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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(8:30 a.m)

CHAI RMVAN  BONACA: Good norni ng. The
meeting will nowcone to order. This is the first day
of the 511th neeting of the Advisory Commttee on
React or Saf eguar ds.

During today's neeting the commttee will
consi der the follow ng: action plan for
i npl emrent ati on of the phased approach to PRA quality;
SECY- 04- 0037, issues relatedto proposedrul emakingto
risk-informrequirenents related to | arge break LOCA
si ze and pl ans for rul emaki ng on LOCA wi t h coi nci dent
| oss of off-site power; options and recomendati ons
for functional performance requirenments and criteria
for the containnents of non-lightwater reactors;
criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of quality
of the NRC research prograns; and preparation of ACRS
reports.

Dr. El -Zeftaway i s t he Desi gnat ed Feder al
Oficial for the initial portion of the neeting.

W have received no witten comrents from
menbers of the public regarding today's session. W
have received a request fromNEl for tinme to nake oral
statenents regardi ng SECY- 04-0037.

Atranscript of portions of the neetingis
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being kept, and it is requested that the speakers use
one of the m crophones, identify thensel ves, and speak
with sufficient clarity and vol une so that they can be
readi |y heard.

| will begin with some itens of current
i nterest. In front of you you have, in fact, a
package of itenms of interest, and you see there there
is -- it includes a Staff Requirements Menorandum
speeches by the Chairman and Conmm ssioners, and
congressi onal correspondence and testinony.

Wth that, if there are no comments or
i ssues on the part of menbers, | will proceed with the
neet i ng.

The first item on our agenda is action
plan for inplenenting the phased approach for
i mproving PRA quality. And Dr. Apostolakis will |ead
us with that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Thank vyou, M.
Chai r man.

In a Staff Requirenents Menorandum dat ed
Decenber 18, 2003, the Conmmi ssion approved the
i mpl enent ati on of a phased approach to achieving an
appropriate quality for PRAs for NRC s risk-informed
regul atory deci si onnaki ng. The SRM requested an

action plan that woul d define a practical strategy for
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the inplementation of the phased approach to PRA
quality.

The Reliability and Probabilistic Ri sk
Assessment  Subconmttee net wth the staff on
March 25th to discuss this plan.

The SRM di sti ngui shes between a basel i ne
PRA and the risk-informed decisionnmaking el enents.
The basel i ne PRA characterizes the actual risk of the
facility, interns of core damage frequency and | ar ge

early rel ease frequency. These are the words of the

SRM

The baseline PRA cannot assess plant
changes. Therefore, it's not usually utilized by
itself in regulatory decisionmaking. The ri sk-

i nfornmed deci sionmaking elements help in assessing
changes and are nore difficult to define.

Now, there is a sentence in the SRMt hat
| find intriguing. The risk-informed decisionmaki ng
el ements "are by definition i ssue-dependent and they
don't play a role in judging the quality of the
basel i ne PRA. "

So one of the things 1'd like us to
di scuss today i s howt his di stinction between baseline
PRA and risk-informed elenments, decisionnmaking

elements, is made in the plant, and to clarify what we

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

mean by PRA quality.

Are we referring to the baseli ne PRA? Are
we referring to the risk-informed decisionmaking
el enents, but the Comm ssion says they don't play a
roleinjudging the quality of the baseline PRA? This
is sonething that was not discussed |ast tine.

MEMBER POVWERS: Prof essor Apostol aki s?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: | continue to get confused

when peopl e present PRA i nformati on, because it seens

to me that what is mssing, they present a -- only a
subset of what has been asked. | nean, people ask
what the -- what is the risk to this plant as a

baseline? And they -- they give you a nunber. And
you ask them is this a nean? And they say yes, but

it turns out to be only a point estinmate.

And you ask them well, does this include
the risk of -- due to fire? And they say no. But
we're toldthat fireisabigrisk. | nean, it's very

confusing to ne.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: It is. It is. And
| think the idea of these phases is to nmaybe get out
of it progressively. But, yes, | agree with you. |
agree with you.

So we have this issue that at sone point
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today we should discuss -- the distinction between
basel i ne and the extra work you have to do for nmaking
deci si ons.

Now, the phases -- there are four phases.
Phase 1 is the application-specific phase, which is
really what we are famliar wth. It's based on
Regul atory CGuide 1.174.

Then, Phase 2 is called issue-specific --
t he issue-specific phase. And now all nodes and

initiating events that would change the decision

substantially -- this is a word from the SRM --
substantially -- should be included with uncertainty
anal ysi s.

Now, |'mal so confused. It's not clear to
me what the distinction is between Phase 1 and
Phase 2. 1'msure there is one. This appears to be
one of the distinctions -- that all nodes and
initiating events that could change the decision
substantially should be included with uncertainty
anal ysi s.

MEMBER KRESS: How does one know which
nodes woul d i nfluence the decision?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  That -- yes, that's
a good question. That's another question. How can

you know a priori? Yes.
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But the term"substantially" is sonmething
we have to focus on, and I'll come to it a little
| at er.

So Regul atory Guide 1.174 in Phase 2isto
be suppl enmented by a PRA standard for the particul ar
i ssue, plus a PRA review process.

And then there is an exanple of 50.69
whi ch says that full inplenentation would require a
broad spectrumof systens and quantification, whichin
nmy m nd neans Phase 3.

But then it says for a system by-system
i mpl enentation a Phase 3 PRAis not required, in the
sense that you don't need to have all of the
initiating events and nodes.

Now, this system by-systeminpl enentation
of 50.69 is sonething that | don't recall. Mybe |
m ssed something, but that's another thing that |
woul d |i ke to have an answer to.

And anot her interesting statenment in the
SRMw thin Phase 2 is that the staff should give | ow
priority, or even return non-conform ng applications.
Phase 3 is a no-applications phase, and the words "al |
currently envisioned i ssues" are in the SRM

It is envisioned that a single baseline

PRA -- now we are not tal king about the distinction
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bet ween baseline and issue-specific decisionnmaking
el ements, and | don't know whether that's intentional
or not. But there is a clear statenent that the
si ngl e basel i ne PRA shoul d be ful |y capabl e t o support
t hese uses.

So my question, again, to be discussed
today is: what happened to the issue-specific
deci si on-maki ng el ements? Are they part now of the
baseline PRA in Phase 3? Are they separate? And if
t hey are i ssue-specific, and we are tal ki ng about all
currently-envisioned i ssues, surely we knowwhat they
are, because we know what the issues are. So they
shoul d be part of the baseline PRA perhaps.

Exanples are given that are a little
confusing, at least to ne. 50.46 is nmentioned all
over the place, and | just don't see how you can do
50.46 in Phase 2, or in Phase 1 is out of the
guesti on.

Okay. Now, the inportant thing is that
Phase 3 -- Phase 2 should be inplenmented in the near
term and Phase 3 by Decenber 31, 2008. Phase 4 is a
fully-quantified PRA whichis supposed to be state of
the art. W will need consensus standards for |ow
power and shutdown, for external events, and so on,

whi ch agai n rai ses t he questi on, why woul dn't you need
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t hose in Phase 3?

The Conm ssion says that we shoul dn't
really spend much tine on Phase 4 right now. We
should wait until Phase 3 is in place and is proven.

The SRM al so wants the staff to discuss
t he resolution of technical issues, and they nention
three -- nodel wuncertainty, external events --
eart hquakes and others as relevant -- and hunman
per f or mance.

Now, the staff uses, the way | understand
it fromthe subconmittee neeting, the availability of
standards to determ ne the phases and the priorities.
Sothisisacritical issue. It's the availability of
standards that wll guide the staff what kind of
priority they should givetoaparticular application.

And an exanple that is given is that in
50. 69, where we put SSCs into various categories, if
you have a PRA for the power -- at power node, the
standard exi sts, we have the Regul atory Gui de 1.200,
and we rely on real -- on peer review, and that w ||
be given high priority.

And her e conmes now sonet hi ng t hat bot her ed
the subcommttee. |If the |icensee at the sane tine
submts a fire risk assessnent for which there is no

standard right now, that will have lowpriority, just
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because there i s no standard, even though the | i censee
may have used state-of-the-art nethods. And t hat
bot hered sone nenbers of the subconm ttee.

Now, comng to the views of the
subcommittee nenbers, nost did not feel that the
techni cal issues had been addressed adequately --
nodel uncertainty, earthquakes, and other externa
events -- and human performance. W felt that these
are inmportant to all phases, and they shoul d be given
high priority.

The reliance on the availability of
standards to determ ne the phases and the staff's
prioritization of reviews created several concerns.
Sone nenbers felt that the schedul e for conpl eti on of
Phase 3, which is, | rem nd you, Decenber 31st of
2008, is hostage to the wllingness of technical
societies and the industry to cooperate in the
devel opnent of these standards.

There was a |l etter sent to Dr. Travers by
t he ASME and the ANS where they state, "The schedul e
defined in the SRM seens rather anmbitious." They
poi nt out that | owpower and shutdown standard wi || be
rel eased sone tine in 2005. The fire standard wl |
not be balloted until at | east in 2005. And there are

no schedul es right now for devel opi ng standards for
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Level 2 and Level 3 PRAs.

The societies -- ANS and ASME -- propose
to the staff that a conmttee be formed that wll
identify the need for additional standards and what

t hese st andards should be. And that, of course, w |l

take tine.

Anot her question that the subcommttee
menbers raised was -- and it's related to ny earlier
comment regarding the willingness of societies and

industry to cooperate in the developnment of the
st andar ds. What happens if you don't have such
cooperation, and you don't have t he st andards produced
as expected? Wat would the NRC staff do?

And then again, the issue of giving |ow
priority to review ng and anal ysis, because there is
no standard. That is something that the subcomrttee
menbers did not Iike. And NEI sent a letter to the

NRC on the 8th of April, and they expressed the sane

concern.

Now, some personal conments. VWhat is
mssing fromall of this discussion -- and |I'm not
trying to be negative here -- I"'mgoing to stinulate

di scussion. What is mssing is an assessnent of what
the inpact of the various phases would be on the

glorifiedintegrated deci si onmaki ng process, whichis,
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of course, in Regulatory Guide 1.174 and everybody
i kes, including us.

On page 7 of the action plan, at | east the
version that | had, the plan says that all npdes and
initiating events that could change the regul atory
deci sion substantially should be included. And it
sends us to Section 3.1.4, where the word
"substantially" presumably is explained. But ,
unfortunately, it's not explained clearly enough for
me to understand it.

What benefits, besides pronpt NRCrevi ews,
woul d the licensee have if the licensee -- if we all
noved t o Phase 3? Woul d t he deci si onmaki ng process be
nore risk-based? To what extent would it be risk-
based?

NEI says, of course -- and we agree --
that it will never be purely risk-based. And, again,
the distinction between the baseline PRA and risk-
i nformed deci si onmaki ng el enments is not clear to ne,
and | didn't see that distinction nmade in the action
pl an.

So what are we dealing with? Are we
dealing with a baseline PRA, all of the PRA, or what?

Now, in Section 3.1.2, the draft action

pl an states that an objectiveis "for each application
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typetoidentify therole that PRAresults make in the
decision.” And | was wondering whether it was a good
ideato bury this objectiveinthis section or give it
much nore prom nence, because that's really a major
issue that we are really dealing with here.

kay. So the action plan is due to the
Conmmi ssion this comng July, and at the subcommttee
-- and we are expected to di scuss our views regarding
t he action plan when we neet with the Conm ssi on next
nont h.

At the end of the subcomm ttee neeting, we
di scussed whet her we should wite aletter or not, and
at that tine the menbers felt -- present felt that
maybe we didn't have enough to wite a letter, and
that we would create at this neeting three or four
bullets that would be used when we nmet with the
Conmi ssi on.

| at | east have changed ny mind. | think
we should wite a letter at this nmeeting, after, of
course, we hear what the staff has to say and we
di scuss anong oursel ves what the letter should say.
That's a cleaner solution in nmy mnd; we have enough
to say. And then the presentation to the Conm ssion
will come naturally fromthe letter.

So with that, | will turnit over to the
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staff to tell us what they've done and where we're
goi ng.

Gar et h?

MR,  PARRY: Good nor ni ng. |'m Gareth
Parry from NRR Wth me at the table is Donnie
Harrison fromNRR, Mary Drouin fromResearch, and Stu
Magruder fromNRR And at the side table we have M ke
Tschiltz from NRR and Dave Lew from Resear ch.

Okay. Sowhat | will doisl will try and
answer sone of the questions that George has posed
whi | e going through this presentation. W have a | ot
of viewgraphs. | think we'll probably need to nove
t hrough sone of themfairly quickly. But, clearly, we
need to go t hrough what our description of the phases
is, which 1l think is -- perhaps needs alittle bit of
clarification, and then we'll talk about the
i mpl enent ati on issues.

| shoul d al so say that the draft plan t hat
you have, which was issued a few weeks ago, is in a
state of flux. W are changing it. W have -- in
particul ar, we have changed the flow diagram that
t al ks about our process for revi ew when these phases
are inmplemented. And I'Il go through that when we get
to that point.

There's no need for ne to i ntroduce the
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i dea of why we're here. As George said, we're here to
give you a draft of the response to the SECY.

| will, though, go through our definition
of PRA quality, because | think it may be worth
keeping that in mnd. The way we've defined PRA
quality in the context of this draft plan is the sane
as it is in Reg. GQuide 1.200, and also in Reg.
Quide 1.174.

So we defined quality in the context of
using a PRA, and it's defined by the appropri ateness
of -- there are different elements toit. One is the
scope. What does the PRA cover? Does it cover
internal and external initiating events? Does it
cover the full power and |ow power and shutdown
operati ng nodes, for exanple?

There's another elenent that relates to
| evel of detail, and the third elenent is technical
acceptability, whichis really what the standards are
addr essi ng.

VI CE CHAI RMAN WALLIS: Doesn't it really
mean that it's sufficient? |If you added sonething, it
woul dn't change your deci sion. You've got enough of
a PRA that adding sonething -- there's nothing |eft
out whi ch woul d change your decisionif you put it in.

Isn't that your real definition of "quality"?
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MR. PARRY: Well, I think you coul d change

your decision in some ways, particularly if you think
about applications like 50.69, which is associated
with categorizing equipnent according to safety
significance. | think the nore detailed and the nore
conpl ete PRAt he nore you can recat egori ze conponents.

So, in that sense, that's a change of a
deci si on. But | think in terns of whether you're
al l owi ng an extension to an AOT or not, you're right,
because you want to take the PRA down to the |evel
t hat you woul dn't want to change that application.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI' S: So, Gareth, the first
guestion was, what do we do about this distinction
bet ween basel i ne and ri sk-i nfornmed el enent s? Wen you
said in the previous slide --

MR. PARRY: Right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: -- PRA quality is
this, are you referring to the totality of PRA
anal ysis and argunents that will be used i n nmaki ng t he
deci sion, including the issue-specific el enents?

MR. PARRY: | think what that referstois
-- | think we are dealing with the base PRA, the PRA,
t he deci sion of the risk fromthe plant. 1 think what
the SRMis trying to say there is that -- they're

trying to avoid the issue of, how do you change the
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nodel to address specific applications? Wich may not
be in the baseline PRA

For exanpl e, how do you change the basic
event probabilities to reflect the fact that you' ve
changed your graded QA or your QA process? | think
all it's doing is making the distinction between
understanding the base risk picture of the plant
versus changing that picture for a specific
application, which is dealt with in other regulatory
gui des.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It is?

MR PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: There i s a gui de t hat

tells us how to change the probabilities of --

MR. PARRY: Well, actually, no, it
doesn't. It doesn't do that. But it tells you you
have to -- you have to have a reason for -- | nean

you have to have a rationale for why you' re doing it.
And, you know, there are sone things which clearly we
don't have a standard approach to yet.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

MR. PARRY: And those | think becone part
of the argunent as to how you are changi ng t he nodel ,
and why you are -- you think that change i s adequat e.

And | think that's what the SRMis trying to do. It
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istrying to --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But you are not sure.
| nmean, that's reasonable -- what you're saying.
mean - -

MR. PARRY: Well, that's certainly the
prem se that we' ve adopted in developing this planis
that the -- the guidance on how to change the PRA
nodel to reflect the change that an application is
requesting is -- is to be included in the regul atory
guide that's associated with that application. And
that's the way we've witten the plan.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Wel |, the plan -- the
version that | have is silent on it.

MR. PARRY: Well --

VEMBER APCSTOLAKI S: You should nention

t hat .
MR PARRY: | think it is in that.
MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It is?
MR. PARRY: Yes, | believe it is. W --
MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: | didn't see it.
MR. PARRY: -- don't highlight it. I
nmean, we just say that -- specifically, we say that we

have different elenents of guidance, which is the
gui dance related to the quality of the base PRA and

t he gui dance rel ated to the applications. W' Il make

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

22

that clearer -- that that's where --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes, because --

MR.  PARRY: -- the distinction is
addr essed.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: So you ar e addr essi ng
t he baseline.

MR. PARRY: Using the baseline in this,
yes.

M5. DROUN. Now, |I've just nade a note,
George, that | think we need to go back at the
begi nning of the plan under the scope and nake t hat
cl ear.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Yes. | think that
woul d be an excellent idea, because, you know, the
ot her question that came tony mndis, when we -- the
way -- nmaybe the SRM shoul d have given an exanpl e,
because t he exanpl e you gave was very good -- how do
you change the probabilities, you know, when --

MR. PARRY: Ckay.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: -- tine availableis
from42 to 39 mnutes. | nmean, it -- because what
confused nme is that |later we say that in Phase 2 or 3
-- you know, 3, all -- we use the words "all currently
envi si oned applications.”

MR. PARRY: Right.
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: | said, "Wll, if you

envi sion them why don't you know what you need to
do," and include that in the PRA

MR PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: | mean, in the
qual ity di scussion

MR. PARRY: | think in a sense what that
nmeans i s that any el enent of the PRA that you need to
use to support the nodification of the PRA that you
will make for an application is included in the
gui dance. That's what really it neans, which in fact
probably neans pretty nuch everything, once we've
covered all our applications.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Ri ght. Ri ght .
Because when you --

MR. PARRY: That's what the intention was.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  For exanple --

MR. PARRY: That's not cl ear enough, okay.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  -- in the techni cal
i ssue that refers to human performance --

MR PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: -- and you combi ne
that with the nodel uncertainty issue, and so on,
t here shoul d be sufficient quality there to all owyou

to make the changes that you nentioned earlier.
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MR. PARRY: Right.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S: Al t hough t here are no
standard rules how to do that.

MR. PARRY: Right, | agree. Yes. That |
think is our vision of the case.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay. No, that nmakes
sense to ne.

MR.  PARRY: Ckay. And as GCeorge
nmentioned, the approach in the SRMis that we -- we
shoul d adopt a phased approach to achieving the
appropriate quality for |icensee PRAs.

And t he nice thing about this SRMI think
isit allows us -- in contrast to perhaps the nessage
that was being given in the March SRM of |ast year,
which called for an all nodes, all -- all initiating
events PRA that had been revi ewed and approved by the
staff, before we did any applications, we suggested
that -- | think this allows us to nove forward with
t he tool s we have currently whil e progressing towards
t hat aim

Okay. 1'"Il skip over that one.

Let ne tell you the status of our plan so
far. W have a small working group, all of whichis
actual ly here at the table and the side table. And we

made this draft plan avail able on 3/15, specifically
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so that we could talk to you about it and we could
talk also to our public stakehol ders.

So we've had two public neetings, and
we' ve had one neeting with the subcommittee. W're
planning a third nmeeting. 1It's probably going to be
on the 13th of May, not the 12th. And we have had, as
George nentioned, a letter fromthe NEl and also a
letter from joint ASME and ANS regarding future
standards activities.

As George nmentioned, the phases inthe SRM
we believe are differentiated by the availability of
t he guidance docunents. And then, as | just
expl ai ned, both for using the PRA in regulatory
applications and for establishingthat the PRAs are of
sufficient quality.

So that the total suite of guidance
docunments includes industry consensus standards,
i ndustry gui dance docunents, and regulatory guides
whi ch may specific -- such |i ke Reg. Guide 1.177, for
exanpl e, which specifies a particular approach for
doi ng one of the applications.

Qur regul atory guides may, in fact, just
endor se i ndustry gui dance docunents, whichis -- seens
to be the way we are going with 50.69, for exanple.

We wi || al so need gui dance docunents that are internal
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to the staff on howto performour reviews and howto
all ocate priorities to the various reviews, which is
a subject we'll conme back to shortly.

Okay. 1'll go through the definition of
t he phases, because | think fromwhat George said --
| don't thinkit's quite the way he saidit. At |east
that's not our interpretation.

Phase 1 really in a sense represents the
status quo, at least it's starting out as the status
quo. And | think you'll see when | talk alittle bit
| ater that actually Phase 1 isinitself atransition
phase to reach Phase 2.

And currently the way PRA quality is
judged, it's really judged only in the context of --
" mjust tal king about the base PRAnow. It's really
only judged in the context of what's needed for the
application. So there's no requirenent to reviewthe
whol e t hi ng.

But in accordance with the gui dance and
docunents |i ke Reg. CGuide 1.174, when you nmeke a ri sk-
i nformed deci sion you have to |l ook at all contributors
torisk. However, what Reg. Guide 1.174 -- and those
t hat devel oped fromit -- allows is that contributors
torisk that are not in the scope of the base PRA can

be addressed in a nunber of other ways.
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VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: Isn't this a bit

awkward, this nunmber 2? | mean, you have a core
damage frequency of sonet hi ng whi ch you quote for sone
application. You get another application, you have a
di fferent value, because you've included sonething
else in the PRA So what is the core damge
frequency?

MR. PARRY: Well, the nice thing about --
if youlike, the nice thing about Reg. Guide 1.174 is
that it allowed you to nake sone decisions w thout
knowi ng precisely what that was. Gkay? As long as
you coul d denonstrate that the change --

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: It's all very
logical to you, but how about the public and the
public's --

MR. PARRY: Well --

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Different core
damage frequencies quoted for different purposes.
VWhat is it?

MR. PARRY: | think that's the purpose,
t hough, of this phased approach is to get us to that
state where the PRAs are predictable, and, therefore
-- and conformto standards, which would then give, |
t hink, an increased public confidence and also an

increased regulatory confidence in the use of the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

28

PRAs.

MR. HARRI SON: Can | add sonet hi ng?

MR, PARRY: Sure.

MR. HARRI SON: On the base PRA, though
just to make it clear -- even when, say, two different

applications conme froma |licensee on two different
topics, it's not like they report a baseline CDF gi ven
one topic and a different baseline CDF for another
topic. They should have the sane basel i ne CDF val ue
for both applications at the sane tinme -- as long as
they're at the sane tine.

What we do see i s you have a basel i ne CDF
on one application, and then a year or two goes by,
t he pl ant makes changes, updates their PRA, and then
reports a new CDF in a new application a couple years
| ater.

And that usually triggers us to go ask
t hem what changed. So --

VI CE CHAl RMVAN WALLI S:  So you have t o make
a distinction between this baseline and all of these
ot her things, which affected a particul ar deci sion.
That's part of George's issue, isn't it?

MR. HARRI SON: Right. This gets at the
point of when we judge -- in the context of the

application, if I'mdoing a diesel generator AOT, ny
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review will focus on the electric power system It
won't necessarily go track down LOCA frequencies and
| ook into those types of questions in the baseline
PRA.

It will focus on the aspects of the PRA --
the reviewfocus is focused on the application topic.
But, again, the baseline PRA for two applications at
the sane tinme should be reporting the sane CDF

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: Right.

MR.  HARRI SON: It's just the delta
calculation they do will be for the application and
will focus in on those areas.

MEMBER KRESS: Let ne tell you what
problem | have with this slide. |If I'mgoing to use
Reg. Guide 1.174 for ny decision process, | need sone
sort of estimte of the full absol ute val ue of CDF and
LERF. Now, | can get that estimte by bounding
anal ysis and other ways. But every tine we get an
application the question is: what do you do about
fire contribution to the CDF? Wat do you do about
shutdown | ow power risk? Wat do you do about the
ot her m ssing elements? For exanple, if the seismc
is treated in a qualitative way?

And in order to get sone neasure of what

the real CDF and LERF are, | have to have sone sort of
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boundi ng esti mates for those things, and add themi n.
But it's never done. And you'll -- so you say Phase 1
represents the status quo, but the status quo does not
really deal properly with the fourth bullet. And
that's what bothers ne about this slide.

MR. PARRY: Well, | think that's why the
phased approach is being proposed. | mean, this is
t he way things are done currently. And | think a lot
of them are done by restricting the scope of
application, for exanple, so that you restrict it so
that those el enents of risk that you haven't nodel ed
are not, in fact, changed.

But regardless, this is where we're at
right now, and this is where we're trying to nove
forward from

MEMBER KRESS: Well, | don't think it's
where we're at, because | don't think we properly add
in those risks to the absol ute val ues.

MR. HARRI SON: Right. And if you |l ook at
Reg. Guide 1.174, in there it has a discussion on
seismc margin types or vulnerability type anal yses
that are used. If you get to a high enough -- it
tal ks about if there's an indication that you m ght
have a hi gher ri sk, then you woul d have to go back and

| ook at nore detail
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And there are sonme exanples where we
actually have, if you will, done an approxi mation of
what the seismic risk mght be using sone seismc
mar gi n and some techniques to try to get at that, or
in the fire area what we nmay do is we'll establish
licensee conmtnments for fire watches and stuff |ike
that totry to control the risk that we know fromthe
fire analysis that may have been done.

So we try to either bound or control the
base case risk in those situations.

MR. PARRY: Actually, | think what youtry
and do is bound and control the change, the delta.

MR. HARRI SON: Yes, the delta that would
occur.

MR. PARRY: And if the base case risk is
-- if thedeltais small enough, then Reg. Guide 1.174
does allow you -- or it does allowthe fact that you
do not have to assess the conplete CDF, and | know
that that's --

MEMBER KRESS: If you're down in that
| ower --

MR. PARRY: That's in the |ower region,
right.

MEMBER KRESS: -- lower reginme you can

forget about that.
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MR. PARRY: Right. And | knowthat people

have -- are unconfortable with that. But -- but in
any case, that is nore or | ess what we do t hese days.

MEMBER PONERS: Let ne ask you a questi on.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, but that presupposes
every one of these things will be in that |ower
regine, and they're not all --

MR, PARRY: Vell, if they're not -- if
they' re not, though, as Donnie said, they will get --
they will get further scrutiny, and they becone nore
conplicated to process.

MEMBER PONERS: Let ne ask you a questi on,
Dr. Kress. You indicated as the slide indicates that
we can use boundi ng argunents to assess those things
that are mssing fromthe scope of the PRA

MEMBER KRESS: Well, that's the way I
interpreted the bullet.

MR. PARRY: That's one approach.

MEMBER PONERS: And | " d |i ke t o under st and
that just alittle better, because it seens to ne t hat
they're not bounding argunents, they are in fact
plausibility argunents.

MEMBER KRESS: | would agree with that
assessnent, yes.

VEMBER POVNERS: Because - -
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MEMBER KRESS: You know, we say that there

have been sonme estimates of plausibility onfire. It
says equal to the -- or greater than the parametric
CDF or CDF without it. There have been guesses that
the sanme thing applies to shutdown and [ ow that's of
that order. And those are plausibility argunents, and
-- but they come out of some sort of assessnents,
but --

MEMBER PONERS: Well, | nmean, at |east a
coupl e of these things |I'mreasonably famliar wth.
For instance, if you frequently appeal to a scoping
estimate that was done for the shutdown risk at
Surry --

MEMBER KRESS: That's right.

MEMBER PONERS: -- | happen to know t hat
that was done quite conservatively and that the

operating procedures at Surry have changed since it

was done.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: To where t hey do shut down
and --

MEMBER KRESS: And unl ess t hey reeval uate
that, | would have to be stuck with the original one

as ny bounding analysis, unless it's reevaluated to

see what the effect of the changes are. |If I'mgoing
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t o be conservative about it, which 1 think bounding --
VMEMBER POVERS: Vell, | guess |I'm not
aski ng you to be conservative. |'masking you to just

be realistic and --

MEMBER KRESS: Well, if 1'"mgoing to be
realistic, | have to have a good shutdown PRAto -- it
will require a PRA that's realistic and has sonme

certainties that --

VICE CHAIRVAN WALLI S: W' ve got
qgual itative argunents and plausibility guesses. This
doesn't make me feel very confident.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  Yes. | think there

are two i ssues here. The first issue has to do with

the fact that we -- the staff's presentation has to
end by 9:45 or so, because NEI -- NEI will take the
floor.

The second -- the purpose of today's

neeting is to di scuss the phases and how we nove away
fromwhere we are now, not how good Phase 1 is, which
| think some of the issues that you are raising --

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Hence t he need for
t he ot her phases.

MR PARRY: We've established --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, and that's what

Gar et h keeps sayi ng, that that's why we have t he ot her
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phases.

MR. PARRY: Ckay.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So let's see -- but
the last bullet there -- keep going. Keep going.

MR. PARRY: Okay. All right. That sounds
i ke the right approach.

Phase 2 is -- as George nmentioned, in the
SRMit's called an issue-specific approach. W' ve
rechristened it, if you' d like, an application-type
approach, which | think is nore really appropriate.
In which -- in this phase the base PRA quality is
denonstrated by a conparison with an applicable
consensus standard for those el enents of the PRA that
are required for the application.

And the -- again, as in Phase 1, we have
to address all contributors to risk. But the
di stinction, as George pointed out, is that now al
significant risk contributors should be included in
t he PRA scope. And significanceis definedinthe SRM
as being determined whether -- by taking it into
consideration you could change the decision
substantially. That's a nice statenent, but it's a
little vague. W' ve recogni zed that, and one of the
tasks in this plan is to define that nore clearly.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.
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MR. PARRY: And we haven't done it yet.

W will define it in the process of inplenenting the
pl an.

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKI S: Gar et h, woul d you say
what is happening now with respect to risk-inforned
i n-service inspection is a Phase 2 application? Even
now?

MR. PARRY: Not yet, because --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Why not? Wy not ?
VWhat ' s m ssi ng?

MR. PARRY: Well, because the PRAs that
are being used as the base have not yet been tested
for quality against Reg. Guide 1.200, which, you
remenber, has only just been released for trial use.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But it's going
t hrough a peer review, right? | nmean -- okay, 1.200
basi cal | y endorses --

MR. PARRY: Right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  -- the standard, so,
| mean, it's not Phase 1, though. It nmay not be fully
Phase 2, but it's not Phase 1 either.

MR. PARRY: Well --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  And then --

MR, PARRY: But what you're saying is --

MEMBER  APOSTCOLAKI S: - - it's an
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application type, isn't it?

MR. PARRY: It's an application type. |
t hi nk what you're saying is that -- that the only PRA
that you need to do I'SI is an internal events PRA at
full power. |If you can nmake that statenent --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Vell, we are
approving them aren't we?

MR. PARRY: W are, but there are -- but,
remenber, there are other considerations. 1t's not
just based on that. That's part of the input. W
still have to consider the other applications. But if
you can convince yourself that the |ow power and
shut down node is not relevant, or that fires are not
rel evant for 1SlI, which is probably true --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Well, yes, we nust

have convinced ourselves, because we're approving

t hem

MR. PARRY: Yes. But, again, you're going
back to what we're doi ng now. Ckay.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But mmy questionis --
or statenment -- not everything we are doing now is

necessarily Phase 1.

MR. PARRY: | think currently it really

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  well --
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MR HARRISON: If | can --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: -- let's suppose
1.200 was not used. | nean --

MR HARRISON:. [|f | can address the ri sk-
informed I SI piece of that, though. One of the things
that's mssing is the reg. guide that goes along with
risk-informed | SI at some poi nt needs to be updat ed or
revised to reflect what the requirements are for that
scope.

In other words, if -- right nowin all of
the SEs there will be a paragraph that's witten
dealing with external events, saying why those aren't
required. That |ogic needs to be put into the reg.
guide. It's atechnicality, if youwll. Once that
gets done and gets approved and gets, you know, cast
in stone, then | think you're right. Then we do nove
into a phase 2 application i mediately on that.

MR. PARRY: But we're not ready to say it
as yet. So | think that --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But it's al nost
t here.

MR PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S: Because basical ly t he
standard, which is the Westinghouse and the EPR

approaches, were revi ewed and approved by you. And
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that's what people are inplenenting.

MR PARRY: kay. Right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  kay.

MR. PARRY: Okay. So, and this actually
gets to your point, really. To achi eve Phase 2, then
t he gui dance has to exist for, how do you use the PRA
in making the decision? And this includes the
definition of the scope of the PRA that you need to
make that decision, and then the assessnment of the
quality of the base PRA for each itemthat you need.

Phase 3 is not so very different from
Phase 2 in the sense -- in one sense. It's still
based on havi ng the gui dance docunents and st andards
to judge the quality of the PRAs. But what Phase 3
does -- it rolls everything up for all of the Phase 2
applications that you've -- todate, andit rolls them
up into one frameworKk.

So it would pull together all of the
requi rements, for exanple, on PRAquality for all the
applications that -- | think what the -- the termt hat
the SRMuses -- currently-envisioned applications --
but | thinkit's really what we currently do and what
we anticipate to be doing in the near termrather than
-- | currently envisionit to be, as sonebody pointed

out last tinme, could be ---
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Well, if you do --

MR PARRY: -- it's infinite.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: |If you do 50.46, |

nean - -

MR PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: -- you've done the
bi g one.

MR, PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Everything el se will
be not hi ng.

MR. PARRY: So, actually, tech spec 4B
m ght be the big one that --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Good.

MR. PARRY: And the idea with Phase 3,
it's scheduled to be conpleted by the end of 2008.
Now, so | think the goal for the end of 2008 that we
woul d have the regulatory framework in place -- the
licensee to say that he's got a Phase 3 PRA, then he
has to develop the PRA to neet that regulatory
framewor k and - - whi ch i ncl udes neetingthe standards,
getting it peer reviewed, etcetera.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: When you say
Phase 3 is conpleted, do you nean that will then be
the way in which you will do business?

VMR PARRY: W'll come to that in the
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description of the flowchart.

MR. MAGRUDER: The policy issues.

MR. PARRY: There are sone policy issues
inthere, right. Yes. At |east the franework will be
in place.

Phase 4 -- | don't think we should spend
too nuch time on this, but it really is that stage --
t hat phase when the PRA has been developed to the
state of the art. And I think we woul d define state
of the art as being sonething |ike capability
Category 3 of the ASME standard. 1t's beyond current
good, accepted practi ce.

MEMBER ROSEN: Isn't that a noving target?

MR. PARRY: Well, yes. | think that's why
it would be very difficult to-- towite guidance for
Phase 4. \Wereas, Phase 3 it mght be -- | nean,
Phase 3 guidance could -- it will also be a noving --

MEMBER ROSEN: By definition, if all
plants are at Phase 4 and | amone plant and find ny
-- find a new use and inprove ny PRA in sonme way,
everybody el se falls back to Phase 3.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  That's a good poi nt.

MR. PARRY: Yes. For that application you
fall back to Phase 1.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Because you nove t he
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state of the art.
(Laughter.)

MEMBER ROSEN: Phase 4 is an honorary

degr ee.

MR. MAGRUDER: But there are other
di stinctions which we will get to about the staff
review - -

MR PARRY: Yes.

MR. MAGRUDER: -- of the Phase 4 peer
revi ew.

MR. PARRY: So let me -- okay. Let ne
tal k about the review of the base PRA. Now, this is
alittle different fromwhat you saw last tine. In
Phase 1, currently what we do is the review of the
base PRA is at the discretion of the reviewer. But
what we're expecting is that while we're waiting for
Phase 2 to be conpleted, which nmeans getting all of
t he standards in place for a specific application, we
will still have Reg. Guide 1.200 in place, which
endorses currently the standards for i nternal events.

So we woul d expect that once the trial use
is conpl eted and we' ve nodi fi ed Reg. CGui de 1. 200 t hat
t hat woul d i ndeed be used to assess the quality of the
phase -- of the base PRA even in Phase 1. So that

explains my remark -- what | said earlier that Phase 1
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is like a transitional phase, really.

So rather than -- as far as the staff
revi ew goes, the transition fromhaving sort of ad hoc
reviews like we do currently to a nore systematic
revi ew based on Reg. Cuide 1.200.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Isit only Regul atory
Gui de 1.200 that matters?

MR. PARRY: Well, that's where -- that's
t he docunment where we wil|l endorse the standards. So
in that sense --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Onh, so you will keep
that in appendi ces.

MR PARRY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay, okay. Okay,
okay. So it's not in Phase 3 -- they want to handle
it in Phase 3 is not the sane as they want to handl e
it in Phase --

MR. PARRY: As it is now, right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Ah. Maybe clarify
that a little bit.

MR. PARRY: Yes. Yes. So in Phase 2,
again, the review of the base PRA will be based
primarily on 1.200 for all of the significant
contributors to the application. And Phase 3, as |

say, is simlar to Phase 2.
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Phase 4 is really different, because the
way the SRMis witten this requires staff revi ew and
approval of the base PRA, which really neans getting
into debt.

Okay. Now, this is the famous di agram
which usually takes a | ot of explanation. This has
changed a little bit since you saw it |ast,
particularly onthe left-hand side. "Il try and wal k
through it fairly quickly.

Ckay. This -- we start off with box 1.
It says the licensee has identified a specific
appl i cati on. Box 2 says, "Are we in Phase 3 yet?"
We're going to assunme for the nonment that we're not.
Wll, we're not. So this is a futuristic box.

Box 3 asks, "Wat PRA scope is needed to
support the identified application?" And that would
be covered in the regul atory gui des that address t hat
application. Box 4 is the screening box that says,
"Are we in Phase 2 or Phase 1 for that application?”

Okay. |If we have the guidance in placeto
assess the quality of all the significant contributors
that we think will be needed for that application,
then we're in Phase 2, and we conme out on the right-
hand side of that diagram

Box 2-1 asks, "Do the applicabl e portions
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of the base PRA conformto the existing standards for
the risk-significant PRA scope?" In other words, are
we consistent with the PRA requirements for that
application type? If it's yes, we get kicked out to
Box -- not kicked out, we go out to Box 2-2, which
says you get a high priority review W're goingto
have to work on these words. Really, it's a normal
revi ew.

|f, on the other hand, not all the PRA --
if the PRA is not of sufficient scope for that
application -- okay, so in other words, if the
application required a fire PRA, then they don't have
-- they have not satisfied the fire PRA standards.
Then you conme out of that box with a no.

No, if therisk-significan