect some improvement in those areas in the
near term. At least that<“s the kind of thinking that went
into the group when they .called them unresolved. This one
doesn’t give that sort of image to metallurgical and mechanical
engineers on the Staffs but it gets into a problem —

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Aren“t you approaching a
period of time? In other words, these were temporary fixes,
fixes acceptable for a time?

MR. DENTONs Time is an element.

MR. CASE: In most cases it’s not specified exactly.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs I understand, but in some
intuitive way.

MR. CASEs Yes. That was a good example of that.
Where you continue the licensing, but you are getting to the
point where —- ;

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You are getting increasingly
uNcOmfortable?

MR. CASE: Yes.

MR. DENTONs Because there are more and more plants,
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and on 2 societal basis there is an increasing risk. In

fact, there needs to

be something for all plants, even though

we are willing to tolerate individual plants not having

that fix for some period of time.

MR. CASE:

All I ask, Commissioner Ahearne, is you

reserve judgment until we get through them ali.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Do you want to just put them

on all et once?

I think I have taken my — i{t’s obviously 2

Commission decision.

My view will be to keep them on.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Why don’t you push ahead to the

next one?
MR. DENTONs
MR. AYCOCK?
(Slide.)

A-13. We will go down the numbers.

Let’s discuss A-13.

What we have provided in the slides is a vry

brief statement of what the problem is aboutt some background

information on what it was assigned to and what category the

craft risk report assigned to it. Then 2 brief statement on

the steering committee judgment.

Snu. _ar operability assurance is to evaluate

industry practice associated with snubber gqualification

testing, design 2nd analysis procedures, selection and specif’.

criteria and preservi

To develop tech

ce and in-service inspection programs.

< reviewer and Regulatory Cuide answers
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to assure a high level of snubber operability.

It was assinged to Group |3 that is, relate to plant
safety.

It was assigried to Risk Category 3 in the draft
risk report. That’s a negligible risk‘potential. On the
basis of a bounding calculation that indicated that this
contributed less than | percent of the RSS risk.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs The RES risk beling defined
as?

MR. AYCOCK: Being defined as the total risk from
g)l accidents considered in the stuagy.

MR. CASE: In the RSS study.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs So the interpretation is it
contributed less than a percent to WASH=1400“s estimate of
risk?

MR. CASE: Correct.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs And the underlying assumption
is therefore that that is an adequate low risk?

MR, CASE: No. Their input to us was just to
characterize the risk. The judgment was reached in the next
step, taking into account that advice.

MR. AYCOCKs That“’s correct. The steering committee
conclusion was that tha task may result in some modifications
to tech specs, et cetera, but the potential for snubder fajlure

does not represent a major reduction in the degree of
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protection.

The Office of Inspection Enforcement bulletin
and tech spec reguirements already implemented provide
assurance that faulty snubbers will be detected and corrective
action taken.

In other words, there are interim measures in place.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs [s the question that there
are interim measures in place, do | conclude, therefore, that
You are not saying that faulty snubbers would »e a problem?
Would not be @ problem but that faulty —= t..e procedures now
allow you to detect and the requirements are that they be ==
corrective actions be taken?

MR. CASEs The present procedures require a periodic
testing and depending on how many are found faulty in that
testing, the testing interval {s either increased or decreased
for the next test.

So obviously they don”’t guarantee an all-time surety.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It“’s the inspection procedures
and the follow=-up actions that lead you to have confidence that
this is no longer a problem? Or not a problem?

MR. CASEs Plus also the fact that even though it .s
a problem, it doesn’t have a high risk potential.

MR. DENTONs Jt“s an area we think needs improvement.

We got into it by the number of reports we were getting of

inoperable snubbers being found. Let me ask John Kovacs, 1if
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cmw | he’s here, to maybe summarize your views. He’s a specialist
2 working iIn this area.
3 MR. KOVACSs That“’s essentially correct. The
4 original concerns with the large number of snubbers that were
S reported == the problem that caused that criginal concern was
6 identified as being due to faulty or incompatible seal
7 materials within a certain type of hydraulic snubber. This
8 problem was correctly .identified.
9 The technical specifications involved today directly
10 address that problem. As time has gone on, there are
11 im:.ications that that problem is gradually going away. There
12 has been 2 sustained effort in the operating plants to replace
13 all of those seals. They are no longer used in the newer
14 designed snubbers that are coming into use today.
15 So consequently, it appears that the technical
16 specifications have been quite effective in 2addressing that
17 problem.
18 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That was the only main
19 problem, the seals?
g 20
21
22
23
24

25
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MR. KOVANS:s As @ result of that, the Staff looked

into other methods of fallure that snubbers may be
susceptible to. Other problems that may arise in handling
and shipping and in installation of snubbers. The past
action plan, as evolved today, is acdressing all of those
concerns, in addition to those that | mentioned earlier with
the faulty seal material.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: As far as the actual
failures that showed up in the field inspection, they
were primarily as a result of the seal material?

MR. KOVACS: Primarily, yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs 80 percent, 70 percent?

MR. KOVACSs [ would say probably 92 percent.

COMMI SSTONER AHEARNE* When you say things have
improved, that’s ths failure rate in the field is now
drastically down?

MR. KOVACS: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs 4ost of those things, when the
seals go, John, you can see the oi', as I recall?

MR. KOVACS: Yes. sir.

CHATRMAN HENDR.Es [ don“t recall any cases where
there was some kind of internal exchange. Jt seemed Yyou could
always see the oi) drirning down the snubber off the
supports, the wr_., on the floor, something like that.

MR. KOVACS: That“s right. A leak before break
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bw 1 It was clear that that was a problem when it cid become one.
2 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs | guess that kind of
3 explanation does a lot more for me than this, in a sense
4 ti,at 1 think that that is the kind of explanation that is
5 needed in the material that is sent forward to Congress on
6 why things are off the list.
7 MR. CASE: But it’s == it’s not that John is
8 saying there is no safety problem out there.
Y CHAIRMAN AHEARNEs I know that.
10 MR, CASEs [t“’s still a matter of degree.
R MR. DENTON2 I think no doubt we are being
12 forward=looking on things like that. We are saying we
13 expect it to be gll right. Otherwise we say we expect &

14 problem. Where we don’/t have the knowledge on A-12 yet,

19 we expect it to turn out like A-13. We just don’t know

15 yet.

17 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: ! know. That“s right.

18 1t’s unresolved.

19 mR. DENTONs A=14,

20 MR. AYCOCKs Let” got to A+l14, The purpose of

21 this task is to assess flaw detection limits which can be

22 achieved using current ASME code in-service inspection rules,
23 defining priority areas where improvements were needed,

24 following development of new and improvecd flaw detection

25 methods, and implementing procedures and inspection
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inspection requirements capable of proving the necessary
improvement.

This was assigned to NRR Group 3 which is
confirmatory. The risk categorization was Category 3 which
is the negligible risk potential group. The basis for that
assignment in the draft report was that it may reduce
failure rates below those which have been assessed, based
on today’s technology. However, the degree of safety
improvement cannot be gquantified.

The steering committee conclusion == I might
note that portions of this task related to UT reliability
will be included in the new task A<42 on plipe cracks in
BWRs, which is an unresolved safety Llssue.

This task does — the judgment of the steering
committee was that the task does not solve a major
reduction in the degree of protection of the public health
ahd safety. The current requirements are adequate, although
the task may provide some improvements.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The flaws that are Deing
discussed here, were they all metal flaws, no matter what
segment of the reactor they are in?

MR. DENTONs Let me ask Steve Pawlicki to discuss
that.

MR. PAWLICKIs I didn”’t quite hear the question.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNES Well, the description here
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Dw 1 {s flaw deduction limits. Is this metal flaws, independent
2 of in what segment of the reactor i(t’s in?
3 MR. PAWLICKIz Well, Just —
4 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Reactor vessels, supports,
S pipes?
6 MR. PAWLICKIs Task Plan A-14 {s directed to longer
7 range improvements in flaw detection characterization.
8 Of course, it will depend where the flaw i{s located, what
I the stresses are that existed at this particular location,
10 the number of cycles that the component is sub jected to,
11 and so on.
12 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: But i{t’s flaw detection in
13 all elements of the primary system measure boundary. It“s
14 not just the vessel?
15 MR. PAWLICKIs It’s not only the reactor vesseli
15 that’s correct.
17 CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs Piping is a good deal more
18 interesting at the moment.
19 COMMISSIONER AHMEARNEs Originally it then

20 included the pipes?

21 MR. PAWLICKI: Originally the — the reactor

22 vessel and piping were included, and they are still incl uded
23 in the scope of this task, except that the more pressing

24 task like boiling water reactor cracking will be part ncw

25 of A-42, as Mike has indizated. So we will have results



817.05.5

bw

28

sooner. We are not going to have to wait two or three
years before we get the results from A-l4.

In the same marner, the problems of cracking in
the boiling water reactor feedwater nozzles will be
handled by Task Action A-10, also on a shorter term basis,
and it will get the priority or the classification of
Category A.

COMMISSINONER AHEARNE: Are both of those because
the problems have now shown up sufficiently frequentlt, that
are sufficiently serious, that in both of those cases the
program had to be accelerated?

MR. PAWLICKI$s This is basically correct.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNESs Why should we have
confidence then that this is a lower priority task than
thoSe other areas where it hasn’t yet shown up?

MR. CASE: We are getting considerable experience

in looking, you know.
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jg~1 1 MR, PAWLICKI: What we are basically doing is

2 to divide the scope of the task action A-1l4 into two

3’ major groups. One we are trying to deal with the immediate

< problems, what can be done about it, how to lower tae

5 probabilities of it occurring and being detected, and increasiﬁg.
é the probability of it being detlected. i
7 The second part is to improve the general methods i
8 that are being used and recommerided by the ASME Code. There;s
9 room for improvement there; and there's connection between

10 both of these parts, the boiling water reactor pipe cracking
1 or feed water nozzle cracking, with general improvements

12 of the methods. However, the general part of it can

13 sort of wait.

4 We are dealiny there with minor improvements

15 of existing technology, like increasing the sensitivity of

16 the detectors, improving the calibration methods that will

17| be used in the day-to-day test, automating some of the

18 inspection methods so the radiation exposure of the personnel

19 is lowered.

20 MR. DENTON: Bear in mind all plants currently

21 have rejuirements for in-service inspection. Their ASME |
22! Code improvements. I guess my view of this is that for i
23“ as many years as I can recall, the Commission has been (
24 trying to improve flaw detection methods. I suspect it

Ace-Fecerasl Reporters, Inc |
e will be an ongoing area that is -- that is developed in the |
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field to require the new improved methods of finding
flaws before the pipe cracks.

So except in these areas where we actually
experience the crack, we are content to keep the technclogy
being improved.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I don't know enough about
it really to make a comment other than it has the character
of the effort is a lower priority until it turns out that
there's a serious problem in the cracking; and then it gets
shifted into a higher priority.

MR. DENTON: That's right.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: 1In the best of all possible
worlds, you would say you want a machine that detects
everything. If you don't have that, I must say flaw detecion
is a lot better than it was years ago. Indeed, I think it
is adeguate for most purposes. I wouldn't hesitate for
a minute to continue to suppor+ improvements; and as
improvements get developed and so on, <xpect to see them
built in due time into the regquirement process.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It is a different
character of activity. It just strikes me as interesting
that the pieces that are broken off are those pieces we
do have obvious major problems were it would be a great
help to have improved ability to detect the flaws.

MR. DENTON: In this case where we broke off,
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there is a difference among experts as to the capability
of small restoration to detect flaws. That's another
reason for trying to decide that issue.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: All right.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: How much of a scan do you
want to give to 15?2 I would recommend not much effort be
put forth there. Anybody feel the need to scan on it?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Oh, yes. Absolutely.

MR. AYCOCK: Could we have the slide on A-15?

(Slide.)

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Your purposes =-- you have
two. One is the occupational safety. The other is
degradation of integrity of the boundary. I gather from your
steering committee that as far as the integrity of the
boundary issue, that that was a nonissue?

MR. CASE: You have to be concerned with the
cleanii.g agents or you could get into a boundary integrity
gquestion.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You concluded that that was
not a major problem?

MR. CASE: We have under evaluation systems
for cleaning. That's one of the considerations involved
in looking at what people plan to do.

MR. DENTON: There is one in one plant that is

being decontaminated. That's what got us into the area in a
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big way. Then we said after that we ought to start looking

at all plants, start looking at their rad waste treatment
system in an early stage to make sure they are able to
cope with the type of decontamination fluids that might be
generated 20, 30 years hence.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: What are you doing on
this? Assuming it is not on the priority list, what
program are you following?

MR. DENTON: Paul, O'Connor will speak to that.

ol MR. O'éONNOR: The bulk of the action is
taking place on this task is presently associated with the
ongoing decontamination of Dresden Unit No. 1. The unit is
presently shut docwn and will undergo chemical cleaning
in June of this year. The primary concern has been to
assure the capability of the chemical agents with all of the
compenents and portions of the primary coolant system which
are pressure boundaries. We also have spent quite a bit
of time in assuring that the job will be carried out in a
manner to assure that it will cause the least exposure to
operating personnel in that the exposure that is taken is
out-weighed by the exposure that will be safe by future
operation of the plant after it is cleaned.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: This is then =-- is it
primarily a reviews of Commonwealth plants?

MR. O'CONNOR: It is a == in the present case, it
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jg=5 ! is a review of Commonwealth plants. It is also, in the
generic case, a determination of what the best manner in
3| which to carry out --

4 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: 1Is the current effort
5 primarily a review of Commonwealth plants?

D=6 ¢ MR. O'CONNOR: Yes.
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MR. DENTONs ] think we expected this to result
in a provision of guidance for future such events.

COMMISSIONER CILINEKYs Let”’s go back to the
definition of urresolved safety issues. [t seems to me the
origin of all of this was that the Congress was told we were
licensing reactors while leaving & lot of unresolved i{ssues,
important safety questions. The safety fixes of one kind or
another that weren’t entirely satisfactory. Ccn'we use that
as a kind cf dividing line between the issues we put on this
l1ist and the ones we wouldn“’t as being those that If
unresolved would lead us to feel that reactors which pose these
problems could not operate indefinitely without putting any
sort of specific limit on it in terms of a certain number of
years? Is that what characterizes them?

MR. DENTONs In my view, that’s a falr
characterization.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Certainly there 1s no end
of thing 5 do. Obviously we are expected to do that and
will continue to do that. I think that’s a pretty sharp
division of issues. Some rise to the level where we don’t get
them resolved or settled ard it really ralises questions about
the continued operation uf reactors or thelr running.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Along with that, if you can
separate them that way, with that set that you retairm on,

wouldn’t you at least have implicitly the idea of some kind of
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a deadline by which the issues would have to be resolved if
that was the way you were defining it?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs You know, it’s a little bit
like the waste issue. [ certainly think we ought to have 2
plan and we ought to get them settled.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You would have to pay a lot
of attention to the plar.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 1 hate to name 2 figure at
this point.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: || wasn’t asking you to.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs I think they have to be
settled in short order. There is no gquestion about it. That
seems to me to be the point of all this.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Certainly that’s, I think,
the outside perception of what that list is.

MR. CASEs That being so. then you don’/t want to
throw everything on that list because we don“’t feel that way
towards all of these issues.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs But you have to be very
explicit with & very good explanation of why you are not taking
them off. The issues are on the list. You can’t suddenly
say well, we are going to start all over again and set up a new
list. You have for whatever reason they were on there to start

with, vyou have that list and now you have to be very careful.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs 3ut they weren’t on that list in
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order to meet the intent of congressional mandate 210. They
are on there because there were 133 items the Staff threw
together for a variety of reasons, some of which had to do
with safety and a whole variety of other thinas. It seemed
to be a handy list. It got packaged and s«nt off to the
Congress.

MR. CASE®* There was fairly clear language. After
our discussicn yesterday, | read the forwarding letter to tre
Congress again. It was quite explicit that the 133 went well
beyond those issues considered to be unresolved safety
guestions and will parrot for our next year’s reporti but this
is the best we have at the moment. It includes all of the
resolved safety issues, but is longer than that.

MR. DENTONt In fact, I think there was a feel.ng
several years back before Congress ever asked that a good
running agency should have a list such as this. That 1list kind
of turned into the 133.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDYs 1It’s a continuing rolling over
l1st. Things are dropping off one end and being added on the
other.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs Well, let’s come back to

_decontamination. We have exercised that one amply. Let’s

plunge ahead tec A~ié6.
(Slide.)
MR. AYCOCK: A-16., BWR core spray distribution.

A g g e e e e Al e e e g e g W ALREN S AT AN TAAN
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The purpose is to evaluute the effect of the
presence of steam and/or increased pressures in angd above the
upper core region of a boiling water reactor on the
distribution of flow from certain types of core spray nozzles.
It was assigned to NRR Group |. The risk category there is
{incorrect. It’s an msrror. It should have been Category 3,
which was the negligible risk potential category. It was on
the basis of a bounding calcuiation which showed 2 low level
of risk when compared with the reactor safety study.

COMMISSIuRC® AHEARNE: Since one of the obvious
major criteria that at leas. s being presented and was
followed in a2t least in your group discussion is the bounding
risk estimates, to what extent if » « interpret all of those
probabilities as being absolutely uncertain anc only having
a relative sense of value, to what extent were absolute values
used as the criteria to adjust the risk potentials?

MR. CASE: I think they are all relative.

COMMISSIONER AHMEARNE: They are 2ll relative, but
there, ! think, has to be some sense of absolute value sitting
behind, because i{f you say that you have a —= have 40 items,

or 133 {tems, and you are going to do 2 relative ranking

(%

probability of risk, that’s fine: but all 133 could be very

significant unless you have underlying it some sense of what’s

ot
O

the absolute value., BSecause the only way you are 0in3g gav

1

wer risc

O

something is negligible is that in agdition to Deing i
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than something else, it also has a2 low absolute va.ue. 5o
I am asking —

MR. DENTONS Let me ask the people whc wrote that
to address how they categorize it as |, 2, or 3. We were very
careful to take in each issue their write-up and run it
through our technical branch that had responsibility for it
and reflect those views back up to the steering committee,
to have the overlay —

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs But I notice that here it’s
always — the words are compared to RSS, or based on RSSi
whereas as | recall from the —= one of the recent meetings
that we had on the Lewis report, you and your Staff pointed
out you didn“t really use RSS for your assessment, so that’s
a.separate evaluation. :

MR. MURPHY: Joe Murphy. Basically, in order to
do the relative comparison, we had to come up with absolute
numbers for that purpose. We arranged them in order and had
essentially fuzzy lines in terms of risk significance which we
separated. There were qualitative considerat;ons that went
into it also. In other words, if we were uncertain about the

decision that we thought was in the — in terms of 2 numerical

ranking would come out In* -« *igible risk, but at the upper
end of i{t, we’d mere it low category. Similarly,
if we knew the bound e ,o@ was extremely conservative, we

might move it down. So there is not a precise number Der se.
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fitting on our Categories | or 2. That’s very rough, “hough.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs #When you say a | percent
contributor, what you are saying is that on some measure
like == 1 don’t know, iodine release or some conseguent
measure, wh.tever == that out of the sum total of an
accident sequence in the RSS, this one is worth | percent?
MR. MURPHY: Yes. It was using a bounding
estimate. So = quasi-bounding estimate I guess I should
say. With a bounding estimate, anything would be one. Using
conservative assumptions we calculated a risk, & probablility
relative — a risk relative to the WASH-140C RISK.
Roughly, those that were | perent or over made
the 1 st. That doesn’t mean the realistic assessment of those
risks would be | percent. It would be far lower. [ would
not place great credence gs to how things fall relative to
each o’her in the list. In other words, item 5 is not
re_essarily larger than item 8. You are missing the point
of uncertainties, if you came to that coaclusion. Certainly,
item 5 is more significant than item 30,
COMMISSINONER AHEARNE: When you say, if ynu mace
& realistic assessment of the risk, it would be much
lower, how do you go about making that realistic assessment?
MR. MURPHYs It would take a long time, & lot of
money. You know, you are essentially asking me how to 2
RSS update.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Okay.
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MR. MURPHYs We did bounding c¢stimate rather than
the realistic things you get out of a full-blown series.

MR. DENTONs I think this is a particularly good
one, too., to hear the other side on. Let me as' Roy Woods

to give his perspective on the subject.
MR. WOODS: I guess [ wrote it down 2 couple of

hours ago. [ can read it to you. 1 can add to that. #hy
dor®t you read it first?

MR. DENTON: Why don”’t you tell us about the
test, is what [ had in mind?

MR. WOODS: Tell you about the tests? There
wre some preliminary tests which consisted of single-nozzle
tests of various types in steam whic shows you what one
nozzle will do in steam.® Then you essentially develop 2
nozzle that will produce the same spray flow pattern in
air. 1t’s called the simulator nozzle. Then you put 2
full-scale system togethe  out in Velavitos, which i{s an
Alr Force facility, using those simulator nozzles.

Your argument is, since each nozzle simulates
what the real nozzle would do in steam, and you have all
of them installed in the actual geometry in air, you are
finding out what could happen if you tested all the
nozzles in steam, You can’/t do that, obviously, because
you don’t have enouzh steam available anywhere.

Those test results showed there Is not a
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tremendous degradation, less than a factor of 2. It

turns out we have more than a factor of 2 margin available
above what you really need to justify the spray coefficients
they are currently taking credit for.

So if the further tests that are being run now
verify these preliminary tests, Lhen we have no proi.lLem.
That/’s a bilg #ifr."

It has to come out that way.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE* So thet if the tests
don’t verify that, then you would be back in having &
problem?

MK. WOODS: If the tests don“t verify, then you
do, indeed, have a safety problem with no jet pump BWRs.
With the Jjet pump BWRs, where you have the cdiverse flooding
capacity, it would be — [ don’t know how to characterize
it. Maybe & couple hundred degrees in peak clac temperature
increase. You can characterize that any way you would
choose. You can get various opinions. [ don”’t think it
would be 2 major safety issue.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs The resolution, in a sense,
depends upon the favorable results form the test?

MR. DENTONs VYes.,

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Which is another way of
saying it’s still unresolved?

MR. CASEs Yes.
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MR. DENTON: Judgment. It’s likely to work right
rather than unlikely.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: There aren’/t all that many
plants that fall into that category.

MR. WOODS: Big Rock Point, Dresden |, Humboldt
Bay, LaCrosse, but LaCrosse is quite different. You qeally
have five, two of which are currently shut down, Dresden

and Humboldt.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Dresden | ‘s shut dcwn clean?

MR. W(OODS: Yes, but it’s down.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs I think really realistically
there are about four. You have about four plants that are
in the category, which 1s getting kind of thin for a great
generic Llssue. y

Onward.

LR. DENTON2 The next is A=17 system interactions.
This is discussed on page 10 of the enclosure. Why don“’t
| ask Denny Ross, since it’s such a short writeuup, to

discuss 1t?
MR. ROSSs I don’t think ther=’s any disagreement

between the NRR thoughts and the research categorizat ion.
The research categorization had two main points. First they
had studied only the reactor safety study plent, so they
hadn’t quantified the effect of system interaction on all

plants.
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Secondly, what they did study on the reactor
safety study showea that system interaction was important,
so this could be a fertile field.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Category 1, wasn’/t it?

MR. ROSS: On the kigh risk.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes.

MR. R0OSS:s Yes. The way we read the research
categOrization, it indicated simply it was a fertile

ground to investigate. The issue is —
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are you sayinc that your
interpretation was that high risk was equivalent to
fertile ground to investigate?

MR. ROSS: Yes. That is in an area where they
had found system interaction, the thoughts that we had was
that the important system interactions are already
covered in our judgment by the procedures we have for revieéw
between the five system branches within DSS. Each of the
system branches has a primary area o review and secondary
areas of responsibility with the other system branches?
and we did not think in our judgment that there was any
important system interaction left unreviewed. This is a
judgmental matter.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Could that be interpreted

as saying that you are confident that the current process,

the way the staff is working, is working correctly, so therefore

there's no potential problem?

MR. ROSS: Yes. I think that's a fair
characterization.

The important thing about the study process, I
think that distinguishes it, merits further study, is that
we have an outside grecup at Sandia studying the
system interaction problem under contract. This mearns that
they are more objective. They didn't write the standard

review plan. They are mor objective about looking at what
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we do. Secondly, they are single-minded. They are devoted

to this task as contrasted with perhaps the NRR staff being
occupied also with currently sensing problems.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: By systems interaction,
is it primari v the issue of the synergistic affects of
problems spreading from one into another into another?

MR. ROSS: Yes. I think that's right. There is
a footnote in the research report that gives some examples
of system interaction. Yes. Failure in one system spreading
to others.

CAMMISSIONER AHEARNE: 1In what way is it related
to common case failure?

MR. ROSS: Well, the -- you have to include, of
course, on common cases tects, maintenance, operator
errer wliich could become important. If you loock on that

as a common case.

MR. DENTON: An easy way to think of systems
interaction for me at least is it is a steamline pipe break
which by whipping hits the component cooling water which is
vital back to a component to cool the core. It is more of
that kind as opposed to a plastics problem in the RWR
scram valves which would be a comuon mode failure potential
for a system.

MR. ROSS: For some safet’ actions like shutting

down, many systems are involved; sO system interaction will be
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jg=-3 1 looking at how these various systems work during an

2| important safety action of the plant.

3l COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It almost seems this is the
4 type of item that should not have ever been included on

5| the list?

¢ MR. CASE: It is fair to say for whatever it is

7 worth, that it is high on the ACRS list.

8 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The point is isn't it saying
9 that until -- in any plant, you have got a number of things
101 that might go wrong if they were to go wrong something else

n could happen, so it is a compounding problem? Ar . that you
12| also have to be very aware of that and alert to it and

3 that your answer is =-- or research's answer, point is that

14 that has the potential of great risk because you don't =--

15 you are not reaily talking about any exact explicit items?

16 MR. ROSSN: That's right. The best one word

7 characterization is oversight. Have we overlooked anything.
18| fThat's what we expect to find out through Sandia.

19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are really hoping

20 the Sandia effort will be a confirmation of your

2‘“ conclusions?

72“ MR. ROSS: Well, we are expecting. I don't know
23| that T hope one way or the other.

|
24 | COMMISSIONER AHEABNE: When will that Sandia
Ace-Federsl Reporters, Ing, ;5

| effort be over?
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jg-4 1 MR. ROSS: The contract expires next summer.

2| fThat's a phase 1.

3' (Laughter.)

4 We have to make a decision based on the

‘ results then. Do we want to do some more or not. We get
¢ some short-term results this physical year.

7 COMMISSIUNER AHEARNE: I see. If they conclude
8/ that NRR is not doing its job, you will continue the

91 contract?

10| CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: TCenny, have they turned

n anything of interest up thus far?

12 MR. ROSS: No, the project is just getting

13 underway. We met out there a couple of weeks ago to

14 define some basic ground rules. The program is being

15 governed by sort of a troika between NRR, standards,

16 and the probabilistic assessment staff. We are still giving
7 some conceptual design ground rules. I think by February

18 we will have some -~ a good start on are they going the

19 right direction; but no, there is nothing to report as

END-9 201l yet.

begin 10 21 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I take it this is an out-

22f growth of Jessies pursuing the matter in these terms over

23{ the last couple of years?

|
|
2| .
I MR. ROSS: That's correct. We are keeping a very

25H close connection with the ACRS subcommittee.

l?

I
i
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jg=5 ‘ CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Roger?

- MR. MATTSON: I would just point out the main

| thrust of his argument is that the licensing process is

4 designed to turn these things up if they exist. In the

E time that I have been connected with system i.teraction,

6 we found more in the licensing process than they found in

71l all the studies they are doing of license interaction.

8 I think that says to me the process is doing its job.

9 MR. DENTON: A-18, pipe rupture design criteria.
10 Mike?

" MR. AYCOCK: Yes. The purpose of this task is

12 to develop consistent criteris regarding pipe break

13 protection inside and outside of containment. Also to

4 develop criteria for optimizing piping design for normal
15 and abnormal situations.

16 It was assigned to Croup 3 as confirmatory.

17

In the risk category, risk categorization was category 3,
‘8 negligible risk potential on the basis that the task could
" possibly improve piping reliability; however, if the task

20[ were not undertaken, risks from piping ruptures should

2 remain about the same as presented in the reactor safety
22 study.
I
I . VR
| COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is that saying that it is
i
24“ concluded that pipe breaks are not serious?
Ace-Feders! Reporters, Inc. :I
25“ MR. AYCOCK: WNo. It is saying this task should not

|
I

U
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jg=6 ! affect the current pipe failure.
B COMMISSIONEx AHEARNE: It is saying risks of
3§ piping ruptures should remain about the same as RSS. 1Is
4 there latent there or implicit there "and that's not very
H serious"?
6 MR. AYCOCK: I don't think so.
7 MR. CASE: 1Is there an implication in what you say

8 that you think the probability of pipe failure is low

91| " enough now?

10 MR. MURPHY: Based upon the analyses in the

n safety study, pipe failures did not contribute greatly to
12 risk. I don't want to say it was negligible, but other

13 events dominated risk calculated in the safety study other
14 than pipe rupture. By maintairing it at the present level,
15 we are having contributors larger than pipe rupture.

16 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Pipe rupture per se is
17| not a major high risk item?

18 MR. MURPHY: That's correct.

19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So the pipe cracking =--
20 is pipe cracking pipe rupture? Or is this catastrophic?

21 MR. CASE: It is catastrophic.

22 | MR. AYCOCK: The steering committee conclusion was
23| although development of criteria to optimize piping design

o ; i :
24| 4g desirab.e, it is not necesswury to assure adequate protection

o-Feceral Reporters, Inc. |

25| from pipe breaks; that is current requirements generally
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provide the adeguate protection.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: To make sure I understand,
you are talking about catastrophic breaks, not cracks?

MR. AYCOCK: Correct.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The conclusion is that
the RSS estimate shows that it is of significantly
low contribution to overall risk that even were the criteria
such that to reduce that that would not be a significant
improvement?

MR. CASE: That's essentially the argument. We,
too, think they are generally okay although we may need
improvement. There are particular areas where we think
more work should be done than others in pipe crack
criteria. 1In general we think we are about okay.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It would always be nice to have
better designed methods of criteria and so on; but I must
say things like section 3 =--

VOICE: I think I have something.to say.

MR. CASE: This is Mr. Hou.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:--represeant a pretty high
development of the art.

MR. HOU: For the plan against a pipe rupture,
we have a long-term program and a short-term program.

This A-18 is actually a short-term program. So it will not

significantly affect the planned current design. So the
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conclusion in there is about right.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is the long-term program
on one of these tests?

MR. HOU: We already have a reguest to the
reactor safety research that involves various aspects
like jet forces, pipe waste mechanisms, break mechanisms,
and break probabilities. That will have'more effects.

MR. MATTSON: The long-term mechanism 'is looking
to the kinetics of pipe breaks to take account if possible
some day it breaks.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What kind of a program ==
what am I doing wrong when I read through last year's repor”
and there's no task action plan at all associated with
this item? What is it you are talking about that isn't
attached to the task action plan but is a program?

MR. MATTSON: Harold, let me jump in. I think
this one did not have a task action plan written by the time
that one went to Congress. I think we were in the process
of writing some. This one was written subsequently. It

does exist in this report.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs: There is a later edition
of the list with the task action plan. 1 have the same
book you have.

MR. DENTON: All the A“s now have, — [ believe,
Mike detailed implementation plans and schedules?

MR. AYCOCKs With the exception of the recently
evaluated A’s.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Onward.

MR. AYCOCK: Let’s go to A=19, entitled "Digital
Computer Protection Systems." The purpose of this task is
to consolidate and develop standard review procedures for
the review of digital computer protection systems. It was
grouped in Group 6 as guidance. It was assigned to Risk
Category 4. Tha} is not directly relevant to yisk. The
Steering Committee conclusion was based on the fact that
digital computer protection systems are being discussed on
a case-by-case basis. We will provide licensing efficiency.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Next.

MR. AYCOCKs Next is A=20, "Impacts nf the
Coal Fuel Cycle.”

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs Any f'irther question?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: How did it get on there?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I told you this was the
confoundest grao bag of odds and ends.

MR. CASEs It’s fair to say at the time this was

AR LN Al PEROARTERC,. INC. (2P02)247-X700
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something that had to be done in each application., It was
a Board order to do this. It affected the efficiency of the
licensing process.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs It was part of that broader
description of the thing that came in the licensing process.

MR. AYCOCK: A=21 is main steam line break,
evaluation of environmental conditions for equipment
qualification. It involves a review and evaluation of
analytical methods, assumptions and related experimental
conditions for the gqualification of safety-related equipment
located inside containment during or following a main steam
line break.

It was assigned to Group 2. The risk category
was Category 3, negligible risk potential, oh the basis thst
main steam line break results in a small release, comparsd
to core meltdown accidents and further considering heat
capacity of the equipment, it is unlikely that it will
exceed qualification values during relatively short duration
high temperature excursions following @ large main steam
line break.

The Steering Committee conclusion was bised on
a NRR Staff best estimate evaluation that indicated that
the thermal response of essential equipment will remain
within the qualification temperature of the equipment.

Therefore, the issue did not involve a major
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reduction in the degree of protection.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: This best estimate, was
that a written calculation?

MR. AYCOCK: Yes, it was. We will ask Pat
Baranewsky.

MR. BARANEWSKYs That was a calculation performed
by the Staffs that’s correct.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Let me ask for safety-related
electrical egquipment, at least that located within contain-
ment, there continues to be an item on the unresolved safety
{ssues list entitled, "Environmental Qualification of Safety-
Related Electrical Egquipment; A-24 items so it would seem to
me that at least the electrical gear that would be of
interest in the case of the main steam line break is pulled
in and is covered elsewhere?

MR. CASEs Right. This test provides an input
to the other test. This provides a temperature input to
A=24.,

MR. MATTSONs This provides the input to A-24.

The judgment here is that we already expect what the
temperature input is going to be on the basis cf previous
hest estimate calculations. Pat can describe —= this is a
task that’s almost done, also. This A=2I.

MR. BARANEWSKY: Yes.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Maybe you better leave it on
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and complete one. [ am looking desperately for generic

—

bw
safety issues we have completed.

MR. BARANEWSKY: The final results are expectzd
to be either equivalent to or lower than this best estimate

pirediction that ws made about 2 year 2ago.

; CHAIPMAN HENDRIE: Is it coming out much different
than the — is it coming out any higher than the LOCA

environmewntal conditions?

MR. BARANEWSKY: The task action plan is going

o O @ ~N O Ut kS w N

to develop the methods and assumptions for making
J1 calculations. I can’t give you a spectrum of analyses for
12 all the plants on the final models that we think are

13 going to be acceptable. I can tell you from the preliminary

14 results that it“s very close to the LOCA, maybe a few

15 degrees higher in temperature, but the effect on the component
16 would be essentially the same through heat transfer

17 arguments which we feel we have pretty strongly come on now.
18 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Al, you had thought that

19 would be 1limit?

20 MR. KENNEKE: As a general matter in connection

21 with the environmental qualifications.

22 MR. MATTSONs We have discussed whether that

23 connections should put this on the list also. Maybe this

24 serves to illustrate the way we are using our definition.

25 The definition says you are likely to have to take an action

B R ST AN ORI, SRR BRI I N eni T Ul TP R N ny S Terar iy e~
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as a result of the outcome —= the expected outcome of this
task. The expected outcome of this task is to demonstrate
conclusively that the postion we have taken for over 2a

year {s adequate.
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MR. AYCOCKs The steering committee conclusion is
that the issue involved confirming credit given at this time.
That is, the Staff believes current positions to be agequate.
Therefore, the actions are not likely.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The purpose had two pleces.
The equipment and operator actioas. Your risk category
analysis and conclusion speaks only to the first.

MR. AYCOCKs Yes. Denny? Tom?

VOICE: ©On the risk, perhaps we can get the people
from reactor safety study. As we review plans for mitigating
the consequences of the steam line break, we assume no
corrective operator action is taken any sooner than 10 minutes
after the event and he must have sufficient information. Our
judgment is that that“s an acceptable criierlon.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE® You are saying even given tne
10-minute time period, that the data has indicated that as far
as the valves are concerned, that they are sufficient?

MR. NOVAKs Yes. Not to belabor the point, these
valves are only called on after engineered safety eguipment is
assumed to have a single failure. This equipment is used as
a backup only in that event. We understand that equipment and
we think it’s reliable for the function it’s going to perform.

MR. AYCOCKs A=23 regarding containment leak testing

i{s to clarify application of Appendix J to 10 CFR —

COMMISSIONER AMEARNE: That’s a current regulation?

Y Tl D S T T T Y T . T T e T I™MOADANTAT-TIOAD
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cmw | MR. AYCOCKs Regarding containment leak testing,

2
3

and to resolve any conflicting or impractical reguirements.

This task is in fact complete.

It was assigned to Group 6, whicn is improving

»

guicances Risk Category 4, not directly relevant to risk.

i{tss viewed as licensing efficiency.

MR. DENTON: This one has caused. the need for

@ = O D

exemptions in some areas. I[t’s one in which we have given
v -+andards our proposed rewrite of Appendix J to eliminate

10 that kind of problem. It should be moving back down to you

11 as @ proposed change.

12 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: [t’s a cleanup.

13 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: When you say "complete," you
14 mean as far as NRR is concerned it’/s complete?

15 MR. DENTON: Yes.

16 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [t’s now transferred to

17 standards?

18 MR. DENTON: Yes.

19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And was originally on there

20 to improve the efficiency of licensing?

21 MR. DENTONs Yes.

22 CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs 24 is on the Staff list. So far
23 we haven’t debated whether they improperly put any of these
24 things on the list. 1 would just as soon go through it the
25 other way first and then we could see if we want to go back.



COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:

MR. AYCOCKs A=25 . oty . on Class |=E
power sources. The purpose of the task is Lo assess whether
or not the reliability of Class [I-E power sources is
significantly affected by allowing the sharing of these
sources by loads that perform safety functions and loads that
nerform normal plant functions.

MR. DENTONs Why don’t we ask Mr. Calvo to explain
MR. MATTSONs Jose Calvo had to go to the coctor
afternoon. I-E is the safety grade. It’s a nomenclature

ives from the national standard on electrical

equipment. For this discussion it’s equipment you rely on

for safety systems.

MR. AYCOCK: It was assigned to Group 4 as a possible
relaxation of requirements. There’/s also a portion of It
that could be characterized as confirmatory.
was Category 4, not directly relevant to

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Could I have an explanation
of that? Let us suppose that the == having the loads running
other systems, that those loads would cause these power sources
to fail, that would relevant risk?

MR. MURPH

relevant
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cmw | some extent. This task action plan was developed — was

2 to develop acceptance criteriai and those in and of themselves
3 are not directly related to risk. #hat we sa2ic In our
4 write-up was depending on what comes out of that criteria,
5 that there may be an improvement in the reliability of the
6 systeMs and therefore hazve an effect on risks but you can’t
7 gquantify that until you know what improvements are coming out.
8
v
10
11
8
13
14

1 15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23




CR 1817
DENNIS~13

jg-1

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
8
19
20
21
22
23
24

Aoe-Fecersl Reporters, Inc,

25

62
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So the particular task is

to establish acceptance criteria for these power sources;
is that correct?

MR, MATTSON: We already have that. It is to
make sure they are the right acceptance criteria as we see
more and more safety loads being necessary to be driven by
scme of the power sources; and to do a reliability study
to underpin, if you will, criteria that grew up without
reliability studies in the past. It ‘s a fine tuning of
what we already have with the expectation that there will
be a relaxation in requirements, those requirements being
for isolation devices and that sort of thing.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Except Roger, you said
with the expectation of a relaxation?

MR. MATTSON: Yes.

COMMISSIONCR AHEARNE: The steering committee
conclusion is that current practice is adeguate?

MR. MATTSON: Current practice is deguate for
safety. It may be overkill. Thi: is one that's being
done under contract at Oakridge, about a year for
completion. We fairly well have it in hand at this point.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: VYou don't have a concern
that at the moment you may be placing too many nonsafety
loads on these power sources?

MR. MATTSON: No.
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jg=~2 1 MR. AYCOCK: There may be a fine point here.
2| The current practice we are referring to is the practice
3 of allowing connecting nonsafety loads on Class 1-E
B safety pcwer sources with current requirements for proper
5 isolation and so on. Tuhis test is expected to confirm the
6 accuracies of that practice.
7 There is another aspect: it is which particular

8 isolation devices do you allow? Such isclation devices

0

as fuses and circuit breakers are not allowed by the
current regulatory guidance. This is the relaxation area.

1" Is it possible to go back and allow fuses and circuit

12 breakers as isolation devices?

13 MR. MATTSON: Part of the thing we shouldn't
14 lose track of is that there are four or five electrically
15 oriented task action plans. One has been elevated to the
16 A list and put in the safety issue related category.

17 All of these are mered together in a rather

8 broad ranging program speaking to electrical reliability

19 in general. This is just one aspect of it.

20l CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Further?

21i MR. AYCOCK: Move to =--

22P CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: A~-26 is on the list. I
23i recommend we move to A-27.

34} MR. AYCOCK: A-27 reload application guide is

ki
25g to update and formalize review procedures for licensee
ii
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reload submittals.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: 1If he doesn't come in and
drop his application on your foot, there's not much of a
safety problem associated with spreading out the papers.

I am prepared to pass On. that one.

MR, AYCOCK: A-28 increase in spent fuel storage
capacity. This task is intended to develop consistent
acceptance criteria regarding the use of high density
storage racks in existing spent fuel storage pools. It
is viewed as improving guidance. It was assigned to
category 3, negligible risk potential, on the basis that
risk associated with accidents occurring in the sp&nt fuel
storage pool were conservatively estimated in the RSS
to be less than .l percent relative to those overall
risks predicted in the study.

The steering committee conclusion is this task
involves the revision of existing guidelines to incorporate
insights gained in the case by case reviews of applications
for increased spent fuel storage pool capacity.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: BHaven't we don't enough of
these by now that the task must be near done?

MR. AYCOCK: It is near done.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Maybe we could have a class
of these that we declare to be the really central issues

and along about January 20, just befcre we got to testify,
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we can announce they have been deleted.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think the record ought

to show the Chairman made that as a facetious comment.
(Laughter.)
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: True. Further discussion
on this one? I think it is a different category.
Okay. A=-29.
MR. DENTON: This is back on page 1ll.

CHATRMAN HENDRIE: Back on the ehclosure.

MR. STELLO: This is looking at ways to provide

high assurance other than protecting against agents
of sabotage in nuclear facilities. We currently believe
that the program we have in place derived principally
from 7355 and a bunch of other regulations. It provides
that high assurance, but clearly there could be others
and more efficient ways in which to accomplish that same
objective.

This is an item th;t has been around for some
It is an item which the ACRS brings up from time to time
and we believe is worth looking into, but clearly is not

what I would consider to be an unresolved safety issue.

COMMISSTONER AHEARNE: So then, Vick, would it

time.

be correct to say that you believe that the 7355 meets the

needs as far as can be seen? It is always worthwhile to

continue doing some level of investigation, but as far as any
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major fequirement, the current regulation meets it?

MR, STELLO: That's my view, yes.

MR. CASE: There may be better ways. More cost
efficient ways.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I am trying to draw the
distinction, though, between an issue that was never
important and one that is important, but we think we have got
adequate means of meeting it although obviously there may be
better ways. But the ways of meeting it are now adegquate.

MR. CASE: Yes.

MR. KENNEKE: Shouldn't there be a category
eliminated from the discussion and framed broadly enough
to cover the whole category? It seems like that is not

really an issue as such.
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CHAIRMAN HE!DRIEs: It“’s like the flaw detection,
the long-range improvement of flaw detection.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [It“s sort of geared tc
the research program.

MR. CASEs Gentlemen, it’s very important to
the ACRS this program be identified and have visibility as
being pursued. They believe that what we are doing here
gatisfles their labeling this thing as.a generic issue in
each one of their letters. So it is important from that
standpoint to have this identified the way it is.

MR. KENNEKE: Aren“t you then letting the
ACRS demand drive your response to the 210 question? I
think that’s the distinctlion.

: MR. CASE: This is not included in my response
to the 210 question.

MR. DENTONs It drives the category A’s.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs It was.

MR. CASEs It was because of their insistence on
the importance of getting something going. It’s another
factor we took into effect.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs That“s another area. That is
a point. There are & number of items of this character
tht the ACRS has always labeled as generic issue to De
dealt with and has urged the Staff to get on with it. A

number of improvments sorts of propositions. They will

. Aarr.FENERAL REPORTERS: INC. (202)347-3700
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classify them as generic issues. They are not in my view
necessarily section 2108 items,

COMMISSIONER AHEARNc-. Are you saying that the
ACRS doesn’t accept 7355 as meeting their concerns?

MR. CASE: No, I wouldn’t say that. It“’s sort of
like their feeling on 5046 the ECCS criteria. They have
written letters saying they think that’s adequate, yet they
also write letters saying they think we ought to consider
doing More.

MR. DENTONs Improve it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Well, I think it would
be more satisfactory if the protection was inherent in this
designe.

" CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Nex: ftem?

MR. DENTONs Next is A=-30 on page 12 of the
enclosure.

MR. MATTSON: This is a Task Action Plan tht is
in response to an issue raised by an ACRS concultant,

Mr. Epler from Oak Ridge National Laboratory, having to do
with the validty of the single~failure criterion as an
adequate assurance of reliability of the DC power system.
Basically, what we have got is redundant separated DC power
systems. We apply single~failure criterion to those
redundant systems and say one is there when you need it.

Mr. Epler and others in reading licensee event

A EENERAL REPORTERS: INC. (202)347-3700
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reports and study..ng conseguences and events scenarios,
say, "But what if you failed them soth, shouldn’t you inove
to & reliability-based or a probability-based assessment of
reliability for DC power systems, rather than the single-
failure criterion?”

You may recall about a year and a half ago we
sent a paper up here as to the status of the use of the
single-failure criterion in a number of places throughout
the regulations and in our review process. . This was one
area where examination continues. What is being done under
the Task Action Plan is a reliability study of DC power
systems to look at event reports, to look at mean time
between failure of components, and that sort of thing, to
determine in a probabilistic sense from operating experience
exactly what is the reliability of these systems and does
the single-fail.'re criterion as a licensing tool assure the
kind of reliability that vou need for accident situation?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: How long has that review
been ongoing?

MR. MATTSON: That“’s a sticky point, Commissioner.
The ACRS put & lot of pressure on this one. I believe about
a year ago we said we“d finish it in about & year. Ne’re
not finished yet. I would hope in this fiscal year it’s going
to finish. I don“’t know the current status today. It’s

moving along. It“’s in the power systems which is a highly
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impacted branch in the OL review process. They have too
few people to do the work. This is one that’s slipping,
frankly.

You see today that in our judgment it didn’t belong
on the unresolved safety issue list. Ae are satisfled
with our current criteria. We are satisfied that these
systems are acceptably reliable, but we will continue to
press for an answer for the ACRS. We are breaking new
ground. WNWe are moving to that reliability-based licensing
process in pileces here and there. We have other priorities
to get on with first.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: In the preliminary review
of licensee reports of failures, what does that tend to

show?

Y . T o ot o T e P IE T a aT  ETe T o I™MAANTAT TIONND
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M. MATTSON: Well, when we went to the ACRS the
first time, we had a probabilistic study that mede us look very
good. Since then, we have done more probabilistic studies and
my recollection is that research has salid we are on the fringe
between negligible and an important potentiel contributor
to risk, that is something between 1/10 of a percant and |
percent.

Joe, is that correct?

VOICEs That’s correct.

MR. MATTSON: While our first analysis a year ago
gave us more comfort than the one today, | think there’s still
from the risk type analysis a fair support for the present
position. We are making the judgment at this point that it is
not == we are not likely to change our criteria. :

Of course, part of that Jjudgment has to be colored by
the fact of are we capable today of moving to unreliability
based licensing criteria and implementing them in the licensing
processes.

MR. KENNEKEs Roger, what’s the connection Letween
your Statements here and your review that vou are carrying on
now of the use of WASH=1400? Isn“t this particular issue one
of the ones that“’s 3iving you some indigestion? Is there
any connection with the decision as to whether it is an

Lnresolved safety .ssue or not?

MR. MATTSONs I don“’t think so, but 1 am not sure I




117.15.2 72

understand your question, Al.

e N
2 MR. DENTONs I think Al is referring to the fact that
3 in our dragnet of the uses of 1400, this was one of the places
4 where 1400 was possibly misused in one of the earlier reports.
5 MR. MATTSON: [ don’t remember my definition did
] that, but maybe one of the others did.
7 (Laughter.)
8 MR. DENTON: The conclusion was, nonetheless, even
? though the absolute values have been cited, that the starff’s
10 c~nelusions on the first ‘rinciple remain the same about the
11 issue.
12 COMMISSIONER AHEARNLCS What | was trying to get at,
13 though, was you have now gone through & bunci: of accident
14 reports or, at least, begun to collect accident or failure

15 reports and are you firding that the single failure criteria

16 was not arvwhere near as adequate a protection as you thought
17 it was? That“’s really the question.
18 CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs Let’z ask it another ways: How

19 much DC blackout have we had?

20 MR. STELLOs I can“’t recal’' any instance where both
21 batteries were lost. Give me a few moments. I will be

22 leafing through this. I might want to change it later. 1

23 don’t remember seeing it.

24 CHAIRMAN HENDRIZ® It sounds like zero or some small
25 number of hours against several hundrec plant years of
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operation.

MR. MATTSON: Yes.

CHAIRNAN HENDRIE: That suggests to me that (t is —-

yoiu kNOw, thaet whatever data is available suggests 2 fairly

small increment. Wag your hand there {f you find an instance.

Why don’t we move ahead.

John?

MR. AYCOCKs A=-32 is evaliatior of overall effects
missiles. The purpose is to improve and enhance the current
lizensing review process Dy ausessing the overall and
structural local response from impacts of missiles generated
tornadoes, turbine failures, aircraft impact or by other
acc.dents extearnal to the nuclear facility.

It was assigned to Group 3 which was confirmatory.
The risk category assigned it to a category 3, the negligible
risk potential on the bas.s of a bounding calculation. They
showed it was less than ! pzr:ent of the reactor rafety study
risks.

The steering committee conclusion is that current
criteria are believed to provide substant ial safety margins
against a broad spectrum of missile nazards. This task is
expected to confirm that existing conservatism.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: If we — we might back off a

l1ittle bit from things like -—— some of the things like

torrado missilec.

- ACE-FEDERAL TERS, INC. (202)347-3700
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MR. CASE: This is the structural effecis nf missiles
given 2 strike. There’s another task that deals with the
probability of a strike, from tornadoes in particular. It is
just the structural part.

CHAIRMAN HENRIE: I know.

MR. DENTON: This was one where we were reprogramming
manpower. We did give the responsibility to this one to
Standards. Gunner Arnot is here.

4R. ARNOT: Good afternoon. I am Gunner Arnot from
Standards.

Task action A=32 uses as its inputs at various points
the two task action plans related to turpin: missiles and
tornadoe missiles. This particular task, A-32, addresses
{tse.f to the structural effects only, not to the missiles,

the probability of occurrance.

It takes a given lc2d on what we would estimate to be
the structural barrier and then the objective at that noint 1is
to take our analytical technisues “hat we currently use,
asse.ss them against some test programs which have recently
been run and are currently being run, and find out how
conservative are we in our calculations of the response of this
barrier.

We feel we have quite a bit of conservatism in thiss
and, as a matter of fact, we can probably shave it when we do

some more comparison of test results with the current

-f RAL REFPORTERS: INC. (202)347-3700




817.15.5

rc

/
¢

w N

n

T B, e BRSBTS

™
analytical approaches being used.

Fundamentally, this program is to advance the state
of the art, refinement of structural analysis techniques on
barrier behavior when struck by @ missile. We consider we
don’t have an immediate safety concern in this area because we
feel we have sufficient margin. The question is quantifying
that margin to some degree.

CHAIRMAN HENRIEs The missile spectrum against which
one designs for the class-one tornado includes a 4Q00C=-pound
automobile at what velocity?

MR. ARNOTs There“s a variety of tornado missiles

which are being reviewd at this time.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What i{s the aircraft impact?

(202)347-3700
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MR. ARNOT: Currently we were not including it in

cmw |
2 this action plan. We can’t call it a generic —
3 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What is your criteria of the
4 number of plants that are required to be generic?
-] MR. ARNOT: Personally, I don’t have one. I think
6 this is well within any criteria one would establish, not to
7 worry about it. But as drafted, the plan does not include it
8 because we don’t, in the foreseeable future, have any that I
9 understand are goiny to use an airplane crash as a design
10 criteria. Being from standards, I may not have the latest
J1 word on that, but that’/s my understanding.
12 (Simultaneous discussion.)
13 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: The point about when you get a
14 plant which ha; managed to locate itself closest to an airport,
15 so that you want — look at the aircraft impact, they
16 immediately grt fairly plant specific in the sense that you
17 immediately want to find out what the trafric at the airport 1is
18 and what fraction of it is big, medium, small, general.
19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That’s going to the
20 probability of it.
21 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: No. That’s going tc the effects
22 of the impact as well. That is, you want to examine on &
23 plant-specific basis and I don’t see that a generic set of
24 criteria fpr structural response to ajrcraft are going to be
25 of much use to anybody. So !t really doesn”t fall in the
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generic. It may be a safety problem for a given plant, but
in that case you will want to look at the kinds of alrcraft
and. where they are coming from.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: My only point, Joe, and it
doesn’t take exception to this, but if | understand correctly,
you have two categories of tasks. One is determining what is
the probability that there will be a hit and the second, which
is that task, given that there is a hit, what 1s the
structural effect of that hit.

If those tasks are useful, then the question of how
close the plant is to the airport comes into the first
category and has nothing to do with given that it“’s hit by
an airplane.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs Sure it does. Differert alirports
will have different kinds of track. The specific missile that
you have to consider in terms of structural effects may be
different from —= for plant to plant.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Sure, but that has to do with
any aircraft impact. There will always be a specific airplane.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: No. It won“t be specific. The
missile which the aircraft represents will be
characteristically different from plant to plant.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE2 | was Jjust speaking - {f
there’s an envelope of parameters that the strutural effect

will examine, @ missile {s == I imagine that“s a generic word
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which ends up being & set of chararteristics applied to it
for the transfer of the impact. It’s just a combination.

CHAIKMAN HENDRIE: [In fact, we had a set of planes
full of antisubmarine weapons as I remember it. Onward.

MR. DENTONs A=33. That i{s the treatment in the
environmental statement of accident risks.

MR. CASE: | had a lot of volunteers this morning
to cover the NEPA ones.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Cculd you say == you say
it’s an environmental issue. Was this for the improvement
in the licensing review? Was that the origin?

MR. DENTON#2 Let me ask Dgle Bunch to describe that
task.

MR. BUNCH: Basically, that has two purposes. One
is to take & look at what we have learned in the last 100 or
so statements for LWRs and see what additions we should make
to that proposed amnex issued in 197] regarding the treatment
of accidents in NEPA statements. The second is to develop
some sort of —-

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs I think we are going to overtake
the Staff. On converging paths we will see you down tne
trail a ways.

MR. BUNCH: The second was to develop a document we
could use given some sort of generic document that was

providing a base for the commonly asked questions.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs A=-34,

MR. AYCOCKs This i{s instruments for monitoring
radiation and process variables during accidents. The purpose
is to develop acceptance criteria to support implementation
of Revision | to Regulatory GCuide 1,97 dealing with
instrumentation for light water cooled nuclear power plants
to assess plant conditions during and following an accident.

It’s viewed as improving guidance. The risk category
was Category 4, not directly relevant to risk, in that it was
procedural.

The basis for the risk categorization was that the
task action plan dealt with the development of criteria and
procedures which, if subsequent action is taken, might result
in' some unquantifiable improvement in safety.

The steering committee conclusion was that this task
is intended to increase the efficency and consistency of the
licensing process by developing implementation criteria for
a Regulatory Cuide that i{s already in effect.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Do you mean the GCuide is
already in effect? So you are using these kinds of acceptance
criteria and you are now trying .o = this task is to codify
those acceptance criteria?

MR. CASEs Let me see if I can explain. In its
review of this Guide by the RQC, it recommended an

implementation schedule which was in effect, all of it for new

ACE~-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC. (202)347-370



817.16.5 80

cmw | plants and some portions of it for existing plants.

2 Now, in order to implement this schedule, one of

3 the better ways to do it w2s to take individual lead plants
4 and work it out with those plants, the details, and then

5 have all the rest of the plants follow that guidance. That
6 was the purpose of this task action plan, was to take some

7 lead plants, work out the implementation on those plénts.

8 and then have others follow {t.

9 Now, it’s fair to say that this guide has met with
10 considerable resistance from the industry.

11 On the other hand, it has had a considerable

12 impetus behind it from the ACR3. Our efforts to implement it
13 haven’t been completely successful, but we are still working

*le 14 on it.

15 Fred, do you want to add to that?

16 VOICE: No, sir, I don’t have any other specific
17 comments.

18

19
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNL: W%hy nas the ACRS been pushing
on it?

VOICE: The ACRS feels there is a need for this
instrumentation to follow an accident if the accident were to
occur. They were pushing very hard for the regulatory guide.
They had that on one of their lists of issues that needed to
he addressed.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: In the absence of the
instrumentation, what happens?

MR. HEBDON: Well, the plants are already reviewed
and the plants are assessed.

COMMISSIONER ANEARNE: The ACRS's concern is vou need
the instrumentation for lom; reason.

MR, CASE: You need the instrumentation because you
have expectations en how an accident sequence might happen in
the real world. We have an ECCS system coming on. ‘e have
the containment pressure reducing and those sorts of things.

The purpose of this guide is to provide
instrumentation that would detect whether or not that is
happening.

That is, you ought to have a pressure gauge inside
containment that would not simply go off scale if it went
above the containment pressure, but could read two or three
times above design pressure.

COMMISIONLCR AHEARNE: The purpose of that is for after
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the accident, reconstruction of accident ~nalysis, or is it
for control of other eguipment?

MR. CASE: It is for control of other equipment for
emergency planning, things like that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So it could be critical to
reducing the hazards associated with the accident?

MR. CASE: Yes. It didn't follow what you would

normally expect an accident as severe as this to follow.

COMMISSTONER AHEARNE: The issue is not that we don't

know what ought to be done? The regulatory guide lays that out?

It is getting the plants to follow that?

MR. CASE: Well, it is a little bit of both, I think.

Primarily the latter; but I don't think the regulatory duide
was completely specific as to what kind of instruments, where
to place them?

MR. HEBDON: There are both technical issues and
philosophical issues that need to be resolv-~d as to how to

‘mplenent the reg guide, So there is really both aspects

involved.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are there major technical
issues?

MR. HEBDON: 1lo. It is not any major technical
issue.

COMMISSIONER AHEDARNE: The major problem is getting

the plants to do it?

i
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MR. HCBDON: That's correct. I don't think the
technical issues are any more complicated than any of the
technical issues.

MR. DENTON: I just received a letter from industry
this week once again reiterating the high cost and low value
they attach to this effort.

CHATRMANl HENDRIE: There are questions like should iﬁ
be seismically gqualified instrumentation; should it be =-- that
is full cap One instrumentation =~ should it be redundant; how

redundant?

MR. CASE: I don't think we have gone that far, have

MR. HEBDON: The reg guide has positions on whether
it should be redundant, whether or not it should be Category 1;
those types of things.

Their positions are there.

There are some additional amplification that I think
is.needed on the specifics of how we are going to apply those
various positions.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I guess I wouldn't call it an
unresolved safety issue. It may be an issue that ought to be
addressed at some time.

MR. CASC: If we had a category called unresolved
philosophical issues, I would put this one in it.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Along with seismic scram.
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MR. CASE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: My point is it might be an
issue that more leverage ought to be applied to.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It just dones't fit the right
mode for unrescolved safety issues. We may not be doing it
all, but we knov what we do. i

MR, DENTON: A-35,

MR. AYCOCK: The adequacy of off-site power systems.;
The purpose of the task briefly is to assess the need, if any,
for upgrading the off-site power sources and its interface
with the on-site power system at nuclear power stations.

It was in Group 1. It was in Risk Category 4.

A statement in there is -- or in the risk report was that if
results of the task are applied in such a way that improvements
in the reliahility of off-site and on-site power result, then
significant but presently unquantifiable safety improvements
are possible.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Do we rely on off-site power
to meet any of the safety loads?

MR. CASE: No. But we think probably that off-site
power is more reliable than on-site power. We wish it to be
as reliable as possible.

COMMISSIONER 4AHEARNE: But it is not the =--

MR. CASE: Dut you take into account the fact it

might fail by having diesels.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Take the last ditch. It also
has the feature that it is capable of providing more bump to
the thump and you can run things like boiler feed pumps and
things like that that are great to have if you need a lot of
water to keep thingi cool and sc on; but if you take the
off-site power and wipe it out in toto, you are still in
principle at least -- you have two separate and independent
on-site emergency systems.

COMMISSIONER AHLCARNE: When you say in principle?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Well, those are the Commission's
regulations.

NOw you know if you take me out to a given plent and.
try to point out complications in that principle, why, I'd
say there weren't some, but that's a detailed review, an
implementation matter, not in the nature of an unresolved
safety issue.

There's always been a lot of argument in fact about
whether the Staff, in reveiwing a plant, should have anything
to say at all about the off-site power system; and there are a
number of people == I think I have mocre than half of my weight
on that side of the fence that would say we require emergency
power systems to protect the safety of the public. We require
them to be redundant.

We go to some difficulty to separate some =-- work

hard to separate the independent systems, avoid them from
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channeling disturbances from one to the other and so on.

Having done that, I think there is a reasonable basié

to say keep your hands oif the commercial power; but ==

MR. CASE: The cother side of the argument is given
that off-site link being very unreliable, you may want to
augment tie on-site power system more than two.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes. But then there come back
these comments which sayv yes, but you do have to have the
off-site link because ycu are making power and you have to
get it off the site somehow.

You can indeed bring power in; and all of these big
stations are connected in multiple ways to tge grid. As

long as you have that there, why not do what is reasonable to

make sure that it is =-- without being safety grade all the way |

down the line -- is as available as good engineering practice
and commercial power engineering would make it; and then the
argument comes now what does that mean, how far shall we push

on that.
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MR. KENNEKE: Couldn“’t this come under the type two
limit of the definition, though? Or is it not guite that
significant? It says that it would be significent but
unquantifiable.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It is going to be unquantifiable
because you are going to have a tough time making an off-site
power system that the staff will give you tinker’s damn worth
of credit on on any LOCA calculations or accidential
calculations.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I am puzzled by how that
statement Allen has picked up, significant safety caiculations
are possible, if we don’t reelly require it for the safety
system to run the safety loads. If you made the 100 percent
reliable of off-site power?

MR. CASE: Then you“’d never need on-site power.

MR. DENTONs Let me ask Roger or Mr. Wenzinger to
elaborate on this?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Why is it not directly
relevant teo risk?

MR. MURPHYs Basically, I will try to respond to both
quesions at the same time. The reason we have a statement that
unquantifiable safety improvements could result is because when
you are doing a probabilistic analysis for the risk, you have

to consider the probability of losing both the off-site and

the on=-site to get into an accident sequence where there’s a
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problem,

If you can improve — let me digress for a moment to
say that the loss of all AC power coupled with the loss of an
auxiliary feed water system for the use of a pressurized water
reactor in the safety study was the dominant contributor to
the risk. Obviously. if you can lower that contributicn, it
has a significant effect on risks. This is the reason why we
say that it could be significant.

The reason we say it is not directly relevant to
risk at the persent time is because the Task Action Plan is not
aimed at changes in the plant but rather changes in procedures
in house, changes in paperi and you can/t gquantify it this
time what the results =— you need the results of this Task
Action Flan to see how thgy are implemented. Then you can go
back and find out this contribution to riski but, at the
present time, it is more proper and you have to wait to see the
implementation of those procedures before you can have it
directly relevant to risk.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:s It sounds like you are saying
that the approach is not directly relevant to dealing with the
reduction of risk but the problem — but there is a safety
problem?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs It almost sounds like he’s
Saying this isn’t the right task, but the right task would be a

higher priority?
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MR. CASEs | don’t think he’s saying that.

MR. DENTON: I think he’s saying if you could
Significantly find a way to reduce off-site power, it would
reduce the risks.

MR. MATTSON: A=44 is the new B item that got raised
up to the list that is in the new list. That is the loss of
all AC power, station blackout. It is an urresolved safety
issue. This particular one, the adequacy of off-site power
systems in that larger program | described earlier, research
said that is paper procedure oriented and doesn’/t come straight
tn the question.

On the question of station blackout being the
ma jor == or the dominant contributpr to PWR risk, there is an
unresolved safety issue identified for that topic.

MR. KENNEXE: Why didn’t you pull 35 into 447

MR. MATTSONs Ed Wenzinger is here. He can describe
the kinds of things we hoped to polish off in A-35. We don’t
propose to stop work on everything but what’s in the unresolved
safety list. There are things that have to be done here that
are important. They are just not of the safety significance
as A=-44,

MR. CASE:s 1If you pull everything together, it

becOmes unmanageable.

Ed, why don’t you tell them what“s in this task?

MR. WENZINGERs There are basically two parts to this
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program. One looks at off-site power and its availadbility.
Basically, it looks at whether or not the power is going to be
there or not, given such a thing, for example, as turbine trip
or some other disturbance out on the grid. Basically, looking
at the reliability, how likely is it that off-site power will
be available?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:t It is a system stability?

MR. NENZINGER:. Off-site power systems stabllitys
that is correct. This task also looks at a couple of items
that are more hardware oriented, however. When power goes
away, it doesn’t always go away all together. [t doesn’t
simply go to zero.

There are conditions known as degraded voltage
conditions. The voltage could, perhaps due to some off-site
deficiency, degrade not to zero, but to some greater such as
60 or 70 percent, in which case, it i{s conceivable that safety
related eguipment might not operate correctly.

Part of this task is to complete work on providing
under-voltage sensors in the various safety buses so that if
such an under-voltage occurs, @ switch can be made to on=-site
power sources.

Another aspett of off-site power, of course, is the
frequency. The frequency conceivably can decay at a fairly

rapid rate if there is an extreme lack of generation in the

grid. That could affect, in PWNRs, the primary pumps in such a
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manner that you conceivably could slow them down faster than {f
they were disconnected from the grid. That’s not a
particularly serious safety concern. However, it could result
in going below a 1.5 DMB for a few seconds or so. Since it
isn’t such an extreme item, it isn’t considered particularly
of concern to safety.

The other is developing test procedures for on-site.
Diesel generators in particular. That’s the implementation of

Reg Guide 108. Those latter three are all under way.
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jg-1 1 MR. CASE: Part of it is to provide an input for
2 the station blackout. There are other parts of the task
3I that for convenience are put here.
¢ CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I really think in terms of
S power supply questions, that the station blackout comes
. 6 squarely to the issue and that guestions of whether you can
7 improve the off-site power system again falls into that
8 category of things that are nice but not necessary.
9 It just doesn't have to be, again, the right dimensions.
10 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Joe, was that an accurate =--
1 MR. MURPHY: Yes. Part of the problem is there
12 are several task action plans that sound almost alike.
13|l They deal with interrelated and entwined items. I think the
14 blackout fits the number of the problem.
15 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Why don't we try 367
16 MR. AYCOCK: Control of heavy loads near spent
17 fuel.
18 This one principally involves evaluating
19 provisions for handling heavy loads near spent fuel pools
20 inside or outside containment of operating reactors.
21 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: You notice this is without
22| regard to the unit of origin of the spent fueld.
23 " COMMISSIONCR AHEARNE: Yes.
24 MR. AYCOCK: This will be done by determining
Ace-Faders) Reporters, Inc
25| what specific measures are being employed at operating




jg-2

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
8
19
20
21

22

23

24 ||
Ace-Fecers! Reporters, Inc. |

25 |

|
|
|

|

l

|
2

93

facilities and whether any additional measures are needed.

It was assigned to group 2. It was a risk
category 3, negligible risk potential on the basis that
dropping of heavy leads in spent fuel pools presented
a negligible risk i‘mpact compared to other risks or
risks associated with core melt down accidents.

The steering committee conclusion was that some
design provisions and procedures for handling heavy loads
are in place at operating plants although not necessarily
documented in submittals to the staff.

In addition, specific interim measures such as
tech spec limitations are in place at some plants.
Therefore, it is unlikely that a heavy load handling
accident that significantly damages spent fuel will occur.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Could I ask it in several
pieces? '

First, let us assume just for the purpcse of
the incident in question that a heavy load handling
accident that both significantly damaged spent fuel. may
occur? If that were the case, would this be a high priority
issue?

MR. CASE: On a given plant?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Just a high priority issue?
On all plants? Let's just assume -~

MR. AYCOCK: If you had no protection now?



-

jg-3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
8
19

20

94

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes. In other words,
let me assume that both your first two statements were
not correct.

MR. DENTON: Let me answer it this way: we would
be concerned about heavy load accidents and it is more like
A-12 in which we have not looked at the paper to see how
it all comes together, although in our judgment it was
unlikely to present problems.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: All right. Then your
first part is that in some plants these procedures are in
place, but they aren’t documented?

MR. DENTONM: Let me ask Mr. Neighbors to
address the details.

MR. NEIGHBORS: I think it would be fair to say
that probably all the plants have procedures for handling
heavy loads. Now, we don't have the documentation
for all the plants, but there are many plants where we have
reviewed limitations on them, tech spec restrictions.

There are some plants we know that =-- for instance in the
spent fﬁel pool, that appear to be a problem because they

are set down in certain areas that would not be affected

by fuel. However, what we are trying to do here is to review
current procedures which is a standard review plan and

revise that as necessary to incorporate all the criteria

that we have in-house. Then we plant to look at the operating
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plants and we have some submittals from each of the plants

giving us the details of their load handling facilities

and their design features. At this time we have not

reviewed all of these things. We have a lot of documentation
that has not yet been reviewed. . ‘

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are there any -- do the
tech specs that are in place regarding this -- the heavy
load handling capacity, do they provide the protection that
you feel is adequate; and so are you reviewing it from
the standpoint of seeing whether those should be relaxed?

MR. NEIGHBORS: The tech specs that we required,
for instance; may prevent the use of heavy loads over the
spent fuel which means at some time in the future they got
to .rovide us with an analysis which shows that they can
adequately handle the heavy loads. Some of the tech spec
requirements may relate to the decay of the fuel, where you
have enough decay and you could drop a heavy load onto the
fuel without significant consequences.

MR. DENTON: Let me ask on this: are the plants
at which we are concerned about this problem, do they have
tech spec limitations presently that prohibit the
transfer of fuel or is that only some of the plants?

MR. STELLO: Some of them.

MR. NEIGHBORS: I can't say all the plants have

tech spec prohibitions.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: 1f you are concerned about

them, why don't you have it? There may be some plants
where the configuration is such that you can't get from

here to there.
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bw | CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: At some place down the chain of

2 plants, those problems begin to get —- or potential problems
3 begin to get some attention. It seems to me there’s some —
4 some of the earlier layouts you may have to go over the

5 pool.

6 MR. DENTONs Then you look at the capability of

7 the crane-handling equipment.

8 MR. KENNEKEs 1Is it always a case-by-case specific
9 combination of controls?

10 MR. NEIGHBORS: We may have a generic criteria,

11 but I think in the end it will be on a case~by-case basis

12 for each plant, because each plant is different.

13 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The generic criteria may

14 be for th; future?

15 MR. NEIGHBORS: For the current, too, but we will
16 have to go back and see how they match?

¥ CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: But not implementable necessarily
18 on all present plants.

19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Does this come under your

20 second category, changes most likely to be mede?

21 MR. CASE: I think it’s a little bit of both.

22 I wouid loon at it more in the first category. There’s

23 2 reduction of risk = reduction in protection out there, but

24 we don’t think it’s major. The same discussion we had on

25 A=12, I think. That started out the discussion this
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afternoon. It’s the .ame --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNZs GCee, if it’s that—-

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: [ don’t think that was a good
thing to say.

MR. DENTONz I think it was more like -14.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE* Are you sure it isn’t an
;nvironmental issue?

MR. KENNEKF: Have we come up with any so far
that come under step 2 of the definition?

MR. CASE: My answer would be station blackout
and ATWS. You might get different answers from different
people. Which came under step 2, station blackout and AWS.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Shall we go to 377

MR. AYCOCKs A=37 is turbine missiles.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: 37 and 38 are the two
probability events that go along with the previous
descriptions?

MR. AYCOCKs Correct.

The purpose of A=37 is to assess the methods
currently used to estimate the probabilit} of damag> to the
essential systems of & nuclear power plant by missiles from
the main turbine, to guantify the effect of the various

steps that might be taken to reduce this probability. Also

to recommend specific requirements for the fabrication and
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operation of the main turbine which will assure that this
probability is sufficiently small.

It was assigned to Risk Category 3, negligible
risk potential on the basis of a calculation that indicated
that it was less than | percent of the reacter safety study

risk.

The Steering Committee conclusions was that
reviews are currently handled on a case-by-case basis to
determine that the probabllity of damage due to turbine
failure is acceptably low. The task will provide more
uniform and specific guidance for evaluating turbine designs.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are saying it 1is
handled on a case-by=-case basis. Do you mean a plant
by plant?

MR. AYCOCKs Exactly.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I thought that was one of
the issues in the VEPCO case. [ thought the issue was that
it wasn’t.

MR. CASEs I don“’t think we can talk about it.

MR. KELLEYs The VEPCO decision you are referring
to, I think that was uncontested.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: This was th2 issue where
the Appeal Board -

MR. KELLEYs Go and d.velop the record a little

more.

P ey - - A A P Y T TR YYN
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COMMISSIOWNER AHEARNE: I thought the Appeal Board
sajd that it wasn’t handled in that particular case.

MR. KELLEYs | am a little uncomfortable. ]
den’t have it in front of me.

MR. CASE: | know what it said and what we said
in resPonse. My question i{s, can | talk about it here?

MR. KELLEY: Well, at this stage of the game, is
there still & live contested proceeding or {s that
proceeding terminated? .

MR CASES [ w=

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: If this is North Anna.
the Appeal Board took jurisdiction unto itself.

MR. KELLEYs Tte Appeal Board did?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Does the question have to be
discussed in the context of a specific case?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [ really —

MR. CASE: Based on the specific case as to what
this says. I will say thist I think those words are

correct.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Well, I would assume they
wouldn’t be there, if you didn“t think they were correct.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, we have a basis for
handling — for believing we understand how to handle the
turbine missile problem in case reviewsi and the proposition

here was to improve the backgrouncd and knowledge on
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probability estimates and all kinds of things, which is fine,
but 1 don’t perceive it to be the Statr’s position that
they don’t feel perfectly able to deal with turbine safety
problems connected with turbines on any case that comes
along.

Is that a falr characterization?

MR. DENTON: Fair characterizat ion.

AP PP AL BTG . O TYTAI™ IMNMAMATAY TN
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<l 1 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: 'i8. |
1817 2 MR. AYLOCK: 38 is tornado missiles. The purpose is |
3| to assess the spectrum of possible tornado-generated missiles

4 which should be considered in the design ¢f a nuclear power
5' plant. It was g:iouned in Group 4, cutegorized as relaxing f
) requirements. Category 3 in the risk study, negligible risk

7 potential. The basis being the probability of a tornado-causei
8 core melt seguence is very small compared to other potential f
“ core melt sequences.

10 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: 39 and 40 are on the list, so we
1 have now completed the original A's.

12 There are some more A's now, but they have become ﬁ

13 A's by vrtue of this exercise, virtue of being promoted.

4 What happened to A-41l?
15 MR. AYCOCK: A=-4l1 no longer exists.
16 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: TCere must be another method of

17 dealing with these problems.

18 (Laughter.)
19 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Itmay be the one we should

20 have been spending more time with.

21 | MR. AYCOCK: A=-4l was a long~term consideration of

22 seismic design criteria. It became a user request to research

23|, for long-term research in that area.

24 | CHAIRMAN HENDRIEZ: Why -- what was it again?

to$nmﬂﬂumrmlmw

25{ COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Why did it disappear?
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CHAIRMAN HENLRIE: Is it in there?

Tell me what it is again.

MR. DENTON:

We have a seismic~-related one that's in

here as a USI. Now, that's a more short-term program. A

longer~term look is the research one.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think the Chairman's poai. *,

if it was once there, or ought to be in there, there ought to

be an explanaticn.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Apparently it came in after the

report to Congress last year and is disappearing before the

next report.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It is like a shooting star.

Flashes briefly.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Came out and never got a chance

to be duly recognized and accorded the dignity which it might

otherwise have had.

MR. DENTON:

I think you are correct, we should drop

the letters and you and the ACRS and everyone should get

together and have a common list.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIL: There is A-42,

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Perhaps we could give that

one a number.

MR. DCNTON:

total of 10 that were

didn't make the list.

llaving gone through these, there were a
in Research Categroy 1l or 2 that

'ive of them we discussed already
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because they are the same as some of the A's.

Now we are prepared to go through the five that are
on the research list as a 1 or 2, but not on our list as an A.
I think these five will complete the mresentation.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: They are B30, B-34, B-65, B=63

and B-64.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIL: Let us hasten forward.
MR, AYCOCK: B=" on design basis floods and
probability.

The purpose of this task was to prepare a paper for
presentation to the ACRS which they had requested detailing the
bases for design bases flood events used by the NRC Staff in
c»ce reviews.

The risk categorizatien was Category 1, potential.
high risk on the basis that detailed probabilistic analyses
have not been performed, but preliminary analyses indicate that
risk associated with flooding may be significant at some sites;

MR. DENTOli: Maybe on these we should let research |
have its ==

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: In the interests of time, let's
see if substantial discussion is in fact needed.

COMMISSIONCR ANEARNE: This was driven by the ACRS
asking you to ==

MR, CASE: Tell us how you do it, Ted.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What was the ACR's response




after you told them?
MR. DENTON: Let me ask Bill Bivens.

MR, BIVENS: I am Bill Bivens.

We prepared the briefing for the ACRS at principally

Dr.Okrent's request., It described both in a paper and in

rsonnel? 6 a personal presentation to them our bases; and to the best of
7 my knowledge, there was no formal documentation of their

8 response.

9 They quit asking questions and we quit answering
|
10 them.
B
(Lavghter.)
12 MR. DENTON: We used the same approach as EPA uses,

13 where the deterministic method, but because of the ACRS |

14 intererc we did send a user reguest to Research to see if there

15 could be developed any statistical techniques that might

16 improve our presentation.

17 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Why is this not classed as

18 a complete task?

19 MR. AYCOCK: Tt is complece. |

20 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Oh, it is? |

21 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Howard?

2 MR, DENTON: Thenext one in the B's is P-34, which is

23% back on page 13 of Enclosure 2, occupational exposure.
.u$”wmn“”""Li:? Bill Kreger, I guess, will discuss that.

25 |

MR. KREGER: B=-34 was a task we put on a long time
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] ago when it was recognized that ocrupational radiation exposur;
2| in nuclear plants was rising steady year by year, and we put iﬁ
3! on to identify those items that the Staff was concentrating |
4 on in trying to give guidance to the applicants for things tha%
5 would reduce exposure in -~ generally speaking, in small |
6 increments; but the task essentially listed each of those i
7 areas that the Staff either had technical assistance contracts |
8 out on or had requested researsch from the Office of
’ Research.
0 Right now the B-34 shows the item that we have out
> " in research and technical assistance contract for identifying |
n the exposure related to inspection items that are f@quired by
13 the Commission, but in the interests of safety, but may ‘
' potentially create more occupational exposure than potentially:
13 they save public exposure, if an accident were to occur; so
6 we are identifying those items, we are getting a measure of
W the exposure related to them and then working with
" probabilistic analysis fafter that data is in.
af We are going to try to see whether safety risk and
20 occupational risk are public risk through safety and
3 occupational risk caused by safety items can be balanced.
22 MR. DENTON: So we think this is an important issue
1d2l 23i to continue to work on, but not aa unresolved safety issue.
2 ||
\ce-Federsl Reporters, Inc.
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LT i COMMISSIONER AHEARNESs Well, this is related to
2 the discussions we have bDeen nhaving over the last several
3 months, isn/v ii7

4 MR. DENTOH: Yes.

5 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And will continue. It’s the
6 BEIR report, issue, et cetera. This at least to me would

¥ have the character of A, bein3g gquite importants 35, definitely
3 having the potential of being 2 safety issues C, we don’t

: know whether we are going to change it or not.

10 There a2re 2 number of people who have raisec
J1 i1ssues regarding its and | therefore in my own working

12 definition would definitely class it as an unresolved

13 safety issue.

14 MR. CASE: The unresolved. safety issue is more

15 whether the limits should be changed?

16 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes. [f the limits are

17 changed in one direction, it could then have — lead to

18 éhanges being required on a number of plant.

9 MR. CASEs But the purpose of this task is to

20 develope procedure, designs, what have you, to make exposures
21 as low as reasonablly achievabple. So this task, I think,

22 is irdependent of what the linits should be. Am ] saying

23 that right?
24 MR. XREGERs Yes. | think so. W#e characterized

25 it as a3 B because it wasn’t due to affect large amounts

TAMS . (90D 2A%T900
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of exposure. These items were already pretty much in line
at most plants. We feel these items we are addressing will
essentially in small increments enable the plants to lower
exposure.

Now, the ACRS had it as a generic safety issue under
their item 2-C-=6 of maintenance and inspection. They just
decided because of most of the things in maintenance inspection
that were being looked at, the guidance was pretty goocd, they
just decided in the last couple of weeks to —= the guote I
have is that it would be agreeable to recommend that this
item is resolved from their standpoint.

We still feel it should.be 2 category B item
because it == while it doesn’t affect large increments of
exposure, it does affect exposure in finite increments
potentially.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are saying then that
this is not the issue of what should the levels be?

MR. KREGER: That“’s correct.

MR. DENTONs That kind of question, of changing
the regulations, does not really appear on these.

MR. KENNEKEs What if 3EIR said the estimates were
all wet and Mancuso was right and the risks are 10 times
higher?

MR. CASE: This one should say you should put I0

people to doing the task one person Joes.
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5 g | COMMISSIOWNER AHEARNE: [s another way of answering
2 always yes, that you have to wait until a resolution of
3 that -= of what should the levels be pefore you can
4 implement anything under this task?
5 MR. KREGER: I would say not. The reason I would
) say not 1s because at 500 man rem per plant even if BEIR
7 or anything else were to come out with a factor of 10
8 change in the risk estimators, we still might have to conclude
9 that the plants at 500 man iem are ALARA on a ccst/benefit
10 basis.
11 MR. KENNEKEs The concern would be then for the
12 acceptability of the risk to individuals as opposed to the
13 group?
14 MR. DENTONs What Bill is trying to say apart from
15 whatever the limit {s, he’s doing what he czn to provent
16 hideout in crevaces, design, this sort of thing, regardless
17 of the regulatory level.
18 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEZt Or indeed the risk.
19 MR. KENNEKE:t This i{s a man rem-oriented task. If
20 later someone should decide that the whole estimates of risk
21 per unit it does are a factor of 10 off, you would then
22 invent a new generic issue you would deal with as of that
23 time.
24 As of now ==
23 MR. KREGER: 1 think the staff pointed out in paper
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415 on additional measures to reduce risk that even with
a factor of 10, change in the risk estimators, work in a
nuclear plant up to 5 rem a year is still a2 relatively
safe occupation.

MR. KENNEKEs Assuming the numbers are right.

MR. KREGER: 1 say even with a factor of 10 change
in the risk estimators. That was in SEKI=-415. We said what
would it mean if the risk estimators changed by 10 in terms
of the rsik to the most exposed worker, those people in the
category of at 5 rem per year.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs [ think I am satisfied on
the basis of at least — if my understanding is correct,
that you are not addressing the levels in this task but
rather whatever levels are, you are trying to improve the
procedures that the operators use.

MR. KREGER: Yes.

MR. DENTONS The next issue is B=55 on page 14,

Mr. Stello?

MR. STELLO$s The safety concern is the == let
me state — perhaps | ought to state the safety concern
twe ways,

Our concern over the operation of the valves with
respect to inadvertent blowdowns of BARs had led us to take
a real good hard look at the operability of these valves and

decide whether something need be done. There is 2 related
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LT | concern tnat research had related to these valves regarding
2 the potential for simmering and heating up the pool temperature
3 to high levels.

4 I will speak to both issues in that the solution,
- I think, will handle both problems.
6 We have been discussing with the Ceneral Electric
7 Company for sohe time what can be done to improve the
8 re) iability of the valves. We have been considering whether
3 or not we might want to impose additional tech spec
10 requirements to have the valves checked periodically depending
11 on their failure rates and what have you and have been
12 looking at that question for some time.
13 The General Electric Company has had & rather
14 comprehensive program under way at the same time to look at
15 what they could do to improve the reliability of the valves
16 and have — included fixes which will considerably improve
17 valve reliability with regard both to inadvertent blowdown
18 and simmering.
19 They will be changing the throat design, putting
20 literally kits in the valves which will improve the
21 reliability of the valve, raise the set points which will
22 avoid inadvertent blowdowns, and assure receding.
23 We at the momont are still looking at the
24 question as to whether we need really to do anything at all,
29 whether the results of what’s going on has already improved
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the reliability of the valves or whether we need do moresi and

if do more, what is it.

Our concern over the relative magnitude of the
safety problem is not very severe. There obviously have
been a great number of inadvertent blowdowns in BWRs what
the valves malfunction. Clearly, the plants with respect to

2 malfunctioning valve are safe.

1.think they have had a total of about 50 such
blowdowns dince they have been in operation, and in all cases,
we have not had any major problems. WNe don’t put this in
the category of a major problem.

The RES problem perhaps Joe might want to get into
it in more detail with respect to the potential for simmering,
receding the program that is under way will handle that
problem as well.

While I have the microphone, | was looking through
this report and wanted to ¢- back to that issue. I said
I didn’t.think and couldn’t recall there were any situations
where both DC power supplies were lost. There are none,
but I feel obligated in reading Epler’/s letter again —
because that’s where | thought sometning was read about
- ] will read a sentence out of context in his letter.

It says, "However, two events could be categorized
as incipient." Two battery fallures.

The events he’s referring to, one of them was a

L s e S s g e S A A BRSSP WSS I € 00 WAL O 2 ALY A WM



'817.22.7
& 3

—

0 W W SN0 R oW

113
situation where several bas cells were found in both batteries
and questioned how well they would have done thelir job.

In one other case, during a testing segquence, someone had —-
no, excuse me. The other one [ believe related to a plant
design which had two batteries which were being charged and
on test together. That was allowed because it was a
three-battery system. Those batteries, I think, went out
simultaneously. [ don’t believe they failed as such.

(The reporter changed paper while the meeting
continNued in progress.)

VOICEs Following tre publication of the reactor
safety study and the suggestion that this was a high-risk
contributor, the staff went to each of the operating
reactors, examined the method of testing and the frequency
of testing. One of the concerns was that the methods of
testing did not check each check vaIVe.

In other words, there was a test that said the
line is not leaking but it ~idn’t necessarily mean that you
didn’t have a failed check valve. It just said one of them
was working properly.

Through cur review, we were able to identify
changes in these test procedures which would result in
checking each individual valve to assure its isolation
capabilities and then to review the frequency of this testingj.

We considered that resolved in this response.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNZ® You identified ways of

—
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making sure both were checked. Has that been implemented?

VOICEs Yes, it has.

MR. CASE: Research has raised a gquestion. Couldn“t
we further reduce risk by optimising the test frequency? We
are looking at that. If it can be done, it will be done.

Ne don’t think it rises to the dignity of an
unresolved safety issue.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs The last?

(& L SEe  aie EE VO Sel e Al

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: B=64. The final one on

J1 decommissioning of reactors. The purpose of the task is to
12 improve guidance for cecommissioning recators and replacement
13 of major pleces of equipments develop expected cost and

14 funding alternatives for equipment and facility

15 decommissionings and some tasks include consideration of

16 occupation radiation safety.

17 It was assigned to category two, that is potential
18 low risk in the draft risk report on the basis of the potential
19 for reduction of occupuational exposure during dezcommissioning.
20 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Why are we talking about

2l improving guidance? Is there a guidance for decommissioning?
22 MR. CASE: Not as such, as [ understand.

23 You talked about it 2t the meeting this morning.

24 Roger.

25 MR. MATTSON: There is some guidance but it’s

o RS ghEhdLgsin el e AApERibg B 2 PAMR s AANRALAPRAY _T9AN
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limited.

COMMISSIONER GILLINSKYs We are talking about 2
rulemaking.

MR. CASEs | suppose it could include ALARA.

The issue you are going to consider in rulemaking
is the =— should the detailed procedures for decommissioning
pe available at the time of licensing? Snould the costs be
set aside in & fund?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs 1 thought it was going to cover
all of this.

CHAIRMAN GILLINSKY: It sea2ms to me that is an

unresolved issue. It’s certainly a safety issue. [t certainly

rises to the level that gives you concern in the licensing
of reactors. ;
MR. CASEs That may be so. Without arguing that
point, it’s not an NRR responsibility to do. It shouldn’t
be on our list in any event.
COMMISSIONER GILLINSKYs This isn’t an NRR list.
MR. CASEs That is true.
COMMISSIONER GILLINSKYs It“s an NRC list.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs [ think he saicd it”’s on our list
but not necessarily on his.
COMMISSIONER CILLINSKYs daybe he’s right,
MR. DENTON: I think we had a question of shoulc we

be looking to makin) ocommissioning easier.

P AMS O  IEATAYTIONN
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Maybe the purpose is too
narrowly laid out here. Maybe the purpose ought to be to
figure out how to handle the Commission.

MR. CASE: To me that doesn’t ring as an unresolved
safety issue. Maybe it does to others.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs It rings like that to me.

MR. DENTONs Isn’t it more in the sence of high
level waste?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs It“s in that direction.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [ guess my concern is mixed.
It’s on the NRC list.

MR. KENNEKEs But 210 relates only to reactors.

MR. CASEs Thank you, Al.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This is decommissioning
a reactor. It certainly relates to reactors.

MR. KENNEKE: That“s why [ asked. They say it’s
covered under this. It doesn’t sound like a description —
that it ought to be. It only seems to hint.

MR. CASE: The only action plan we have ==

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Maybe you haven”’t been
creative enough. You know if you look upon this list as
mortgages have been taken out in licensing reactors, then
I would think that that would be on it.

MR. DENTONs I am not sure I would because reactors

have been decommissioned. There have been half a dozen
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decommissioned.

They may not have been the optimum way of doing
it. Certainly it’s not in the societal risk of accidents —=
reactor accidents are usually thougnt of. It“s more the
occupational exposure aspects.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:t Were they decommissioned
under the NRC?

MR. DENTON: I don’t think there has been one under

the NRC.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Also, they were small

reactors that operated for variable periods of time.

MR. CASZs The problem is the decommissioning of
reactors is a part of the standards program for developing
decommissioning guidance for everything.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You are saying it“’s so

big it ought not to be on the 1list?
MR. CASE: | will take a real broad view. If the

purpose of Congress is to make sure important things are
being looked at, that purpose hes been satisfied for
decommissioning even though it is not on this list.

MR. KENNEKE: What i{s the unresolved safety issue
vis-a=-vis decommissioning?

MR. DENTON: That’s it. That the principla issue
e~ you would look at cost and ways to design.

MR. KENNEXEs Tnhat“s not an unresolved safety issue.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs There may be more than

occupational {ssues.

MR. DENTONs Could be transportation related.
We don’t see in decommissioning the types of public safety

{ssues inwlved in reactor accidents.

. AR EFENEERAl BREPORTERSG . INC. (202)247-2T700
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MR. KENNEKE: This has major pieces of equipment.
Would you expect it to cover things like steam generator replac94
ment?

MR. DENTON: Who knows the plan? ,

VOICE: We are addressing the steam generator replace-;
ment issue. We currently have one replacement program under @
review now. You are taking a major piece of equipment out.
We are considering that sort of like a mini-decommissioning.
It was initially written to address that, but the need came
inuch sooner than we anticipated and we are now addressing that.
We are addressing that for the Westinghouse p.ants.

MR. KENNEKE: I guess I am not seeing at all what's
left in this one.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: They are proposing dropping it, aren't

MR. KENNEKE: But it would still be B-64 somewhwere on
their eventual menu. It looks like thieg ought to be reexamined.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Are we sayinag this is not an
importan: issue that is unresolved?

MR. DENTON: 1In my view it is not an unresolved safety
issue.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: 1Is there someone here to speak

to the task?

MR. CASE: Kreger thought he was done. He went home.

MR, KENNEKE: That proves the point.
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mp2 1 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It is decommissioning.

2 MR. STELLO: Maybe I can speak to it. I probably

3il was one of the principal proponents in getting it started.

4 Some time ago it became fairly obvious to me in

5§ || congressional hearings that the way we were going about

6!| decommissioning required an awful lot more effort in answering
7/l some of the guestions that were before us, including those that%
gll Ed's already mentioned: Should we have a program in place to

9| require licensees to put bonds or whatever, which was a big

10! issue with Congress.

LB We started the genesis of taking the real good hard
\2” look at decommissioning through the origin of this task actiod
13| plan. Events have now pretty much overtaken what our original
14 | purpose has been. The major program that is under way up at
15 || standards, which you were briefed on, and we have a very large
16 | program at Battelle looking at costs, looking at ALARA, loocking
17 || at residual activity ievels after you decommission a site, the
18 || standards that have to be developed from EPA and everything

19| else.

20 I think all of those, if you remember it was a multi=-
21|l faceted program. *11 of the elements were pulled together

22 | under the direction of Banner Row.

23 I think it is fair to say that right now we ought

24| to be in a position to just drop B-64 completely, because I

.on-Fecersl Reporrters, Inc. |
25 | believe the program under way at Standaras will do everything

.
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that this would have ever done plus much more.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Vic, wouldn't that be an
argument for saying that that category of task is really being
done by Standards?

MR. STELLO: That is where it's being done. That
was an explanation of all the events that took place. All of
the concerns raised were not concerns related to unresolved
safety issues. The basic fundamental reason for starting the
task, in my mind, when I began it, was dealing with the
qgquestion of how do you put up the dollars for the plants that
are now in operation and those that are going in operation.

It does not deal with an unresolv. 3 safety.issue
in my view.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: The first thing I am going to do
is get up and see if I can still stand.

We have been through the -- now been through all of
the A's and in the cross~correlation, all of the risk
Category Is and IIs. We haven't looked at the ones that are
on the list, caking the point of view, I guess, if the Staff
wanted to put them on we wouldn't have pulled them off. We
have looked at all the ones the Staff didn't put on.

There is a certain problem in connection with
shaping up this chapter for the annual report is the reason
that I have kept us so long at it this afternoon. Could we

have an expression of npinion on the on-and-off-the-list
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P 1| characteristic of the ones we have been across? Do you want to

2| ask a few guestions, John? Why don't I ask you which ones you

3! would ask the Staff to put on the list in spite of their argu-

4| ments against it?

¢ COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: First I would like to thank

| all the members of the Staff for sticking here.

7 CHAIRMAN HENDIRE: I asked them to lock the doors an
8|l hour and a half ago. Have you noticed them clustering, trying

9| to get out back there?

W COMMiSSIONER AHEARNE: I alsc think the discussions,
N e yvou are having trouble finding the material, I would just
12“ think that taking the transcript and taking sections out, as

13| the answers were provided, would go a long way certainly, as

4| far as I am concerned, at providing a much better explanation

151 as to why items were dropped out. It is that kind of inform-

16 ation that 1 felt -- still feel, believe is needed to be some-

17l where. I don't know whether the annual report to the Congress
Bl ig the right place or an addzndum that goes to the Congress.
I think that kind of explanation readily available as to why
201 an item is no longer in this high priority list is the kind of

21| information that ought to be more widely available.

22! Having said that, the items that I think should
i
23| gtill be listed,I would still go with A-12, A=17. I would
|
24H probably have the A-12 reason is there is still the review.
Ace-Fecersl Reporrers, inc. | ;
25{ When the review is completed that would be an appropriate time
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to drop it. On the A-17, the Sandia effort, at least in aﬁ
interim report, would be an appropriate time to drop it.

I have a question on A-16. You might want to keep
it until the test is finished. That might be an appropriate
time then if the test turns out to be as expected, to drop it.

A-36 I am a little dubious about. It still has
the characteristics of there are a number of cases that we

still have to examine more carefully.
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And then finally on B-34, what you are doing I
have no problem on not having on your high priority.
Someplace we have to, I think, recognize that as far as
the Com..ission is concerned -- as far as I am concerned -~ the
issue of what is the appropriate occupational dose is still
to some extent unresolved.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: That has some of the
aspects of the decommissioning task he's been talking about.
That is, nobody is saying decommissioning is not an important
subject; but what was said here is it 4ocesn't fit well
the mold for the unresolved safety issue category.

COMMISSIONER AHE RNE: That's right.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: We contemplate rulemaking.
There a;e decisions to be made. 1It's being worked on.
It doesn't quit fit the -~

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It's just since we have a listed

item that has sort of the unfortunate short title --

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes.,

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: == I wouldn't want to
dismiss it out of hand without that kind of an explanation.
That's my reaction.

CHAIRMAN HENDKIE: Okay. Let's see. Let me go
back and check off. A-12; 16 you weren't sure about whether

you wanted counted in or out.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I'll probably not push for it.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Twelve; 17; 36 you had some --
you wish that one put in?

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: What was your reason for
367

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Thirty-six has the !

character of there are a number of plants that still have to =--

we should find out what can be done about it. We think we have
all the information. 1It's all been submitted to us. We
are going through that data that has been provided.
: MR. CASE: I think that's a fair characterization.
MR, STELLO: But heavy loads over fuel pools, they
just aren't -- you know -- big safety stuff. ;
MR. GRIMES: From the standpoint =-- Brian Grimes,
DOR -- from the standpoint of perspective of class nine versus
class eight accidents, while you can conceive of spent fuel
pool accidents that could exceed, say, part 100 dose criteria,
there still -- they don't present the potential for a very largé
risk.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: They are not class nine,
but at some stage I think we ought to be considering -- concerned
with safety hazards that aren't guite class nine still being
a significant hazard.
MR. CASE: I agree. If the probability occurs.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I think John's concern with the

item is that it sounded as thought it were in transition and
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hadn't quite become a moth yet. It was still in the cocoon.

MR. KENNERE: The probability you are talking about
is not a chain of events which defense is generally applied.
It's much more of a direct one -- direct accident.

MR. GRIMES: I think we are more likely to go
away from technical specifications than toward more technical
specifications is my own view, once we get the task done and
get satisfied. Everybody's got adegquate procedures. We may
go away from =--

MR. KENNEKE: Well, that's design changes rather
tharn procedures?

MR. GRIMES: No. That would get satisfied with
the analyses and the general level of procedures and decide it
was a low enough probability event that we don't even need
tech specs on the heavy loads.

You have to have a combination of fresh fuel and large
load, et cetera, to make it =--

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Well, let n: probe up and down
the line. At the moment, John, I will read you yours: 12, 17,
36 ought to go back on the list, For such things in
particular as occupational exposure, decommissioning, and so
on, there needs to be better explanation =-- in terms of some-

thing written down and readily apparent to all, an explanation

| of why these don't £it the mold of the unresolved -- of the

section 210 item.
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4dd 1 Let me probe up and down the table.
2 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: I would support John's i
3l view except that I would put 36 in the same class as de-
4‘ commissioning and the others. There's a little bit of

sl explanation that satisfies me that it's not =-- it ought not

6l to be included in a significant safety hazard l.ist.

7 I would go aiong with adding back in 12 and 17.
8 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: V.c, do you have anything?
9 MR. STELLO: I am very happy with the original

10! definition.

1 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I agree with that. I
12) wouldn't send that definition to Congress for no other

13|| reason than it's incomprehensible.

14 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I didn't think we had gotten
15|| to that issue yet.

16 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Olay.

17 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: There was an elaboration

18 || which was proposed in the OPE paper,

19 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That didn't help me.

20 MR. DENTON: You liked the one on the first slide

21|l as I recall.

22 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Not coupled with the -~

23 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Put it back on. Can you

24 | put the first slide back on.

\on-Fecers! Reporters, Inc.
25 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: =-- line that you weren't

SRR Gl RS DT e AP




5dd 1

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

24

Ace-Feders! Reporters, inc.

25

128

100 uncomfortable with midway through the afternoon, to the

effecc that =--

MR. DENTON: =-- if not resolved it would lead to

difficulty --

COMMISSIONLR BRADFORD: Yeah. That one doesn't ==

one is not comfortable with having -~

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Peter, just for the

purposes -- I agree with you. That's still a question. But

for the purposes of completing this one lengthy session, let

us assi'me that we get a definition that is satisfactory.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: And that 12, 17, and 36
are still the only ones --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Oh, yes.

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think the issue as far
as the list is concerned, you either have to go through the
whole list again or else you take a pos.tion on the items
and then work on a definition.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: That's the one I don't

understand. I didn't understand it yesterday.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let's take that one, though.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: I didn't understand it
yesterday. I don't understand it today either.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think we have at least

four of us who don't like the definition.

e e e i g Rt s R S
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6dd 1 COMMISS1ONER BRAVUFORD: But .ike the list?

2| COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: This was just a magnificent

3| opportunity to review the items. Having raviewed the items,

4|| I feel those ones out to be added to whatever the right working
5! definition is for that set.

E

6 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: This is probably about ?ow %
7|l the Supreme Court decides obscenity cases.

8 (Laughter.)

9 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Decides what is or what isn't,

10| and then loors for the unéorlying principle.

1 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Right.

\2“ CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I know what I like.

13 (Lzughter.)

14 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:: An unresolved safety

15| issue is something -- an issue affecting severa. plants which
16 | poses substantive gquestions about the adequacy of curreat

17|l safety requirements or plant design?

18 || COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Suppose you added to

19| that that it involves conditions the Commiession does not feel
20| are acceptable over the full lifetime of the affected plant?

21 MR. DENTON: That's true.

l ZHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Or may not be. Did you hear
23| that addition?
24‘ COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Probably all right.

25! (Laughter.)
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ZHATRMAN HENDRIE: Stay away fiom that sort of
thing these days.

COMMISSIOHER AHEARNE: -~ are not acceptable over
the lifetime of the plant.

MR, CASE: 1It's the same as actions are likely
to be taken.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So that if it's the same
you wouldn't have any problem with it.

CHATRMAN HENDRIE: You may think so.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: 1If you think so, I am glad.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Say it again.

COMMISSTONER BRADFORD: And that it's basically
the sime one that's up there. I don't know whether I am
happier with adeguacy than I would be with reascnableness,
but =-

MR. CASE: I like adegquacy.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: You like adequacy better?
Okay. It just then goes on to say that it involves conditions
that the Commission does not feel are acceptable over
the full lifetime of the affected plants.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Would that say that we have
already reached a conclusion *hat those conditions aren't
acceptable?

COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: Over the full lifetime of

the plants?
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8dd COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes. You sentence -- vour
2| phrase would say that we have already reached the conclusion
3g that the conditicon is not acceptable.
4! MR. CASE: Yes. I think you need a little

S| subjective or subjunctive.
B MR. MATTSON: The actions that we had in mind might
71 have been only actions for new plants. We were-not.necessarily
Bé rrejudicing the backfit decision in our definition.
’ ‘g COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Even as far as your

} decision is concerned, Roger, weren't you assuming that
1y in the older plants, some other action was being taken?
12 MR. CASE; Some compensation but not necessarily
‘32 full restoration.
14 i' COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But you weren't allowing
'S the originally troublesome condition to exist uamitigated?
16 H CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Possibly. I think some of
17| the generic items might very well have come forth with resolu-~
18| tions which say new plants do this. This set of plants in
19| construction do the other thing. These fellows over here put
2°§ on two more guards and a waterboy and those old wrecks on
21! the end will de anything.
% COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: You think it's conceivable
23! that there would be a category in which you said do not --
2| (Simultaneous discussion.)

- Feoers Reporten inc
25 VOICE: Your criteria is a much higher threshold.
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9dd 1 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: You might find that that's

2| right. You might find it necessary %o give exemptions.

3 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There's an issue that's
4? raised that there may be a significant hazard. Your
S| criteria -~ it won't come into that. This criteria, it will.
6 It will fall in.

7 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Mine has that one in it.

Mine goes on from the end of that.
9 il COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yours raises a higher
103 threshold. F2cause to meet yours, not only does it raise a
11“ substantive questions, the Commission must have already
12]| decided that yes, it in fact is a case that must be
13} corrected.
| MR. CASE: 7our list would be smaller because
i
15| of that "and." It has to meet this condition and the "and"
‘5§ condition.
7] COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: In the Staff's definition,
18 | you said actions will be taken.
‘9d MR, CASE: Said are likely to be taken.
| COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It's that qualifier.
21 : MR. NENTON: I thina we could put the same "are
223 likely” back in yours.
23; COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: %Y=s. You could.
2 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: With that gualifier, 1'd have

Ace-Faoerel Regorters, inc.
25| no problems.
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MR. DENTON: Are unlikely to Le acceptalble.
COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: No. That disagrees with
what Roger was just saying.
CHAIPMLN HENDRIE: Provisions which the Commission
feels may not be acceptable but is that --
MR. MATTSON: You still want an "or." @
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Some of these have |
the clharacter that you wouldn't want to continue to fix for
the lifetime of the plant. In other cases, I think the
Staff takes the view that it's okay for a limited number of
plants but we wouldn't want to extend this type of approach
to a larger number of plants.
COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: We can tolerate it for the
number of plants we now have, but we can't tolerate it
for the number =-- if we weie %2 add the ones now in construction
and those under plan, we couldn't do it.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: There are some judgments
involved there that would not -- is the total risk close
to the individuals near the plant, but --
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Putting "it may not be
adequate" probably gets to the life, but there's another

difficulty that Dick and I are having with the substantive

| guestion -- what constitutes a substantive guestion. 1In

the earlier definition it was either a risk or a reduction.

We thought the issue was there.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: For example, what if
you were putting 2000 backlog safety amendments in DOR?

How would you reach a decision that those were substantive
questions about the adequacy? <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>