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To: Robert Dennig; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Skeen, David: Dennig, Robert
Cc: Collins, Timothy
Subject: RE: SC direction to assume dry well flooding for FCVS
Attachments: SCTaskingMemorandum.pdf

I concur with Bob's understanding of the project team's tasking. The staff's assumption to presume implementation of

drywell flooding was based, in part, on the direction it received in the March 16, 2012, tasking memorandum
(attached). As a result, there were numerous internal discussions within the project team as to whether or not we had a
sufficient "regulatory footprint" to assume a drywell flooding capability. The project team left these discussions satisfied

that a flooding capability could be reasonably assumed in our analysis, and that the "footprint" could be strengthened at
a later date. I recall our conclusions were based on:

" B.5.b requirements embodied in 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) and NRC endorsement of NEI 06-12, Revision 2 - Section

3.4.9, "Inject Water into the Drywell," of the NEI guidance states that the objective of this feature is to
"[p]rovide cooling of the core debris and scrubbing of fission products, in the event core damage and vessel
failure can not be prevented." Performance attributes included providing "an AC-power-independent means to
inject at least 300 gpm of water to the drywell for a period of 12 hours. The water injection can be directly to the

drywell, or through lines connected to the RPV." Note that severe core damage is assumed.

* Implementation of EA-12-049 (mitigating strategies) and NRC endorsement of NEI 12-06 - As previously noted,

the staff was directed to assume implementation of the industry's FLEX program per EA-12-049. The team
understood that the staff-endorsed NEI guidance includes a drywell flooding capability for BWRs as an extension
of the existing (hh)(2) capability.

I believe the staff is on a strong footing with respect to its position that drywell flooding could reasonably be assumed in
its regulatory analysis. In essence, this capability has already "been bought and paid for" and to assume additional

costs/benefits for drywell flooding forgets that order EA-12-049 must be implemented. Also, our MELCOR/MACCS2
consequence analysis assumed this feature was available and provided a decontamination benefit based on the
mathematical models developed as a result of Dr. Powers' research in the early 1990's. Therefore the results from the
dose/contamination/$ calculations already accounted for the benefits of the drywell spray. As such, I believe the
industry is not on an equally strong footing when it claims that drywell flooding "is not really there" and that the

capability can only be characterized as "pre-core damage." These statements seemingly contradict NEI 06-12, Revision
2.

Bob

Robert J. Fretz
Senior Enforcement Specialist
Office of Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

I E-mail: Robert.Fretz(nrc.gov I Office: (301) 415-1980

From: Robert Dennigi (b)(6) 3
Sent: Tuesday, February 1z, ZUL1 17:4g1 PM
To: Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Skeen, David
Cc: Collins, Timothy
Subject: SC direction to assume dry well flooding for FCVS

in this record was dewted

.iln accofnrce iith t. .f 18



This should further help explain to outsiders what the staff did in the paper compared to the industry:

We were directed by the Steering Committee to analyze the value of filtered vents given that the other Tier 1
Recommendations were implemented. This direction was incorporated in the process diagram for the paper
presented to the SC before we got permission to proceed. So, we did not analyze the value of dry well flooding
in the paper, since it was a Tier I recommendation implemented by Order EA-12-049, and thus a given for
evaluating filters. Dave Skeen was at the meetings where we got this direction.

We did not look hard at dry well spray as a BWR Mark I, II means of decontamination because it was found in
the CPIP and documented in SECY-89-17, that dry well spray at low flows was ineffective at decontamination.
Dr. Powers agrees with that (low flow is not worth much in a BWR Mark I or 11). The EPRI analyses did not

change that fact.
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