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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(8:04 a.m)

MR. COLLINS: Good norning.

|"dliketowel come you here this norning.
My nanme is Sam Collins. I'"'m the Director of the
Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. And with us
today we have the representatives fromthe executive
and the | eadership teamof NRR to di scuss what before
Sept enber 11'" was one of the bi ggest projects that we
had going in the Ofice of Nucl ear React or Regul ati on
and in the NRC. It's the key cornerstone to part of
our risk activities, and 1'll get into the details of
that in just a nonent.

The reason | bring up Septenber 11'" is
because | think we have stay focused on our core
business as well as be aware and give appropriate
attention to the activities that are driving us since
the tragic events of Septenber 11'" of this year.
Risk informng activities is a mjor part of the
operating plan for the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor
Regul ation for fiscal year 2002, of which we' re al npst
a quarter through at this point. | can get into sone
of the events that are driving us post-Septenber 11'"
in the question and answer period if that's of

interest to individuals.
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Let nme start by saying that we want to
wel come to the workshop. And | know that it's taken
sonme effort for peopleto travel. How many peopl e are
fromout of town? We consider Washi ngt on bei ng out of
town up here. This is what's known to us as up
county. Anybody heard of up county? Up county is
when you can still park w thout paying a fee.

| know some of us have had trials and
tribulations. | think Steve was telling ne he had an
accident on the way here yesterday. So, that's a
testinony to the resiliency of NEI? | understand
you're traveling later on this afternoon al so. Best
wi shes with that.

The purpose today is to bring together
i nterested stakeholders to talk to those chall enges
and t hose opi ni ons that we have on howto nove forward
with the risk-informng Part 5850 Option 2. And |
think I want to conpare and contrast. Most everybody
here, | think, is pretty well famliar with the NRC
initiatives in this arena. But, of course, Option 2
i s one of our focuses. And Option 3, which is nore of
their partnerships in research lead, is also of
i nterest al so.

Tal king earlier to sone of the nenbers of

t he audi ence here to try to cross over a little bit
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into some of the other initiatives that we have,
particularly the framework that's being | ooked at for
the future reactor initiatives. And as G ndy was
saying it's necessary that we keep in context this
particul ar product in the range of options that are
being | ooked at with other product lines to be sure
that they're conpatible; andif they're not, there has
to be a good reason for that.

And we have sone experience, of course,
wi th our stakeholders at the South Texas plant with
t he proof of concept exenption that as issued this

past August. And that was certainly a challenge for

the staff, and | know it was a challenge for the
i ndustry. There is sonme experience wth the
i mpl enentation. | think that will phase on out over a

period of tinme, perhaps years, in which we can | ook at
t he categorization and the treatnment experienced at
South Texas and blend that back into the further
initiatives that have to do with Option 2, and as
appropriate Option 3.

Is that better? GCkay. WAs there static
before? Interesting. You can't hear it up here. |
guess nmy wi fe woul d say maybe that's normal for how |
conmuni cat e.

So we view this workshop as an inportant
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part of the regulatory process. Wiy is that? Well,
we have the four performance goals that we're
operating wth as at the Nuclear Regulation
Comm ssion, and specifically as the Ofice of Nucl ear
Reactor Regulation. So what do we want to do with
this effort?

W want to maintain safety, that's clear.
W want to inprove the efficiency and the
effectiveness of the organization as far as how we
define this work product and it's rolled out as an
opportunity for the industry. W want to reduce
unnecessary regul atory burden where it's appropri ate,
and "unnecessary"” is the optimumword there. And we
want to inprove public confidence in the NRC as a
strong credible regulator by the way that we nove
forward with this product.

NRC managenent and staff are focused on
this. | think as indicated by the presence of Gary
Hol ahan, Jack  Strosnider, we' | | have ot her
representatives here t hroughout the day, we want to be
sure that the nessage to our stakeholders is that this
is, in fact, inportant to us and it is receiving the
attention not only of the conpetent staff that you'll
be hearing fromwth the details, Timand his team

but al so there are certain decisions to be nade as 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

v

nove t hrough the process, |ike we did on South Texas,
that will engage the |eadership and the executive
| evel s of NRR

And as al ways, we're anenable to
di scussi ons t hroughout the process, sensitivities of
t he st akehol ders. And those i nputs will be consi dered
as we nove through.

More to the point, as we translate the
| essons of South Texas and as we nove forward to the
exenptions of risk-informng Part 50 Option 2 there
are going to be chall enges, and | think sonme of those
wi || be brought forward in Tim s definition of success
for the neeting itself. But clearly there are sonme
boundary conditions that we have to take into
consi deration as we nove forwardwiththisinitiative.

we' | | be t al ki ng and f ocusi ng
predom nately on |ow safety significant structure
systens and conponents, and trying to focus on the
treat ment of those.

Cat egori zation, | think as we |earned
earlier with the South Texas, is a little nore
straightforward. The treatnent chall enges of those
that we have in front of us today.

We are dovetailingthistypeof initiative

in with the Comm ssion's view that we should put
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information out early to the industry into our
st akehol ders to provi de for early engagenent. And Tim
will go through the product that comes out of this
type of aneetingwithits input. And the key thereis
to make the draft rul e | anguage avail abl e as early as
possi ble to the stakehol ders to engage on that draft
rul emaki ng | anguage.

W received continually feedback. W had
a stakehol der nmeeting within the last nonth, and the
feedback from that stakeholder neeting that our
rul emaki ng process continues to be vi ewed as sonewhat
cunber sone. As a conplinmentary effort, | want to
acknowl edge the Cindy is heading up a task force t hat
i s actual |y | ooki ng at our rul emaki ng processes. This
effort to provide and share the draft rule |anguage
early to our stakeholders is part of that, but the
overall scheme is to ook not only at what other
efficiencies are avail abl e wi thinthe existing body of
gui delines that we have for rul emaking that we can
t ake advantage of, but is there a better way to in
fact do rul emaking. And that, we have our Ofice of
General Counsel engaged as well as the other program
of fices that do rul enmaking. And we'll be noving
forward with that effort in parallel with the product

line for Option 2.
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So, although you'll hear about sone
process i nprovenent as the result specifically of the
Option 2 initiatives, | want to assure you that we are
also looking at other product |ines and other
framework issues within the Ofice of NRRitself.

As nost of you are aware, the chall enge
for RISC-3 treatnent wll be one of the ngjor
di scussions today. And | expect that that will be a
lively discussion. Qur purpose is not necessarily to
agree, but to understand here today and to receive the
i nput fromthe stakehol ders and understand t he basis
for that, and then nove that forward i nto t he product
l'i ne.

You have green index cards in front of
you. Those are available for asking questions or
taking notes. W'd prefer they be used for asking
guestions. You can pass those forward, and | think
there' Il be a process by which they'll be coll ected.
And those questions can be entertained during the
course of the discussions this nmorning and this
af t er noon.

The focus today i s to | ook at establishing
the mnimal requirenents that are necessary to
mai ntai n Rl SC- 3 desi gn bases. All right. And once we

understand the m ni mal requirenents are, then | think
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we can use that to nove forward. But clearly maintain
safety is the performance goal, and we want to use
that as the definition of mninmal requirenent.

Any the al ternative approaches today t hat
shoul d be discussed are certainly welcone. And |
t hi nk NEI and ot her st akehol ders have an opportunity
to express those.

Success for the workshop is really the
interaction. It's the constructive interaction around
the topic. W need the feedback in order to nove
forward. W need that in order to devel op a proposed
rule to be efficient and effective.

W encourage you to provide witten i nput
follow ng the workshop. There'll be an opportunity
for that. But clearly any input this norning woul d be
val uabl e al so.

Before | turn to Tim and ask him to
provi de a nore detail ed overvi ew of the workshop, the
obj ectives and the agenda, | have tine to respond to
a fewquestions or I'Il provide an update on where we
are with sone additional prograns.

Are there any questions? Early at this
poi nt . Early in the norning or early in the
presentati on.

Let me take just a couple of mnutes to
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update on where we are with sone other initiatives.

Fut ure reactors. We're wor Ki ng
extensively with our stakeholders to identify the
range of options and the range of product lines with
future reactors. W have a SECY paper that has been
i ssued in the past two weeks that covers those range
of options. Andit's clearly a challenge for the NRC
to work the stakeholders to identify those areas to
focus our initiatives to nove forward, not only inthe
design certificationbut alsointhe pre-certification
reviews and the early site permts in the conbined
operating license area. So we have four or so areas
that we're focusing product |ines on. Those are
identified in the SECY paper as we nove forward.

There is, of course, a nunber of
technol ogies that are under consideration for the
future as well as a nunber of technologies that are
currently under review, such as: The PBMR, which is
inthe pre-certificationreview the AP1000, whichis
in the pre-certification review, we're hearing a
little bit about IRI'S, we're hearing about other gas
designs. We're looking at the nunber of early site
permts either in conjunction w th conbi ned operating
| i censes or as separate initiatives.

W' re | ooki ng forward to maki ng a deci si on
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concerning the certification of AP1000 and that, of
course, i s a Westinghouse deci sion of whether to nove
forward with that.

And there is sone discussion that's
continuing with the PBMR sponsors on the conbined
operating | i cense submttal infiscal year 2002/ 2003,
dependi ng on how the schedul e | ays out that way.

W have to balance that against the
resources that are available. | think that if you | ook
at the conbined universe of the nunber of
opportunities that we have, we have to narrow those

down because of the resources that are avail abl e.

t hi nk sonme of that will happen naturally. Sone of
that will be first cone/first served. Sone of that
will be based on the nost feasible product |ine.

We're working on refining Part 52. W
have sone rul emeki ngs t hat are proposed. W have sone
petitions for rulemaking to nove forward with those.
And | think that that process is avail abl e today, but
it can be refined and we're continuing to work on that
initiative.

Post - Sept enber 11'", as you know, we have
our Incident Response Center manned 24 hours a day/7
days a week. Sane for the regional Incident Response

Centers. And we are in an event response node and an
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event response net hodol ogy as far as reaction to t hose
events are concer ned.

We're issuing a nunber of advisories to
our |licensees. Those of you who represent operating
| i censes here are aware of that. Those advisories
keep |licensees up to date on the current chall enges
that are perceived to exist as well as those actions
that are determ ned to be necessary of consideration
in order to provide for strong robust safeguards and
security measures.

We have the task force, which is well
underway. Always a product by the end of Novenber to
t he Commi ssion that will provide aframework for goi ng
forward wth the review of existing security
requi rements agai nst those chall enges of Septenber
11"

We're in a very chal l engi ng period right
now as far as the threshold of information. You know
we' ve gone t hrough t he shutdown of the website. W're
doi ng an update of the website at the sane tinme, so as
we nove information back into the NRC website, we're
doing it in a different format.

W' re sensitivetoplant vul nerabilities.
Sone of those threshol ds and definitions are yet to be

clarified.
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We're working right noww th a nunber of
st akehol ders which before Septenber 11'" didn't
necessarily exist in an active sense. Many of those
nanes are famliar with you: Honel and security;
critical infrastructure. Those are not insignificant
i nfl uences, in our way of thinking, on where nucl ear
power and where the assets of generating electricity
for 20 percent of the demand, where they fit into the
framewor k of government and business, and critical
infrastructure. Those are very inportant deci sions
yet to be made, but they are influences that wil
determi ne how the NRC prograns are defined, how nuch
information is avail able, howwas it categorized and
what type of assets are brought to bear in the
protection in a reactive and in a standby sense for
nucl ear power plants.

So, much of that is yet to play out.
W' re engagi ng the stakehol ders to the extent we can,
and again that's a threshold of information issue.
The effort currently underway as tasked by the
Chairman is very inportant for us as far as | ooking
forward to the future of defining security, defining
the design Dbases, defining the roles and
responsibilities for protection. And those will play

out not only at the end of Novenber, but there will be
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subsequent white papers that will be witten on each
of the policy issues. And right now we're | ooki ng at
four or five of those in the short term for the
Conmi ssion. And we'll nove those forward in a public
sense to whi ch we can, and engage the stakehol ders in
t hose areas.

So that's future licensing, and that is
saf eguar ds.

Lastly, let me just tal k about a coupl e of
i ssues that we're westling with with maintaining
safety. Many of you are aware of the CRDM cracking
that's taken place. W' ve had correspondence and a
set programw th CRDMcracking that's been out in the
i ndustry for quite alength of tine dealing w th axi al
cracking for CRDMs. Now we're experiencing
circunferential cracking. The first instance of that
of note was to the Cconee station.

And we're seeing a fairly constant
di scovery of cracks with the BMWmanuf act ured heads.
And t hose t hat i nspect are seeing cracki ng of one sort
of other, either axial or circunferential. Al of
themto date, | believe, has been at | east axial and
about 50 percent of the BMVN heads has discovered
circunferential cracking. Jack's the expert inthis

area, so | have to |l ook for Jack to nod his head as |
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spout these nunbers off.

And, as you know, we have issued a
bulletinin Ol to specify those actions that the staff
believes is necessary in order to provide for
conti nued operation of the plants while we | ook at the
frequency and depth of inspection.

Those pl ants t hat are nost susceptible are
those that are within a certain effective full power
year range of the Oconee station, because that's the
benchmark we currently have for pl ant cracki ng and for
crack gromh rate. And as we work down towards pl ants
t hat have i nspected and will i nspect, we're narrow ng
down the nunber of plants that we believe are
susceptible to cracking, but have not yet inspected
within a tinme frame that's consistent with a crack
gromh rate in an effective full power year basis for
benchmar ki ng of the Cconee station.

So we will continue that, but we are
coming up to the end of Decenber 31°%. W' re
continuing to work with a few stations as far as the
information that's been submitted, and we wll make
regul atory deci sions on the need for those plants to
do i nspection, probably within the next two to three
weeks.

It's premature to indicate which plants

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

17

those are or what the regulatory action wll be,
because we have not conpleted our reviews. But this
is not only a 2002 i ssue. We're only dealing noww th
t he nost susceptible plants. As we nove out beyond
'01 and into calendar '02, we'll be dealing with the
ot her plants that have nore tinme based on the current
nodel in order to do these types of inspections. But
this will be a continual issue until we either
understand better the crack gromh rate and can do a
better job of predicting or the heads are repl aced,
dependi ng on the options that are avail abl e.

So that to us, and we have to keep those
i ssues right in front of us, because those, actually,
are mai ntai ned safety i ssues as far as the plants are
concer ned.

Okay. | just wanted to cover those points
generally. They may be of interest.

Any questions at this point?

Okay. Let ne turn the forumover to Tim
and Timis going to get into the details of the
di scussions as well as a nore refined definition of
success in the agenda.

"1l be around nost of this norning and
you can catch nme during the break.

MR. REED: Good norning. I|'mTimReed, |'m
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the | ead project manager for the Option 2. Eileen's
here, also. She's the co-lead project manager. I
t hi nk al nost everybody here knows us.

Before we get rolling into the nmeat of
this, | think everybody's aware of this. W have a
court reporter here today, sowe' |l have atranscript.
W'l | make that publicly avail able.

There's m kes, | think everybody's aware
of that. And, you know, we really encourage you to
come forward and, you know, express opinions, views,
what ever . Come to a mke. I[f you would, if you
could, you cone to the m ke please state your nane.
| think the recorder can see with supersonic vision
what's on these little cards on your chest. So that
way we'll know who is speaking. |[If you don't feel
confortablewiththat, that's fine, youdon't have to.

Let | nentioned before, we'll have a
transcript of this. W' || have neeting mnutes.
W'l | put those out.

Let's go to the agenda. W already Sam
gi ve the opening remarks. I['"'m just going to do a
little bit of an overview of what we're going to try
to acconplish today and go over the agenda ri ght now.
That's what |' m doi ng now.

The norni ng, as al ready been nentioned, it
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will be focused on the RISC-3 treatnent area, that
portion of the draft rule concept that we'll put out
on the web. Tom Scar brough's going to go through the
three different ways of structuring the regulatory

framewor k, di scuss the boundary conditions and t hose

alternative approaches. That'l| probably go through
-- ny guess is it'll probably go up to about the
br eak.

And then after the break NEl would liketo
come up and throw a couple of slides down and give
their views of where they think this thing ought to go
as far as RISC-3 treatnment. O course, then we'll
open it up to everybody, anybody else's ideas and
views are certainly welcone at that point. But |
t hi nk after the break we' || probably get to that point
of the agenda.

Then prior to lunch, with those little
green cards or if you just want to cone forward and
talk to ne or Eileen, or whoever, we'll try to get a
i st of the topics people want to di scuss on the rest
of the draft rule. And we'll just take those during
| unch and we're prioritize those, and we'll just try
to plow through themwith the tinme available in the
afternoon the best we can.

| know we al ready have, Ken Bal key's here
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fromWesti nghouse. He's going to give a status on the
ASME code cases, so we have that. That's about 15
m nutes of this afternoon. And | know there's
interest in other parts of the rule, so we'll just
t ake t hose topics, again, prioritize themandthentry
to plow through themthis afternoon.

And then we'll wap up in the end, Steve
West, ny section chief, wll give a little
presentati on of where we go fromhere. And adjourn at
3: 00.

So that's what we plan to run through
t oday on the agenda.

Sanmi s already done a real good job of
di scussi ng what we're tryingto acconplishtoday. |'l1I
just reiterate a little bit nore on that.

This is a workshop and what we want here
is constructive interaction. The staff's goingtotry
to provide our views and personal opinions are fine
fromeverybody i nvolved. W're just trying to get a
| ot of ideas out there and use that information the
best we can.

So we want staff to give our views, but we
al so want the stakehol ders here, we're interested in
your Vviews, too.

And with all that input then, what we want
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to do is take that and nove forward expeditiously to
try to get a draft rule put out. And we want to put
that on our rule formas soon as we possibly can. And
we're trying to nove forward this whole effort in an
expedi ti ous manner.

This draft rule out -- putting it out for
public coment. | thinkit's already nentioned. W're
trying to respond, the Conmm ssion's SRM | ast August
which was the shared draft |anguage wth the
st akehol ders. And that's what this is all about
t oday.

Ckay. Just try to get everybody on the
same page. |I'm not going to go into a lot of the
details of the rule concepts.

And let nme just stop for a second. [|'lI
probably use draft rule |anguage and draft rule
concepts interchangeably. W don't have any of our
friends here fromQOGC, but I'mjust goingto-- Ofice
of General Counsel didn't do a detailedreviewof this
and they' d probably be upset if | was calling it draft
rul e | anguage. They'rereally just concepts and until
they go through it and they approve the process a
little bit nore and get involved a little nmore, we
probably shouldn't call it draft rule | anguage.

What we plan to put out after this wll be
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called draft rule | anguage.

But nonet hel ess, for those of you who saw
this, sonme of you | think are probably a little bit
overwhelmed. It's apretty bigrule. It goes through
up to Hin different paragraphs. And | just wanted to
talk alittle bit how we structured it.

The heart and sole of thisruleis really
par agr aph (c), whi ch is the categorization
requi rement s and paragraph (d), whichis the treatnent
requi rements. But therest of theruleisreally there
to support there.

O course, we have sone definitions in
par agraph (a). Those are the RISC-1, 2, 3 and 4
definitions. | think nost people are famliar with
those, I won't go into a lot of detail on that.

Paragraph (b) is the standard piece of
rules, it's the applicability paragraph. It's
basically saying that thiswill be voluntary rul e that
any power reactor |icensee or applicant, no matter how
you come by that either that's a nice license, renewed
| i cense or conbined |icense or current |icense, can
adopt this voluntary initiative.

As | already nmentioned, paragraph (c) is
the categorization requirenents and the draft rule

concepts that were placed out there right nowgive you
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ki nd of two ways of going; either to adopt Appendix T,
whi ch woul d have basically no prior NRC review and
approval, or to adopt paragraph (c) requirenents,
which are nuch nore high level, that would be
supported with a submttal and a prior NRCrevi ew and

approval, which would focus of course on the PRA

qual ity issues of scope, level of detail, technical
acceptability as well as the categorization
requirenments. It would, in fact, conply wth

paragraph (c) if you have a robust categorization
process. Because | think we said many times this thing
is based on a robust categorization. So that's
par agraph (c).

Paragraph (d) now is the treatnent
requi rements onthe different bins. You know, Rl SC 1,
2, 3 and 4. And real sinply Boxes 1 and 2 if there's
any special treatment requirenents on there, they
continue. |If you're assuming this systemstructure
and conponent outside the design bases and you're
taking credit for it in the categorization process,
whi ch i s probably everythingin Box 2 basically and it
may apply some systemstructures of the conponents of
Box 1, then we want you to nmake sure that's a valid
assunption and we mght want you nmaintain those

assunpti ons. And | know the words nonitor the
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condition and performance of those SSCs to nmake sure
you mai ntain the categorization functions.

So that's Boxes 1 and 2 basically.

Boxes 3 or the focus there i s maintaining
desi gn bases functions. And that's what we're going
to talk about nostly here this norning. How do we
structure that? O course, we want the m nimal
requi rements to acconplishthat, and that's what a | ot
of the discussion that Tomw ||l be going through, so
| won't talk too nuch about that.

Boxes 3 and 4 also have this sane
characterization statenent in it. Again, if you're
taking credit for anything, general principle in the
categori zation process, we want you to nonitor that
and make sure that those assunptions are valid and are
mai nt ai ned val i d.

Paragraph (e) is basically the |inkage
bet ween 850.69 and special treatnment requirenments
which reside, basically in Parts 21, 50, 52, 54 and
100. So this is the link. This basically tells you
okay these are the requirenents that we're going to
lift off of Boxes 3 and 4, okay. So it's critical
certainly from any licensee who wants to inpl enent
this to understand what those are, and froma | egal

aspect it's critical that that's a very clean
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interface and nothing falls through the cracks.

Paragraph (f) that's the subnmtta
requi rements. That supports paragraph (c). Ckay. If
you want to basically come in and neet just the high
| evel requirenents, categorization requirements in
(c), then we'll be having a submittal that will focus
on the PRA in the categorization and make sure that,
infact, that your categorization process establishes
a robust one. And the PRA is sufficient for this
application. So that's really what (f) is focusing
on.

(g), the change control requirenents. And
some of this mght be actually alittle bit redundant
with some of the other parts of the rule, and I
suspect we could get comments to that effect today.
But what we're trying to do here is: (1) maintain the
configuration such soif you change the facility that
your categorization process basically is you're
mai nt ai ni ng safety significant functions, and that's
real |y maintaining those assunptions, again, of the
categori zation process and/or take arisk if the risk
i s acceptable. And that piece, | think, personallyis
probably redundant with the requirements. But the
other piece is controlling the changes to the

categorization and treatnent processes.
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Now, thisisalittle bit different rule.
It's alittle bit different rule than what we've done
in the past. W're kind of approving a process.

In the past when we've done, you know i f
you go way back to the '60s and ' 70s when we did the
original classification safety related and nonsafety
rel ated, we | ooked at basically lists of equipnent
t hroughout different systens. Well, we're not doing
t hat here today in this approach. Wat we're doingis
approving a process that will be inplenented through
time as you go through system after system

It's inportant to have that process,
basi cal | y, somewhat under st ood and cont ai ned and not,
you know, change too significantly w thout the NRC
being involved. That's the idea of that, to control
t hat .

And then finally (h) is what |I like to
think of asreally the adm nistrativerequirenents, if
you wi || . Going to what kind of description you would
have. Probably have some sort of FSAR descriptionto
support this. What kind of records you keep, records
for the life of the plant kind of thing, what's in
there now. And what sort of reporting requirements
we'll have. If there's asafety significant function,

i f you have a hit on that in some way, then it should
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be reported provided in 850.72 and 850. 73 if you don't

already report under that. So those are the ideas
t here.

That's a very, very quick brief overview.
| think that was really just intended to try to get
everybody on t he same page here t hi s norni ng before we
junp in to Box 3.

"1l take any comrents. | don't want to
get too nuch into details here. | think as we go
t hr ough t he wor kshop and t he di fferent pi eces of rule,
we can get into the real nuts and bolts of each
section and have nore of the experts in those sections
address the issues. But I'Il try to take any
guestions you have right now.

Yes, Bill?

MR BURCHI LL: Bill Burchill, Exelon.

Can you clarify the term nology "take
credit for"?

MR HOLAHAN: That's a good questi on.

MR. REED:. Yes, it is. |I'mlooking at --
that's an excellent question. That's an excellent
answer. Ckay. Go ahead. 1'Il give you the division
director.

MR,  HOLAHAN: Did you call for an

excel |l ent answer or just an answer?
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When you put sonmething in your PRA and it
effects the bottomline risk nunbers and it effects
t he i nportance, not only of what you nodel but in fact
it effects the inportance of all the other conponents,
| think that's what Ti mnmeans by "taking credit for."

So, for exanple, if you have a piece of
equi pment and it's in the PRA it's effecting, you
know, that overall analysis. If youdidn't includeit,
you woul d have gotten a different answer, it would
have effected the i nportance of other conponents, it
woul d have effected the delta CDF and a | ot of other
things that go into the decision maki ng process.

So to a certain extent hownuch credit you
take for a given conponent effects howit ought to be
treated and effects how ot her equi pnent ought to be
treated, too. And | think to a certain extent that's
a matter of choice.

| f you decide not include some piece of
equi prent in the PRA, it will make other equipnent
| ook nmore inportant. You can, in fact, effect the
anount of equi pnent that goes into category 1 and 2
versus 3 and 4 by how nmuch "credit you put in nodeling
equi pnent . "

MR. REED: Go ahead, Bill. Bill Burchil

agai n.
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MR, HOLAHAN: Right, Bill?

MR. BURCHI LL: Right, Gary. Bill Burchill
agai n, Exel on.

Vell, the reason | asked the question is
for two years now we've been discussing, you know
progressing towards this rul emaki ng, or close to two
years. And the differentiating |ine has been safety
significant or not safety significant. So above the
line in Boxes 1 and 2 or below the Iine in 3 and 4.

And generally we' ve consi dered that nore
attention should be paid to this equipnent that's
safety significant. Andinthe draft | anguage that we
saw, concept that we saw, it seened like this is a new
concept about this "take credit” for. And when | hear
you say that for equiprment that we're tal king credit
for we need to do performance and condition
nonitoring, and | know that sone of that equipnent
we're tal king about is in Boxes 3 and 4, now | start
t o wonder are we focusi ng on safety significant versus
non-safety significant or are we focusing on sone
entirely new popul ation that we haven't really been
di scussi ng before.

You know, we put a lot of things in the
PRA, but the PRAis a tool to help us understand the

i mportance of different equi pnment and differentiate
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safety significant fromnonsafety significant.

| could put a whole lot of things in ny
PRA, particularly at a detail level, and ' mnot sure
what the value would be of "looking at that as |I'm
taking credit for it," and now | have to do a
performance and conditi on nonitoring.

MR. REED: In fact, | think what you're
going to, Bill, is that would discourage you from
putting a lot nore detail in the PRA?

MR. BURCHI LL: | would not want to say
this.

MR. REED: That's why | said it.

MR, BURCHI LL: But you're correct.

MR. HOLAHAN. Hey, Bill, you sure you want
to sit all the way back in the third row?

| think the question of what s
appropriate nonitoring for |low safety significant
items is sonmething that needs to be discussed. You
know, nost by their nature if the performance of | ow
safety significant itenms changes, it's not going to
have a big effect on answers. And | think that ought
to i nfl uence whet her or how rmuch nonitoring ought to
be i nvol ved.

So, we ought torequire nonitoringif the

nonitoring itself is inportant.
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MR BURCHI LL: Al right.

MR. HOLAHAN: And we ought not to require

it if it's not.

MR,  COLLI NS: Yes, Bill, 1 think the
challenge | hear at the level | operate, which is
really high, is -- and | want to be sure |I'mreadi ng
you right. Is the staff |ooking at inposing

additional requirenents on |low safety significant
i ssues even at during the |l ower tier of the boxes that
woul d di scour age equi prent fromtaking credit for, if
you will, because of the burden that's inposed with
that type of routine nonitoring, and is that
commensurate with the value that's gained by noving
forward with the process. Am | getting that right
general l y?

MR, BURCHI LL: I think that's very
accurate. And that really then brings into question
t he concept of "taking credit for" because --

MR COLLINS: Right.

MR, BURCHI LL: That's what I'mtrying to
under st and.

MR.  CCLLI NS: And is there a graded
appr oach?

MR BURCHI LL: Yes.

MR, COLLINS: Based onthe categorization?
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Ckay.

MR. REED. W certainly want people to do
good PRAs to nodel a |l ot of the plan and nore detail ed
the better, right? And we certainly don't want to
di scour age that.

MR. COLLINS: Right. And sothe challenge
i s what's the val ue of that additional information for
those types of categorized conponents, structured
systens and conponents.

MR HOLAHAN. |'d like to add one ot her
t hi ng. This is not a new issue. There is a
performance nonitoring sectioninreg guide 1.174. As
a matter of fact, it's one of the min safety
princi pl es.

And in that context it doesn't say you
shoul d nonitor everything that you put in your PRA
It doesn't say you should nonitor everything
regardl ess of its inportance. | think it focuses on
noni toring those things which were nost critical to
the regul atory deci sion that was being made. And it
suggested |i censee ought to, in those cases, identify
what is the critical information, sonething that can
and shoul d be nonitored. And the nonitoring woul d be
targeted to the things that are nost inportant to the

deci si on.
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And it seens to ne since we said that an
Option 2 rule would be based on the sanme set of
principles, it seenms to ne the nonitoring concept
woul d be the sane. Not that you should nonitor
everyt hing, but that you should identify those things
that were critical to the decision and find sone
appropriate way of nonitoring those.

MR. STROSNIDER: 1'd just like a little
clarification on this point, because it seens like
t hat as the discussion evolved here, it's focused on
| ow safety significance. And it wasn't clear to ne
when you first raised the issue that that was the
case. |Is this concept of taking credit for, is it
just in the low risk significant conponents that
you' re aski ng that question, because the sane concept
applies across the board in figuring out where it is.
And it seens that that's where the conversations
evolved to, but I'mnot sure if that's exactly what
you said when you first raised the point.

MR. BURCHI LL: The genesis of nmy question
is that over the period of tine that we' ve been
engaged in di al ogue on this proposed rul emaki ng, the
principle differentiating factor for SSCs has been
safety significant or high safety significant and | ow

safety significant or none safety significant. And so
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our focus has been, and of course the ultimate result
of all of this is treatnment. | mean categorization
just puts things in different boxes and then the
treatnment is what's really inportant. That's where
the difference in focus of attention or reduction or
regul atory burden or whatever you want to call the
objective really achieves what it's objective is.

And so now if we have high safety
significant and | ow or safety significant and none,
then we differentiate what we're going to do in
treatment based on that. Now we have a newterm in
ny view.

| acknow edge, certainly, that 1.174 tal ks
about this perfornmance nonitoring. But we now have a
newtermin the | anguage that's been put out that says
"take credit for." Now | hear being stated that the
take credit for neans anything that's in your PRA
VWell, those are things that are both safety
significant and nonsafety significant.

MR. STROSNIDER: Just to help with the
clarification there. That concept appears not just --

in fact in appears for the high safety significant --

MR, BURCHI LL: Well, no, | wunderstand
that. | don't quibble with that at all.
| guess what |I'mdriving toward is our
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principle differentiating nmetric has been the safety
significant. Now there appears to be a new
differentiating netric, and that is whether or not we
"take credit for it" in the PRA. So nowl've got the
hi gh and I've got the low, and now I|'ve got this take
credit for. It's not clear to ne howthat fits into
t he equati on.

MR. REED: Any ot her questions before we
nove on to Tom

MR. COLLINS: | think that's a take away
for the discussions that we'll get to.

MR. REED: Absolutely. We're goi ng to have
to figure out what "take credit" means. | think
you've got sone ideas where we're going with it.

MR, SCARBROUGH: Good norning. |'m Tom
Scar brough in the nechanical engineering branch of
NRR. And 1'm going to briefly walk through the
boundary conditions and the alternatives that we
derived that are sort of branch, go across the range
of possible alternatives that we could come up that
woul d possibly neet these types of boundary
condi ti ons. But I want to first walk through and
provi de a discussion of each of those.

In your neeting notice announcenent you

received aletter, Septenber 27, 2001, whi ch went into
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qguite a bit of detail regarding the boundary
condi tions, the bases for them the alternatives, the
i ssues related to alternatives and rul e concept and
regul at ory gui dance type of concept that woul d fol | ow
along with each of those alternatives. And |I'm not
going to go through that in detail. That's sonething
that you all can read in your |eisure, and hopefully
you had a chance to read it before you cane.

But just to sort of set the stage for the
di scussions today, |'d like to go through briefly the
hi gh poi nts of that meeting notice package so that we
can have sort of a common understandi ng of where the
staff was coming from in terns of developing the
boundary conditions and the alternatives.

The first boundary condition, and let ne
just read it for you here, "Licenses are required to
maintain the design functions of safety-related
structures, systens, and conponents wi th functi ons of
| ow saf ety significance (categorized as Rl SC-3 SSCs)
at the conditions under which the intended functions
are required to be perforned as described i n updated
FSAR. RI SC-3 SSCs nust neet their existing functional
requirenments, including capabilities (e.g, under
pressure and fl ow) and design conditions (e.g., |oads

i mposed by a seism c event or harsh environnment.)" So
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that's the boundary condition that we cane up wth.

Now t he basis for that boundary condition
conmes straight fromthe Conm ssion papers that were
prepared to describe Option 2 of the risk-inforned
Part 50 initiative.

For exanple, | won't go through all the
litany of papers that we had, but just for exanple
SECY paper 98-300 several years ago i ndi cated that the
staff in Option 2 did not address change i n the design
of the plant or design bases accidents. And we tal ked
about gradi ng t he speci al treatnent requirenents based
on risk inportant, but that Rl SC-3 SSCs are expected
to be capable of performing their design function
wi t hout additional margin assurance or documnentation
associated with the higher safety significant SSCs.

Then i n 99- 256 Comm ssi on paper we stated
that the criteria for preservation of functional
capability at a reduced |evel of assurance will be
devel oped and incorporated into 10 CFR 850. 69

And then nost recently in SECY paper 00-
194 we stated that there are no design changes that
could occur under Option 2 that would also not be
accept abl e under the current regul atory framewor k. And
we noted that |icensees were required to naintain the

design functions of RISC-3 SSCs at the conditions
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under which the i ntended functions are required to be
per f or med.

So i n describing that we tal ked about the
repl acenent of SSCs nust continue to neet existing
requi renments, including capabilities under pressure
and fl ow and desi gn conditions, for exanple | oads for
a seismc event and harsh environnent.

W also talked about the boundary
condition in terns of acquiring a function under
applicable environmental conditions wth various
factors, tenperature, pressure, humdity and so on.
And t hen al so appl i cabl e sei sm c conditions including
seism c inputs and design | oad conbi nati ons.

So that's where the boundary condition
came from in terns of the fundanmental Conm ssion
papers that were devel oped to describe Option 2.

Now, we've interpreted Option 2 to all ow
| i censees to use national standards other than the
ASME code for repair and repl acenent activities onthe
| ow ri sk ASME code class 2 and 3 safety rel ated SSCs
with certain conditions. For exanple, we would
continue to require fracture toughness data to apply.

Now, this interpretation we used in the
Sout h Texas, which you may be famliar with, in the

exenpti on process.
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Now, we'vetalkedalittle bit about, this
norning, we've got a little bit touched into this
equi pmrent and why do we care. | sort of got that
i mpression from sone of the coments that came from
t he audi ence. The treatnent practices and the
continued functionality areinportant for these RI SC 3
SSCs, because the categorization process can be
significantly effected by t he equi pnent redundancy and
the initiating event probability.

And anot her aspect is what we found that
Rl SC-3 SSCs performa wi de range of safety functions.
W did not get into the details of what those safety
functions were during the South Texas exenption
review, but as part of sort of follow up and the
review of the risk-informng and service testing
program we have |earned that sonme of the types of
equi pnent that are included in the | owri sk category.
They still have safety related functions, but they're
low risk in terms of a PRA perspective, such as the
di esel generator air start val ves, the spent fuel pool
system punps and valves, the main steam isolation
val ves, feedwater isol ation valves. Sothere's aw de
range of conponents that get grouped in RISC-3 for a
nunber of reasons. Sonmetinmes it's the redundancy of

the plant or the seismicity of the area, things of
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that nature. So you can have sone conponents wth
safety related functions that you would normally
consider to be inportant froma perspective that they
have a safety function, but necessarily they are | ow
ri sk froma PRA perspective because of the redundancy
and things of that nature that occur at the plant.

So finally regarding this boundary
condi tions, the changes to the plant desi gn bases and
renoving specific safety functions are not part of
Option 2, but that's part of the Option 3 process
that's the longer term And so that may renove and
change this boundary condition significantly once
going into Option 3. But for right now for Option 2
this is where we are with the boundary condition.

Ckay. CQur first boundary condition.

MR. STROSNI DER: Before you nove on, Tom
do we interpret no coments as yet? Ever ybody
under st ands and agrees with that boundary condition?
Just trying to solicit sone --

MR, PIETRANGELO |'d interpret that as
not. We'll have another presentation later that into
it.

MR. STROSNI DER: Okay. So you want us to
wal k t hrough the boundary conditions and then we'l|

come back to discuss then? Okay. That's fine.
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MR SCARBROUGH: All right. Ckay.

PARTI Cl PANT:  One questi on.

MR. SCARBROUGH. (kay. Sure.

PARTI Cl PANT:  Coul d you define boundary
condition? | mean, is that a fixed, imutable, not-
to-be deliberated? | mean what does boundary
condition actually stand for?

MR.  SCARBROUGH: Boundary condition is
when we sat down to say okay, in terns of devel oping
arule for treatnment for under Option 2, what are the
constraints that the staff has in ternms of com ng up
with a rule that neets the intent of Option 2? What
constraints do we have here?

And we came up wth three boundary
conditions in terns of whatever rule we conme up with,
it had to fit sonewhere within these perineters, and
these are the boundary conditions. They' re what we
devel oped and they' re certainly up for di scussion; the
whol e boundary conditions and the alternatives are
open to di scussion this norning. But we wanted to sit
down and say okay, why are we thi nki ng the way we are?
What constraints do we feel are in place to cone up
with arulethat is not only acceptable to the NRC and
the industry, but also to the public in terns of

neeting all of the perinmeters that will be appropriate
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for a rule that is treatnent for low risk safety
rel ated pi eces of equi pnent.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Jack Strosni der.

| just provide this perspective on it,
too. The inportant, obviously, isif we start at this
high level and have a mutual understanding and
agreenent on what the objective is, you could
characterize these boundary conditions inthat context
al so. Okay. Then that drive where yougotointerns
of treatnment and categori zati on and those activities.
Al right.

But, frankly, the notion was there had
been a lot of discussion going on about well how
shoul d we treat this equi prent or that equi pnent. And
there was a | ot of discussion on that, and |I'm not
sure it was clear to everybody well what's the goal
we're trying to acconplish with that.

And so the idea here is to say here's the
obj ectives or the boundary conditions that we're
trying to neet with this rule. And that's why | say
it's extrenely inmportant that we have a nutual
under st andi ng of that, because it then plays out into
what the rule would actually | ook |ike and what the
treatnment woul d actual ly be.

MR SCARBROUGH: Thanks.
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The second boundary condition it's that
t he treat ment process nust maintain the functionality
of RISC-3 SSCs consistent with the reliability and
avai lability assunptions in the categorization
process. And the basis for this boundary conditionis
derived from the assunption in the categorization
process that the SSCs will have a certain |evel of
reliability. And we've tal ked about sone of the
categories of RISC-1, 2 and 3 and 4 and how this may
be acconplished is there a sensitivity study that
varies the unavailability of the RISC-3 SSCs nmi ght be
used to assess the potential change in risk resulting
fromthe reduction in RISC-3 treatnent?

For that study to bound the potential risk
i ncreases caused by reduced treatnment for Rl SC- 3
equi pnent and to insure the categorization process
remai ns valid, the treatnment nust provi de reasonabl e
confidence that the SSCs wi |l remai n functional at the
reliability and availability levels assumed in the
PRA.

For exanple, sincel'mfamliar with node
operative valves quite a bit, interns of the failure
rates and such that are assuned typically in PRAs,
we' re tal king about 10°. And so that reliability is

what you're | ooking in terns of you change a treat nent
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associ ated with that equi pnent, how does that change
that failure rate assunption in the PRA for that
equi pnent .

Al so, the RISC-3 treatment nust provide
reasonabl e confi dence that common cause fail ures t hat
m ght not be nodeled in the PRA, such as intersystem
conmon cause failure are not i nadvertently introduced
by reduction in treatnent; things that may have been
captured by a procedural process in the past, if the
treat ment reduces that procedural process, is there a
potential nowfor intersystemprobl ens that may occur
that may not have been there before because of the
procedural controls that were placed over the
treatment and the maintenance of that equipnent.

So a chal l enge i n preparing 850.69 i s that
data and evaluations necessary to quantify these
changes inreliability do not exist and are difficult
to devel op.

And also, the staff has typically
consi dered a categori zati on process, and thi s was one
of our perinetersinternal tothis boundary condition,
i s that the process, the categorization process itself
is fixed, is relatively fixed in its approach to
cat egori zi ng SSCs based on their safety significance.

So we didn't try to go in and try to adjust the
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cat egori zati on process.

So, therefore, the treatnent for RISC 3
SSCs nmay be the focus on the reductions in the current
treat ment whil e mai ntai ni ng t he reasonabl e confi dence
in the SSC capability, availability and reliability
consi st ent with t he cat egori zati on process
assunpti ons.

So that's where we came fromand that's
the basis for why we devel oped boundary condition
number two.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Could I ask you one
qui ck question?

MR SCARBROUGH:  Sure.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Tony Pietrangel o from
NEI .

When you talk about nmintaining the
reliability and availability assunptions in the
categori zation process through treatnment, that's
essentially what we do with t he mai nt enance rul e when
we nonitor reliability and availability and do the
bal anci ng. Ckay.

MR. SCARBROUGH. Am| supposed to respond
to that.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Well, that's a fact. |

mean, you can respond to it if you want, but that's a
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fact.

Now rmaintenance rule is a specia
treatment requirenment, okay. And the current draft
concept /| anguage the scope of the naintenance rule,
t he speci al treatnment requirenents associ atedwith the
mai nt enance rul e would not be applied to RISC 3 and
4. So when | see nunber two here and what you j ust
went through, and | seewhat'sintherule, it's like,
well, yes, this is out of scope for maintenance rul e,
but you still have to nonitor the reliability and
availability to assure the assunptions in the
cat egori zati on process. So I'm not sure what the
staff intends here.

VR. STROSNI DER: Yes, Tony, Jack
St rosni der

Just tal king about the maintenance rule
for a second. Does the naintenance rule the way you
apply it, does it address the desi gn bases condi tions,
t he severe environnents, the seismc events, etcetera.

MR. PI ETRANGELO It | ooks at reliability,
avai lability, it use the PRA of the technical bases
and it does go beyond design bases, also. And if a
design bases function is safety significant, it
noni tors those functions.

But functionality inthe nmai ntenance rul e,
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and we' ve had this di scussion on our definition of --
common definition of unavailability, | ooks at therisk
significant function. And it happens to be design
bases, the answer is yes to your question but it goes
beyond desi gn bases al so.

MR. STROSNI DER: And that's probably
somet hi ng we need t o under st and better, because that's
-- frankly, it's not consistent with nmy understandi ng
with regardto howthe mai ntenance rul e is inplenmented
internms of addressi ng harsh environments and seism c
conditions and the conditions that a lot of the
special treatment rules are, in fact, witten to
address. So | think we just need to understand that
better.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO If we just | ook at the
nmonitoring, if we just look into nonitoring. | nmean,
t he mai nt enance rul e doesn't do all of the rest of the
desi gn bases requirenments. Just from a nonitoring
st andpoi nt .

MR. STROSNI DER: And that's the question,
is does it nmonitor to assure that the conmponents woul d
performtheir design bases functions under the design
bases conditions. And typically what it's |ooking at
i s feedback from normal operating conditions.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO. And testing.
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MR. STROSNIDER: Al right. And if that

does -- the question is does it get you there. And I
think it's a good point, and | think it's sonmething we
need to under st and.

MR. PI ETRANGELO A qui ck answer to your
question is that it's not that frequent to test that
desi gn bases conditions in the plant.

MR. STROSNI DER: That's good.

MR. HOLAHAN: Let ne see if | can sharpen
up the question and the answer, because | think if we
had a copy of the maintenance rule, | would read it
her e.

My recollectionistheintroductiontothe
mai nt enance rul e does refer -- oh, he's got the book.
It refers to the fact that the maintenance rule is in
fact i s supposed to showt hat equi pnent does it design
bases functions. Oay. It is to assure the design
bases and it nmeans for the design bases conditions.
Ckay.

Now, obviously, inits inplenmentation you
don't take the plant to the desi gn bases conditions to
do those testing. Ckay.

But, Tony, you said one thing that I w sh
were exactly correct. The nmaintenance rule, ny

recollection, it requires |icensees to nonitor
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functional failures related to mai ntenance as opposed
to reliability and unavailability. And that sounds
| i ke a subtl e distinction but when we're tal king about
the PRAs and in this context reliability and
availability related to all causes as opposed to
mai nt enance rel ated are what's inportant.

And | wunderstand that sone |icensees,
maybe all licensees nonitor availability and
reliability, but the rule doesn't exactly use those
concepts.

MR PIETRANGELO That's correct.

MR. SONERS: |I'mJerry Sowers from Pal o
Ver de.

| wanted to nove up a few thousand feet
i nstead of novi ng down to the mai ntenance rul e, but |
will say, Gary, that you're right on. You do have to
nonitor all functional failures if you want the
mai ntenance rule to work for you. And | think nost
plants do do that. | know we do that.

When | | ooked at the boundary conditions,
the first thing that struck ne was boundary condition
2 is fundanmentally different froml1l and 3. One and 3
concern a result that needs to be obtai ned. Boundary
condition 2 actually is a specific nmethod that is

outlined in order to obtained a desired result. And
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the desired result | think was inplied that the
categorization remain valid.

And then there's another result. |[Is that
any changes inrisk associated with the i npl enentation
of this be small.

And we can tal k a | ot about 2, but | think
t he fundanmental problemwth 2 is it's at too low a
| evel . W need to agree when we tal k about boundary
conditions first on the results that we're trying to
obtain, and then we can tal k about different ways to
obtain that result.

So, |I'd just suggest that we rel ook at
this boundary condition 2 and try to recast it in
terms of those two fundanental results that we're
after. One, that the categorization process remain
valid after the inplenmentation of thisrule. Andthat
any changes in risk be acceptably small. | think
that's the appropriate place to start.

And then we can tal k about what you need
to do to provide the assurance that you will achieve
those two results. | think this boundary condition
starts too | ow

MR. SCARBROUGH: Good. Thank you. That's
good feedback. Appreciate that.

As you can tell, the boundary conditions
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are sort of grouped in areas. You know, the first
boundary condition relates primarily functionality.
You know, what's functionality and why do we care?

The second boundary condition relates to
the categorization process in terns of how this
equi pnent is assuned to operate wthin the
categorization process, and is there a relationship
bet ween treatnment and categorization? And there is.

And t he t hi rd boundary condi ti on|' mgoi ng
to tal k about nowhas to do with the bigger picture of
NRC s mission and | evel of assurance.

The third boundary condition states that
the NRC nust nmaintain alevel of regulatory assurance
regardi ng the conti nued functionality of RISC 3 SSCs
consistent with its mssion to ensure adequate
protection of the public health and safety. And the
basis here is sort of explainedright in the boundary
conditionitself, is that we need to renmin consi stent
Wi th our m ssion.

For exanple, in SECY paper 99-256 staff
stated that the RISC-3 SSCs need to receive
sufficient regulatory treatnent such as t hese SSCs ar e
still expectedto nmeet functional requirenents, al beit
at a reduced | evel of assurance.

We also noted that the purpose of the
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rulemaking is to develop an alternative regul ation
framewor k t hat enabl es |i censees using risk-informed
process for categorization to reduce the unnecessary
regul atory burden for |ow safety significant SSCs.
And that woul d be by renoving themfromthe scope of
speci al treatnent.

So, there's a dual concept there in terns
of what we're trying to acconplish.

And in addition to the broader picture of
the m ssion Samnentioned in his opening remarks, is
that Option 2 approach nust be eval uated using the
staff's performance goals, including the nost
i mportant goal of maintaining safety and then al so
reduci ng unnecessary regulatory burden, increasing
public confidence and maki ng the NRC activities nore
effective and efficient. Sothat's the third boundary
condi ti on.

So t hose are our boundary conditions, and
| appreciate the feedback we received so far. And
what we'll do is after the break and when we have a
chance to have other presenters talk about the
boundary conditions and alternatives and such, we'd
like to sort of sit down and wal k t hr ough t he boundary
condi ti ons and have that type of feedback where we can

obtaininformation on where it m ght be appropriateto
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try to address t hese boundary conditions and it m ght
allow us to nmove toward a rule that it is nore
effectiveinterns of what we're trying to acconplish

So, | appreciate that feedback.

We took those three boundary conditions
and derived three alternatives. And you could have
nunmerous alternatives. At one point | think we had
five, and then we ki nd of narrowed down. But we tried
to get a nunber that's manageable for discussion
purposes. W rolled it down to three alternatives.

The first one is what was referred to as
commercial practice, just pure conmercial practice.
And the other two al so are basically commercial in a
way, but this the one we just have | abel ed conmerci al
practice.

The rule concept under alternative one
woul d be that the rule would require |icensees to
provi de reasonabl e confidence that RISC-3 SSCs are
capable of performing their safety functions under
desi gn bases conditions including the environnental
and seism c conditions throughout the service life
t hrough the application of conmmercial practice.
That's sort of how the rule would | ook in concept
Wi se.

I n terns of t he st at enent of
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considerations and the regulatory guidance, the
statement of considerations would specify the
expectations regarding comrerci al practice in
i mpl enenting treating the RISC-3 SSCs. |f conmerci al
practice is adequately defined, the statement of
considerations mght rely on that definition for
sufficient regulatory treatnent. However, the
statenent of considerations would need to provide a
technical bases for reliance on that comercial
practice to provide RISC-3 reliability, once again
consi st ent with t he cat egori zati on process
assunpti ons.

And this would invol ve a technical bases
t hat woul d require devel opment of data or eval uati ons
that would support the RISC-3 reliability and
availability assunptions.

And, as we talked about, this data is
i nvol ved wi t h t he desi gn bases aspect and not just the
operational aspect. Because operational aspect of
performance data woul d not necessarily be sufficient
to denonstrate design bases reliability.

And also, we'd also be interested in
guantifying the changes in reliability results from
t he use of commercial practice.

As aresult, interns of this alternati ve,
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we focused on the reduction in treatnment requirenents
while trying to maintain a reasonable confidence in
SSC functionality. Now, the regulatory guide that
m ght go along with alternative 1 m ght reference NEI
docunment 00-04 for an inplenentation of comercia
practice if it could be worked out that an acceptabl e
definition is devel oped for commercial practice.

Ckay. So that's alternative 1

MR. HOLAHAN. Tom woul d you clarify that
ineffect what you' re saying i s when you say there are
three alternative, and you said that there could be
others, you're saying any one of these alternatives
could neet the intent of the rule and the boundary
condi tions, but each one of themhas a certain anpunt
of baggage associated with it in order to make it work
properly. GCkay. But if you do, you know, those ot her
t hi ngs, any one of these options woul d be accept abl e?

MR, SCARBROUGH: Correct.

MR, HOLAHAN: Ckay.

MR. SCARBROUGH: That's right. And, thank

you.

Because now | 'd |i ke to wal k through the
i ssues related to alternative 1, and I'l|l do the same
with the others as well. But these are the issues

that we found when we went down this path to say,
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okay, now if we approach a rule fromthis direction
and are abl e to neet the boundary conditions, what are
t he i ssues that need to be resolved. And that's why
we wanted to | ay these out for your consideration and
i nformati on that you may be to provi de sonme i nput such
that we can cross these bridges.

The alternative 1 issues, the first issue
relates to the lack of a sufficient definition of
commercial practice for uniforminplenentation of a
m nimum | evel of treatnment to provide reasonable
confidence that Rl SC-3 SSCs ar e capabl e of perform ng
their safety functions or the design bases m ssion
t hroughout the service life consistent with the
categori zation process assunptions. And that's sort
of a key thenme all through this talk are those key
points in terns of providing that reasonable
confi dence.

There's an NRC sponsored study conduct ed
by the Idaho National Engi neering and Environnent al
Laboratory which was recently conpletely which
identifies a wdely varying level of commercial
practice between nucl ear power plants, but alsow thin
specific plant prograns. And the results are
described in NUREG CR-6752 which wll be issued

shortly. W thought it would be out by this date, but
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there's some last minute sort of admnistrative
aspects to it that have to be finalized

For exanple, of the range of comrercia
practices, you know, some bal ance of plant equi pnent
m ght be purchased w thout specific design controls
and received wthout specific inspection, and
installed w thout specific procedures, assumed to
function wi thout any sort of nonitoring and nmai ntai ned
after it actually is found to have failed. On the
ot her hand, sone bal ance of plant SSCs are purchased
with very stringent requirenents, alnost to what you
m ght call Appendix B type of level. So there's a
wi de range of commrercial practices out there.

And i n sone cases the comrerci al practice
m ght allowthe design inputs for seismc analysis to
be nodified whereas in other cases those seismc
i nputs are very stringently applied to the equi prment.

In terms of the changes in the design
bases condi ti ons, we believe those shoul d be processed
under 850.59 as opposed to the 850.69 process. So
there's already a process i n place for handling desi gn
changes, and that's the 850.59 process.

So, the issue we have here is without a
sufficient definitionof comercial practice, there's

a problemwith alternative 1 in terns of nmeeting the
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first boundary condition.

The second i ssue related to alternative 1
is that sufficient data and evaluations do not
currently exist to support functionality and
reliability of SSCs under design basic conditions
relying only on conmercial practice. For exanpl e,
operational data available onthereliability of SSCs
do not typically consider consideration of operation
under design bases conditions.

There has been a study that has been
referred to in the South Texas exenption revi ew whi ch
did suggest a reliability of SSCs procured and
mai ntained in the comercial practice were those
simlar to those under special treatnent, but it
di dn't consi der performance necessarily under design
base condi ti ons and t here wasn't i nformati on regardi ng
how that data was collected in terns of the quality
controls placed on it.

So, as aresult, issuetw is that we have
a concern regarding alternative 1 with respect to
boundary condition 2 interns of the PRA. Sointerns
of trying to resolve this, we've |looked at is it
possi bl e to devel op dat a or eval uati ons to denonstrate
conmer ci al practice would provide reasonable

confidence that the SSCs have the reliability and
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availability consistent with the PRA assunpti ons.

And we've talked a little bit about in
terms of the boundary condition in terns of the
treatnment, we cannot allow it to cause significant
increases in the failure rates or commpn cause
interactions within and across boundaries that m ght
change the PRA assunptions. So, therefore, what were
boundary condition 2 needs to be addressed i n ternms of
this assunption of reliability and availability.

The third is regarding alternative 1 is
that the reliance on commerci al treatnment wthout any
nmeans to detect degradation or failure prior to being
cal |l ed upon to function for a desi gn bases event woul d
not provide alevel of regul atory assurance suffi ci ent
to conclude that the treatnment would be consistent
with NRCs mission. And in that case, we wouldn't
nmeet our performance goal of maintaining safety.

So, it all boils down to the definition of
commercial practice. What does it nean in terns of
the wi dely varying | evel s of commerci al practice that
are out there today? And because of that, you know,
we also have the concerns of witing the other
performance goals as well. And so that brings us back
to a definition of commercial practice.

The fourth issue is that the current
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gui dance that's out there, NEI docunent 00-04 doesn't
provide a |evel of treatnent that's uniform
significantly uniformed that we coul d reference. For
exanpl e the guidance mght allow inplenentation of
commercial practice that would allow changes in
seismc design inputs that are specified in the FSAR
It also mght allow changes in comm tnent regarding
functionality wi thout an adequate technical bases.

So, an issue there is that the guidance
that's available to us, we would need to work with
i ndustry to try to come up wth guidance that
satisfied the boundary conditions.

So those are the four issues related to
alternative 1. Now the potential inpact of
alternative 1 related to nmoving this rule forward is
that there mght be a significant delay in the
conmpletion of the rulemaking package to define
commercial practice that receives a wdely held
agreenent in ternms of its necessary |anguage, and to
devel op dat a and eval uati ons t hat support the reliance
on commercial practice. Sothat's theinput -- that's
t he i mpact that we have.

In ternms of exanples, in this package you
did receive the l|language that -- in ternms of the

concept for alternative 1 and in terns of the boundary
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conditions would be related to in the di scussion here
interms of the i ssues woul d be where we came fromin
terms of the statenent of considerations and a
gui dance that we woul d devel op for that.

That was alternative 1. Ckay.

Alternative 2. On alternative 2 the rule
m ght state, tal k about concept that we were thinking
about, is that |icensees nust provide reasonable
confidence in the capability of RISC-3 SSCs to
perform their safety functions under design base
condi tions throughout their servicelifeandthat this
reasonabl e confidence would be provided through
i npl ementation of treatnent processes for design
controlled procurenent, installation, maintenance,
i nspection tests, surveillance, corrective action,
managenent oversi ght and configurationcontrol. Andit
woul d speci fy high |l evel objections for reach of these
treat nent processes.

Now, t he statenent of consi derations woul d
di scuss the expectations regardi ng i npl ement ati on of
t he rul e and woul d di scuss the basis for each of those
obj ectives, including why t he obj ectives are necessary
to neet the boundary condition.

Now, the regulatory guidance would

descri be general nethods for effective inplenentation
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of the rule and it mght be possible to reference
i ndustry guidance in terns of a regulatory guide.
Nowthe i ssues relatedto alternative 21is
that alternative 2 would satisfy, in our view the
boundary condi ti on one by specifying in the rule that
licensees are required to provide reasonable
confidence, and so on. And as part of that, the
treat ment described in 850.69 itself woul d not effect
design input. So it's a separate process for that.
And this alternative would al so satisfy
boundary condition 2 because you have high |evel
treatment objectives that provide a reasonable
confidence in functionality. And it was satisfy
boundary condition 3 by maintaining a |evel of
regul atory assurance consistent with NRC s m ssion.
And we also feel that it would neet the
performance goal s of nmaintaining safety by allow ng
|icensees to focus their resources on the nost
significance SSCs without allowi ng the treatnent of
the l ess significant safety rel ated SSCs degrade such
t hat reasonabl e confi dence woul d not exist for their
safety significant capability.
W also feel that it would reduce
unnecessary regulatory burden by renoving special

treatnment requirenents and allowthe |icensees apply
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conmer ci al practices where t hey neet m ni nrumtreat nent
obj ecti ves.

Also in terms of increasing public
confidence in woul d denonstrate that NRC regul ati ons
can be nodified to focus on t he nost significant SSCs,
but woul d retain adequate record for control over the
| ess significant SSCs. And maki ng NRC activities nore
effective and efficient by all owi ng regul atory revi ew
and oversi ght be focused on t he npst significant SSCs.

An issue with alternative 2 is that the
specification of the high | evel treatnment objectives
in the rule might provide less flexibility than
referencing a comonly agreed upon definition of
conmer ci al practi ce.

Anot her issue relates to alternative 2
related to the need for guidance that provides an
acceptabl e approach for neeting those high |Ievel
obj ecti ves. And we've talked about the current
gui dance out there that m ght all owchanges i n desi gn,
you know, seism c i nputs or changes in technical bases
regarding commtnments. Soto allowthe guidance to be
ref erenced, we woul d need t o have sonme adj ustnents to
it such that we woul d have an accept abl e approach for
sati sfying those high I evel objectives.

A potential inpact regarding alternative
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2 is that the guidance woul d need to be revised, the
gui dance that's currently out there, or the staff
woul d need tinme to devel op gui dance on its own.

In terms of exanples of the rule concept
for alternative 2, in the neeting notice package you
did receive kind of a conplete rundown of sort of a
concept | anguage of alternative 2. But, for exanple,
for design control process you m ght have one line
whi ch says that design input shall be maintai ned and
applied to ensure that RISC-3 SSCs are capabl e of
performng their safety related functions under
desi gned bases conditi ons.

Now, for procurement, it mght say nore
sinmply in one or two sentences that the rule would
specify that RI SC-3 SSCs nmust be procured to satisfy
design i nputs required by design controlled process,
and it mght then require suitable nethods to be used
t o support docunent ed det erm nati ons that the procured
SSCs will be capable of performng there safety
rel ated functi ons on desi gn bases condi ti ons i ncl udi ng
appropriate environnental conditions and including
seism c. So those are rough exanples of the rule
concept | anguage for alternative 2. And there's nore
in your Septenber 27'" meeting notes.

The statenent of considerations could
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i ndicate the licensees m ght be able to neet the rule
for i mpl enentati on of exi sting procurenent practices.
Because we have seen in ternms of our reviews of
practices out there inindustry, there are comerci al
practices that satisfy this. It's sort of in the
m ddl e range of their commercial practices at the
pl ant s.

The regul atory guidance woul d descri be
possi bl e approaches to inplenent the high |evel
obj ectives, such as descri bi ng accept abl e procur enent
met hods.

So that's our vision where alternative 2
woul d end up.

Alternative 3, this one is the nore
detailed of the three alternatives. In terns of, you
know, the title as you can see, the high Ievel
obj ectives and then the nmi ni numtreat ment attri butes.

Sowi ththis concept of alternative 3, the
rule would require reasonable confidence of
functionality of risk for the RISC-3 SSCs on design
based conditions throughout the service |ife, but
would also specify mninmum treatnment attributes
simlar tothe provisions in the updated FSAR for the
Sout h Texas exenption request.

The statenent of considerations would
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di scuss t he expectations regardi ng i npl enmentati on and
indicate the bases for the mninmum treatnent
attri butes.

The regul atory gui dance would provide a
detailed discussion of the acceptable nethods to
effectively i mpl ermrent t he m ni mum  treat ment
attributes.

The i ssues related to alternative 3isin
this case basically one issue. W do feel that
alternative 3 woul d neet the boundary conditions 1, 2
and 3 simlar to what we tal ked about in terms of
alternative 2, but would provide nmuch nore detail.
And that goes to the issue related to alternative 3.

It would also neet the NRC perfornmance
goals along the simlar line that alternative 2 did.

The issue is that alternative 3 would
provide less flexibility than alternative 2 or 1 for
| i censees in inplenenting the rule because there's
much nore detail in the rule and the NRC staff in
nonitoring its inplementation with these mninum
treatnment criteria that are specified in the
regul ations rather than the high | evel objectives in
t he regul ati on.

So, an issue is that the staff woul d need

to develop rule language in nore detail the
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i mpl enent ati on gui dance that m ght be perceived as
reduci ng stakehol der input in ternms of the specific
regul atory requirenents that would be in 10 CFR

Now, the potential inpact of alternative
3 is that the schedule mght be delayed by the
devel opnent of the rul e | anguage and t he nore detail ed
regul atory guidance. And exanples, once again, the
nmeeting notice that you received, and the concept
woul d be simlar to those in the updated FSAR for the
Sout h Texas exenption request. So if you sawthe FSAR
section for South Texas, you would sort of see the
FSARin terns of howthey updated it to describe their
program for low risk safety related equi prent, and
that's what the sort of concept woul d be.

And the discussion in the safety
evaluation in ternms of effective inplenentation
met hods and t hi ngs of that nature woul d be the type of
gui dance that would be in the regul atory docunents,
t he regul atory gui dance docunents for alternative 3.
So that is a rough idea of where that alternative
would take us in ternms of the |anguage of that
particul ar type of rule.

That's all | wanted to say at this tine
regardi ng the | ayi ng out, the boundary conditi ons and

the alternatives, and the issues related to them
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W wanted to all ow individuals to have a
chance to speak. | know NEI had asked for sone tine,
and if there's anyone else that wanted to nmke a
presentation fromup here or fromthe audi ence, that's
fine too, in terns of |aying perspectives of the
boundary condi ti ons and alternatives. Andthen we can
do that, and then after the break we could go through
and have it nore of an exchange where we wal k t hrough
t he boundary condi ti ons one-by-one and bring up t hose
good points that have been regarding them and see
what areas that people would like to respond to or
provide us input that we could use in trying to focus
t hose boundary conditions, such that when we go back
and we try to come up with a draft rul e | anguage, that
we're able to have a good solid set of boundary
condi tions.

Any questions. Tony's going to come up

MR. Pl ETRANGELO.  Thank you, Tim

And bef ore we begin, I want to conmend t he
Conmi ssion and the staff for having this nmeeting in
the first place. | thinkthisisterribly inportant to
the industry. If we had waited to get to the proposed
rul e stage to have the kind of discussion we're going
to have today, | think we would have had to submt

gquite a few comments. And to the extent we can have
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t he discussion now and see if there's some common
poi nts of agreenent, it shoul d make the rul emaki ng go
snoot her | ater and neet the Conm ssion's objectives.
So, again, appreciate the opportunity to have the
neeting today and provide sonme stakehol der feedback

W' ve ki nd of broken our presentationinto
two separate topics. What |I'Il cover this norning is
treatment as well are the regulatory framework for
850.69. Probably this afternoon when you get to the
ot her i ssues associ ated with the rul e | anguage, Adri an
wi || come back and have sone ot her conments that our
task force devel oped on specific rul e | anguage.

W do intend to provide sonme witten
comments follow ng the workshop. | don't know if we
can get them in tine for the ROP neeting that's
schedul ed next week, but we hope to do that and for
you all to have that perspective when you go through
your deliberations on the feedback you get today.

By way of overview, we're going to start
with the definition of industrial treatnment. | think
one of the things we saw in the September 27'"
docunent that was made public was that several places
there it cited a lack of a definition of industrial
treat ment.

We have stricken the word "commercial "
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from our |exicon. W are not going to nention
commercial anynore. It's industrial treatnent.

So the first thing we want to start with
is our proposed definition of what industrial
treatment is.

Secondly, | want to cover why we think
that's adequate; applying that type of industrial
treatnment program is adequate to assure the
functionality of | owsafety significant SSCs or RI SC- 3
SSCs.

And finally, | want to talk about the
i censing framework for inplenentation of 850.69.

| think our initial take on this is that
in going through 850.69 we didn't want to have to
i nvent any new associ at ed change control processes or
how you woul d handl e this thing within the |icensing
basi s. And really as a first premse, use the
exi sting regulatory franework that we spent the |ast
several years trying to fine tune with 850.59 and
FSARs and desi gn bases gui dance, and use that as our
starting point and see how the 850.59 requirenents
could be fit into that structure. And I'll have a
proposal in that regard.

And then there's issues -- again, that's

our other input on the rule | anguage in 850.69 that
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Adrian can address this afternoon.

This is our proposed definition of what
we'll call nuclear industrial treatnent. W  put
nucl ear there because even industrial treatnment in a
nucl ear power plant is going to be different fromany

other industrial enterprise, just because of the

nature of the beast. And I'Il just read it very
briefly.

"Practices t hat provi de adequat e
confidence that the required functions wll be

satisfied under conditions as intended." Thisis kind
of a paraphrase of alot of what was in Ton s slide on
t he boundary condition for basically maintaining the
desi gn bases.

"Such practices are defined in applicable
national, local and industry codes and standards,
vendor recommendations, and plant guidelines and
procedures. " Now the scope of this program woul d
i ncl ude: desi gn, procur emnment, install ation,
i nspection, testing, maintenance, assessnent and
corrective action.

Now t he only difference you'll see in the
elenments that | think under alternative 2 in the
Sept ember 27'" docunent is you don't see configuration

control in our elenents here. And basically we
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i nclude that under the design elenment in it, so we
don't think there's a marked difference in terns of
the el ements, the comercial or industrial treatnent
program shoul d address. W think we're on the sane
page with the staff in ternms of what el ements need to
be added.

Agai n, and we woul d not have a si gni fi cant
i ssue with breaking out configuration control in a
separate el enent either. It's howyou package it. So,
we don't see that as a significant issue.

One thing | wanted to mention before |
|l eft this slide, was that one thing we noticed from
the safety evaluation report on the South Texas
project exenption was that in reading through that
package, the staff seened to be |ooking to nmake a
findi ng on the adequacy of each i ndivi dual el ement of
Sout h Texas' proposed treatnent. And we really see
this as a conbination of the elenments, not as each
i ndi vi dual el ement having to assure functionality for
t he desi gn bases goi ng forward.

Probably one el enent, inandof itself, is
i nadequate to do that. And I'Il get into nore detail
in a second when we go through our adequacy
di scussion. But we think it's the conbination of the

el enents, not hanging your hat on each individual
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el ement bei ng the one that assures functionality going
forward. It's the conbination, it's the whole
i ndustrial treatnment programand it needs to be | ooked
at in that context.

MR. HOLAHAN: Tony, before you | eave t hat.

MR PI ETRANGELO  Sure.

MR. HOLAHAN: There were just two things
onthat slide that arealittle vague to nme. | think,
you know, we know what national, |ocal and industry
codes are, and we know what t he standards are. Vendor
reconmendations are sonething you could |ook up.
Pl ant guidelines and procedures, it doesn't add
anything that | can tell. | nean, those guidelines
and procedures are witten what? To inplenment those
other things or, you know, any procedure that's
witten? | nean, those seemto be different fromthe
ot her things on the viewgraph, they' re kind of fuzzy
and they don't seemto add nuch.

MR. PI ETRANGELO Yes. The intent there
was t hat we don't operate on the bal ance of plant side
wi t hout any guidance to plant staff on how to do
desi gn, procure, install, maintain, inspect, test and
so forth.

In addition, | think what goes into t hose

gui dance cones out of the codes and standards, and
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vendor recommendati ons on what to do. So, really, the
pl ant procedures and gui delines take input fromthe
appl i cabl e nati onal, | ocal codes under reconmendati ons
and they're really the inplenenting docunentation to
do the eight elenents in the industrial treatnent
pr ogr am

MR, HOLAHAN: kay. So it's an
acknow edgenent that things are done through
procedural i zed process as opposed to ad hoc process?

MR, Pl ETRANCGELO Yes, that's correct.
And al so | think, and we've tal ked about thisalittle
bit yesterday with our task force, there's a gradati on
within that, and | think this is naybe what the staff
saw in the study that was done by I NEEL. Depending
upon the conplexity of what you' re doing and to what
in the balance of plan, there may be a gradati on of
how you apply those elenents in ternms of the | evel of
detail of the procedures and instructions tothe plant
staff on how to do a particular elenment of that
t reat nent.

If it's sonething very sinple, it may be
goi ng down to get an el ectrical conponent that's, you
know, UL Iisted in a catal ogue, part nunber, all that
as opposed to a nore conpl ex desi gn change on t he BOP

where you' d see a | ot nore procedural instruction and
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gui dance. So | think there's a gradation wthin
i ndustrial treatnent depending on the conplexity of
what you' re doi ng.

MR, HOLAHAN: | may just be having a
probl em which sentence you put those phrases in.
Nucl ear industrial treatnment does these things. Such
practices are defined. It seens to ne that they're
not defined in the plant guidelines and procedures.
They' re i npl enent ed t hr ough gui del i nes and pr ocedur es,
but their definition seens to be that other part of
the |ist.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO. Okay. | understand t hat
better.

Go ahead, FEric.

MR JEBSEN: Eric Jebsen, Exelon.

As an exanple, as part of the neeting
yesterday we had with the task force, | had brought
al ong two non-Q nod packages just as an exanple of
okay, what do you do in a non-Q nod. And as part of
the -- one of the checklists you kind of have to go
t hrough t o make sure you cover all your bases, there's
a section called "Wat's the Cassification and
Appl i cabl e Codes and Requirenents.”

And in this particul ar nod whi ch has to do

with the off-gas system one of the applicable codes
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for the piping is this B.31.1. But then also it says
"Al'l work shall be performed per the | atest revision
of this Nucl ear Station Vor k Procedures

specification,” which is an internal specifications,
"Nuclear Electric Installation Standards, NEIS,
El ectrical InstallationWrk Specification.” Andthen
there's anot her nunber. "As well as other applicable
Exel on approved procedures.”

So the point here was that the national
| ocal codes and standards may have many requirenents
which are applicable, but that over the history of
bui | di ng power plants, not just nucl ear power plants,
but way back when a |lot of these conmpanies started
and, you know, | ate 1800s, early 1900s where t here was
no particul ar applicable requirenent that seened to
cover probably a problemthat cane up at one tinme or
another, these internal specifications, design
speci ficati ons woul d have been devel oped internal to
utility or internal to vendors, A&Es, that are called
on to do design. So that's really the reason we
wor ked on getting that in there, it's a whol e body of
things, not just necessarily even nationally or
| ocally recognized standards. But internal to a
conmpany you have general work practices to protect

peopl e and equi pnent that have evol ved over tine.
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MR. HOLAHAN. Whiile you're there, can

ask a question? M recollectionis that power plants
are exenpt from sonme codes, things I|ike sone
el ectrical codes, ny recollection. Is this also away
of dealing with sone exenptions?

MR JEBSEN: | can't really answer that.

MR, HOLAHAN:. Ckay.

PARTI Cl PANT:  Expl ain yourself, Gary.

MR, HOLAHAN: Well, ny recollection was
that when you're tal king about national and | ocal
codes, codes for things like fire protection and
el ectrical codes don't always apply to power plants.
Frankly, some of themare directly exenpted. And so
t he power pl ants are doi ng sonet hing el se to deal with
t hose sort of situations.

MR JEBSEN: Well, let nme address that.

| think that at |east for, you know, have
a whol e body of NFPA codes, for exanple, sonme of which
exenpt, like you say, some portions of power plants.

Now, again, to cover situations that fire
protection engineers are interested in in protecting
life and safety and equi pment, | think while you may
be exenpt fromsone portions, it's been ny experience
there's usually some other code. You know, one code

m ght save except for a power plant, but then there's
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anot her code or portion of a code that says this is
for the power plants.

Now, in ternms of | would say these
i nternal guidance cover places where there doesn't
seemto be any gui dance. There seened to be at | east
internal to a conpany, a hole or a problem cane up.
And so, okay, we'd better wite arule, they have the
safety rule book, for exanple. Ckay, we're going to
wite arule to cover that one. Now, whether anybody
el se does that is beside the point. But we have ours.

Now, | would say that there are probably
typically any utility woul d have a col | ection of these
t hat have been internally generation.

MR. HOLAHAN: Ckay. Thanks.

MR. STROSNI DER: Tony, before you go.
This is Jack Strosnider, could | ask a question, too,
on the slide?

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Sure.

MR. STROSNIDER: In the first sentence at
the end of the sentence where you tal k about we'll be
satisfied under conditions as intended. If we wereto
insert in there under design bases conditions as
descri bed in the updated FSAr, which | think was the
| anguage you saw in the staff, is that consist or --

MR, PI ETRANGELO  Yes.
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MR.  STROSNI DER: Ckay. Al right.

Thanks.

MR PI ETRANGELO  Okay. Now, | want to
turn to the adequacy of this industrial treatnent.

We are wor ki ng on putting together awhite
paper, if youwll, that fully discusses these three
el ement s. And, again, this is beyond the eight
el ements that areintheindustrial treatnent program
Those are the what you do things. These are really
ai med at why that's good enough or why that's adequate
to support functionality of the design bases going
forward for the RI SC3 SSCs.

MR. HOLAHAN: And when woul d we expect to
see such a thing?

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Per haps wi t hi n t he next
week, Gary.

MR, HOLAHAN: Ckay.

MR PI ETRANGELO. |If we can finish it in

Now, the three principlebase--1"ll have
a slide on each of these. The first oneis there's no
change to the functional requirenents. | think this
equates wi t h boundary condition one. Wew || maintain
t he desi gn bases goi ng forward.

The second bases i s historical performance
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data. There's an STP report that was submtted as
part of the exenption request. There's al so sone
ot her i ndustry experience that we're gathering nowto
bring to bear howis the perfornmance of safety rel ated
equi pnent conpared to simlar SSCs that are non safety
related, and try to look at the failure rates, i.e.,
reliability of those conponents over tine.

Third, there's what we call functiona
nonitoring and corrective action. And | think this
will end up getting at boundary condition two when we
get into this. But what does that entail, what are
you |ooking at, how is it different from what we
currently do under the mai ntenance rule? But that we
vi ew as anot her | eg of the stool here in providingthe
basis for why the industrial treatnent is adequate.

MR, HCOLAHAN: Bill, did you want to

comment on nunber three?

MR, BURCHILL: No, I'Il let himgo ahead.
MR, HOLAHAN: You'll let himgo? Ckay.
MR. PIETRANGELO |'ve got way too nany

papers up here and not enough room

kay. Agai n, consistent with boundary
condi ti on one, 850. 69 does not change t he desi gn bases
of any safety-related SSC, or non safety related SSC

for that matter. There are design bases requirenents
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that apply to non safety related SSCs. So this slide
really shoul d say both safety rel ated and non safety
related. If youwant to wite that in on our handout.
That's an om ssion on our part. But that is the
boundary condition and that nust be mai ntai ned goi ng
f orwar d

Secondl y, the engi neering and procur enent
specifications and processes, those elenents in the
i ndustrial treatnent program will preserve those
desi gn bases requirenents.

| think a key point to renenber here is
that we're not starting from scratch on when we do
either replace equipnment that's obsol escent or has
worn out, or needs to be refurbished. W have a
desi gn out there, that's been approved, that neets the
desi gn bases. W know materials are in the current
design. If we can't find those materials, there's a
weal t h of engi neeri ng data on which to drawto conpare
different designs that neet the sane functional
requirements.

The i nmportant point hereis this is not a
start from scratch exercise. There's a wealth of
experience across the industry on how to design to
neet the design bases requirenents.

And that's really the third alternative
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here. When you can't either find a like-for-Ilike or
an equi val ent replacenment, you nmay have to draw on a
different design to still neet the sane design bases
functional requirenments. And | think that's where
maybe sonme of the discussionis goingtofall today is
how do we assure that those alternative designs stil
nmeet the design bases functional requirenents. But,
again, the functional requirenents don't change,
they' re preserved by design control and procurenent
process going forward. So we see that as the first
pi ece of why the industrial treatnment, which includes
t hose el enents, provides adequate confi dence.

The second point is on historical
per f or mance dat a. And, again, we believe there's
gquite a bit of generic equi pment performance data t hat
i ndi cates over tinme the robustness of the industri al
treatment that's been applied SSCs. | nmentioned
before the STP report that was provi ded as supporting
material for the exenption request. That |ooks at 74
billion hours of both safety related and non safety
rel ated operation of SSCs.

The conmponent types are categorized and
classified into 33 different conmponent types, and
really no significant differences inthe reliability

bet ween what's safety rel ated and non safety rel ated
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component performance was observed.

Now, it is a fact that not all that
operating history was done under design bases
conditions. In fact, probably the vast majority of it
was not. And that's why you cannot hang your hat
al one on one elenment of the process. But certainly
t hat provi des sonme insightsinterns of howtreatnent,
i ndustrial treatnment has resulted in equipnent
performance. Again, when | get done we'll put the
three elenments together and see whether that's
conpr ehensi ve enough to provi de adequat e confi dence.

The second point | wanted to nention here
is that there's just been a trenendous i nprovenent in
the industry's average capacity factor in the |ast
decade. And the industrial treatnment programs are
being used to achieve that |evel of performance
We're at a 90 percent industry average. Many plants
are wel |l above 95 percent capacity factor. W could
not achieve that Ilevel of performance w thout
treatment prograns that are very highly reliable in
terns of maintaining the functions of equi pnent. And
we think there's a |lot of data to backup this
assertion.

So our conclusion fromall thisis not to

say one is better than the other, but basically the
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i ndustrial treatnment results in conparabl e perfornmance
of non safety related SSCs.

MR. STROSNI DER: Tony, this is Jack
Strosni der agai n.

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Yes.

MR. STROSNI DER: | have to nmke ny
standard obligatory comment on your study.

MR PI ETRANGELO Go ahead, Jack.

MR. STROSNI DER: And | appreci ate the fact
that you point out that, you know, the conditions
under which these tests were run --

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Ri ght.

MR. STROSNI DER:  You know, it's unlikely
t hat they i ncluded, you know, hi gh tenperature steam
hi gh radiation, seismc and such. So we recognize
that. So there's sone good information here in terns
of maybe being necessary but not sufficient. And
sufficient inthe ternms of, and just back up a second
and | ook at this froma bigger picture. Wen we talk
about the special treatnment rules that we're tal ki ng
about relaxing, all right, that go to environnental
qual i fications and seismc qual i fications
specifically, nunber one, it's not a surprisethere's
not a lot of data there because, as you said, that

doesn't happen, we don't want it to happen.
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MR. Pl ETRANGELO Right.

MR. STROSNI DER: Also it shouldn't be
surprise that there's not alot of testing that's done
in service to capture those ideas. They never were
captured even under the existing special treatnent
rul es.

MR, PI ETRANGELO.  Correct.

MR. STROSNI DER: So we shouldn't be
| ooking to say well we're going to do tests now t hat
capture sonet hi ng that wasn't even captured under the
exi sting rul es.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Ri ght.

MR. STROSNIDER: But | think, if | can
foll owwhere you're headed with this, it is inportant
that the engineering procurenent and other aspects
provi de assurance for those areas.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Ri ght.

MR. STROSNI DER: Because you' re not goi ng
to get there through testing. Andif these conponents
were showing lower reliability under the conditions
you' re talking about, obviously that would be a
probl em But the fact that you have this higher
reliability doesn't necessarily address some of the
specific areas we're trying to rel ax.

VMR, Pl ETRANGELO | under st and. It's
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input to the finding at the end of the day on this,
and again it has to be considered with all the other
things we bring to bear. No, your comrents are
exactly right.

d enn?

MR, KELLY: Genn Kelly with the NRC
staff.

If you could go back to functional
requi rements for a second.

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Sure.

MR. KELLY: And perhaps you' ve tal ked here
about nmmi nt ai ni ng t he desi gn bases function. And one
of the other areas that we've al so considered is the
fact that these SSCs are considered in the PRAs and
there are certain functions or assunptions that are
made in the PRA. | don't see any di scussi on here about
for the RISC-3 SSCs whether there needs to be any
consi deration of somehow maintaining any of these
functions. Perhaps you could talk to that.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO. Yes, I'Il get tothat in
the functional nod slide. That's our third | eg of the
stool here. And why don't we go to that now.

First of all, we thought it was inportant
to state right off that we do not expect to see a

change in the Rl SC-3 SSC perfornmance given that we're
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mai nt ai ni ng t he desi gn bases functi onal requirenents,
gi ven that we have data on the reliability of those
SSCs over the long term

And the second point here is that is we
believeit'sinportant to do functional nonitoring and
take corrective action when those functions are not
met to assure SSC capability.

Let nme take a nmonment now to kind of
di stingui sh what we vi ew as what the mai ntenance rul e
does wth regard to tracking reliability and
availability. That's not what we intend by this
bullet. Al right.

When we say assure SSC capability, we're
| ooking at things Ilike punp flows, vibration,
electrical data on notors, start times, etcetera.
Those are done -- this is nore akin to condition
nonitoring that is also done to some regard wth
respect to the maintenance rule. But we do not
envi si on t racki ng, demands, reliability and
avai lability hours on |low safety significant SSCs.
The maintenance rule s a special treatnent
requi renent that's been -- that we're now excl udi ng
fromthe scope of the R SC-3 SSCs.

And there's two reasons why we think

that's okay to do. The first is if you had a
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degradation in the performance of a |ow safety
significant SSC, what would be the inpact on the
categori zation process? Individually if you had a
| ower performance on a degraded perfornmance on a | ow
safety significant SSC, the first result would likely
be that the high safety significant SSCs are of even
hi gher inportance.

Secondly --

MR. HOLAHAN: And nore of themare high
per haps?

MR. Pl ETRANGELO More of the high are
hi gher ?

MR. HOLAHAN:  No, no, no. Sone of the
| ows coul d becone hi gh?

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Well, you'reright. And
t hat' s why we do an aggregate i npact sensitivity study
to denonstrate that we have an adequate margin of
safety. At the end of the day when the categorization
process does this relative ranking of the inportance
of SSCs, we take all the | ow safety significant SSCs,
assune a significantly increased failure rate
simul taneously to seeif we still have adequate margin
of safety. O, in other words, do not have a
significant inpact on the risk profile of the plant.

That addresses sone of the comon cause things that
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Tom raised earlier in terms of if you apply this
i ndustrial treatnent program across the board what
coul d happen.

Vell, this sensitivity study is designed
to see what woul d happen. Now, provided that we still
do the functional nonitoring and when you don't neet
t he equi pnent specification, you need to corrective
action, that's an el enent of the industrial program
W believe that is sufficient to assure that the
categori zation assunptions are maintained over the
| ong haul . And | think that was what Gary was getting
at before, there's nore than one way to skin the cat
on providing assurance that the categorization
assunptions will be preserved.

Any questions on why we think what we
think on this?

Al right. Let ne nove to a very
i mportant point here on the reg franework.

For the nobst part when we talk about
treatment for RISC-3 SSCs and the trick here is
provi ding adequate constant confidence of the
functionality for the design bases requirenents goi ng
forward. Really the | evel of safety significance of
t he SSCs does not cone into play intrying to do that.

Wiere we do believe it comes into play is
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how you treat this thing in the regulatory framework.
First of all, we do believe that 850.69 shoul d specify
i ndustrial treatnent for RISC-3 SSCs i ncluding a list
of the elenents of the treatnment program So we are
not for alternative 1. W believe that definitionis
t oo ski npy.

As an alternative, and I'll termit 1.5,
we believe we should identify our comercial
i ndustrial treatnent program and list the el enents
that we get consensus on should be in an industrial
treat ment program

Now, that is only the upper tier of the
regul atory framework. Ckay. And, again, our principle
going forward of the prem se here is that we try to
stay withinthe current regul atory framewor k and rul es
t hat have been set up and not have to i nvent sonethi ng
new for 850. 69.

Now, these descriptions of what these
i ndustrial treatnent el enents are we woul d not pl ace
intherulelanguage, and I'Il get to the rational for
that in a nonent. W believe those summary
descriptions of what those el enents entail should be
capturedinthe QAtopical report that's referencedin
t he UFSAR. Ri ght nowthat QAtopical report describes

how the licensee's QA program nmeets criterions one
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t hrough 16 for safety rel ated SSCs. G ven that 850. 69

will have alternative treatnent for several safety
rel ated SSCs, that's what needs to be anmended in the
i censing basis. It'sadifferent treatnent for those
RI SC-3 safety rel ated SSCs.

So this QA topical report needs to be
anmended to capture what the i ndustrial treatnment wll
be for the RISC-3 SSCs. And we have a changed control
mechani smin the existing regul ations that deal with
changes to your QA topical report, and that's 10 CFR
50. 54( a) .

That's kind of the mddle |level of the
regul atory framework here. There's athird|level, and
that is alicensee conmtnent to aregul atory gui de on
how to i npl enent 850.69. Now, it's our objective to
get NRC endor senment of NEI-00-04 as a way to i npl enent
850.69. A licensee would conmt to that reg guide,
hopeful | y, endorsi ng NEI-00-04.

Now, that guideline contains a conplete
description of the categorization process and al so has
the additional description beyond the sunmmary
description that woul d be inthe QAtopical report and
t he FSAR, additional gui dance on howto do industri al
t reat nent.

In our current guideline | think we have
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an Appendi x of about, an Adrian correct ne if |'m
wong, 10 pages on how to do EQ going forward in
i ndustrial treatnment, and about another 10 to 15 pages
on how to do seismic going forward in industrial
treat ment. So there's that additional |evel of
detail, and we believe that it would be properly
captured inthe |licensee conmtnent to the guideline.
And t hat woul d be controll ed t hrough NEI -99-04, which
i s our comm t ment nmanagenent gui dance, whi ch has al so
been endorsed w t hout exception by the staff.

Now, what is that okay? This is our
rational for this structure.

MR. HOLAHAN: Before you | eave that, can
| stick at the mddle |evel for a mnute?

MR, Pl ETRANGELO  Ckay.

MR. HOLAHAN: The |icensee commitnent, is
that in the QA topical?

MR Pl ETRANGELO  No.

MR, HOLAHAN: O that's a --

MR. PI ETRANGELO.  No. What would be in
the QA topical is the sunmary descriptions of the
i ndustrial treatnent program el enents.

MR, HOLAHAN:. Ckay.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO. Regul atory commi t nent s

there's no requirenent to put a regul atory conmm t nent
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in the FSAR currently in the framework. Let me go
t hrough - -

MR. HOLAHAN: | under st and.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Thi s next sli de expl ai ns
the rational for that.

MR.  STROSNI DER: Tony, | hate to
interrupt.

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Sure.

MR STROSNI DER:  Just one conment because
maybe t hen you can address it as you go through this.
MR, Pl ETRANGELO.  Ckay. Ckay.

MR. STROSNI DER:  And what |'mstruggling
withalittle bit hereis if I followthe | ogic here,
you're tal king about a rule, for exanple, that would
say go do industrial treatnent without the rule
defining what that is.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Well, it would list the
el enent s.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Okay. So the rule would
list the elenents. Ckay. So the attributes or the
el enents woul d be --

MR PIETRANGELO In the rule.

MR. STROSNIDER:  -- in the rule?

MR PI ETRANGELO That's correct.
MR

STROSNI DER: And essentially they
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defi ne what you nmean by i ndustrial treatnment? Because
that's what | was -- not in the level of detail that
is in these other guidelines, but what | was
strugglingwithisif fromthe regul ator's perspective
it's very difficult towite arule that just says go
do industrial treatnment w thout some expl anation of
what that is.

MR Pl ETRANGELO Right. Right.

MR. STROSNIDER: Al right?

MR. PIETRANGELO. | think, and | should
have nentioned this before, really this is boundary
condi tion nunber three we're tal ki ng about here. How
do you provi de t he regul at ory assurance goi ng f orwar d.
Al | right. And the regulatory framework has
hi erarchies and different levels, and | think it goes
t o what change control and howthose different |evels
are treated and what kind of flexibility a |licensee
gets.

This next slide attenpts to put in
perspective why we think what we proposed is
sufficient for 850.69. And we do that first by way of
conparison to what's in the current regulatory
framework. If | take what's in alternative 2 in the
Sept enber 27'" docunment, you have a paragraph that

says this is industrial treatnent and it lists 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

95

el enents, and then what follows is a summary
description of each of those elements. Al right.
That is the current alternative 2 that's in the paper.

That is basically exactly the same as
what' s i n Appendi x B today t hat governs safety rel ated
SSCs. You've got the 16 criterion in Appendix B and
about a paragraph that says "nmeasures shall be

established to assure you know, installations
done wel |, and all those things. All right. Sothat's
the regul atory treat nent today i n rul emaki ng space for
safety rel ated SSCs.

Qur argunent hereis that given that these
alowsafety significant SSCs, all right, still safety
related but low safety significant SSCs, they
shoul dn't receive equi val ent treatnent in rul e space.
i.e. what's in Appendi x B today. Therefore, you just
list the elenments, you don't have the paragraph
description in the rule of each of those elenents.
Rat her, you use the other elenents of the licensing
basis, i.e. inthe QAtopical report you woul d provide
t hose summary descriptions of the el enents, all right,
and it has a change control nmechani smestablished with
it. Andthird you make a regul atory commtnent to the

gui dance that |ays out the categorization process as

wel | as provi des additional detail on the key el enents
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of treatnment that speak to mmintaining the design
bases functions going forward.

Al'l that is part of the licensing basis
for 850.69. It doesn't have to just be captured in
t he rul e | anguage.

So, we think that nakes sense given the
robust of the categorization process. It does not
make sense to us to treat in rule space how the
current safety related SSCs are treated. And that's
where -- sothe categorizationisn't about nai ntaini ng
functionality going forward, that's not an inportant
point. Were it is an inportant is how you |lay out
t he regul atory framework for i npl enentati on gi ven t hat
safety significance. And it should | ook different
than what we do for safety related SSCs today.

MR. STROSNI DER: Tony, this is Jack
St rosni der

Your observation's interesting because |
will confess that our discussions internally were
Option 2, it ought to | ook sonething |ike Appendi x B
in terms of its -- capturing the elenents of the
program but it should not be Appendix B because
obviously, just as you point out, that's not the
expect ati on.

MR PI ETRANGELO. It canlook alittle bit
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i ke Appendix B. But not a |ot.

MR. STROSNIDER:  Yes, and | think that
maybe there's sone details there that --

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Ri ght.

MR. STROSNI DER:  You know, it's a |l evel of
how nmuch goes in there that needs to be di scussed.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Yes. And that's why our
point is given the low safety significance it
shoul dn't | ook exactly |i ke Appendi x B does today for
the safety related SSCs.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Right. And the comment
|"mmaking is, actually | think we had a little bit,
fromny perspective, of success because you say, hey,
t hat | ooks I'i ke Appendi x B, and t hat's what we al r eady
t hought .

MR. Pl ETRANGELC  You did, though.

MR. STROSNIDER: But if youthink it reads
exactly like Appendi x B, then that was not our intent
and we need to understand that.

MR Pl ETRANGELO Yes. And what we're
t hi nki ng about for the summary descriptions that woul d
go in the QA topical report, it may not be the exact
words you have -- in fact, we'll stipulate that it's
not the exact words that you have in alternative 2

here. All right. But it's about that |evel of detail,
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i.e. a couple of sentences or a paragraph, it's a

summary description of what that treatnment el enent is

all about.
Bill?
MR BURCHI LL: Bill Burchill, Exelon
Jack, | think the point isn't so nuch just
t he words. | mean, Appendix B, | think one of ny

col | eagues observed that if you took Appendi x B hone
to his dinner table and read it to his wife and
children and said "W're not goingtodothis,"” they'd
be al ar ned. You know, they would say "Gee, that
doesn't sound bad." You know, Appendix B sounds
reasonably beni gn. But we all know in this room
because of our experience, what has happened t hrough
i mpl ement ati on.

And what we' re suggesting here is that we
don't need to replicate that |anguage even in a
paraphrased formin the rule which then, | think,
provides a platform for the same sorts of
i mpl enent ati on probl ens that we' ve seen wi t h Appendi x
B.

And what we're suggesting is there other
est abl i shed vehicles where the controls relative to
t hat treat ment can be defined and control | ed under t he

exi sting regul atory franmework.

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

99

So, it's not that we're quibbling over
little words. We're quibbling over how they are
appl i ed.

MR, STROSN DER: And this is Jack
Strosni der agai n.

Just two things that occur to me. One is

what | nmentioned earlier in terms of what's the
content of the rule in defining the program Call it
what ever program you want to call it, industrial

program whatever, but w thout sone explanation of
what it is it's not clear what we're proving or what
we're saying inthe rule. You can't just say go do an
i ndustrial program So you need some expl anation of
what that neans. And the intent in the | anguage you
were putting together was described to make it nore
performance based. Here's what you want to acconpli sh
with each of these el enents.

Now | wunderstand what you're saying is
that it's not perhaps with each of these el enents, but
here's what you acconplishwiththe elenentsintotal.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Ri ght.

MR. STROSNI DER: But, you know, | think it
gets back to -- you can actually relate it back to the
boundary conditions in ternms of, you know, the rule

| anguage which says here's what you're trying to
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acconplish, and enough that's in there to capture
t hose conditions, which is why they're very i nportant
that we agree on those at the beginning. But those
are two thoughts that | had with regard to what you're
suggesti ng.

MR. PI ETRANGELO  Yes. And | think the
first question you asked me | had the industria
treatnent definition up, substituting the words
mai nt ai ni ng t he desi gn bases for going forward, that's
what you're trying to acconplish. That should be in
the rule. W have no issue with that at all.

And t hese other things arereally -- do we
need to get to that level of detail on the rule for
the eight different -- on what each elenent is trying
to acconplish or should the rule state the overal
goal and l et the rest of the regul atory franmework and
i censing basis that's i npl enented fl ush out what you
do to acconplish that objective?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Should the rule state
what t he performance objectiveis, likel said, trying
toput it into a perfornmance -- that's a question for
di scussion, | think, is should it say, you know,
here's the program here's what you're trying to
acconplish with it?

MR Pl ETRANGELG | think at a broad | evel
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it should, and that's maintain the design bases
functionality of the RISC-3 SSCs. Isn't that what
we're trying to do? And | don't see a need to go in
rule space to an additional |evel of detail beyond
listing what those el ements are, and the rest of the
reg framework would do that in successive |evels of
detail.

We believe that when you add up the
conmbi nation of the elenents in the program and when
you go through the technical bases with not changi ng
the design bases requirements wth getting the
insights from the historical performance data, and
doi ng t he ki nd of functional/condition nonitoring, and
t aki ng appropriate corrective acti on whichis included
in the industrial treatnent program that these
progranms will provide adequate confidence that the
desi gn bases will be nmaintained going forward for a
i censee that inplenents 850. 69.

And the reason we separate it out in a
bull et here is because we knew, just based on the
Sept ember 27'" docunment that we didn't think we were
on the sanme page with regard to boundary condition in
ternms of what a |icensee would do to assure that the
categorization process results remained valid. W

don't think it ought to be the type of reliability and

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

102

availability nmonitoring that's going to be done for
the RISC-1 and RI SC-2 SSCs al | owt he mai nt enance rul e.

And finally, there was a purpose to
850.69, all right. And South Texas was an exenption
from the special treatnment requirenments, and that
exercise is a proof of concept for this rule.

The mai n purpose of 850.69 is for not to
have all the other |icensees have to go through an
exenption request process. 850.69 was supposed to
exclude the current special treatment requirenents
fromthe | owsafety significant SSCs. That's the main
pur pose of 850. 69.

Now t here's an addi ti onal el enent of what
-- and | think it's captured in the boundary
condi ti ons about mai ntaining the regul atory assurance
that the design bases will carry forward. All right.
But it doesn't -- it shouldn't have to define, and
guess | said this at the Comm ssion briefing in July,
if thisthing--if thisalternativetreatnent or this
assurance entails sonething radially different or --
it isn't even enough to be radically different. If a
| i censee has to maintain nultiple prograns based on
this new categorization, the benefit of doing Option
2 qui ckly goes out the w ndow.

So, what we're trying to do is -- and
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really | think we had a realization yesterday, and
"1l share this. That in defining our industrial
treatment program | think what you' re going to end up
i s nore of an augnented qual ity programof what you're
currently used to today for inportant to safety SSCs.
The fact that this will go into the regulatory
framework will make it an augmented quality program
because it'll get nore attention that way, as opposed
to the -- and then I'Il say commercial treatnent
that's currently done on the BOP

So this necessarily gives it a different
flavor. And | guess anything -- there's al nbst a Box
5 here. W talked about this yesterday. You could
either split Box 4 up or just say Box 5 is sonething
that doesn't fall under any regul ation or regul atory
scope. And when we had t he di scussi on of whether you
put the inmportant -- which colum do you put the
i mportant to safety SSCs, by leaving it in the right
hand columm it nmade Box 4 continue to be relevant to
t he design bases requirenents that are entailed by
sone of the SSCs in Box 4.

So, at the end of the day this program
we're describing is nore akin to an augnents quality
pr ogr am

That's all we had for now Again, inthis
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afternoon' s di scussion on the specific rul el anguage,
Adrian's got a nunber of slides to go through in this
package. But at this point, | think, it's enough.

MR. STROSNI DER: Tony, this is Jack

Strosnider. | did have one | ast comment on this | ast
slide, which there's -- well, we've had a |ot of
di scussi ons or sone focus, if youwll, on functional

nonitoring and surveillance testing, that sort of
thing. And certainly that's an issue that we' ve had
di scussions about with regard to, for exanple, to
val ves and that sort of thing.

But I want to point out again that when
you | ook at sone of these special treatnent rules,
again, inthe area of EQand seismc qualification, we
never have done testing to -- it's not performance
based, it's not -- you're not going to nake it
per f ormance based because you' re not goingtofill the
contai nnent with steamand you' re not going to shake
it |like an earthquake.

MR PI ETRANGELO R ght.

MR. STROSNI DER: So you' re not going to do
that. Al right. So that the first bullet is very
i mportant there where you tal k about the industrial
controls. And for sonme -- you know, we've always --

some of the special treatnent rules were directed
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exactly at that where you're designing, procuring,
mai nt ai ni ng gaskets and things like that. Gkay. So
| think it's a very inportant area to focus on in
ternms of what relaxation can you acconplish fromthe
existing rules to the less safety significant
conponents, but still maintain that design bases
functions. And that's where we get into, | think,
sone i nteresting di scussi on about actual |y what those
el ements have to acconplish. You get into sone nore
of the how as opposed to the what.

But | just wanted to make sure we focus on
those differences between what we're trying to
acconplish in terns of the controls, if you will as
you defined it there, versus testing and perfornance
f eedback.

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Ckay.

MR REED: | think we're all set. Wy
don't we take a 15 mi nute break

MR. CALUO. You proposed three prograrns,
that's what | hear you, is that correct? The one
where the comerci al practice that you' re going to use
for the bal ance of the plant and upgrade programyou
call industrial treatnent for category 1, i s that what
you' re saying. You proposed three prograns?

MR. Pl ETRANGELC. No, it's not exactly
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t hat . VWhat | neant to say is that through this
process of defining industrial treatnent and these
el ements, and this sunmary description that will go
into SSC, it is our BOP program But the fact that
you put it inregulation space wll rmake a difference.

MR. CALUO | don't care howyou slice the
salam , you still got three programs, right? Three
set of books?

MR. PI ETRANGELO No. The other way to
| ook at this, and again | think we kind of identified
an item for ourselves to go look at our guidance
again, there's a different |level of conplexity with
t hings you do on the BOP. Sone that are relative
straight forward where you mght see all those
el ements exercised if it's a very sinple thing that
you do versus a nore conpl ex desi gn change; taki ng out
a heat drain punp or sone of your cyclical heat
exchangers, that kind of that. And we've got exanpl es
of that with sone of our nenbers here. 1'Il give you
t he package that shows you what |icensees do on the
BOP for a change like that. Okay.

So, | think we already do it, it's just
this formalizes it to a certain extent and it just
ki nd of | ooks, snells, feels |ike augnented quality as

opposed to the bal ance of plant.
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MR. CALUOC  Ckay. Thanks.

MR. REED. Pete? One nore question and
then we'll go to break. This is the |ast one.

MR. BALMAI N: Yes, |'mPeter Bal mai n, NRC.

| just want to clarify one of your |ast
bul l ets, the second one on the last slide. RISC 3
functional nonitoring assures equi pnent capability,
and t hen you say t he mai nt enance rul e noni toring's not
necessary.

In the case when a unexpected failure or
occurrence happens that does on RISC-3 itemthat does
effect RISC-1 or 2, at that point the treatment for
t hat one particular itemwuldtransitionto the Rl SC
1 or 2 space, | assune. |Is that correct?

MR. PIETRANGELO. | don't think we said
that, and | don't thinkit's inthe guideline. | would
expect that the corrective acti on associ ated wi th t hat
failure would be |ooked at in nmuch greater detail
because it had an inpact on the RISC-1 and RI SC- 2.

MR. BALMAIN: Right.

MR, PIETRANGELO. O RI SC-2 conponents.

MR,  BALMAI N: Ckay. s that type of
fluidity, | guess, is part of your framework?

MR. PIETRANGELO  Yes, you'll see that

when Adrian gets to a slide this afternoon on
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reporting. | think you'll see an elenent there that

if there's an i npact on a safety significant SSC, it's
pi cked up in the reporting.

MR BALMAIN: Ckay. Thanks.

MR. REED:. Wy don't everybody try to get
back here in 15 m nutes. Sharp.

(Wher eupon, at 10:21 a.m off the record
until 10:38 p.m)

MR, REED: Ckay. I'd like to try to get
t he show on the road again. Try and take your seats.

Just a rem nder to everybody. Bef or e
|l unch we'd like to try to kind of roundup the topics
that people want to discuss this afternoon. | know
NEI's got sone slides that they want to go through,
and | know Ken's got a set of slides on the ASME code
cases, the repair and repl acenent code cases.

| f anybody el se has got some topics, if
you coul d, either tell David Di ec back in the back or
nyself, or Eileen, or wite on the card and bring t hem
up, we'd appreciate that. And then we'll [ ook at
t hose over lunch and see, you know, prioritize them
and try to go through themthis afternoon.

Al so, David's got a hand held m ke. W
can pass that around if you' ve got any comments t hat

you won't have to get up and knock everybody out of
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t he way. You can go down the aisles, get to the
mkes. So that's a little nore convenient.

At this point we'd just like to offer an
opportunity for anybody el se that would | i ke to either
make a presentation, a couple of slides, or go to a
m ke or has any other ideas on how to address the --
or howthe structure of the framework for RISC-3. |If
anybody's got sone ideas like that, feel free to cone
forward. |If not, then | think what we'll do is we'll
have Tom come up and we'll work back through the
boundary conditions, the alternatives and then we'||
get back tothe NEI's 1.5 or 1.75, whatever's noti ce.

Does anybody have any other, any
alternatives that they' dliketo discuss. If not, I'l]I
turn it back to Tomand you can feel free to conment
as go through it again.

MR, SCARBROUGH: Okay. Thanks.

VWhat | want to do is put up the boundary
conditions again. Wat I'dliketo dois sort of |ook
at the boundary conditions. | know we had sone
comments regarding themthis norning, see if there's
some suggestions on specific wording that m ght be
appropriate to try to tighten themup if fol ks think
that woul d be good. And then we'll sort of walk

t hrough sone of the other alternatives.

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

110

Okay. Qur first boundary condition, as we
said, focuses on functionality. Wre there any
speci fic suggestions regardi ng the | anguage in terns
of what it's trying to acconplish that anyone m ght
have regarding this one? It didn't sound like it from
NElI's presentation that there was any significant
m sunder st andi ng.

Yes, Tony?

MR. PI ETRANGELO. My suggestion woul d be
to sinplify it. | nean, it's pretty long right now
and | think what the sumtotal of all those words
nmeans i s licensees are required to mai ntainthe design
bases of SSCs goi ng forward.

W don't need to duplicate in this
rul emaki ng what' s al ready i nthe regul atory franeworKk.
W' ve got gui dance on desi gn bases, it's been endorsed
by our regulatory guide; that's precisely what we
mean. There's an interpretation of it that's been --
that we worked on for several years that's been
endorsed. Wy don't we just use that and sinply say
| icensees nust maintain the design bases going
forward, because it includes all that stuff that you
have in there?

MR. SCARBROUGH: One of the reasons that

it's a little longer, it has a second sentence,
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because we wanted t o enphasi ze that the design inputs
woul d al so be part of this functionality. That you
woul dn't be changing design inputs under 850.69.
There's a whol e di fferent process for changi ng desi gn
i nputs and design bases. So that's one reason why
it'salittlelonger than probably it shoul d appear it
shoul d be.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Wl |, and as part of the
definition of design bases and gui dance associ ated
withit, | thinkit's recognized that the design bases
i s a subset of all the design inputs. And our intent,
even with 850.69, sone design inputs may change
provided that the functional requirenents are still
met . And that's function under the conditions as
requi red. That includes that.

So, when you say all design inputs are
mai ntained, | think that's too broad for 850.69
because t he desi gn bases is a subset of those inputs.

MR,  SCARBROUGH: Can you give us an
exanpl e of where you mght see the design inputs
changi ng?

MR. Pl ETRANCELO Well, if you cannot find
alike-for-1like or equival ent replacenent, you may in
fact have a different design that neets the design

bases functional requirenents. It mght be a
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different material. It could conceivably have a
different -- some different characteristics of the
design. And | don't have a specific exanple to run by
you now, but it's certainly conceivable that --
especially inalot of the | & areas different gasket
materials, it may be a whol e di fferent technol ogy when
we tal k about analog to digital.

MR. STROSNI DER: This is Jack Strosnider.

| think we're tal king sonething alittle
di fferent here because | thought, Tom and correct ne
if I'm wong, but you were talking about design
i nputs, you wouldn't change the tinme, tenperature,
hi story or you woul dn't change the seism c inputs, the
accelerations and that sort of thing. Certainly I
woul d t hi nk, yes, you could procure a conmponent that
has different material in it, mght be even a
di fferent shape or whatever. But when you put it in,
it's still expected to neet those inputs and --

MR, Pl ETRANGELO The design bases
functional requirenents.

PARTI ClI PANT: Is that a term that's
defined? | notice you didn't define it in the rule.
s there a standard definition for design inputs?

MR. STROSNIDER:  Well, actually, | think

the -- | nmean we're using the word "design inputs”
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here, but actually in the boundary condition we talk
about the conditions wunder which the intended
functions are required as in the updated FSAR, and
that's -- and again, Tom correct meif |I'mwong, but
| think that's what we neant by the inputs.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Yes. We're tal king about
the | oad, seism c | oads, especially the Gfactors and
t hi ngs of that nature.

PARTI Cl PANT:  You tal ki ng about physi cal
perimeters? These are physical expectations of how
the conditions in which the equipnment needs to
operate? | mean, I'mjust trying to understand. It's
aterml haven't -- until this rul emaki ng cane about,
| didn't see the termdesign i nputs banded about too
much, and now we see it all over the place. | still,
you know, |I'mjust trying to understand what you're
after there.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Yes. We're tal ki ng about
design criteria in terns of that |ower |evel of
seismc seismcityinternms of the Gfactors and such
W're not at the level of operates during an
ear t hquake. W're talking about operating an
earthquake of this acceleration and things of that
nature. That's the level we're tal king about. Design

criteria as opposed to a broader statenment that it

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

114

nmeets -- it functions during an earthquake.

MR FAIR This is John Fair with NRC

We had a lot of discussions on what it
meant to nmaintainthe desi gn bases. And t he reason we
put this sentence inis we want to nake it clear that
for design bases events such as environnmental and
seism c that just saying that experience shows that
these things will function is not adequate. That you
have within our FSAR and within your design basis,
specified |oading conditions which are nmaintained
under this Option 2 approach. And some way you have
to showthat you' re able to withstand t hose | oads and
not say in a general sense it's okay

MR. SCARBROUGH: Thank you.

MR. SONERS: Cerry Sowers fromPal o Ver de,
agai n.

It's hard to think of an exanmple. | can
think of one that may be trivial. But I'll try to
illustrate what difficulties cone when you tal k about
desi gn i nputs.

Tony t al ked about desi gn bases
requi rements being a subset of design inputs, and
that's exactly right. | can have a safety rel ated
valve, it can be a manual valve, it will have | ots of

design inputs associated with it. For instance, the
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wei ght of the valve, which is very inportant for the
seism c response for the piping that's in there. And
that's clearly part of the design bases.

| al so have a design input that | have no
| eft - handed operators on valves in our plant. It's a
good practice. It's a design input. It doesn't have
any relationship to this whatsoever.

So when you start using words like that,
they're words that actually have a very specific
meaning to people out there that practice in this
i ndustry. And the neaning is nuch broader than |
t hink you perceive. So using that word is fraught

with difficulty.

And I'l |1 agree, we need to stay wi th words
t hat we know, we know what the design bases is. It's
clearly defined. It's had a lot of discussion and it

i ncl udes functioning under design bases conditions.
W know what that is. So we need to stick to that and
avoid the other pitfalls we are prone to junp into by
changi ng vocabul ary at the last mnute and trying to
do something different when we don't have to.

MR. SCARBROUGH: And | agree with that. |
think it's a good point. The reason why sone of these
wor ds cane up and these extra words i s our experience

i s that where we m ght have used desi gn bases in our
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interactions with licensees before in terns of this
risk-informed area, what the |icensee perceived
mai nt ai ni ng desi gn bases was di fferent than what our
per cepti on of design base -- mai ntaini ng desi gn bases
was.

And so based on that experience is the
reason why this nore el aborat e boundary condi ti on was
developed is to try to nake sure that there was a
conmon under st andi ng of what we wer e i nt endi ng when we
meant neet the desi gn bases. Because we have had t hat
experi ence where we were just tal king past each ot her
with the licensee in terns of what we expected in
terns of maintaining design capability, in ternms of
seism c and seismcity and harsh environnent and what
the licensee perceived in terns of nmeeting the design
bases.

So part of this is derived from that
concern from previ ous experience.

But those are good points. | think we have
to make sure that whatever we cone up with in terns of
our boundary condition, that it's clear what we nean
and that we don't expand off into |I|eft-handed
oper at ors.

MR. STROSNIDER: Yes. |'d|like to coment

on this, too.
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| think the |l ast comrent about, you know,
be careful using phrases |ike designinput. Actually,
| think it means different things to different people.
Okay. We got one question what is it, and we got
sonmebody else that says | know what it is and it's
this big, not this big.

But to tie it back to Tony's original
comment on shoul d we shorten this boundary condition,
you know, this expression of design inputs was an
attenpt to use sone shorthand to capture this, and |
think that's part of the danger in trying to shorten
things too nuch. I think we need to use term nol ogy
that's in the regs that we're all famliar wth,
understand what it nmeans and if it ends up being a
little longer, so be it.

But the other thing to cone back to Tony's
comment is to think about what the purpose. How are
we going to use these? | nean, we did talk this
nor ni ng about well the boundary conditions ought to
hel p us to focus on what the content of the rule is,
what the content of the treatnent is. This is the
expect ed out cones. But al so, and | coul d envi si on sone
of this and not getting into too nuch detail now, but
you know, there's going to have to be statenments of

consi deration that go along with this rule. And sone

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

118

of this sort of |anguage would probably find its way
into there eventual | y expl ai ni ng what i s nmeant by the
rul e.

And soit's inmportant that we use | anguage
and we use as much or as little as we need to make
sure we al |l understand. O course, it's always harder
to wite sonething short than long and capture
ever yt hi ng.

So, | had just a couple of thoughts on
t hat .

MR. DI EC. W have a comment in the back.

MR. HEYMER: To take up on what John Fair
of the NRCjust said, | just want a clarification. W
can used experi enced based net hods today for seismc,
correct, for RISC-1? So why couldn't | wuse it in
Rl SC- 3?

MR. FAIR The statenents didn't intendto
say that you couldn't do that. The statenent intended
to say that you had to denonstrate by experience data
you net the | oads that were specified at the plant in
the FSAR And it was able to function --

MR. HEYMER  But does that nean that the
SQUG et hodol ogy doesn't apply?

MR  FA R Well, it means what | just

said. That you have to get a nethodol ogy which you
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coul d denonstrate would satisfy the design | oads at
the plant. And in sone cases, | don't believe the
SQUG net hodol ogy by itself is satisfactory for plants
t hat have desi gn bases that include multiple events
and things like that, unless you have denobnstration
that it does.

MR. HEYMER: So, are we reopeni ng t he SQUG
i ssue now?

MR. FAIR | don't believethisis coupled
to SQUG If SQUG is a design bases of the plant,
obviously that is your plant design bases.

MR. HEYMER  If | have experience data
that shows | can withstand t he desi gn bases event, be
it seismc or tenperature or humdity, why can't |
take credit for that?

MR FAIR As | tried to say, it has to
neet the design bases that's in the |icensing FSAR
| mean, | don't know that the SQUG data neets every
i censing FSAR in the country.

MR. STROSNIDER: The point here is, as
John said, not challenging the use of experiential
data. | think the point is whatever isin, and that's
why we had t he | anguage here, in the updated FSAR |f
t he updat ed FSAR has sone specific seismc inputs and

says, you know, the plant is designedto satisfy these
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seismic inputs, then you need to satisfy them |If you
can denonstrate it through experiential data, | guess
you can do that.

| f your licensing basis is for sonme of the
ol der plants, you know, the SQUG type approach, then
you need to maintain that. Al right.

So it's tied to what your current
| i censing basis is, the whole point being that if you
want to change that, you' re not changinginthis rule,
you go do that under 850.59. And whatever changes you
coul d make t here under 850.59, then you coul d address
t hose appropriately through this treatnent.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Thank you.

MR. STROSNI DER: And | think there's
anot her issue that conmes up here that certainly, you
know, outside of this rule in terns of acceptability
of experiential data and t he databases that exist and
whet her they really, you know, neet the mark to do
that sort of thing. That's something we're working
on, you know, different venue.

MR. CALUOC Jose Caluo fromthe NRC

| believe in our discussions it was only
t hose design i nputs where we required to satisfy the
functional requirements when they're confronted with

t he desi gn bases event. So if you want to have ot her
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design inputs in there that you want to add it, for
what ever reason, if those are not required to ensure
t he functional requirenent -- when you' re confronted
with seismic event, you don't have to bother wth
t hose. But those that are required to insure
functional requirenment, that's what we thought of
desi gn inputs.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Thank you.

MR. DINGLOR This is M Dinglor

| agree with Gerry -- fromWlf Creek, M
D nglor fromWwlf Creek.

| s we' ve got t he docunent of design bases,
§97.04 that you guys endorsed. W need to use those
definitions that we've al ready agreed on in this new,
not try to devel op and do new rul es and rehash sone of
t hose things that we al ready have worked on and cone
to agreenment on. And |I'm seeing sone of these
definitions, he may not be using those in the way t hat
we all agree to in 8§897.04.

So all | guessismy cautionis let's pull
out the existing docunents that the industry and the
NRC endor sed, use those definitions, because we all
agree on those. | don't want to come in with anot her
one and t hen have you guys or us define our plant what

does desi gn functi on nean, and when we al r eady defi ned
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it and it mght be sonething different.

So | guess as Tony and then said, we want
to build on existing stuff but not reinvent the wheel
every tinme.

MR, SCARBROUGH: Gkay. Thank you.

MR. STROSNIDER:  And could | interpret
that as saying that we need to add sonething to this
definition which, for exanple, referenced to the
897.04 as opposed to shorten it? Just a question.

| understand your point and I think, you
know, the big picture | think there's agreenent. W
don't want to i nvent a whol e bunch of new definitions
or term nol ogy here and we want t o nake sure that what
we're using is clear and well defined for everybody.
So that is a good point.

MR, SCARBROUGH: Good. Thanks.

Okay. The second boundary condition we
tal ked about, we did have -- Gerry had sone good
poi nts that he was making during the talk. \Where's
Gerry. Did you want to conme up. Did you have sone
specific suggestions regarding to tighten this
boundary condition?

MR.  SOWERS: Yes, it's pretty sinple,
actual ly.

| viewthis second boundary condition as
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targeted at maintaining | would say the integrity of
t he categorization that we went through. So sonehow
|"d restate it soto say that. The treatment process
must not change, lead to changes in the
categori zation. If | can expound on this a little
bit, and | understand the staff's reason for wanting
the categorization to remain valid so you make sure
you have the appropriate treatnent.

| can al so add that fromour side we not
only have an interest in the categorization remaining
valid, but we have a very strong interest in making
sure that it's robust and does not change. It's very
expensi ve when you start thinking about changi ng the
categori zation periodically. So the categorization
process has to also lead to a result that cannot be
ef fect ed by any expect ed changes i n pl ant performance.
QG herwi se, this whol e thing becomes unmanageabl e.

It's going to be difficult enough to do
the categorization once. Doing it forever s
conpl etely unthi nkabl e. And | believe the
categori zation process that we' ve chosen does that.
Wth all the sensitivities we've put inthere, | have
some confort that I can go through the categori zation
and as | go forward in the future and nake updates to

ny PRA, which will happen, that the categorization
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will not beradically effected. And it has to be that
way .

So | think maybe for different reasons we
have the sane interest, but that's what this should
say is that the categorization that you canme to
remai ns valid. VWhat ever treatnment you decide to
apply, it can't effect the categorization. Andthat's
how | | ook at it.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Thank you.

MR BURCHI LL: Bill Burchill, Exelon.

Let me just build on that. | think that
the concern with the way this is stated is the focus
on only two particul ar aspects of the PRA at a very
detailed level. And the use of theternms reliability
and availability inplies a go forward nonitoring
program which we frankly in sone cases don't even do
today for many of these components.

| think what you would do is if you could
change that to say consistent with the results of the
cat egori zation process, that woul d acconplish exactly
what Gerry suggested. That it's the result of the
categori zation that's of i nterest here, whet her or not
a conponent suddenly shows itself to be nore risk
significant than the categorization process originally

showed. That's of keen interest to all of us, of
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cour se. But on the other hand, as Gerry said, we
woul d hope that the categorization process woul d have
sufficient sensitivity evaluations to assure that that
woul dn't happen.

I mean, if we found through the
sensitivity process that a particul ar conponent that
was originally classified in RISC-3 really had a
significant influence, we'd be foolish not to
reclassify it at that time. That's part of the whole
pur pose of the sensitivity exercise.

MR. SCARBROUGH: And some of this was --
and it conmes out in the bases for discussing
sensitivity studies and naking sure the sensitivity
studies are sufficiently robust to capture changes in
the reliability of equipnent and across systens.
Because PRAs aren't as strong in that area.

And if you change treatnent drastically
across -- for a whole series and sets of equipnent,
and you go across systems, how do you treat that in
sensitivity study. And those are sone of the things
that we were exploring here in trying to make sure
that the treatnent will support the categorization
However, part of the categorization assumed this
equi pnment woul d function and what reliability that the

treatment supports that.
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And so, yes, | agree. | think there's
areas that we could do to adjust this boundary
condition, and | think both of them are good
suggestions interns to |l ook at. So we'll go back and
| ook at that and see if we can do some adj ustnents to
t hi s boundary conditionto seeif we caninproveit in
t hose types of areas.

But that's where we were comng from
because of the tie between. And we wanted to nake
sure there is the tie between treatnent and
cat egori zati on.

Any other -- yes, sir?

MR. JEBSEN. Yes. This is Eric Jebsen
with Exelon. And | have a couple of thoughts that
came to me while you were tal king, and as a result of
our discussions yesterday. And so some of this is
just thinking out |oud or on paper. So, | just want
to forma couple of coments.

The first one, | think, deals with sort of
the flavor or the sense |'mgetting. I"mhesitant to
say this, but you know the sense |I'mgetting is that
there's a feeling, at |east, that the current testing
regines are, in part, inadequate to confirm design
bases performance. And if that's true, | think that

has no pl ace here. That's another concern and shoul d
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be separated from Option 2. | don't know if that
exists, but that's just kind of a sense |I'mgetting.
If that's a m sperception --

MR,  SCARBROUGH: | wouldn't take that
perception away. That's not the intent.

MR, JEBSEN. kay.

MR,  SCARBROUGH: W' re not chall enging
current testing regines. You know, we're | ooking at
we're renmoving special treatnent requirements for a
| arge percentage, the vast mmjority of the safety
rel ated pi ece of equipnent in the plant. That's the
goal. And what do we do that? You know, now that
we' ve taken it away, where do we go fromthere? What
assurance do we continue to have. And so the third
boundary condition we just take away, what |evel of
regul atory assurance now do we still have.

MR, JEBSEN. Ckay.

MR SCARBROUGH: So that's where we are.

MR, JEBSEN. kay.

MR. SCARBROUGH. We'retryingto say where
do we end up with that action that we're proposing.

MR. JEBSEN. Ckay. Because | was thinking
there m ght be sone testing regime which woul d be, |
mean be very simlar in sone aspects to what you do

now t hat woul d gi ve you t he assurance of what function
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-- soif it's good enough now, it m ght be good enough
t hen.

MR. SCARBROUGH:  Absol utely. Yes, and
part of when I went through the alternatives | tried
to indicate, but there was a lot of material thereto
absorb, that all three of the alternatives is
basi cal | y what used to be cal |l ed comrerci al practice,
it'sjust different levelsinterns of whichlevel are
you | ooking at and in terns of how nuch assurance do
you need, and is there a way to try to focus it such
that -- so that NRC has the regul atory assurance, the
public has the assurance and the industry has a | evel
of assurance, but not the |evel of Appendix B. I
think that's what we're all trying toward that sane
comon goal

MR. JEBSEN. Ckay. | just have one, maybe
two nore.

The other thing | wanted to nmention is
that | think specifically nmentioning herereliability
and availability consistent with reliability and
availability assunptions. And, again, it says
categorization process, but |I think I've heard here
peopl e are sort of saying and are nentally picturing
PRA when t hey see cat egori zati on process. And | think

it's a mstake to limt this to a point val ue that
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happens to be in a PRAfor certain specific equi pnent
when, in fact, we've done a sensitivity show ng that
in fact the reliability could be zero in sone cases
and still have virtually no inpact on the cal cul ated
risk to core damage or | arge early rel ease frequency.

So, | think what you want to say in there
is consistent with the risk sensitivity study or
consistent with the risk bounds denobnstrated, the
results or, you know, something |like that,
specifically mentioningreliability and availability.
Because | can just picture being questioned about
that. Okay. Wiat was the reliability in the PRA at
that time, your full power -- you know, initiating
event PRA at the tinme you did this study or what is it
now?

VWell, it al nost doesn't matter because |
just showed you could be zero and it's still okay.

MR, SCARBROUGH: But usuallyit's zero for
on individual conponent basis. | mean, we're not
tal king about -- the concern here is that treatnent
cuts across the whole 75 percent of your safety
rel ated equi pnent. So it's a broad question in terns
of what's the change that takes pl ace.

But | think if we said we don't careif 75

percent of the safety equipnment doesn't -- | don't
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think we'd say that. | think we do care.

MR. JEBSEN. No. And actually, that gets
to ny third point. This is sort of a segue into ny
third point.

The third point is the way |'mpicturing
this working it woul d be gradual bootstrapping to the
75 percent or whatever it is, sothat as you're noving
along, this sensitivity study includes nore and nore
t hi ngs working maybe initially at a nodel zero but
t hen maybe you couldn't tolerate zero, you' d have to
tolerate sonmething -- |'m not sure which way is
greater or | ess, but you knownore reliabl e than zero.
And so over tine you get a picture of these conponents
how many you i ncorporate i nto your 850.69 programand
sothis sensitivity study beconmes broader and broader
and broader until you start to see, maybe, inpacts on
t he nunbers, at which point you m ght have to go back
and look at this reliability. But until you get to
t hat point, | nean obvi ously you have sonme huge margin
you're working into and then you get to the point
where the margin's been reduced in a way in this
program And so now you have to sharpen your penci
and see where that it is.

MR. SCARBROUGH:. Ri ght. And for operating

plants that true, | would agree. But this rule is
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envisioned to apply to new applicants as well. So it
woul d be I'i ke right off the start design of the entire
set of equi pnent that would be covered. So we're in
the rule that's going to cover a broad -- you know,
it's much nore broad than just operating the plant
now.

| agree that, you know, as you sl ow y work
into it if you have a way to sort of nonitor these
changes in reliability, availability, however you do
that. But the rule also is going -- intended to be
applied to new plants, which would be right off the
board all the new design control and things of that
nat ure

MR. STROSNIDER: | think there's a very
i mportant that we need to deal with on this boundary
conditionwhen | |listenedto this discussion. Because
we're reading this as a very quantitative boundary
condition when the fact is when | listen to this
di scussion when you talk about reliability of
conmponents under the conditions |'ve been talking
about earlier, you know, the high steam high
radi ation seismc events, etcetera. And quite
frankly, | don't think we have good nunbers on that
now, all right. And | doubt that we're going to have

good nunbers in the future because, you know, that's
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not the conditions under which these conponents are
tested throughout the life of the plant.

You'rereally relying onthe programmtic
aspects to assure that they'll do their function. Al
right. So, | nean | think we need to be very carefu
here and understand that there's sonme qualitative
j udgnent that's involved in mintaining the
reliability and availability.

Yes, if we had a PRA, all right, where we
knew this was the reliability of a particular
conmponents under those harsh environments, etcetera,
and we were sonmehow nmonitoring that through the life
of the plant, the periodic tests. | don't know what
you' d do. Take it out of service? Go test it in an
aut ocl ave, or whatever. All right. That's not what's
happeni ng and that's not our expectation, either.

So | think we need to be very careful in
establishing some sort of quantitative expectation
that you're actually going to be able to tie this to
guantitative nunbers com ng out of PRAs. [If you can
do it, great. And to sone extent you can based on
operational data and avail ability, and nonavailability
and that sort of thing. But sone of these other
conditions, | don't think you're goingto get therein

a quantitative sense.
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MR. SCARBROUGH:. Those are all really good

suggesti ons.

MR. BURCHILL: Can | add one nore?

MR, SCARBROUGH: One nore. Good.

MR. BURCHI LL: One nore. If there's one
nyth 1'd like to dispel before we end this neeting,
and that's the nyth that all plants are going to run
around and drop 75 percent of their SSCs that are
safety related down into Box 3. | mean, that's not
t he case.

| mean, it's going to be a spectrum And
perhaps your recent experience has been with a
situation that had a very high nunmber or a high
fraction, but | can tell you a | arge nunber of plants
there's going to be a struggle to find a substanti al
popul ation that will drop

So, | think there's a calibration here of
apprehension that's unfounded and needs to be
careful ly re-exam ned.

MR. SCARBROUGH. Wel |, | guess we're going
on our one data point.

MR BURCHI LL: | understand that.

MR HOLAHAN: Bill, was that nmeant to
reduce ny apprehension? That's not the way | took it.

MR. BURCHI LL: Perhaps it didn't reduce
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your apprehension, Gary. | think that the statistical
characterization as to the nunber of conponents in a
pl ant that are going to now under go dramatic change
i n someone' s viewof treatnent, | think is unfounded.

MR. HOLAHAN: | under st and.

MR. BURCHI LL: And, frankly, if they were
infact | owsafety significance, | don't knowwhy we'd
be so worried about it anyway. But that's our
fundament al phil osophi c probl em

MR.  HOLAHAN: kay. So | shouldn't be
concerned about a | arge change, because sone plants
are already there?

MR. BURCHI LL: That's a good way to put

MR, HOLAHAN: Ckay.

MR. DINGLOR: Didthat hel p you out there,
Gary?

MR, SCARBROUGH. kay. Thank you.

Why don't we nove onto the third boundary
condition. W're going to take all this back, that's
why we have the transcripts. W can go back. You
know, I'mnot taking notes furiously. But we can go
back and | ook at all the suggestions and try to cone
up with a real tight of boundary conditions that we

can use as we go forward.
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The third boundary condition is our |evel
of regulatory assurance, our broad m ssion. Any
suggestions on regardi ng that boundary condition?

MR, HEYMER. Adrian Heyner, NEI

| guess when | read this, | just struggle
with -- I"'mdealing with | ow safety significant SSCs
and we're to get there with one sensitivity study that
increase the failing rates by factors of 3 or 5, or
whatever. And so if the | evel of assurance has got to
be consistent the protection to public health and
safety, are we saying then that a failure of a RI SC-3
can effect public health and safety? Because in ny
mnd the very fact that they're low can't really
effect public health and safety. So, |'mstruggling
with this whol e boundary conditi on.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Well, on an individual
basi s for these conponents, | woul d agree wi th you, or
maybe on a small set. But when we're tal king about
groups of these small -- this equipnment. | mean
you' re tal ki ng about the main steami sol ati on val ves
possibly, feed water isolation valves, diesel
generator start valves. | nean, if you start | ooking
at these in the aggregate, or groups of them you
know, they woul d becone significant to public health

and safety.
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MR. HEYMER: But | believe, and there are

nor e PRA peopl e here t hat are nore know edgeabl e about
t hat subject than ne. But | believe that when you do
the sensitivity study you do | ook at the aggregate.
MR, SCARBROUGH: Fromsensitivity studies,
but you rai se the i ndependent failurerate by threeto
five, and then you have -- then you still have -- but
you still have a compn cause potentials across

systens and things of that nature.

So it's still a randommess. | nean, you
still have a randommess factor there that these are
going to fail. You're going from 100 -- ['Il say

val ves, because |I'm famliar with notor operated
val ves. You're going from like 99.9 percent
reliability to a 99 percent reliability for this
equi pnent .

So, you may -- on an indivi dual conponent
basis, absolutely, | would agree with what you're
sayi ng. But the whole concept of treatnment is across
t he board, and that's what raises the issue here is
that you're tal king not about an individual, you're

tal king about the entire set. And that's why this

raises -- but in ternms of this boundary condition, |
mean this boundary condition we feel is just a
fundanental . We still have to have a regul atory | evel
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of regul atory assurance. What that level is, | nean
is still -- we're still working onto trying to reach
that | evel that everyone has a confort |evel wth.
But in ternms of the concept of this boundary
condition, it's basically that we still have to be
consi stent with our m ssion.

| mean, so that's the point here. So
we' re not saying what level it is, we're just saying
that there has to be a level that still supports the
m ssi on.

MR HOLAHAN: I think part of the
confusion under 3 is if you do 1 and 2, you've done
the technical item necessary, right?

MR, SCARBROUGH: Right.

MR. HOLAHAN: It seens to be that item3
is amtter of regulatory requirenent needi ng to have
ot her attributes, not howmnuch safety they i nply. But
regul atory requirements ought to be clear and
under st andabl e and establ i sh a basis that people, you
know, can understand how and why the decisions are
made.

So, it seenms to ne that item 3 doesn't
provi de the adequate protection. Itenms 1 and 2 ought
to providing adequate protection. Ckay. But the

process of docunmenting that in an understandable
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public way, | think, is what 3 is calling for. And
there ought to be attributes that -- you know, the
attributes of a good regulation, mybe we need to
clarify what those are.

MR. ALADJEM Yes, good. That's a good
poi nt .

MR. STROSNI DER:  One ot her thought on it
is just to sort of look at it from the other
per spective, whichis you could say, well, are we j ust
taki ng these conponents out from under regulatory
control period. Ri ght. The nessage is here, no
they' re not out fromunder regulatory control, that's
consistent with the franework that was set up as there
was sone | evel of regulatory control. There needs to
be discussion about what it is, just as we were
tal king about earlier. But |I think at |east one of
the i nportant nessages isit's still under regul atory
control . W get into other options if we start
tal ki ng about, you know, saying this doesn't need to
be under regulatory purview at all.

MR. TRUE: Doug True, ERIN engi neeri ng.

A coupl e of things about this sensitivity
t hi ng.

First of all, just to nmake sure it's

clear, the sensitivity study does also address the
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common cause failures and increases those failure
rates consistent with the i ndependent failure rates.
So we are |looking at the commpn cause potenti al
increase to this part of the sensitivity study.

The second thing is that | think there
seens to be this preoccupation with the nunbers and
how the reliabilities are going to change. And this

process, and | think Gary tried to say this and so did

Bill, is a lot nore robust than the nunbers in the
PRA. | nean, there's a screening process the PRA s
used for. All it does is screen. It identifies

conponents that have potentially significant inpacts.

At the point it falls out of the screen or
conmes through the screen, the PRA is no |onger
i mportant. Then we have to go through and | ook at
def ense-in-depth, safety margins. W have to | ook at
ot her hazards which are determnistically handled
al nost in nost cases. And then we've got to nake a
past the threshold of the IDP. And so we're |ooking
at a lot nore than sone reliability nunber that's
going into a PRA nodel. And | think the focus on
trying to assure that those stay the same is really
m ssing the point of what we're trying to do in the
cat egori zati on process.

The second thing is that there seens to be
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a lot of <concern hearing from you about the
I nt er syst emcomon- cause bogeyman. And we need t o get
t hat out on the table or open the cl oset door and find
out there really isn't a bogeynman there. Because
that's going to bring this whole thing to a conplete
stop. And |'ve heard you bring it up about four or
fivetines. It'sjust -- we can't go there because if
we start tal ki ng about i ntersystemcommon- causes, then
everyt hi ng about the design bases goes away.

Desi gn bases i n fact i gnores common-cause
failures, all comon-cause failure including those
within a system

So, | think we need to just be careful how
we proceed down that path.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Good. Well, the reason
why is that the design bases has a very robust
Appendi x B process for design control and such, and so
it's never really dealt with that. The whol e concept
of treatnent was devel oped without that in terns of
original treatnment. So it focused on the pedigree of
all this equipment so you wouldn't have that
potential. And then you had the PRAs devel op. But
it's sonething to renenber because this goes strai ght
to across systens. | nean, this is the -- about as

fundanental across systens as you can be when you
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start tal king about treatnment for the entire plant in
terms of safety rel ated equi pment.

So, you know, this is a fundanmental area.
So this is sonething to renenber, this is why -- one
reason why we say okay we have to -- this equipnent is
treatment is inmportant for, because if your -- you're
not tal ki ng about treatnment of one pi ece of equi pment.
You're talking about equipnent, vast amounts of
equi pnent at the plant in terns of treatnent. So
that's one reason why | keep raising this intersystem
i ssue is that because that's the inherent nature of
the treatnent process that we're | ooking at.

MR TRUE: |I'mgoing to say this, and I
know |I'Il regret it, because | helped devise the
categori zation process. But if that is your concern,
then we have the wong categorization process.

MR. STROSNI DER: This i s Jack Strosnider.

| just want to conment on this, because
I"m not sure that it's the categorization process.
And | think it's a lot |ess the discussion about the
guantitative sensitivity studies that draws the
concern. You know, try to talk with a nore tangible
exanpl e.

If you go out through the procurenent

process and you procure a piece that goes in a
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conmponent, |ike a pressure transmtter or sensor, or
sonmething |i ke that, and you procure a bunch of those
and they're sitting in the warehouse and you weren't
careful when you procured them to understand the
envi ronnent that that thing was going to work on, and
t hen you go out and you start putting themin place.
You know, at some point you could end up with a | arge
nunber of t hemwhose failure probability didn't change
by a factor of ten, but whose failure probability is
one in the worst case.

Al'l right. Now, what's the protectionthat
you have against that? Al right. | nean, that's the
scenari o you can conjure up, and that's when | cone
back to, you know, what we were tal ki ng about, sort of
the nore qualitative parts of the programand that the
procurenent, the intent of the procurenent aspects or
t he desi gn when you go select the material that it's
going to preclude that from happening.

And even though this is low safety
significant now, the argunment is you still need to
mai ntain that functionality, so you need to have
sonething in place to stop that from happeni ng.

And | guess the final conment with regard
to the quantitative aspects of it is if you were to

t ake that extrene exanple and say here's a nunber of
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t hese conponents that are goingto fail at probability
one, | don't think the sensitivity studies support
allowi ng that sort of thing to happen.

And I' mnot saying that there's a bogeyman
out there. Al we're saying is that you need to have
enough control in the programto make sure that it
doesn't go to that sort of situation

MR. TRUE: And | don't think we had a | ot
of di sagreenment, at least inny interpretation of the
di scussion, on itemone about maeking sure that we had
the right functional requirenents, we call them
attributes, in our categorization process identified
for even the | ow safety significant conponents. In
fact, categorization process has you go t hrough a step
of keeping track of that so you nmake sure that you
keep those design bases attributes attached to those
Rl SC- 3 conponents.

| think Tony's presentation tried to say
we're trying to maintain that function as part of our
process and not introduce the potential that we have
t he wong design for a conponent, and on top of that
we have this assurance that the reliability is going
to be good and we're not extrapolating that nuch
farther than we are now fromthe existing tests and

the existing design bases. That's what gives the
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reasonabl e assurance.

MR. STROSNIDER: Right. And then to cone
back to, and | think maybe we ki nd of bounced bet ween
boundary conditions 2 and 3 here, but the questionis
boundary conditions capture that consensus. [''m
hearing that we have agreenent there, and that's what
we were trying to capture in these boundary

conditi ons.

MR. TRUE: 1'mjust aguy, acontractor at
t hat . | don't actually own plants and neke these
deci si ons.

MR STROSNIDER:  Well, in that case --

MR. TRUE: M view of we understand that
part of the going forward basis for Option 2, | think
Gary made this point in one of the first public
nmeetings on Option 2, that we had to maintain the
desi gn bases for these conmponents. And that includes,
| renmenber the conversation we had of that does that
mean we have to keep the 10 second cl osure tine on the
val ve, and we have to nake sure we keep the seismc
and environnental; I think those things are
under st ood. How you get there, that's what the
purpose of | think this meeting was supposed to be
about .

Sol think -- | don't think there's al ot
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of di sagreenent on that. | think what's troubling ne
S reliability, availability, nunber s, PRA,
assunptions and then introducing this whole new
specter of intersystemcomon-causes. W just can't
go there. W have to mmke sure that what we do
doesn't get us into that node, and | think that's what
we've tried to do in the NElI-00-04 guidance.

M5. APARICIO Leigh Aparicio from EPRI.

And | guess ny poi nts seened nore rel evant
about three or four m nutes ago, but to your exanple
nothing is going to -- categorization, even
classification is not going to prevent us from-- |
mean, if youinstall the wong part in an application,
you're in trouble. And so no categorization process
is going to fix that.

| think that an exanple that you used we
have a high tenperature environment for non-safety
rel ated products that we buy materials that will work
in those environnents all day long. And so, | nean
| can't conceive, unless there was just a breakdown i n
the current systens that we use even for non-safety
applications, that what you suggested coul d happen.

It's not |ike when we buy nonsafety stuff
we just throwit in the warehouse and peopl e rumage

t hrough and pi ck what they want that | ooks |like this
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and go and install it. W still make a conscious
effort for no other reason, maybe, then for business
practices to have the right part to install in those
appl i cati ons.

MR. STROSNIDER: Right. And | think the
intent hereis to nmake sure that that sort of practice
continues. And just when we kind of take a step back
and | ook at what we're doing, we're saying we've got
a |l ot of conponents here that are currently captured
under these special treatment rules. And we're going
to say you don't have to do that anynore. You don't
have to apply these special treatnent rules. And |
under st and you wer e tal ki ng about non-safety to begin
W t h.

M5. APARICIO Right.

MR. STROSNI DER: But when you take these
t hings out from under the special treatnment rules,
what are you going to put themunder. And, yes, let's
make sure that you got the procurenent, you got the
design controls, etcetera, to make sure that that
conti nues to happen.

| don't think anybody's saying it can't
happen. I don't think anybody's saying that, you
know, that we're wal king down a path where all of a

sudden, you know, you can just, |ike you say, just
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pi cki ng stuff off the shelf. But when we try towite
a rule that captures that, that's our chall enge.

MR. HEYMER: Adrian Heynmer, from NEl
agai n.

Just commenti ng on a coupl e of thingsl've
hear d. We have three prograns today. They are
Appendi x B, augnent quality and bal ance of plant. And
by applying those prograns, which are treatnment in
varyi ng degrees, we have obt ai ned an exceptional | evel
of performance. And what we're tal king about nowis
novi ng a sect of equi pment or conponents i nto anot her
one of those prograns. And we recogni ze the fact that
EQ and seisnm c needs sone additional guidance, and
we're dealing with that as best we can. And as Lei gh
said, we've got a pretty history of where we're going.

So | struggle when you say, Tom that
wel |, you know, we've got to nove all this equipnent,
which is probably not 75 percent for the average
plant. It's probably a lot Iess. Down into the | ow
safety significant. I"m still going to have that
degree of assurance onreliability, and I' mnot doing
that just picking those equi pment from a gut feel
There's a pretty extensive process that | have to go
t hrough, including a sensitivity study that says wel |

what's the effect of increasing the failure rate by 5
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or 10.

And so when | ook at that, | need al
those programs to work today to maintain a 90, 95
percent capacity factor, which is a highreliability
val ue. If I nmove a set of equipment, which |
determine is of | ow safety significance or no safety
significance, down into the bal ance of plant program
why do we think there's going to be a dramati c change
inreliability both at either at the plant | evel or at
t he conmponent |evel ?

MR. SCARBROUGH. Wel |, one of the aspects
of that is that there are really actually nore than
three levels. There's a |level where the licensee is
dealing with to achieve this very high availability
factor for the plant, and they do a great job doing
that. There's also the equipnent that's in standby
status that's used for nmintenance or just standby
type of systens. And from the |Idaho study and our
di scussions with |icensees, standby equi pnent gets a
much different treatnment than equi pnment that is used
for power generation. And the question is where is
t hi s equi pnment, this bul k of this equi prent, what ever,
it's 75 or 50 percent let's say of equi pnment, whereis
it going to go when it falls down?

Alot of the equipnent that isinthis|ow
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risk category is the standby safety related type
equi pnent . You got containnment isolation valves,
whi ch have no function other than in an accident,
things of that nature. So a |lot of that equipnent is
going to fall down into this |ower |evel is standby
type equi prent.

Now, if they apply their normal standby
practices, equi pnent practices to this equipnent, it
revolves letting it sit there until sonethi ng happens
and it falls off.

| mean, so that's sort of driving the
concern. Because there'sreally nore than just two or
three | evel s here. There's alevel that is applied for
st andby equi pnent, and that's one of our concerns.

MR CALUO [It's ny turn now.

| can understand what you're tryingto do.
You're trying to -- neasurenent of how you nove --
you're progressing ahead the way you treat these
components and the systens, and the nonitoring that
wi Il ensure you functionality when you' re confronted
with -- the question in my mnd that | had, this is
category 3. How about the RISC-1 and 2? Wat we do
today that will ensure ourself that the assunptions in
the category 3 for RISC-1 and 2 are being net? What

do we neasure there? And | just wondered if we
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nmeasure reliability. W measure availability? What
do we neasure today? Not only for Option 2 in any
nucl ear power plant in the country today what kind of
assurance do we have that the assunpti ons t hat we use,
what ever the deterministic or PRA, that we are being
met? And | just wondered.

And i f you happen to know what those are,
right, you can extrapolate and say well | keep this
one, | throw away that one. But some kind of way we
tal ki ng about the tail end when | think the answer to
t he question could be at the front end with the RI SC- 1
and RISC-2. And that's a question. |f sonebody wants
to comment on that.

MR SONERS: Can | start with his first?

MR. CALUG  You have my perm ssion.

MR. SONERS: Well, | wasn't going to talk
about the I NEEL study. Now | am

|"ve actually struggled with this, and
|"ve struggled from the perspective of trying to
understand the staff's predi canent and what they're
trying to do, especially when it canme to the
conclusions that | saw that canme out of the I NEEL
st udy.

First, you have to recogni ze t hat when you

go ask about conmmercial practices you wll find
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exactly what the study said: Wde variability evenin
one pl ant. | could have saved you a |ot of npney
comng to that conclusion, by the way. Pretty well
known fact.

The problem with the study isn't the
answer that it came to. The problemw th the study is
it asked t he wrong question. The question you have to
ask i s are conmerci al practices sufficient at assuring
that the functional requirenments for what we call
bal ance of plant conponents are maintained. |If the
conponent is a one inch valve in ny donestic water
system you will find the spec says one inch val ve.
That's it. But that's sufficient to maintain the
functional requirenments for that val ve.

If it's sonmething in nmy Generx system
you'll find sonmething quite a bit nore extensive as
far as the functional requirenments. But the answer is
t he sane. The controls we apply are adequate for
ensuring that the functional requirenents for bal ance
of plant conponents are net.

The probl em cones when you |l ook at this
one inch valve thing and make the assunption that
that's going to be applied across the board, and
t hat' s where ny struggl e was, because |I' mgoi ng nobody

does that. That's absurd. And yet when you read
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t hrough, that's the conclusion that's reached.

Wl |, you go out there and buy anyt hing
you can install it with no testing. |'magoing, well,
you know, you can't do that because if you do that,
you don't neet the first boundary condition. You
can't assure functionality. Qur bal ance of plant
controls apply sufficient requirements to assure
functionality.

If we apply those controls to safety
related conponents, they wll still result in
sufficient functionality. Because you can't just go
buy anything and install it wi thout testing and expect
to neet that requirenent. And that was nmy quandary,
because 1'm going okay, we could just state the
requirenment intherule, that's perfornmance based, and
as a licensee | would have to what's necessary to neet
that requirenent. So what's the problen? And | said,
wel |, okay, maybe the problemis sinply that the staff
needs assurance that those things are going to be
done. Ckay.

So we're going to apply rul es nowin order
to assure aresult. Okay. W can do that. W can --
we' ve certainly done it before where we specified both
the result and the rules. And, in fact, if you're

tal ki ng about RI SC-1 conponents, | would say that's
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the right way todoit. But we're not. W're talking
about RI SC-3 conponents.

Now, when Adrian tal ked about three ways
of doing things and you tal ked about nore than three
ways, you're actually both right. But basically
Adrian's right. There are three ways of doi ng thi ngs:
Appendi x B, augnented quality and the rest.

| could say there's one way of doing
things with different gradations and the anmount of
rigor that you put into the process, and that would
al so be true.

| can live with an augnented quality
descriptioninthis rul e because |l've got an augnmented
quality program And that's inportant. | can't be
i nventing newprograns. So |'mgoi ng okay, if we want
to describe high level rules, let's do that. But by
the way, when we do that let's go look at the
descriptions that already exist for all of our other
augnented qual ity progranms and nake sure that what we
wite is already consistent with that, because that's
what ny current prograns are designed around. And I
can't afford to do sonething different.

But you have to be careful when you | ook
at the INEEL stuff. It leads you to the wong

concl usi on, because it asked the wong question. |

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

154

don't think there was anyplace in that study where
t hey found t hat commerci al practices that were applied
were insufficient to assure that the specific
components they were applied to resulted in
unacceptabl e functionality. It doesn't happen.

So when you postul ate that it may happen,
you can postulate it, but sinply it doesn't. And the
study didn't denonstrate that.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Yes, well | wunderstand
your question. Part of the goal of the I NEEL study
was to respond a suggestion that this proposed rule
could sinply say we're going to renove all speci al
treatment and we're going to just let the industry go
and do commercial practice applying this. And how
wold we wite a safety evaluation to say that when we
di dn't know what comercial practice was.

MR SOWNERS: Yes.

MR, SCARBROUGH. And so that was part of
the goal. Find out what is comrercial practice. So
okay, and we reference it. |If they had cone back and
said yes, comrercial practiceis this, has these sort
of attributes and this is sort of what it is, | nean
we could have witten into the rule, said yes,
everyone knows what conmercial practiceisandthisis

what you can do.
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But what they found was that it varies
significantly wi thinindividual plants as to what they
apply to different pieces of equipnent. And for
equi pnent that isn't generating electricity and that
bal ance of plant gets a lot |ess attention than the
stuff that's generating electricity.

So, that was the concern. And the
contai nment isolation valves are not generating
electricity, and neither is the di esel generator start
valves. And so we're going to go back and say well
they're going to apply the sanme process they applied
to standby equipnment to the diesel generator start
valves or this MsIVs, or their check feedwater
i sol ation valves, all of that equi pment; how woul d be
able to say affirmati ve t hat yes we have confi dence in
t hat equi pment when it's going to receive the same
attention as a nmmintenance valve that is never
oper at ed?

MR. SOAERS: | understand that's where the
guestion was, and that's why I'msaying it asked the
W ong questi on.

MR SCARBROUGH Right.

MR. SOWERS: The right question is for
st andby equi pnent, the equi prent that i s now standby,

non-safety related are the processes used sufficient
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for t hat equi prrent to neet its functional
requi rements? To assune that you'd use the same
process for another piece of equi pment that has a | ot
nore conpl ex and i nvol ved functional requirenents is
just fallacious. You can't do that, and everybody
knows you can't do that. | think we agree you can't
do that.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Right. But where do you
have the regul atory assurance, though?

MR. STROSNI DER: | think you make a good
point inthat. And | followed all of your comment and
it's right there saying yes, yes, | agree. | think
t he poi nt bei ng made t hat once you' ve identified what
the goal is, if you will, then the treatnent you're
t al ki ng about has been successful.

MR, SOWNERS: Yes.

MR. STROSNIDER: In the sense, and that
the point was made, you have nmuch better capacity
factors. That was a goal, you applied a process and
you achievedit. Al right. And so fromthat process
it's very successful and the i ndustry shoul d get a | ot
of credit for making that work. Al right.

| followed it until | hear the conmment
that nothing fails, it just doesn't happen, because

the process is working. W' ve got this high capacity
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factor and that denonstrates that everything s okay.
And what | cone around to then is, yes, but the plant
hasn't been chal | enged under the accident conditions
since TM.

Now, if you identify that your goal is to
make sure you're addressing those conditions, and I
t hi nk we' ve all agreed to that, then | think what your
argunent is if we apply the sane processes with that
goal in mnd, we would expect to get the result that
we' d achi eve that goal; that should we be chal | enged
with that sort of situation, that the conponents woul d
perform their function. So | think, again, the
regul atory perspective. Wen | hear statenents and
when | see the study -- | appreciate Tony's coment
t hi s norni ng when we tal ked about the industry study
conmparing safety related conponents and bal ance of
pl ant conmponents and sayi ng, see, you know, bal ance of
pl ant conponents have the sane reliability. And the
poi nt we're making is but not under -- but would you
have the sanme reliability if you had these other
chal | enges.

That study asked t he wong question al so,
okay. To sone extent it answers part of the question,
but it doesn't answer the whole question. Al right.

And it gets down to if we agree on what the goal is,
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and that's why | cone back again to -- the boundary
conditions, and like | said this norning we call them
boundary conditions, we can call them performance
goal s. You know, they're very inportant. |f we agree
that that's what we're trying to acconplish, then |

think that what you're suggesting is well the
i ndustry's denonstrated you can acconplish the goal

once it's established, okay, with these processes.

MR. REED: | think what | hear you sayi ng,
Gary, is that you apply on the bal ance of plant the
necessary treatnent to neet the functional
requi rements of whatever the piece of equipnent is,
what ever application. And if | place in the 850.69 a
requi rement that sinply says you shall nmaintain the
design bases functional requirenents, whatever the
magi ¢ words, under design bases conditions -- we've
been through that about ten tinmes today -- and put
that in there, that's all you need.

I n other words, once | put that in there,
stuff goes into Box 3, you know for your bal ance of
pl ant i ndustrial prograns that youw || maintainthose
design bases requirenments and apply whatever is
necessary. That's what | think | hear you sayi ng. And
you're not going to apply what you apply on the

standby the bal ance of plant which you do that for
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conmerci al reasons. You wouldn't apply that to
st andby desi gn bases equi pnent .

MR. SOWERS: That's exactly what | was
saying. There was a second part, though, that goes
al ong wi th under st andi ng.

Okay, | know that we'll do that. I
recogni ze the need for you to knowthat we'll do that,
too, which is why |I really have no objection to what
we proposed, which is putting some specific
descriptions of the kinds of things that we all know
we have to do in order to do that.

| ki nd of come fromthe phil osophy that if
you know what you need to do, we both should just
wite it dowm and do it and not worry about trying to
hide it and leave it to choice.

And | think we all know that we have to
apply those controls. Solet's just witeit dow and
doit and call it augnented quality, which is what it
is. And we can do that.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Ri ght.

MR. SOWERS: But we need to be careful
wi th conclusions drawn form that | NEEL study. The
conclusions that |'ve seen drawn just don't reflect
what the i ndustry does or what the i ndustry woul d do.

And it's wong to characterize it that way.
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MR. SCARBROUGH: Well, the study was

i ntended to answer that question: Can we just sinply
rely on some reference --

MR. SOAERS: | under st and.

MR.  SCARBROUGH: -- to comercial
practice?

MR, SOWNERS: Yes.

MR.  SCARBROUGH: And that's what it
answered. And the answer --

MR. PI ETRANGELO  But you didn't | ook at
the results. That's what Gerry is saying. You don't
| ook at the results to answer that question. You
| ooked at the inputs, not the outputs.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Yes. But what they found
was that the range of equi pnment was such that -- the
range of the treatnent was such that howthey applied
it to different types of equipnent was such that it
woul d be very difficult just to say that and not hing
nore. And that was the conclusion that came up.

Yes, | agree, it would have been a good
interest to |l ook at that as well.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO | wanted to see if |'ve
under st ood what |'ve heard, at |l east with regard with
-- as long as we're on these boundary conditions.

My understanding from what you said
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bef ore, Jack, was that these are probably going to end
up bei ng di scussed i nthe statenments of consi derations
for the rule, or sonme vehicle |like that?

MR. STROSNI DER: To take it as question,
| nmean there's going to have to be sonmething in the
statements of consideration.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Ri ght.

MR. STROSNIDER: And this is the sort of
thing I would expect to see.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Ckay. The other thing
| heard is that these boundary conditions ought to
reflect the desired outcone. And so when we | ook at
it in that kind of context, | think naintaining the
desi gn bases requi renents, however rmany wor ds you need
to say that, is clearly one of the key desired
out cones.

"1l skip the 3 now. |I'mnot sure this
really serves as nmuch of a boundary condition. I
agree with what Gerry said before. If you're goingto
have a | evel of regul atory assurance, and you have to
have a rational for why those | evel s are where they're
at, that's kind of what we tried to propose this
norning in our franmework. But this -- yes, that's a
desi red out cone, you want sone | evel of oversight, but

in terns of being a go/no go on what you're
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considering, | don't think nunber three hel ps you very
much.

| think you do have to have a rational for
why you have the |l evels established. And, again, we
triedtogive youonethisnorninginalternative 1.5.

Back to nunber 2, | think what | have
heard from a bunch of people is that this is at too
low a level at a point in the process rather than
trying toreflect a desired outcone. And the desired
outcone is that the categorization process results
frombeing valid. Andthat's a nore performance based
approach than picking an input which was sonme point
val ues in the PRA. And Doug expl ai ned the rest of the
process that's applied here. The sort of focus on
that really was not in the results context, it was
nore in the inputs again.

So, you know, that's what | heard. And,
agai n, whet her nunber three can be fine tuned to nmake
it a nore decision criteria type thing or desired
out come versus just say you've got to have some; we
won't argue with nunber three. W agree, you have to
have sone | evel of assurance. And it's the | evel and
the rational that one puts together to support that
| evel of oversight.

MR. G LLESPI E: Yes, but Jack asked al |l ny
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guesti ons.

| want to nmake sure that |'m goi ng away
with the right understanding of what | just heard.
Not the answer, but an understandi ng.

Did anyone hear on any of the tech spec
groups, you know, Adrian's and Biff and t hey gave Bob
Dem ng on our staff a sign one time. And they nade
hi mwear it around his neck at a joint nmeeting and the
sign said "intuitively obvious," nothing that it
what's intuitively obvious to one party was not
necessarily intuitively obvious to the other. And
that word was used, Gary used it.

Tony, wthin the realm of what you
expl ained this norning, sonme things were just said
which are intuitively obvious tothe industry but were
not to the I NEEL people and to us when the study was
done, and caused us nmaybe to junp to a | owest conmon
denom native kind of viewpoint, possibly.

One of the things that's m ssing fromthe
body of standards and references right now is
sonmething that fits, and we I know we didn't want to
use Appendix B, but the quality assurance program
shal | provide controls over activities effecting the
quality of the identified structures, systens and

conmponents to the extent consistent with their
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i mportance to safety.

It's been suggested, | think, by the
i ndustry peopl e here that withinyour normal augnented
program ki nd of a power bl ock program in fact you do
have some sense of what's inportant and you want the
i mportant stuff to have a little nore control on it
t han the uni nportant stuff.

Tony, with an articul ation of that, which
is criteria 2 of Appendix B or the neat of it in the
m ddl e, anyway, be sonething you woul d consi der the
hi gher | evel paragraphs that you were tal king about
t hi s norni ng?

MR Pl ETRANGELO.  Yes. Yes.

MR. G LLESPI E: And | think that that
sense of gradation would get us to -- and |l et ne pick
rel ays, for exanple. You can spec arelay, and you' ve
got a lot of them As Tomw Il tell you, you've got
a lot of them And you can order the right relay.

You can also order it and require it to be

protypically tested. So there's two levels of
assurance. Well, how many | evels of assurance are
needed for -- and this is a tough one Tom brought up

-- for a particular relay or if you're going to do it
across a class, and how do you do that? Well, you

need a process.
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"' m not saying detail the process, but
what | | earned new was that there was sense of havi ng
a process, which differentiated inportant to |east
i mportant even within the R SC3, which is |ow
i mportant, is kind of already there.

Now, woul d your material touch upon that
even at a high level, Tony? And then | want to ask
Tom does that hel p?

MR SCARBROUGH  Ri ght.

MR. G LLESPIE: Is that goi ng down a path
that helps to bring us together?

MR. PI ETRANGELO  Yes. W had al ready
ki nd of runinto this yesterday when we were com ng up
with our definition and recogni zed that there's --
it's not so nmuch -- it has something -- there is
gradations of inportance within RI SC-3. But perhaps
nore inportantly there's degradation of conplexity
with the change you're undertaking. It may drive
hi gher | evel s of treatnent, evenw thintheindustrial
treat ment program

Now, | was thinking of putting that in our
guideline to reflect that. And you' re suggesting,
per haps, even putting it in the definition, which my
even make it nore clear, consistent with what's in

Appendi x B now.
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MR. G LLESPIE: But it starts to bring, I

think, us all together alittle nore in a recognition
that (1) there is a gradation. And if | go to
treatnment -- to go to the two, the no one |ikes
because I'mnot sure we're really in agreenent on the
changes to that one, treatnent process nust maintain
functionality. Wll, | think we need reasonable
assurance of functionality versus maintain, whichis
a very absolute term And that assurance of
functionality should be in consistent with the
i mportance of the piece of equipnent.

And what you' re saying is what gets youto
defi ni ng the treatment woul d have sone proportionality
to that conponent's inportance even within industry.
VWhich, ['Il give you, is a low risk area so it
shoul dn't be too conplex. Maybe no nore conpl ex than
you' re already doing on the power block anyway.

So there's sone sense that there could be
a com ng together here. Ckay.

MR. PIETRANGELO Right. And | think --

MR, G LLESPI E: Don't make me -- I'm
feeling good right now, Tony. Don't blowit.

MR. PIETRANGELO |I'mtrying to take it
back to what | NEEL study actually found, and that

woul d account for what the I NEEL study found is that
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t here' s gradati ons dependi ng on t he i nportance and t he
conplexity of the --

MR. G LLESPIE: 1t's one of those things,
when it starts to rain. Everyone is right fromtheir
own i ntuitively obvious position. But howdo we bring
this together so that everyone can feel confortable
with that |evel of regulatory control, as you put,
Tony. And | think, Tom you're comng fromthat sane
pl ace. And how many words are needed to say okay
we'll have a process that kind of fulfills what
criteria to Appendi x B says. Okay. That's one |evel,
we' Il have a process.

And then you're down into the other
conment you got earlier this norning was plant
procedures and guidelines. Now, where's the right
pl ace fromthe rul e to pl ant procedures and gui del i nes
to describe the process? | don't think we're goingto
answer that here, but the idea a reference to a
process -- if we could |leave here today with that,
that woul d be val uabl e piece to | eave with, w thout
getting it too conplicated because these are al ready
| ow ri sk things.

Sorre t hi ngs we may have to | eave until the
next meeting of a smaller group.

But anyway, | feel -- did | characterize
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it that there is a process there, how nmuch regul atory
control or control over process i s needed is sonething
we need to discuss?

MR SCARBROUGH  Ri ght.

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. SCARBROUGH: That's sonet hing that |
t hi nk we' re working towards.

MR G LLESPIE: And, Tony, you guys are
open to discuss.

MR. Pl ETRANCELO Well, we proposed
sonet hi ng thi s norning.

MR G LLESPIE: Okay. Okay.

MR. PI ETRANGELO. And gave our rational
for why we think it's the right |evel per nunber
t hr ee.

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. PI ETRANGELO And that's kind of our
strawman to throw in for consideration.

MR. G LLESPIE: Okay. Geat. But that
could bring us together instead of arguing over the
ri ght ness or wongness of the | NEEL study, how do all
t hese things cone together. And the key may be the
idea that there in fact is a process. | hate to say
this because | don't want to nmake it too conpli cat ed.

But there is even within RISC-3 a gradation. Ckay.
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Now, how do we do that so that everyone wins is the
chal | enge now. Ckay.

MR JEBSEN: Eric Jebsen from Exel on.

This is sort of -- | guess | was thinking
al ong these sanme lines where |' mtending to think nore
internms of a perfornmance based rul e where t he process
itself is okayed at a high level and then the
assurance i s through the normal course of inspections
and assessnents, and things like that. So that you
say you have to have these el enments, whatever they
are, the QA program says on an individual site
specific basis, the utility basis says here's in
general what they nmean, here's our procedure on how
we're goingtodo all this stuff. And then through an
i nspection process soneone says "Ch, you made this a
RI SC-3 showi ng me how you're verifying that this is
okay. We should be able to pull a program test
results, or whatever it happened to be to give us the
assurance we are neeting this conmmtnent. And then
agree or disagree, you know.

But I'mtending to think of it nmore in
ternms of that way where the process is okayed. And,
again, I'mthinking nore in terns of an operating
pl ant and again, fromperspective of -- and thisis ny

intuitively obvious part, is that the 75 percent is a
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nyth. You know, that | m ght have like, | guess 3 or
maybe 4 systens that | can think of right off, some of
which aren't evenin the PRA. And |I' mthinking of how
much am| really going to save and nmeke it worth ny
while to go through this this trouble and recogni zi ng
there are sone things, for exanple, you bring up |ike
relays or bolts, wre, val packing, all kind of
consunmables. | generally buy all Q anyway just so |
don't have the horrible problem of discovering |I've
put a non-Q thing in a Q application, which would
swanp -- the pain of that would swanp any benefit of
the pennies |I'd perhaps saved on buying a couple of
non- Q bol ts.

So | understand t hat okay we want towite
the rule for new plants, too, and I would think from
a new plant perspective they would al nost be beyond
this in a sense that they would start with a Q|list
that's 10 percent anyway. That their PRA would hel p
define what's inportant to safety. They would live
wi t h Appendi x P, the PRA hel ps defi ne what's i nportant
to safety and the stuff that's not i nportant to safety
as denonstrated through sone conbination of expert
opinion and PRA would already renove all those
components and so woul d not be even necessarily inthe

program
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MR SCARBROUGH  That's Option 3.

MR JEBSEN: And that's ny coment.

MR. SCARBROUGH: That woul d be Option 3 at
that point. So | think the complexity of having the
new plants in here is -- | don't know. Maybe that's
something to go back and rethink should there be
sonething to just keep it to operating plants or al so
i ncl ude the new plants as well. So that's sonething
that may have to be thought about, too.

| knowit's getting close to |unch, but |
did want to nention a couple of things regarding
Tony's point and nmaybe just give Tony to think about
during | unch.

But oneis regards the alternative to your
slide 9, which saidit's adraft alternative 2 RI SC 3
approach i s equi val ent to the current Appendi x B. And
that's really not true, because if you |ook at
procurenent, just in the area of procurenent just in
how it was described for the South Texas, that's not
Appendi x B procurenment. That's what was al | owed for
South Texas. So it's quite a bit |ess.

So, there are sone areas that would be
simlar; design control and corrective action, yes,
t hey woul d probably be simlar to Appendi x B. But the

concept of alternative 2 was not Appendix B. It was
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i ntended to be nuch | ess.

MR PI ETRANGELO Wl |, what was neant
there is that in terns of what |anguage is in the
rule. GCkay. Wiat's in your draft alternative 2 in
t he paper is basically the sane | evel of detail that's
in the rule in Appendix B. And | didn't nean it to
mean anything nore than that. Al right.

Clearly what South Texas got on their
exenption request is less than the commtnent to all
those reg gui des and standards, and all the rest of
the kind -- we call it Appendix B at the top of the
pyram d and the rest of that stuff that one commts to
in the rest of that pyramd, clearly they have
sonmething less than that. This was only ained at the
| evel of detail in the rule.

MR, SCARBROUGH: Ckay. (ood.

MR. G LLESPI E: Tony, this is another
interesting point. It was a good point of bringing
t hi ngs together this norning.

VWhat | got out of what NEI presented this
nor ni ng was asking the staff to step back and | ook at
beingalittlenore articulateinoverall objectiveto
what's intended to be net by those attributes. And
therefore, it onlyliststheattributes versus |listing

the objective of each individual attribute and
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recogni ze what the integral is supposed to achieve.

MR, PI ETRANGELO.  Correct.

MR. G LLESPIE: Right? Wich would all ow
nore flexibility, | guess, on the industry's part
attribute to attribute, or what would go in the | evel
gui dance docunent.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Yes, Dbecause what
happens, and this is again why we contrasted wth
what's in Appendi x B today, if you put the sane | evel
of detail in 50.69 that's currently in Appendi x B and
you tend to go to the next same | evel of detail inthe
i mpl enentati on, and these are |ows versus what was
safety related and the nost inportant thing before.

MR. G LLESPI E: But the inportant thing |
got out of what you said this norning was a request
that we |l ook at the attributes in the integral.

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Yes.

MR. G LLESPI E: And not necessarily one at
a tine. And you suggested that we mght have to
actual | y beef up what the overall objective was of the
whole to be nore articulate about what the whole
treatment thing is trying to achieve for RISC 3
consistent with the fact that it is R SC 3.

MR. PIETRANGELO Right. | think you' ve

been pretty articul ate about that already.
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MR Gd LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  You want to nmaintainthe
desi gn bases requirenents going forward for Rl SC 3.

And to ne, that says alot, and that's sufficient from

our standpoint. If you feel the need to further
el aborate on that, but it still does the sanme thing,
fine. But | think that's what we see as the

overriding concern here is that those design bases
requi rements are mnaintai ned.

MR. SCARBROUGH: | did have one |ast
point. GCh, Cerry?

MR, SOVERS: Vell, is it time to talk
about boundary condition 4?

MR. SCARBROUGH: You have one to suggest?

MR. SONERS: Well, | just assuned we' d get
tothat. It's the obvious question after you |l aid out
3toask if that's all there are.

MR, SCARBROUGH: It's supposed to be all
there are.

MR. G LLESPIE: Oh, darn.

MR. SCARBROUGH: The last thing I wanted
to mention --

MR SOWNERS: | would like to tal k about
boundary condition 4.

MR. SCARBROUGH: GCh, you have one? Ckay.
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MR. SONERS: Oh, yes.

MR SCARBROUGH:  Cone forward.

MR. SOAERS: This is Gerry Sowers again
from Pal o Verde. This is only because | like to
spring things on Tony.

MR HOLAHAN: We should start a club

MR. SONERS: There is a fourth boundary
condition. And | nention it especially because this
rule is a voluntary rule. And it's only going to be
adopted if it's judged to be cost effective. Andit's
certainly a judgment that ever licensee is going to
make, and they're going to judge whether the rule is
acceptabl e on that basis.

So if we view these things are our
boundary conditions and not just the staff's boundary
condition, thereisafourth, andit's very inportant.
And | don't think we should | ose sight of it. There
is, in fact, words -- and don't ask ne what SECY
letter -- that tal ked about this, that the rule should
have an expected pay back in X nunber of years. So
there was arecognitionthat it was voluntary, that an
objective of the rule was to result in cost savings
Wi thout a significant reduction in safety. And |
think it's fundanental to this whole thing.

It's fundanental because |'d hate to go
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through all of this with your tine and our tinme only
to get to an end and have |icensees decide it won't
wor K.

So, 1'd suggest that we need to add a
fourth boundary condition there that normally | agree
woul d not be there, but in the context of a voluntary
rule with this stated purpose has to be there. And
second, because certainly all the |icensees are going
to judge the acceptability of this rule making with
that as a mmjor boundary condition.

So that's nmy fourth one.

MR, SCARBROUGH: Thanks.

MR. G LLESPI E: | think that's a good
point, and in fact on the current schedule that we're
at, that has to be a primary question in the
statenents of considerations when this go out
proposed. Because if the answer is the wong answer,
there's no point in going final

MR. SONERS: Exactly.

MR. G LLESPI E: It's not worth the
increnental effort. And the sunk cost is what it is.
So, that definitely is going to have to be in the
first public subm ssion we put out.

MR. REED: That's also a part of the

regul atory analysis, Gerry. It's anintegral part. W
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have to try and understand the cost and benefits
because, as you said, we don't want to put together a
framework and expend the resources to that that
nobody' s going to adopt.

And, you know, as part of the pilots we
were hoping to get sone even -- if nothing el se, at
| east sonme qualitative information to that, you know,
to hel p us answer that question. And we understand
the difficulties of trying to come up with that
informati on. But you're absolutely right.

And it's buriedinour process. W didn't
pull it out as a boundary condition, although perhaps
you could see it as somewhat in the third boundary
condition buried deeply in there. But nonethel ess, |
can assure that the regul atory announcenments process
will ook at that question

MR. STROSNIDER: It's a good comrent and
it's one we certainly need to think about. | think
I"'m also a little concerned about perspectives
because, you know, | could wite that, and maybe you'd
agree with this, but | could wite that boundary
condition as saying, you know, when we put this out
for public coment and we get the feedback fromthe
i ndustry on what the benefits are, if the benefits

don't justify it, then don't pursue rul emaking.
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You know, it's interesting though, too,
because what you pointed out earlier, this will have
different economic inpacts with different plants
depending on -- you know, and so we're going to be
relying upon industry input to help support that.

So, | don't know if that's a boundary
condition. |If that's the way you'd state it or not.
That's why | nmentioned it. But | guess it's the sane
concept .

MR BURCHI LL: Bill Burchill, Exelon

Actually, it's already in all of your
literature. The ANPR said reduction of unnecessary
regul atory burden, and you know, frankly, it is quite
surprising that hat doesn't show up as one of your
boundary conditions. Because the reduction in
unnecessary regul at ory burden was supposed to hel p you
and us, and it was supposed to help us not just in
absol ute expendi ture bases, but in also focusing our
attention onthe things that really make a di fference.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Bill, if you | ook at the
Sept ember 27'" det ai | ed di scussi on of the al ternatives
for boundary condition three, it does go through and
i ndi cate a di scussion of the four performnce goal s,
and it does tal k about unnecessary burden. | nean

that is a discussion point that is in there. And |

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

179

did nmention it anong everything else |I tal ked about
this nmorning, but 1in ternms of neeting those
performance goals. And one of themis reduction of
unnecessary burden.

So, absolutely, | neanthat is part of our
consideration in terns of neeting that to try to
reduce, renove special treatnent for this sonmewhat
per cent age of this equi pment that's safety rel ated and
put it wunder sonmething else because there's a
perception and that can be drawn out from/|l ooki ng at
the data and such, is that there's an unnecessary
burden here that can be reduced. And that's part of
t he goal of neeting -- andit isinthe third boundary
condi ti on.

MR. BURCHI LL: As you say, it's extrenely
wel I canouf | aged.

MR. REED: Actually, not to bel abor the
poi nt, but you know our four pillars is what we used
to eval uate everything these days. And nost of these
boundary conditions are going after the first one,
mai ntai n safety. You nentioned reduci ng unnecessary
burden, but this regulation wll also be nore
effective and efficient by focusing on what's
| mportant. This workshop and we're doing is the

public domain is naintained, the public confidence.
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So we're trying to do all four. Those
other three aren't really comng out as being too
obvi ous.

MR CALUOC | guess I'malittle puzzled
that that question comes up now. Because that
guestion that's probably planning there was an
understandi ng by the staff, the NRC and the industry
that this is sonething that you wanted because it's
going to hel p you to focus on safety better, to reduce
t he burden better. And why you asking that question
now?

| f your expectations between now and when
they issue arulethat there's something in there that
you don't get that you wanted to get when you first
pl anned on this, that it will preclude many utilities
fromnot doing it, if only one or two do it and if
they -- worth their while to spend their resources on
two and not the other.

| think you' re asking a question that you
shoul d have asked t hat questi on before you enbark i nto
this tremendous use of resources.

" mjust curious why you bring that now as
a fourth condition when that shoul d have been al r eady
establ i shed before. Anyway.

MR. REED: | think, Jose, we're all
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wor ki ng towards that. You know, when we come up with
thisdraft rule and ultimately get to a proposed rul e,
we're trying to develop a draft rule everybody can
live with. Cbviously, that's the first thing we're
trying to do. But when we get to the proposed rule
and we sonething out there and we get the public
comments, | think we'll get the kind of feedback from
i ndustry what we've actually arrived at is truly cost
beneficial and will work for them And we're trying
to get there for all of us. You know, we all benefit
fromthat.

MR. CALUC That's all | have to say.

MR. PIETRANGELO W're in the m ddl e of
the process. W're formng the way it's going to be
done now.

MR. HOLAHAN: Jose, all three alternatives
may not achi eve these goals to the sane extent. And
so all we're saying is that these boundary conditions
and the other goals are the way to judge which is the
best alternative.

MR CALUO (O f mcrophone) ... and |
know what you're saying, but | guess it cone as a
surprise fromthe i ndustry point of viewthat they're
not quite sure whether this cost beneficial or not.

| don't know.
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MR. STROSNIDER Well, let's put it onthe

table. The industry's afraid that the NRC s going to
pronul gate such a conservative rule that it's not
going to achieve that goal. | heard the nessage,
okay.

MR. REED: Tom want to take one nore
conment .

PARTI Cl PANT:  Nobody can top that.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Back to Tony's point, |
wanted to raise this. In terns of your slide 8 where
you tal ked about the rule would have we'll say very
high level with a list of attributes there. | think
you referenced a QA topical reference in the FSAR
shoul d have provided a summary description of the
attributes. And | don't really expect you to give an
answer now, but sonething to think about.

Where woul d those summary descri ption of
attri butes conme fron? Wuld they be generated by the
|icensee itself or would there be sone sort of
docunent generated by NEI or the NRC, or sonething
that would be the document where those attributes
woul d be derived fronf

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Yes, we tal ked about
that yesterday in our neeting. And as part of the

di scussions we've had up to now, the thought is to
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followthe risk-inforned | SI nodel for inplenentation
of this and develop a tenplate for submttal to the
NRC. And in that tenplate you' d see the kind of
| anguage associated with the summary descri ptions of
the attributes.

MR. SCARBROUGH: Gkay. Good. Thank you.
Al right.

| f anyone has cards for questions for
after lunch on vari ous aspects of the rule, that would
be great.

MR. BALKEY: As you run the cost benefit--
|"msorry. Ken Bal key with Westinghouse. And |'ve
been wor ki ng on t he Westi nghouse Oamners G oup proj ect
on the Option 2 effort as well as with the ASME

The question about well the industry
having done the other applications on in-service
i nspection, in-service testing and tech spec knows
that working with the staff noving to Option 2 has
tremendous opportunity with it if we all do it
correctly and then everybody cones out w nning.

W' ve all known that the only way you can
show are you goi ng to get the payback, you have totry
it out with what you have. And that's what a nunber
of plants have done in Quad Cities, WIf Creek, Surry

and Pal o Verde. And we're at a critical point because
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the I1DP was just conpleted at WIf Creek |ast week,
and nowit's tine to look at the treatnment. And if
you stay with one position on how you' re going to do
treatnment, that's going to really change that
evaluation. If we can determne what M. G|l espie
just identified as a case where it all ows a conproni se
bet ween what you' ve shown here this norning plus what
Tony has, then that can be evaluated right now But
if you keep it up in the air, it's going to be real
hard to do that cost benefit.

W need to get sone direction nowat this
poi nt, because when fellows |i ke Mo D ngl or have to go
in front of the owners group to justify continuation
of program he has to be able to get up there and say
we know where we're going and we're going to get the
answers. |'msureit's goingtomke it difficult to
keep goi ng on.

MR. SCARBROUGH: A good poi nt. Thank you.

Be back at 1:15. Thanks.

(Whereupon, at 12:11 p.m off the record

until 12:11 p.m)
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AAF-T-EERRNOON S-E-S-S1-ON
(1:25 p.m)

MR. REED: Looks like we've | ost about 50
percent of workshop here unless |I was hallucinating
this nmorning. | thought there were nore people here.

PARTI Cl PANT:  They heard everyt hi ng.

MR. REED: Yes. Nobody takes nme serious.
It's Iike 25 after 1:00 and nobody's back yet.

MR HEYMER We're still interested.

MR. REED:. kay. That's good.

Wiy don't we start getting things rolling
here this afternoon.

As | nmentionedthis norninginthe agenda,
there's a couple of itenms we're going to try to
di scuss that | know about this afternoon, and then
we'll just go fromthere.

Ken Bal key from Westinghouse has got a
status on t he ASME code cases he'd |i ke to go through.
And | think Adrian's going to go through sone itens
that NEI have | ooking at our draft rule concepts.

W have one question here that was

provi ded before lunch, two questions. W can discuss

those two. | think we'll take those two after we go
t hrough these ot her presentations. And then we'll go
fromthere. | have a feeling that's going to take us
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all the way to 3:00, but you know, we'll see what we
can do.

Ken or Adrian? Adrian's got the floor
first.

MR. HEYMER: CGood afternoon. M nane is
Adrian Heyrmer. |'mfrom NEI

Yesterday in the task force neeting we
went over the rule and the treatnent, and we went over
some of the draft proposals that were put before us.
And we just thought we'd provide you with some i nput
and thoughts at this point in tinme.

As Tony said this norning, we'll try and
gi ve you some witten conments if we can next week,
but certainly this is just, if you like, a starter.

| think the first one, I'mnot quite sure
what Tony had for lunch, | noticed his chaveau wasn't
on the nmenu. That's horseneat, by the way. But |
think this horse's just about killed it off this
norning, | think. So, we can tal k about it some nore
if you would like, but I think we covered really this
aspect of it this norning with regard to design i nput
and design bases. But | think if we do to the term
desi gn bases, we just wondered whether or not you
still need the phrase "t hroughout servicelife." And

| guess because we didn't quite fully understand what
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desi gn i nput was, we wonder ed what was real | y meant by
the term throughout service life. And if you go to
the design bases, that termnology isn't that
enconpassed and doesn't that ki nd of become redundant .
So that was a first thought.

Alittle bit nore specific, if you go to
the rule or the draft proposal -- sorry, Tim-- on (c)
and it tal ks about the categorization process, and it
says, first of all, the categorization process would
either be approved or it would satisfy Appendix T.
And if people are going to approve, do we need a | ot
of detail in the rule? Because the Comm ssion going
t o approve what the | i censee wants to do anyway before
the |icensee start off.

But if you just |look at (1) we say "Use a
pl ant-specific Probabalistic R sk Assessnent to
determine the relative inportance of nodeled SSC
functions in terns of core damage prevention and
mtigation and large early release prevention and
mtigation." And in the terms of a PRA we normally
tal k about core danmamge frequency and |larger early
rel ease frequency are kind of the accepted matri x.
And we t hought that that m ght be better than com ng
wi t h core damage prevention and mtigation. Sothat's

one i nput.
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As regards t he paragraph -- well, there's
a few mnor points on item (2), and really they're
editorial inconcept. And | think whenever we see the
next version, we can provide some witten coments.
But | guess we just wondered about "Consistency with
t he def ense-i n-dept h phi |l osophy." Not the defense-in-
dept h phi |l osophy, but just the "consistency with." The
categorization process that we've proposed in the
gui del i ne i ncor por at es def ense-i n-dept h phi |l osophy. So
we just wondered why the term”consistency with" was
in there. But we will provide you sone additiona
details when we see the final point.

More inportant aspect is on item (3) on
850.69(c)(3). Wen we read through that we felt that
t he aggregate sensitivity studies really take care of
this concern | guess you all are expressing here. And
we wondered if that would be better |anguage, or at
| east words that speaks of that rather a nore specific
set of words down here, which kind of begin to verge
on the how to as opposed to the what. So that's a
t hought where we are.

W didn't really understand on item (4),
and | haven't listed it, is what you were trying to
drive at in item (4). The categorization process

shal |l be approved as suitable for this application.
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Wl l, if you' re approving the categorization process
or if you're nmeeting Appendix T and Appendix T is
there related to 850.69, that is the application. So
we struggled a bit about item (4)

Item(c)(5) we've got sone | anguage i n our
guidelines that really speaks to assessing the i npact
of new information, whether that be failures,
operating experience, feedback fromthe PRA itself
i nt o det erm ni ng when you need to update or rework the
PRA. We've also got (a)(4) the maintenance rul e and
several other activities going on. The PRA standard
doesn't actually get into a specific time frane. So
we just wondered why you'd selected a specific tine
frame rather than use the general words that are
really in the PRA standard that tal ks about that you
make determ nation on wupdating the PRA based on
specific criteria.

A nunber of these we've talked about
al ready. The maintenance rule link, we felt that (d)
certainly -- for (d)(1)(i) that's what we're going to
be doing for the maintenance rule anyway. I
under stand the concern that perhaps sonme peopl e have
not -- are only treating nmaintenance preventable
functional failures, but the vest mpjority of the

i ndustry are already getting there, and | think if you
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canme up with | anguage that was very simlar to what's
in 850.65. Monitoring prograns sufficient to provide
reasonabl e assurance that the i ntended functions wi ||
be satisfied. Well, that's really what we're tal ki ng
about here, the design bases functions.

So, we felt that 850.69(d)(1) kind of
duplicated what we've got in the maintenance rule.
And | think | began to understand this nmorni ng why you
m ght have put that in there, but | think it's
wor t hwhi | e j ust pausing say are we duplicating what's
already there. And that really goes for little (i) as
well small (iii) there.

| think Tony nentioned this norning about
-- when we read this, we seened to get the i npression
that you're getting relief fromthe maintenance rule
for RISC-3, but you seemto be putting back in place
with sone of the other criteria that are witten in
the draft |anguage. And | don't think that was the
intent, but was the flavor that we got the rule.
Rat her |i ke one t hose fanmous books says "The | eft hand
giveth and the right hand taketh away."” O perhaps
it's the way around, dependi ng on which side of the
regulatory divide on you're on, but that's the
i npression that we're getting; that we don't have to

do the nonitoring, the balancing of availability and
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reliability, but then when we began to read some of
t he ot her words and we spoke that again this norning,
we felt that perhaps that was the intent.

The next iteml think is sonethingthat we
really are striving to understand is the need for a
| i cense anendnent. And we're not quite -- to
implenent this, it's a rule. Wen we've |ooked at
simlar risk-informedactivities such as risk-inforned
| SI associated with 850.55(a)(3) we haven't had a
| i cense anmendnent. VWen we inplemented the
mai ntenance rule, which is a new rule, it wasn't a
| i cense amendnent .

W' re going to be nmaking a subm ttal that
the NRC staff is going to approve, the |licensees will
i mpl enent the rule in accordance with NRC endorsed
gui del ine or NEI-00-04. So | guess when you go
through all that process and bearing in m nd that the
agency's going to approve it, why do we actual ly need
a | icense amendnent.

And the other thingis that if you |l ook at
where we are today, we can change cl assification of
equi pmrent through the existing change control
processes, and this might be alittle bit nore of an
extension on that. But | guess when you | ook at all

those three points, we're just wondering why we need
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a license anendnent. | never think that's entitled
with a |license anendnent just because the regul atory
process.

850. 69(g) change control. W think, as
Tony expanded on this norning or explained this
norni ng, the processes are already in place and the
850. 59 applies to design bases and safety anal ysis.
You can make a change to the desi gn today and t hen you
run that agai nst the 850.59 criteria. You nmake nore
changes today and you run that against the 850.59
criteria.

The categorization process would be
descri bed or you woul d seek approval for that process
wi th the agency, and that woul d be control |l ed t hrough
t he comm t nent nmanagenent process. And the treatnment
description that's in the sub would be controlled
t hrough 850. 54(a).

So, | guess we struggled why you' ve got
item 850.69(g) there where we say "In lieu of the
requi rements of 850.59, when meking changes to the
procedures and processes for inplenenting 850.59(c)
and (d), the licensee shall provide a witten basis,
and maintain it onsite.”

That seenms to wus duplicating what's

already out there as regards the control process
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t oday.

And finally, on t he reporting
requi rements, | think we're on the sane page, we j ust
wanted to make sure that we are; that the reporting
requi rements would really only apply to the safety
significant SSCs and it would be linked to a failure
to satisfy a safety significant function. And just
as, | think, 850.73 today; if you have a failure of
t he conponent but it's redundant and t he equi pnent can
still satisfy the safety significant or the safety
function, thenit wouldn't bereported. | think that's
what you nean, but we just struggledalittle bit with
t hat .

Al so, you have a statenent here that says
"Changes to the FSARreport to i npl enent 850. 69 do not
need a supporting 850.59 evaluation.”™ And we just
wonder ed whet her or not that was really necessary for
a rule.

Those are, | guess, sone of the highlights
of sonme of the conmments we've got on the aspects of
the rule, apart from treatnent. And we're just
provi ding those as input at thistine. And with that,
"1l look out for questions. Any questions or
coment s?

VMR, Pl ETRANGELO | have one.
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MR, HEYMER  Tony?

MR. Pl ETRANGELO | just want to go back
to the one slide on the need to update the PRA, and
that's on the categorization of 850.69(c). Make sure
t hat the feedback we're giving you here i s understood
about why we're making this coment.

The current 850.69(c)(5) specifies a PRA
update periodicity, and that's not done in any ot her
regul ati ons. There are ot her ri sk-informed
applications that rely on the PRA being up to date.
And Adrian cited the maintenance rule. There's a
statenent in the guidance that says that 850.65(a)(4)
you have to really continually assure that your PRA
reasonably reflects the plant configuration. And
that's found i n t he gui dance that was endorsed by t he
staff.

There are ot her applications on tech spec
AOT extensions and risk-infornmed | SI where this going
to be one of those things that is going to be
i mportant for the variety of application, not just
one. And so to specify in a single rule for a
specific application and update frequency, we didn't
t hi nk was appropriate in this case.

What we did think was appropri ate was the

ki nd of consi stent with what we do for the mai nt enance
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rule. There's no information that happens all the
time. And what's inportant -- this goes back to the
boundary conditi ons. You want the categorization
results to remain valid so that when there's any new
information that has a potential to inpact those
categorization results, it needs to be considered

And you don't wait 36 nonths to do that or, you know,

what ever somebody woul d pick as an interval

We woul d envi si on sone kind of screening
criteria that | ooks at the inputs that went to the | DP
to see if they were changed as a result of any new
i nformation that was brought to bear, including the
potential update of the PRA

Use sonme screening criteria and then
deci de whet her you need to go back in and | ook at how
t he categorization results were inpacted.

So we t hought that was a nore fl exi bl e way
to do this than for this specific regulation on
speci al treatnent requirenments to speak on behal f of
t he agency for all the risk-infornmed applications and
mandat e a 36 nont hs PRA updat e frequency. So that was
t he t hinking that went into that comment. And | hope
we have a little bit of discussion on this |ater,
because it's kind of sonme of the things we've tal ked

about in other fornms about this isn't the only risk-
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infornmed activity ongoing. PRA quality is an issue
across the board for all the applications, not just
this one. And so the flavor of that conmes into this
particul ar coment.

MR, STRCSNI DER: Tony?

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Yes.

MR. STROSNI DER: I'"'m not sure that's
conpletely clear to ne. The suggestion that the
expectation woul d be that you maintainthe PRAquality
continuously. Is that what you were saying?

MR. PIETRANGELGO No. In this particular
case that -- and we didn't give you all the suggested
changes to the rule language that's in here. W'lI
try to do that in what we send you by next week,
because we had additional comments yesterday.

Clearly PRAquality is a concern for this
particul ar application. But broader than that, and |
think consistent with what Doug True said this
norni ng, PRA's only one input into this process. It's
really the IDP process that -- the categorization
consists of PRA plus a lot of other things, okay.
VWhat's inportant here is that the categorization
results remain valid.

MR. STROSNI DER: Absent a specific update

frequency, if youreplacethat with -- our expectation
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is that you' re going to have -- the categorization
process is goingto bevalidat all tines. It seens to
me that's sonewhat onerous to say. You know, you'd
have to have a process in place and anytime anyt hi ng
changes to go back and ask yourself did it change by
categori zation process. And that's why |' mwonderi ng
are you saying --

MR. PI ETRANGELO Yes, that's the right
guesti on.

MR.  STROSNI DER: ["m not sure how to
capture the idea.

MR. PIETRANGELO That's why | think an
i mpl enent ati on space t hat woul d probably be sone ki nd
of screening criteria that soneone could |ook at to
judge new information that was related to the inputs
that went tot he ODP and be able to discern pretty
qui ckly with the screening criteria whether a further
assessnment was going to have to be done to see if the
categorization results woul d change.

| think consistent with what Gerry was
sayi ng this norning and t hen sone of our other folKks,
we think this categorization is going to be pretty
robustly done this first tine. W don't expect to see
a |l ot of changes unl ess you have sone nmj or, naj or nod

in the plant or sonme very mmjor performance issue,
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t hat we woul d expect to see the categorizationresults
change.

So this screening criteria would probably
filter nmost stuff out, but it's another way to skin
this cat about achieving the result of the
categorization results remain valid.

MR. STROSNI DER: Just to follow up,
because I'mjust having a little problem

So how often -- what -- when would you
apply these screening criteria?

MR. Pl ETRANGELC When you've got new
information related to the inputs that went to the
| DP.

MR. STROSNI DER:  So sonehow you' d have to
have a process set up where any new information to
pl ant changes, design and you'd have to be on a
conti nuous basi s conmparingit toascreeningcriteria?
Ckay.

MR. SONERS: This is actually a question
that hits nme right directly, because |I'm a PRA
supervisor, soit's ny jobto maintainthe PRA and to
assess the inpact of any changes in that PRA on any
applications. Literally every application that has
cone al ong has had that requirenent.

It's, frankly, one of the things that
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scares nme quite a bit. It's one of the tip of the
i ceberg problens. W don't know exactly where it's
going to go. But let ne tell you what we do do now
that may be different froma common perception

First of all, the idea of periodic
updat es, whol e updates of the PRA, we don't do that
anynore. We, in fact, try to do conti nuous updates as
changes are nade to the plant. You m ght consider
that to be burdensone, but in fact it's quite the
opposi te.

Doi ng a whol esale update of the PRA is
such an enornmous task that there's no way you could
staff for that task every three years and t hen what do
you do with all those people the rest of the tine. So
you've got to find a way to spread this task out over
time so that it's manageabl e.

So, what we at Pal o Verde have done nowi s
literally totry to reflect changes to the plant; and
those are design changes, changes to energency
operating procedures, any of those things that were
inputs to the PRA and nake that changes to the PRA
conti nuously.

Part of the reason for doing this is
paragraph (a)(4) which, in fact, does require that

your PRArefl ect the as-built as-operated condition of
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your plant. So that's alittle bit of the notivation
t hat put us there.

Now, there are other things |ike data
updates where it doesn't nmake sense to do that
continuously and, in fact, you wouldn't get enough
data in one month to change the answer from the
previous nonth anyway. So those things you will do
periodically, and it could be every three years. It
coul d be, depending on what kind of data, the next
time the NRC conmes out with a report on initiating
event frequencies, for instance. That's what drove us
to redo those the last tine.

But you can't any |onger |ook at the
mai nt enance of PRA and find a real easy to establish
periodicity where you say |'m updating it every X
often. Because nowit's spread out all over the pl ace.

So the first part when you tal k about
updates to the PRA every 36 nonths, it becones
problematic for nme to go, oh gosh, how do |
denonstrate |I've done that? |[|'ve got X parts to ny
PRA and sone of it | updated | ast nonth, and sone of
it -- well, let's see, | think | did that 18 nonths
ago. It's just inpossible for me to do that in an
easily identifiable way. That's the one difficulty,

with especially putting a tinme frane in the rule.
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It's the wong thing to do.

Wien it gets to the second part, which is
assessing the inpact of changes on any applications
t hat you' ve done, yes, you have to do that. But you
can do that a nunber of ways. | can nmake an update to
the PRA and just | ook at the overall results. | can
| ook at sone systeminportances if | want to do that.
| can look at the little pie charts that breakdown
which initiating events contribute how nmuch to ny
current risk. | can |ook at the absolute change in
risk. And | can actually draw a fairly valid
conclusion fairly easily that if none of those things
have changed dranmatically, then none of the
applications will be effected dramatically. Andit's
pretty easy to do that.

If, on the other hand, |like the | ast
change that real |l y made a change to t hose was updati ng
the initiating event frequenci es based on t he changes
to the industry data. That, by far and away, had a
| arger inpact on our PRA than anything we'd done
before that, including about two years worth of plant
changes.

| could also look at that and go, wow,
| ook at the way these fractions on this pie chart has

noved. | know that that has to have an inpact on
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i mportances, and then it would drive nme to the next
| evel where | woul d go, okay, well, what did | do | ast
time? | used these values when | did ny
categori zation. Rerun the inportance val ues, conpare
t hem agai n, see what's changes. If it changes any of
the inputs into that decision process in a way that
woul d have |l ead to IDP to possibly reach a different
conclusion, back | go. But it's also -- | nean, it's
fairly easy for nme then to take that and deci de, no,
none of the inputs have changed. | don't need to go
back. | can stop there.

So what you end up building is kind of a
| ayer ed process where you | ook at the nagnitude of the
change and you have to screen throughit. And you go,
okay, | didthis update. None of these things changed
dramatically. Therefore, nmy applications couldn't be
effected. AndI'IlIl admt, you're nmaking some judgnent
doing that. But | think it's fairly sound judgnent.
And the nore you work with the PRAs and understand
what does cause changes inthe results, the better you
can nake t hose j udgnment s and defi ne quantitatively how
you neasure those judgnents.

But that's what we're faced with, and
that's why it gets to be very difficult towite into

arule aperiodicity and an assessnent of the inpact.
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Because | don't think (1) that assesses the inpact
nearly as well as you shoul d be doi ng conti nuously so
you're mssing the objective, which is to judge the
I mpact on the categorization when sonet hi ng changes.
And on the other hand, it can also force you to do
t hi ngs when, in fact, you know t hat there has been no
i mpact. So we need to back up and, again, go back to
the objective in the rule.

You have to have sonme way to assess that
i mpact. And |'mnot sure that we coul d ever deci de on
areal periodicity. What you have to dois find a way
so that you knowwhen it's inportant to go back and do
t hat .

This is al so one of those things, by the
way, where | think we haven't done it enough to
conpl etely understand how to do that, which nakes it
nore inportant not to wite very specific statenents
into a rule, because we're going to learn as we go
al ong. And we want to be able to easily take
advant age of those |earning and incorporate themin
what we do. But that's kind of where we're at and why
that part's problematic to us.

MR, LEVI NSON: Stan Levinson from
Framet ome ANP.

Just to follow up on Gerry's renarks,
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wanted to point out that Palo Verde's not unique in
this. That the certification process requires that
the utilities to continuously, you know, exam ne
information that's coming in, assess what the inpact
m ght be on the PRA and al so | ook at their previous
applications that they' ve used the PRA So the
experiences that Gerry' s relating, you know, shoul d be
valid industry w de.

MR. BURCHI LL: [I'mBill Burchill, Exel on.

Just to add to what's been said. Two
things. Oneis | wouldn't think there'd be any reason
to separate whatever quality of PRA statenents you
want to make here from those that you're making in
other parts of the regulatory franmewrk, and
particularly in 1.174 and, you know perhaps you're
i mpendi ng endor senent of, you know, a standard or nore
standards. | nean, it seens to ne that's the context
in which PRA quality as far as the regulatory is
trying to provide its self-assurance should be
addressed. So | don't think there's anything unique
here.

The second thingis, actually, Gerry, you
and | had this conversation at Anmelia Island about
what you di d about past applications and if you had a

PRA update or if you had a pl ant nodification that was
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significant. And, frankly, | think we're conpelledin
t hese days where we have those types of applications
t o go back under our own corrective action program |
think that's what we discussed. And, you know,
address it inthat context and take corrective acti on.

So if the agency needs to have an avenue
i nto sayi ng whet her or not we are mai ntaining validity
of sonme past risk-informed or risk -- you know, non
ri sk-infornmed but sonmet hi ng that ri sk and i nformati on,
this of course would be risk-informed, that avenue is
already there. | nean, | don't think that there's a
need for sonething new.

MR. G LLESPIE: Tony, let ne follow up
both of your points. And the reason, at |east | was
staying quiet while you were talking, is | could take
some of the adjectives and adverbs out and you're
witing our statement of considerations potentially
for us, depending on howthe staff is going. So this
is actually very, very good dial ogue.

Tony, you made two points and | think you
got reenforced by the other people here.

One, that there is sonme sense of a process
you coul d descri be that you' re already foll owi ng. And
that the certification process andthe ot her standards

that are now in the works would | ead you to anyway.
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The ot her one, and nowl'mgetting into a
little nmore detail, is | think what you' ve said al so
is don't put two different sets of works trying to
mean ei ther different things or the same things at two
different places inthe regulation. Do you nmean that?
They al ways generate sonme conflict. | nean, I'll give
you -- ny prejudice is whenever you ve got words
sonmepl ace el se so you can wite it down and reference
it, then wite it down once and have it be universal
verses trying to wite it down tw ce and then trying
to keep everything even or witing it down slightly
di fferent.

But woul d you propose thenthat witingit
down once might mean, and | guess what |I'mgoing to
junp to is sonething sonmeone said to catch al
functional failures; mght that nean changing it if
the one place was in the nmaintenance rule to just
expand it to include that was in it as part of this
rul e change?

MR PIETRANGELO | would not --

MR. G LLESPIE: [I'mjust -- |1 knowthisis
a how, but --

MR. PIETRANGELO |'mnot sure where the
appropriate place to nake t he one uni versal changeis.

| don't think we should rely, though, on specific
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applications to set policy for all the rest of the
appl i cati ons.

MR. G LLESPIE: Well, I'mreal sensitive
to what we're doing in tech specs in another venue,
whi ch has exactly --

MR Pl ETRANGELO. |, too.

MR. G LLESPIE: -- all the sane kind of
guestions bei ng asked. And that's not in rul enaki ng,
so |'ve got sonme synpathy for what you're trying to
say here.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  And we' ve ki nd of relied
onreg guide 1.174 to a certain extent as setting kind
of the regulatory policy for risk-inforned type
changes. | think this, while not a direct application
of the 1.174 guide, it certainly shoul d be consi stent
with that. And we know that there's no PRA update
periodicity specified in 1.174. There is not one
specified in the ASME PRA standard, to ny know edge.

The only other thing we have right nowis
in our 93.01 guidance that says that for (a)(4) the
PRA needs to reasonably reflect the operating plant
conditions, the as-built condition.

So, I would -- | don't think we should
just go back and change because it happened to be the

first one by chance, that's where we address this.
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MR Gd LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO | don't think that's the
right way to do it.

MR. G LLESPIE: But if we rewote it in
thisruletotry to be nore generic, shoul d we go back
and take it out of that other one?

MR. PIETRANGELO Well, it's not in the
rule. It's in our guidance, | think.

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. PIETRANGELO  That PRA needs to be
reasonabl y consi stent.

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO You don't see that
| anguage in --

MR. G LLESPIE: So it'd be an advantage
generally to elimnate confusionistotry to have it
witten once and just have pointers to that one pl ace,
wher ever that was?

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Yes. And maybe that' s--

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay. That's a good --

MR. Pl ETRANGELO And maybe it's the ASMVE
PRA standard is the place it should be witten down.
"' m not sure.

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. Pl ETRANGELC But | agree with the
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concept that one place and reference that one place is
better than trying to rewite 18 different tines in
the different applications.

MR. G LLESPIE: Ckay.

MR. CHOEK: This is Mke Choek fromthe
staff.

| think we need to also remenber that
we're just not tal king about a PRA now, right?

MR. Pl ETRANGELO  Ri ght.

MR. CHOEK: You're talking about the
cat egori zation process to be mai ntai ned. The reason |
bring that up i s because we |l et things |ike your five
anal yses and your seismc margins to be used. And if
you're going to do sonething to invalidate those
success paths, | think we need to also update the
process itself.

| think this thing here basically what it
was trying to do was to say not only do you have to
updat e your PRA at a periodic basis, you have to | ook
at your process to categorization Rl SC-3 SSCs and nmake
sure that the process to categorization these things
have not been changed because you changed your pl ans.

MR, BURCHI LL: Let me just add one nore
experiential detail, addi ng to what Gerry Sowers sai d.

And | certainly am not speaking for everyone in the
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i ndustry here, but | suspect that you would find
simlar practices everywhere.

Particularly driven by (a)(4) but frankly
al ready predating that. At all of the Exelon sites we
have a common desi gn change procedures. Now this is
not a PRA procedure, it's a design change procedure.
That every design change that's made has a set of
screeni ng questions that must be addressed. | don't
want to say it's like 850.59, but it's that type of
thing. It's a set of screening questions that says
does this design change i npact the PRA. And it would
| ook at things |i ke does it -- you know, introduce new
initiators or does it change dependenci es of i nport ant
support functions, or does it potentially nmake a pi ece
of equi prent nore or |ess inportant.

And the design engineers are trained in
the use of that checklist, if you will. And at any
point where they have a question about what the
interpretati on woul d be or what the answer m ght be,
they're conpelled through that process to contact
their local risk managenent engi neer that we have at
each site and determne from him you know, in an
advi sory capacity what the inpact mght be. And
furthernmore, if it's large enough or if it's thought

to be large enough, then to have the risk inpact
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eval uated as part of the design change process.

And then that actually then feeds --
that's one of the major feeds that we have into the
PRA updat e process.

And Gerry said that they update
continuously. | suspect what he does i s nore eval uat es
each particular change for inportance and if it's
i mportant enough, update it i mediately. If not, put
it in the hopper for the next update period. Because
ot herwi se you'd be chasing a noving target all the
time, even under (a)(4). But it does assure that you
catch those things that are inportant enough about
changes to the plant, that you reflect themright away
in your -- particularly your (a)(4) process.

It al so then provides you both conveni ent
and ef fective avenue of feeding directly into your PRA
everything that changes about the plant. So we do
that with both the design change process and wth
procedure change process.

Now, again, | can't speak that everybody
in the industry does that. | think if you go to the
ASME st andards you're going to find sonething sim |l ar
tothat is called for. And I'mconfident that if you
go t hrough anybody that's been t hrough certification,

they either do that or if they didn't do it, they're
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probably thinking real seriously about doing it,
because ot herw se you sinply cannot justify that your

PRA is representative of the as-built as-operated

pl ant .

So, you need to know that that kind of
infrastructure is out there. And if through the
regul atory process you need to endorse that, | don't

have any qui bble with that. | think that's what your
reg gui des are intending to do when they refer to, you
know, either the certification or the standard, or
whatever. But that should be relied upon in the
context of what we're tal ki ng about here or any ot her
risk informed application. That's part of the
infrastructure that assures that this all works.

MR.  HOLAHAN: If there's anybody who
t hi nks that 36 nonths is better than continuous or a
conti nual update, they ought to say so.

MR, BURCHI LL: Well, the thing is it's
both. As Gerry said, you do some things on a so-to-
speak continuous basis. There's certain things |like
we don't go and reeval uate all our HEPS every day, you
know. W won't do data every day. W won't do
initiating event frequenci es every day. You know, sone
of those are done with some periodicity nakes nore

sense. But the periodicity mght be just when new
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i nformati on becones avail abl e.

| mean, if | don't have any really new
relevant initiating event information, there's no
sense in updating it in 36 nonths, | woul dn't be doing
anyt hi ng.

MR. STROSNI DER:  This is not an area that
|"ve beendirectly involvedin, andI'll probably rely
on some of Gerry's insights here. But | think that's
been a very hel pful discussion. Because ny gut
reaction to this was that it would be, like | said
earlier, nore onerous to have to go put this sort of
process in place. But it sounds |like you're actually
ahead of the -- where nmy understanding in terns of
what you actually have in place. Al t hough, we
recogni ze this is just a sanple of what's out there,
| guess, but | think that was very hel pful.

MR. REED: Yes. I think I'm hearing
Gerry, and these guys can correct nme if |I'm wong,
t hat what we put in 36 nonths, although it sounds |ike
it would be relief, it's actually not arelief. They
woul d feel the obligationto show, denonstrate sonmehow
that 36 nonths they' ve updated the entire PRA
Whereas, | hear they'rereally going to update the PRA
as the i nformati on becones avail abl e, you know, and as

it nakes sense to do so. And that's what nmkes

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

214

t echni cal sense.

MR. DINGLOR: Mo Dinglor fromWlf Creek.

That's really the problem Tim is howyou
show t hat update and the docunentation. Because as
everybody says, there's some updates and then there's
some not and yet there's no change significant, you
don't update it. But then we'd have to show that
there is that process. So it's very burdensone to us
to do that. And this way we can look at it and keep
adding and goon. If it'ssignificant Iike godigital,
you' re goi ng to update the PRA and the categori zati on
because it's significant to us.

VR. LEVI NSON: Stanley Levinson,
Framat one.

Followi ng up on what Mo said. | nean
frommy experience doing certifications, alot of the
pl ants have direct i nput to their PRA group on changes
t hat are bei ng made, you know, i n design, in operation
procedures, in EOPs. so that's part of the paperwork
trail that the PRA group uses to show whet her -- when
t hey eval uat e t hose, whet her they have an i npact. And
if they do, then to make a change. And that's built
into a |l ot of the processes. You know, |like Bill was
saying that Exelon it's just PRA design doesn't

matter. |It's part of the process and it's built into
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t he paperwork trail

MR. STROSNI DER:  Unl ess t here' s sone ot her
di scussion on that point, | wanted to cone back to
sonething if | could fromthe presentationw th regard
to the updating.

| want to nmake sure we understand. I
think part of NRC s logic inlookingat this, and Tim
tal ked about thisintheintroductionthis norning, is
that we're | ooking at approving a process. This is a
process that's put in place. And if there's goingto
be changes nmde to that process, what sort of
regul atory controls appropriate? And that was the
perspective, and I'mnot sure that | understand the
conment in that context.

MR, HEYMER  You nean the 850.59?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Wel |, | thought you were
maki ng a comrent about the fact that in 850.69 there
was some discussion about controls and changes,
separate -- and what | was trying to understand if you
had an issue with that or if there was input that
maybe | m ssed?

MR. HEYMER: Well, we were just wonderi ng
if there's any necessity to have change control in
t here when the current processes are in place, we can

handl e the change. W w Il control the changes.
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| mean, you've got a specific section,
850. 69(g) change control that handles that. And we
j ust wondered why that was in there. If it would nake
for clarification, it kind of confusedus alittle bit
because we think the --

MR. STROSNI DER:  And that's why | wanted
to get sone discussion on the issue.

M5. McKENNA: Let ne just give a coupl e of
comment s about why we had those sections in there and
t hen peopl e can judge.

Eil een McKenna fromthe staff.

And t hen peopl e can judge whet her or not
we were effective and what we were trying to do.

In the first section we really had two
things. One wth respect to changes to the
categori zation process. And, you know, | think inthe
past with things like 850.59 really didn't work for
sonething |i ke that because you don't have the right
neasures, if you wll, of when the changes are
significant enough that you should go back through
SOIe revi ew process.

So we're looking to say, well, okay we
want some neans of judgi ng, you know, if you' re nmaki ng
procedure changes that deal with the categorization

process to |ook through and satisfy yourself that
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you're still meeting the rule and have the record of
that as sone nmeans for the staff to be -- you know,
have sonme way of dealing with that in the future.

The second one was kind of in the
treatment process. | think what | hear you're sayi ng,
you're proposing to put that in the QA plan and use
850.54(a). | think we were | ooki ng at that, we didn't
know i f we wanted to open up this whole reduction in
conmi t nent i ssue about when, you know, prior reviewor
not prior review, so we kind of lunped that in the
sane pile of we'll check back, are you still neeting
the rul e requirenments since we hadn't settl ed at that
point how detailed those rule requirements were
whether that's relief or it's nore onerous, |'m not
sure we can really settle.

VWiile we're on the change control, and
sonet hing Bill was tal ki ng about, our paragraph 2 was
really dealing with change to the facility to the
extent that they may inpact the risk part of things
rat her than t he desi gn bases, 850.59 ki nd of world; we
were | ooking for sone means of you're changing the
pl ant, which I think you were pointing to sone of the
things that you mght inpact by changing your
facility, and that that be part of the process.

Now, maybe those words don't capture the
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best way to do it, but that was what the intent of
t hose different provisions were.

MR, Pl ETRANGELO Yes, | think that's
valid given that we didn't know what the |evel of
detail and the rule was going to be. | said this
norning our prem se as a starting point for this was
totry to use what's out there now. And if there's a
need i dentified, and there's a conpelling reasonto go
i nvent sonething new, that's fine. But there's not,
if we can satisfy ourselves that, for exanple, the
current comm t ment managenent gui dance with regardto
the categorization process asks you the questions
about what the staff relied on when t hey approved your
submttal, | think it does that. W've |ooked at it
and we think it does ask the right questions that the
850. 59 woul d not.

On 850.54(a) withregardto treatnent, it
terns of reduction and conm tnent, that i s the current
t hreshol d for determ ni ng whet her prior staff's review
i s necessary for some change in treatnent.

At least at first blush on our part we
were thinking if you renoved one of those elenents
that are in the definition of industrial treatnent,
t hat probably woul d be a reduction in conmtnment, and

it's have to be of that magnitude that you take that
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entire thing out of your program It would probably
be the |evel. But, again, given the |low safety
significance of this and the functional nonitoring
that continues and such, it npbst cases you probably
woul dn't see a |l ot of requests for prior staff review
and approval on that.

One last point before we |eave these
t hi ngs that rel ates back to the | ast thing on updating
t he PRA. In 850.69(f)(iii), which is on the rule
| anguage regarding submttal. Ckay. It says "A
description of the scope, level of detail, and
technical acceptability of the PRA used in the
cat egori zati on process i ncl udi ng the neasures takento
provi de an adequate |evel of PRA quality."

W had tal ked about this yesterday and
we'll probably provide it to you in the witten
comments, but | thought it pertained to what we were
just tal king about. What we were going to suggest is
a change to that |anguage to read as foll ows: "A
description of the neasures taken to assure that the
quality of the PRA used was commensurate with this
application.” Ckay.

That' s very consi stent, | think, w th what
the 1.174 gui de says. And what we were | ooking for in

rul e language was to be able to point to sonething
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that we're al ready doing that we could rely on to neet
that part of therule. Andinthis particular caseit
woul d be the peer review process.

| think as Stanl ey indicated before, the
peer review process | ooks at your update process for
the PRA and grades you on it. Okay. And, again,
we're trying to rely on things everybody's already
done and build it into this process. And at the rule
it's that kind of PRA quality conmensurate with the
application, but there's sonething we've al ready done
we think that neets that particul ar requirenment. And
that's how we get efficiencies and inplenentation
wi t hout, again, specifying a periodicity up front or
in this particular case, regurgitating everything
we' ve all done in peer review.

So, | think this one does relate back to
this whole PRA quality update frequency issue, and
even though these are in two di fferent sections of the
rul e.

MR. HEYMER: As we sai d, what we went over
this afternoon aren't the conplete conments that we
have. W have several others. And al t hough we
covered treatnent this norning, we did struggle quite
a bit with the l|anguage that is associated wth

850.69(d)(3) on RISC for SSCs. And we're not quite
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sure what the intent and where we think we're going
with RISC 4. So we mght try and give you sone
feedback on that. It wasn't clear fromus what we were
trying to say here.

MR. G LLESPIE: 1'mgoingto challengethe
staff. |s there anyone who would |i ke to stand up and
try to make it clear?

MR. REED: 1'Ill take the first cut. This
ought to confuse issue beyond all hope.

There are basically two different ways of
handling RISC-4 that are in redline here. The first
one is basically the cleanest one, which says that
850.69 isn't going to add anything newto RI SC-4. And
what that does is by saying nothing new, it nmeans
anything in place stays in place unless it's
specifically taken out by paragraph (e). Well, that
sane alternative wuld take all the specia
treatnents, whatever they are, off of RISC 4.

Now, the second alternative then only
takes off the mintenance rule and it |eaves
everything on. So the questionis, well what's going
on the staff here, it's schizophrenic. Well, we are,
and psychotic and all kinds of others. But what it
really goes to, at least it's ny feeling and we really

peopl e that are on the ground level at the plant to
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really give sone feedback here, that nost of the
requirements on R SC-2 are really technical
requi renments; that thetreatnent that it getsisn't in
the regul ation. It may be outside the regul ation, but
we don't see it in the regulation. So froma purely
rul emaki ng standpoint, we can't see it there.

You know, | agree the reg gui des and a | ot
of other things that peopl e do and maybe t hey' ve been
armed twisted for 20 years to do these things, |
understand that, but when | look at that | see
techni cal requirenents. Li ke there may be sone
t echni cal requirements for seism c two-over-one. Ckay.
But | don't see the special treatnment requirenents.
Yes, things got to be supported so it doesn't fall.
O, you know, EQ Perhaps there are sone peopl e out
there that are saying there may be a handful of
conmponents throughout the industry that actually do
have 850. 49 requi rements on non-safety-rel ated stuff.
So maybe there's sonme stuff therethat really fallsin
this.

But | think the balance of it, thereally
special treatnent requirenment that really is on that
i s the mai ntenance rule. And that's one we woul d t ake
off in Box 4. So that's why you see that split.

| don't knowif that makes it cl ear at all
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why those two alternatives are there. And really to
understand is what's on this stuff over here in 2 when
it goes down to 4, we don't want to |ose technica

requirenments in Option 2. W want to maintain the
desi gn bases. If the design bases functional
requi rements down t here, of course we want to naintain
them And that's what we're trying to do is put a
structure together that tries to maintainthose design
base requirenents.

So did that hopel essly confuse it, or --
Eric?

MR, JEBSEN. Eric Jebsen, Exel on.

Now | am somewhat nore confused, but
actually | guessit clarifiedthe questionfor nme. So
now | mnot sure. One way | could construe what you
said is that the staff's not sure what's out there,
but they're nervous about saying don't do any of it
because we're not sure exactly what it is anyway.
Ckay. But that's not what you're saying. Ckay. So
then I"'mgoing to -- okay. Nowit |ooks |like I know
sonme -- and I'mnot the expert in here for all the
systens at the plant at where | work, but | know, say,
for ATWS or a bl ackout you have certain things that
are picked out of Appendix B that say you'll do this

this way and this this way, and say you m ght have
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| i ke hal f a dozen things. And so | woul d expect that,
for exanple, say you found sonething in part of your
bl ackout di esel, for exanpl e, that you had al ways done
a certain way under Appendi x B because it was this
augnented quality type things, special treatnent
thing, that it turns out when you did your PRAreally
wasn't that big a deal. So you want to nove that
down.

And | would say then it's fair to say,
wel |, all that special stuff I was doing, | don't have
to do that. I'"mjust going to get it and nmake sure it
wor ks. I"'m not going to change any design
requirenment. It still has to open and supply air at
a certain pressure or sonething like that. 1'mjust
not going to use that special treatnent part or that
Appendi x B augnented quality part. | can now procure
it under my industrial program

So that's what I'mthinking of. | Iike
the i dea of sayingwell if it's not safety significant
and t he reason we had you do augnented quality on sone
of this stuff is it was inportant to safety or we
t hought it would be safety significant, if it turns
out it's not, well then don't do that anynore. And
sinceit seens |l ess | aborious tolist all the possible

things and then accidentally mss one that one
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| i censee mi ght have, it just seens easier to say don't
do it.

MR SHUAIBI: This is Mhanmed Shuai bi
with the staff.

The question, though, i s when you take the
ATWS and say i nportant to safety 850. 69 equi prnent t hat
is not safety related, and you drop it to Box 4, then
what you end up sayi ng when you say that, you're still
going to have the technical requirenents and you're
going to maintain those. Wat you end up saying is
very close to what you're doingin R SC-3. Andthat's
what we're |l ooking for, is sonething to -- | think
what that portion of the rule is saying is we need
sonething on that to maintain its functionality.

MR. HEYMER: But what you have here
initially is alternative 1 which | read along with
alternative 1 in the comercial type treatnent
controls was no new requirenents. So that seened to
me that we were going to apply existing requirenments
so there was no reduction.

Then went to alternative 2 and 3, it said
the only requirement that's renoved i s the nmai nt enance
rule. So | got the inpression that | was, nore or
less -- | was in a worse position in Box 4 than | was

for 3.
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MR. REED: The way alternative 1 works i s
there's -- it says no new requirenents, but then
you' ve got to | ook down at 850.69(e) thetitle, and it
says the renmoved from RISC-3 and RISC 4. So
everything cones off of R SC4 and we don't put
anyt hing el se on.

So alternative 1 is really nothing on
Rl SC- 4.

And actual |l y, when you go back to the old
SECYs that's exactly what we said. So then we got
ourselves in this bind of trying to understand, you
know, what is over on this side and the technical
requi renments -- do we need to sonmething -- maintain
the technical requirenments. And when we | ooked at
things |like ATWS and station bl ackout, for exanple,
the quality, the augnented quality stuff, at |east in
our mnds, so far we don't see that in the
regul ations. Ckay.

| agree with your concept, at |[east
personally | agree. Maybe not the staff, but |
personal ly agree and Gary can correct nme here in a
second. But if it wasn't inportant in there, you
could take it out of the augnented quality program

Ckay. He's not stonping on ne yet.

And you coul d do that outside the -- you
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don't need a rulemaking to do that. | don't have to
do that Option 2 in 850.69 because it's not in 850.63.
| think there's a generic plant or sonethingto foll ow
it on to the ATW5 rule, so there's sort of a weird
reference there and you could al nost interpret that

one way, perhaps it's in perhaps it's not, but in

850.63 | think it's clear, at least to nme -- as clear
the regul ation could ever be -- that it's really not
in there. 1 know there's a big reg guide that

i mpl enents that that puts alot of stuff on there, but
that's a reg guide. And you're probably conmtted to
it and there's that change process to that.

Does that help? Gary, did you have any
guesti ons?

MR. HOLAHAN: |'mnot sure if corrections
is the right word.

It seens to ne the thing the staff is
struggling with is under what you' ve calledthis first
option. There are two very different sorts of things
that end up in Box 4.

There are balance of plant uninportant
froma safety point of viewand really traditionally
unregul ated stuff. But also in that box are | ow
safety significance, but thingsthat had rules witten

about them |I|ike ATWS equi pnent and maybe station

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

228

bl ackout and a few odds and ends.

So | think the reason there are
alternatives there is people are struggling wth
whet her those things, acknowl edge that they're all
belowthe line, they'relowsafety significance -- Box
3 is low safety significance, Box 4 is |ow safety
signi ficance.

If there is ATWS equi pnent or station
bl ackout equi prment of | owsafety significance ought it
to be treated nore |i ke Box 3 or should it be treated
nore |like the other stuff in Box 4? And | think
that's what those issues are about.

MR. SONERS: | understand your question,
and | think all you need to dois followit nore step
to understand what our problemwth it is.

If | take the stuff that is currently
subject to an augnented quality program okay, and
it's either going to end up in Box 2 or Box 4. If
it'sinBox 2, I will continue to apply the augnent ed
quality program |If inBox 41 say well, I'mgoingto
i mpl emrent sonething simlar to Box 3, oh, but wait,
Box 3 we just decided was an augnmented quality
program

So, what | conme to very quickly is well,

shucks, |'m not even going to bother to do those.

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

229

Because it doesn't matter whether it ends up i n Box 2
or Box 4; I'mgoing to end up treating it exactly the
same. | nean that's where you end up as soon as you
decide to put the same kind of controls in Box 4 for
stuff that was previously regul ated as we put in Box
3. You've decided there is no difference and there
wi |l be no change.

So everything that was subject that we
called this inportant to safety stuff just conpletely
gets renoved fromthis equation. And the only way to
undo that is to reach the conclusion, and | believe
it's a valid conclusion, that when he hung this
i mportant to safety |label on a lot of things, which
actually I think we only define in the EQ rule, we
painted with a broad brush. W have a better brush.
And if we use the categorization process now, what
we're saying is the broad brush was broad and there's
sonme stuff intherethat, infact, is not inportant to
safety and does not deserve any of the control s that
we previously applied to them

If you can't bring yourself to that
conclusion, don't bother withit. It's not worthit.

MR, HOLAHAN: I n effect what you woul d do
i f you noved i nportant safety things fromBox 2 to Box

4, you're using the categorization process as the new
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definition of inportant to safety?

MR SONERS: That's exactly right.

MR. JEBSEN: It's your tool to define or
you have a better way to define inportant to safety to
det er m ne.

MR. BURCHILL: | want to go back to ny
friend fromthe norning of is credited and beat this
alittle bit nore. Because the specific statenent

that's made in the proposed concept |anguage, which

m ght be considered for arule -- is that good, do you
|ike that one -- is in section or article (d) under
(2), whichis for RISCG3 (iii) it says: "If a RISC 3

function is credited in the categorization process”
and I think what we said this norning was that neans
it's in your PRA, anything in your PRA that we
"monitor the performance or condition of the SSC. "
This is in Box 3.

And | guess |'m going back again. I
wasn't sure what the concl usion of our discussion was
this norning. Are you going to go back and reconsi der
the use of this "is credited" and the inposition of
that whole population having to go wunder this
nonitoring? And are we going to go back to just
what's above and belowthe |ine, or what are we goi ng

to do there? | didn't quite understand where we came
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to.

MR. HOLAHAN: The answer to the first part
of your question is yes, we're going to reconsider
that. Are we going to reconsider and resolve it this
afternoon? | think the answer is no.

One of the things we're supposed to be
doing here is collecting information, you know,
vari ous views and our core teamis going to have to go
back and reconstruct a version of the rule which they
think is, you know, the best. You know, neets the
goals in the nost optiml way and present that, you
know, to their managenent, hopefully next week.
Although | seealittle disconnect between the staff's
next week and Tony's paper of next week. And |'m not
quite sure how those line up

But, yes, | think -- you know, on ny
little green card |I've got basically, you know, two
maj or i ssues that need to be resol ved, and this is one
of them And | have one other one. And Tony knows
what it is. It'slicense amendnent versus conmi t nents.
It's a big issue, | think.

MR. REED: | think everybody's getting a
little itchy. Wiy don't we just take five m nutes.

Excuse nme. Let nme do that again. Vhy

don't we just take five mnutes and try to stick --
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MR. HOLAHAN: How | ong? How | ong di d you

say?

MR. REED: Three -- three mnutes. Cone
back and then Ken Balkey will do a little bit of a
status on the ASME code.

| have a couple of questions up here.
We'll try to get to and get sone di scussion. And then
Steve West is going to give us the next steps. But we
have a little bit of time left and it's inportant to
get back real quick. So, thanks.

(Whereupon, at 2:26 p.m off the record
until 2:33 p.m)

MR. BALKEY: The Anerican Society of
Mechani cal Engi neers greatly appreciates the
opportunity to be part of this workshop today on a
very inportant subject. And how we arrived at the
i nformati on we provi ded t oday cane fromt he Sept enber
27'" letter that came out, and |'mreferring to page
6 on 850.69(e) dealing with requirenments renoved from
RISC-3. And the statement in there says Rl SC-3 SSCs
need not neet, and you cone down to item (4) it says
"Omt 10 CFR 50.55a fromthe list and rely on ASME
code risk-inforned code case(s) which would be
i mpl enented trough either code relief or by revising

10 CFR 50.55a in the future."
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And there's another alternative as wel |,
which is essentially that all the requirenents in the
| ow safety significant would be renoved other than
possi bly the repair and repl acement, because there's
a specific code case being developed for RISC 3
treatnment in that area.

And the ASME Board on Nuclear Codes &
St andards has a task force that was put together to
support risk-informng Part 50 to cooperate with the
NRC and the industry onthis initiative. And when our
task teamgot this -- | volunteered to ask the staff
was t her e anyt hi ng we coul d hel p for the workshop. And
when | spoke with Ei | een McKenna and ot hers, statenent
was that you have a | ot of code cases out there, where
are they in terns of what do they do, are they
approved by ASVE, have t hey been endorsed by the staff
al ready under the current regul atory process, and can
they fit into 850.69 or | also added i n NEI-00-04 as
wel |, too.

And with that, with alittle bit tine, |
did some interviews with Craig Sellers, whose joined
ne today. Craig's very active in O&M Conm ttee on i n-
service testing. Robert Graybill has been working
with me on the repair/replacenment code case and has

been a longti ne menber of the in-service inspection
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group under section 11.

But we put together a status. Had the
opportunity totalk with a nunber of staff nenbers who
are active in the codes to get where the staff was in
their endorsenment of this effort. So the staff here
tries to work through 850.69 in this particular
requi rement that you' d have the | atest i nformati on we
coul d gat her.

The information |I'm going to present
reflects ny opinion based on all these interviews.
Jerry Ei senburg of ASME said that the staff does need
this inwiting, we'll be happy to follow up with an
official letter.

W' ve had three major initiatives in ASVE,
and I1'm going to take themin the order that they
evol ved.

The first one deals with the requirenents
effected by ASME Section Xl. Section Xl is the
section of the boiler code that provides requirenents
for in-service inspection of nuclear plants.

Now, | know a nunber of folks in the room
are famliar with ASVE' s codes and standards, but for
t hose who may not be, we use terns: Codes, standards,
and code cases in our discussion here. 1'd like to

help clarify what they really nean.
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A standard -- an ASME st andard provi des a
set of technical definitions and guidelines that are
devel oped so that itenms can be desi gned, manufactured
or analyzed wuniformly to ©provide safety and
i nterchangability. The ASME standards are called
vol unt ary because they are used voluntarily and do not
have the force of |aw.

At this time the PRA standard which is
nearing conpletion, I do have a slide on that on its
status, the PRA standard is a standard. It can be
voluntary at this tine. It's not been pulledin as a
mandat ory requirement into a code of regulation.

Now, a code, when we say ASME code, and
t he codes we have Section Xl and al so the OMcode, the
oper ati on mai nt enance code. These are codes. They're
ref erenced through 10 CFR 50.55(a). And so when you
hear of ASME code, the standard has now been adopt ed
by a governnent body or a local state or federa
agency worl dwi de. And ASME codes has been adopted in
a nunber of countries and/or states or |ocal
jurisdictions enforce those law primarily for boiler
and pressure vessels in dealing with fossil power
plants, oil refineries and so forth.

Now, a code case. GCenerally nobst code

cases deal with an interpretation. Sonebody has a
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guestion on what the code | anguage neant and a code
case is witten to sonetinmes provide that
i nterpretation. The code cases also allow for
alternatives to be devel oped beyond t he exi sting code
rules, and particularly for new technol ogy incl uding
the risk-informed I'SI and the risk-informed | ST were
brand newt echnol ogi es or ASME and t he code cases have
alifetime of three years. And they're allowed to
gain experience from the initial use within the
i ndustry, and a decision is then made do we then bring
it into the code itself or do we just reaffirmthe
case, or do we abandon the case. And you can end up
in any of those three situations.

So with that background, where we are in
ASME Section Xl, code cases dealing with in-service
i nspection and repair placenent of pressure retaining
items, we have two code cases. Code Case N-577 and N
578. They do two things.

They do categorize the piping segnents
i nto highsafety significant or | owsafety significant
categories; that's for N577-1. NN578 uses a different
process and categorizes into high, nedium and |ow
cat egori es.

And the next piece is once those

categories are set identifies how many -- need to be
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done within those segnents and it al so provides the
i nspection rule.

So, therefore, we are providing both
categorization and treatnent together in those two
cases.

Now, one of the things that was wor ked out
with the staff, we had neetings just |ike we're having
today. We had neetings on this topic about four or
five years ago. And the staff said that the code case
was witten at a fairly high level, but given it was
a new t echnol ogy, they said they needed nore gui dance
t han just those code cases.

And the two industry groups Westinghouse
Owmers Group and the El ectric Power Research Institute
t hen devel oped topical reports that the staff has
since endorsed. And at the |last count, there's about
80 reactors of 20 are approved, 20 reactors are in for
review and there's another 30 or 40 due to be
subm tted here over the next six nonths or so. |It's
one of the nost successful applications ongoing right
now on a voluntary basis.

But when | talked to the staff about
endorsing the code case which would replace those
topical reports, the staff is still review ng that

because there's concern that there's not enough | evel
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of detail in those two code cases when conpared to the
submittal s that cane i n under the -- agai nst those two
t opi cal reports which were pretty sizeabl e docunments.

And there is a relationship of this to
Option 2, because while plants are doing this under
the current existing rules, when you go to 850.69 we
t ake advant age of that applicationto build our repair
repl acenent case, which is built directly for Option
2.

So if the NRC has an endorsed reg gui de,
if the two code cases are not yet endorsed in reg
guide 1.147 at the tine you're doing this rule
devel opnent, then 850.69 and NEI-00-04 can still
reference back to the topical reports which would
allow the licensing process for sonebody noving into
Option 2.

Ontherepair replacenent effort there are
two code cases. It's a nore conpl ex application. And
that's the aspect that we go through all pressure
retaining itens. W're taking the informati on we had
from the piping segnents fromthe ISl work and have
extended that process to the ot her pressure retaining
items so that we can put itens into high and |ow
safety significant and put them into the four box

schene.
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So code case N-658 provides alink back to
the prior 1Sl code cases and links it to Option 2
850.69 and the NEI guideline. But there's a second
piece to it. The developnent as a classification
ASME is a fairly sizeable organization and the
categori zation process came up through the working
group on ri sk- based exam nati on, subgroup wat er cool ed
systens. Howto change the treatnent for the high and
the lows and al so safety related versus non-safety
rel ated was done through the subgroup on repair,
repl acenents, nodification. So the two branches
devel oped code cases.

And Bill Holsten's been the gentlenman
whose been spearheading the treatnment effort. Robin
and |, and another set of individuals, have been
wor ki ng on the classification case. And we have the
cases where they do match up with one another.

The categori zation case has al ready been
approved by Section XI, and it was issued for letter
ballot to the main conmttee of the boiler code
That' s t he hi ghest consensus st andard body i n ASME f or
t he boil er and pressure vessel code.

That code case is due -- the comments are
due in on Novermber 20'" W expect a number of

comments back in on it.
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The st andards comm ttee i s nade up of just
not representatives of the nuclear industry, but it
has representatives fromthe oil conpani es, chem ca
conmpani es, fossil power plants and other industrial
boil er applications. So they have to buy into this
process as well, too.

W expect conments but our task teamwil |l
t ake those comments and bring those back through the
process.

At the sanme tine, Bill Holsten is working
t hr ough hi s subgroup to have the treat nent defi ned and
in the RISC-3 area, we do nake reference over to the
B 31.1 for piping, B16.34 for val ve repl acenents. W
referred to sonme API, Anerican Petroleum Institute
standards for tanks and ot her pressure vessel s, and we
also refer to Section VIII, which provides pressure
vessels for the fossil power plant industry. And
t hey' re working that out.

Now, you just <can't [lift that code
strai ght over. You have to still stay -- you're
nmeeting all your design bases consi derati ons and nake
sure you're neeting the function. Were the changes
cone in is when you look at the installation, the
wel ding and braising; there are differences between

what Section Xl currently requires in the nuclear
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treatnent versus what we do in the industry.

But the track record for ASVE s boil er and
pressure vessels has been outstanding. If you | ook
back at incidents 50/60 years ago to the nunber of
i ncidents across, it's actually very, very good.

So that is being letter validated as we
speak with the subgroup, but there's a nmeeting com ng
up i n Decenber, and we wi Il have a real good status of
how we have these tied together and give a better
projection of when we would expect them to be
approved.

The ASME Board on Nuclear Codes and
St andards, which is the policy group overseeing all
t he nucl ear codes and standards, we have it that we
really -- |1 can't tell how hard peopl e's been wor ki ng
to keep this ontrack soit matches up with your tinmne,
with the NRC s tineline and NEI's tineline. And that
i ncl udes the NRC staff.

Staff has been -- we've had a nunber of
task team calls from nenbers of Option 2 task team
have wor ked wi th t he ASME t ask teamto resol ve i ssues,
particularly ontherepair/replacenent categorization.

Wl f Creek and Surry are both testing now.
Wl f Creek went through it's IDP and used the code

case. Had a two hour phone call earlier this week with
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representatives who were at that neeting, and they're
goi ng to nmake suggestions to the categorization case
based on that trial application, and the timng is
very good for that case.

But the thing for the staff to consider is
t hose cases probably won't be endorsed by reg guide
1.147, and you'd probably have to be looking if you
want to use it to endorse it in 850.69. And NE
already has it referenced in their guideline, and I
think that's the current plan

Now, in ternms of either code cases, the
ASME r ecogni zes that we have so many pl ants i npl enent
ISI, it's time to bring it into the code. So the
wor ki ng group on risk based exam nation for ASME has
a new appendi x that they've drafted that would be
nonmandatory, but it is part of the code an it would
bring all the work fromcode cases N-577 and 578 and
the topical reports. It folds that altogether. So
they would be in the code and then that, of course,
woul d get endorsed t hrough 850. 55(a). But that's nore
long termand that'll be beyond the tine frame we're
tal king for 850. 69.

On I ST, the Operations and Mintenance
Conmttee has also been active, and there's about

seven code cases they've devel oped. l won't go
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t hrough all of them The nost inportant one is OWN 3.
The conponent inportance working group for the
Operation & Mintenance Conmittee had devel oped a
process, howto use a PRAto put val ves and punps into
hi gh safety significant and |low safety significant
categories and, of course, was tied through the whol e
novenment on reg guide 1.174 through 1.178. And that
code case is consistent with reg guide 1.175. But it
j ust does a categorization. And | would feel that the
categorization there is also consistent with what's
been proposed in 850.69. But the inportant ones are
OW-4, 7, 10 and 12 because once you put the punps and
val ves into a high group and a | ow group, we knew we
had to change the testing. And in the high group it
was even -- and those code cases suggest even nore
enhanced testing, particularly Iike on punps to take
advantage of lube oil analysis or other advanced
vi bration techni ques to predict degradation. But the
| ow safety significant code cases provide how to
extend the test intervals out, but al so does require
some nonitoring and tracking of data in that
particul ar case.

Now, the IST, | was talking with Craig,
there's about a half dozen plants who have devel oped

submttals and Comanche Peak had their program
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approved. But there's sone things to learn froml Sl
and I1ST relative to what we tal ked about today.

In ISl we worked out a process with the
templates up front and we al so were able to work out
well how do we mmintain the |ow safety significant
group. Well, ASME has a pressure test with visual
exanms, and plants do that as part of their code
testing. And that suffices to give us informtion on
the | ow safety significant that we don't have | eaks
out there and we do have degradati on i n pi ping systens
that are | ow

And al so the staff has done an excel |l ent
job working with the industry because they devel oped
a programhowto roll it right into the -- the ASME
code operates on periods and intervals; periods of 3
years we have to get certain percentages of exans
conpl eted and then over a 10 year interval you have to
have a 100 percent of all of your |ocations exam ned
at that point. But the staff found a very good way
how to let the plants do their work and roll it into
the program wi t hout making themwait for many years
for approval .

On the I ST, the issue's not with the code
cases or with NRC approval. It comes down to to

i mpl ement this beconmes very difficult. There are nany
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nore plant procedures that have to be changed on the
i n-service testing. And work has been done at
Comanche Peak. Now that they have it done, they say
it's very successful. But on Option 2 here we' re goi ng
to have the case of putting things in the categories,
| ooking at the treatnment. But the anobunt of itens
t hat have to be | ooked to be changed at the plant are
pretty significant, but we should be able to learn
things from the IST work of how we can make that
transition fromour current requirenents to a risk-
i nforned requirenent. And, actually, South Texas is
| eading the path. They're now |ooking at
i mpl enent ati on, they're looking at all their
procedures of how to do that.

And once again, the code cases for QOW,
there's been an effort underway now to bring those
into a new section of the OMcode. It's called | STE.
And | STE essentially brings all the information in
fromthe code cases that have been in existence for
the last 3 or 4 years. But once again, that won't be
avai l abl e until after 2002 and it woul d be endorsed
t hr ough 850. 55(f).

And the last one | have, | was asked the
| atest status on the PRA standard. |'ve identified

what the scope of the standard is. It was approved by
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the Conmittee on Nucl ear Ri sk Managenent which al so
reports to the Board on Nucl ear Codes and St andar ds.
But as the itemwas approved, it went out for public
comment, and t he NRC had nore comments to provi de. But
"1l be honest with you, a nunber of folks rolled up
their shirt sleeves and said "Ckay, let's dig into
t hese and give them address so we can keep this on
track," and that's exactly what was done. A team of
folks worked real hard to address the additional
coomments the staff provided, and the proposed
standards are back to the Commttee on Nucl ear Risk
Managenent for approval. The board has it tracked and
we hope to get this thing out in early 2002, within
the first quarter.

So i f the standard becone approved by ASVE
in early 2002, then the staff will have to | ook how
you woul d endorse it for everything and you probably
woul d want to address how you want to pull it in. Do
you want to pull into 850.69 or NEI-00-04. But that's
why we left it to be defined.

Okay. And that concludes ny renarks.

MR. REED. Ckay. Steve West is going to
gi ve us a w ap-up and next steps, and if we still have
time, have a couple of questions after Steve. W're

runni ng out of time quickly.
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MR. STROSNIDER: Well, tim | just very

qui ckly though wanted to just see if there's any
consensus standard being set. NEI-00-04 is already
| ooking to incorporating sone of this. | nean, it
sounds |ike, you know, there's sone agreenent to
trying to use the codes and standards in this process.
Okay. Wiich is good. You know, | rem nd everybody
that NRC has a law which basically says try to
optim ze use of those sort of things, and we do think
it's an efficient way to do busi ness.

MR. BALKEY: And ASME has really tried to
be responsive. Since you issued the Advanced Noti ce
of Proposed Rul emaking, people have really worked
quite hard as volunteers, including staff from NRC
that we keep our things approved to be in line with
your efforts and NEl.

VMR WEST: Good afternoon. I"m Steve
West. Timand Ei |l een work for me, | work for G ndy and
aminvolved inthe Option 2. | recogni ze nost of you.

|"m going to tal k about the wap-up and
next steps, but | think I'Il do the next steps first
and then thank you for com ng.

Believe it or not, all the staff and the
manager s back at the NRCthat are working on Option 2,

they really want to denonstrate sone progress and put
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sonet hi ng out that shows that we're, you know, we're
really getting sonewhere. There's a lot of activity
goi ng on, other things are happening in parallel, but
there's not a deliverabl es. You know, peopl e don't see
a |l ot of progress.

And, in fact, this workshop wasn't a part
of our plan. It got planned and then actually we're
holding it alittle it later than we had anti ci pat ed.
So we're generally feeling behind schedul e.

Qur plan is to denobnstrate progress by
what Samnentioned thi s norning, publishingaearly or
prelimnary draft of actual rule | anguage. Not rule
concepts, but rule | anguage. And we're | ooking to do
that on fairly quick turnaround fromthis point. And
so that's going to be our major activity, although
we're going to doit, hopefully, in a very conpressed
period of tine.

And the plan would be to assess the
results of this workshop, the i nput that we got today
-- and we got a lot of good input, | think -- and have
the core teamdo that and go to the RILP next week,
actually a week from today, and give the RILP
agreenent on draft rule | anguage with the objective
for the goal of publishing that before the end

Novenber .
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And when you consi der that there's about
two weeks of administrative effort required in there
to publish a Federal Register notice and get stuff to
the webmaster and actually published, it means we
really haven't left ourselves nuch time to play
ar ound.

In fact, |1've been told by an influenti al
RILP menber with long hair and a beard that the RILP
i s expecting the core teamto cone to them next week
with a recommendation, one recommendation, not a
series of alternatives, which has happened a few
times. And that the RILP should be able to cone to
agreenent on that reconmendati on or sone vari ati on of
it in one RILP neeting.

So, this is wll be historical if it
happens, but if you see rule | anguage out on the web
before the end of the Novenber, you'll know that we
made hi story.

Anyway, that's kind of the term or
i mredi ate actions that we have pl anned.

The slide lists sone other thingsthat are
ongoing, and | think nost of you are involved in
t hese, at |east sone of these, and you know what's
goi ng on. But we're continuing with our reviews of the

proposed NEI gui dance docunents and trying to devel op
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gui dance for inplenenting Option 2 and for what woul d
required for a submttal, an Option 2 submittal, for
exanple. And we're continuing work with the pil ot
plants. In fact, Eileen and G enn went down | ast week
or week before to WIf Creek and observed sone pil ot
activities.

So t hose t hi ngs are conti nui ng goi ng al ong
pretty well.

Let me get into the next slide here.
What's next and what remains?

As | nmentioned, obviously we want to get
the draft rule | anguage out, an early draft. This
won't be a proposed rule, it will be basically a
snapshot of the staff's thinking at thetinethat it's
post ed.

W also hope to, along with the rule
| anguage it sel f, post any ot her supportinginformation
that we may have developed to that point. For
exanple, if we have portions of the regulatory
anal ysi s or statenments of consi derations conpl eted, we
woul d al so post those to give you a better idea of
where we're at and what's left to go.

So, that's the kind of near term as |
ment i oned.

W do, of course, have to prepare a
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proposed rul emaki ng package, the formal package that
you' re used to under our rul emaki ng process. And our
publ i sh schedul e, which you canfindinthe Chairman's
Tracki ng Menorandum woul d call for us for us to have
t he proposed rul emaki ng package to the Conmi ssion in
April of next year. So only a few nonths away,
actually. And that's still our schedul e.

W did send a signal to the Commi ssion
t hat that may change based on t his workshop and ot her
obstacl es we may have to overcone, but at this point
we still are working to that schedule. So April time
frame.

And after the proposed rule, of course,
comes comment period and then the final rule.

For pl anni ng purposes, we typically, you
know, off the top of our heads would say between
proposed rule and final rule is about a year. And |
think for this rul emaki ng we sai d f or what ever reason
15 months. So that would be our formal schedul e at
this point, and that woul d be 15 nonths fromthe tine
t he proposed rule is published. You know, we're not
sure how nuch time it's going to take the Conmmi ssion
to act on the proposed rule once we send it up.

Qur pl an has been up to now, andis still,

to with the proposed rule publish the proposed
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regul at ory gui de on how you woul d i npl enent the rul e,
the draft reg guide wth the statenents and
consideration in the proposed rule and reg anal ysis
and the other things you normally see with a
rul emaki ng, and nmaybe even a standard review plan,
draft standard review plan if we go with the prior
revi ew approach, which is | ooking nore and nore |ike
we're going to be doing.

W do have sone options. W could, for
exanpl e, later decide if we get too bogged down in the
details of the guidance to go with the approach we
used on 850. 59 wher e we pushed t he rul emaki ng t hr ough,
continue the work on the guidance in parallel wth
that, but maybe nmake it a situation where we get the
final rule out and then give us some tinme to finish up
with the guidance. And the rule becones effective
some period of time after we cone to agreement on
gui dance. So we do have some options there, too.

Anyway, that's our plan. You sawthe real
plan, it |ooks |like a real plan, but you know that's
our plan.

Any questions on where we're at, next
steps? Cood.

Ckay. Thanks for com ng.

No, seriously, as Gary nentioned just a
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little while ago, | think we got sone really great
f eedback today. | really appreciate the -- first of
all, | appreciate the effort that those of you who had

to travel, you know, fromnore than just around the
beltway to get here, | really appreciate the effort
you put in to get here and to get hone.

And also the effort that you put in to
devel op comments and to pass i nformation al ong to us.
It's obvious that the working group did a great jobin
getting sonme thoughts together, and also the
i ndi viduals from plants provided sonme great input.
|"ve already heard sonme feedback from staff and
managers that have been here about how enlightening
sone of the coments and information have been. |
think we really got alot that will hel p us shape the
draft rule and nove forward.

MR, HOLAHAN: Steve, when wll these
peopl e hear next? What formand in what tinme frame?

MR VEST: They should be watching the
Federal Regi ster towards the end of the nonth and t he
webpage for the draft rule | anguage. That woul d be
our next formal comuni cation that we'd put sonething
out .

I"m trying to think -- | don't think

anyt hi ng woul d show up in the CTM or any pl ace el se
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before then. That's probably be the next, you know,
start | ooking.

Anybody coul d al ways call Ti mor Eileento
get the status al so where we're at. W have no probl em
gi ving you an update if you want to call in. You can
call Timor Eileen or David Diec inthe back and we' ||
be happy to give you an update.

But be | ooking for the Federal Register
towards the end of the nonth, hopefully, if we're on
schedul e.

MR. PIETRANGELO If history is nade by
t he end of Novenber, do you anti ci pate another public
nmeeting in Decenber time frame to bat that around?

MR WVEST: To talk about the draft rule

| anguage?

MR Pl ETRANGELO  Yes.

MR. WEST: |It's possible. That's one of
t he things we have to decide onis -- | mean, we have
options, too, with the draft rule |anguage. | nean,

one thing we could just float it out there and not
even ask for comments. Yo know, just run it by
everybody and see if anybody's interested enough to
comrent without being asked. O, we could ask for
comments, or we could ask for coments and have a

nmeeting, or have a neeting and then ask for coments.
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That's one of the things we'll be talking to RILP
about is, you know, for that particular interaction
what we want to do.

MR. G LLESPIE: Tony, |let ne ask, because
we are trying to --

MR. WEST: One nore thing. | don't think
it would happen in Decenber. I'm just kind of
guessi ng.

MR. G LLESPI E: To keep us on schedul e and
t o keep novi ng, dependi ng on t he ki nd of conment s t hat
you guys would send in as an industry, keeping in
perspective that a proposed rule is not a final rule,
it's the next step, that we're going to have nake a
j udgnent or do we feel even with the comments and
consi dering the corments and howwe consi der them are
we i n good enough shape to go as a proposed rule in
t hat context. Even the proposed rule may have one or
two open questions still onit, we've published rules
before that have two questi ons.

So as long as we don't try to polish the
appl e too shinny, we get to stay on schedul e and we
get to progress to the next | evel and make sonme of the
conprom ses Steve's di scussed on when are we going to
get gui dance polished up and fini shed and everyt hi ng.

So t he schedul e becones ki nd of inportant
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tous. |If you make mlestones, then you tend to nmake
progress. And you continue to | ay themand have nore
nmeetings, then sonetines we don't nake the progress
we'd like to make.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Yes. This rem nds ne a
little bit of the CLIP process in a way. Because --

MR. G LLESPIE: Don't rem nd anybody of
the CLIP process.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO Well, we're tryingto do
t hings on the front end to make the backend qui cker
okay. You know, one way or anot her whether you have
a neeting or not, we'll give you feedback on what ever
cones out of the end of Novenber, and then you' ve got
to go forward and do it. But | think the goal is to
try to make the proposed rule while not the perfect
conprehensive thing the final rule will be, good
enough such that you won't get a deluge of comments
t hat del ays the backend of this process.

| guess | was a little bit troubled by
what Steve said in terns of normally it's 12 nont hs,
but we t hought we needed for this, yet we've got this
up front process we're using now that in my mnd
shoul d have shortened that backend.

MR, WEST: Well, we're still using -- |

mean, if you | ook back through the CITM we have the
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same schedul e. W haven't changed our schedul e. So we
haven't really factored in this new part of the
process, because frankly we're not sureif it's going
tohelpor not. | nean, we're optimsticthat it will,
but time will tell.

Like I said, we sent a signal to the
Conmi ssion that we're going to reeval uate t he schedul e
periodically. And I think after this workshop and
these RILP neetings we will take a close | ook at our
schedule. And it may be shortened.

And Frank reminded nme. | should have
menti oned, we al so probably will issue nore than one
of these informal drafts of the rul emaki ng. You know,
once we get one out, hopefully this one this nonth,
we'll be able to issue them you know, at each
refinement if we want. I[f we think we're making
progress and we want to share with the stakehol ders
where we're at.

So I would expect to see actually nore
t han one over time.

MR. HOLAHAN: Sort of a continuous update
process?

MR. VEST: Continuous. Yes. Well, | was
t hi nking we could wait 3 years, but | think that'd go

over very well.
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MR DIEC. Steve, this is Dave Diec from

the staff.

Whil e continuing to update the draft rule
| anguage, we're not going to republish in the FRN at
all. W just republish on the webpage only.

MR. VWEST: Right. Right. | think the
Federal Register notice will say keep checki ng back
because there could be a new one up there.

Any ot her questions? | think, Tim did
you want to try to go through your couple?

MR. REED: W got actually two conments
t hat we haven't gottento, and we'll give a shot here.

Wth respect to functionality of R SC 3
components, pl ease di scuss what the current treatnent
practices actually assure regarding design bases,
safety function areas to discuss seism c capacity,
| ocal |oad and pressure drop, EDG | oading during
desi gn base LOCA.

I s any of ny technical want to start this
di scussion. | mean |I'mnot sure -- whose comment --
where were you going with this cooment? GCkay. It's
our own guy.

MR. KELLY: | could probably answer sone
of it. But the reason why | thought it would be

important for us to come to some kind of
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under st andi ng, a nutual agreenent or at |east think
about what it is that we actually do -- achieve with
our current treatnent so that we understand if we
rel ax that treatnent, at | east we under st and what t hat
starting point is of what we' ve actual ly achi eved with
the current treatnment. And that's the question in
essence was saying, you know, can we conme to an
agreement of what we actually do achieve with it
t oday.

MR. REED: | think Jack's going to
probably -- no, Jack's not goingto. Well, I've heard
Jack give his answer many tines.

MR. STROSNI DER: Let me say sonet hi ng j ust
sort of generally, and then | think nmaybe sone of the
tech staff can certainly do a better job on this.

But | think there's at |east two things.
You know, we acconplished some | evel of confidence in
functionality under the design bases conditions.
That's the intent of it, okay, to say yes -- as |
poi nted out earlier in part of the discussions we --
in terms of performance base when you | ook at some of
t he special treatnent rules, you'rereally not getting
feedback and the rules are witten to address things
| i ke procurenent and design, and etcetera, to make

sure that you have that confidence of functionality.
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And the other piece of that which, |

guess, actually is also related confidence, but
there's sonme docunmentation, let nme put it in that
terns, that goes along which provides a trail, okay,
that says this is why you have t hat confi dence, which
s -- when we've | ooked at this stuff before, part of
t he di scussionis can we provi de the functionality and
reduce sone of those other things |ike the paper trail
that, you know, is the additional confidence that --
maybe you need sone of it, maybe you don't. All right.

So | think at least there's two things
t hat occur to nme, and one is the techni cal here's what
you got to to assure yoursel f sonme | evel of confidence
that the thing will function and then there's sone
records of how you -- to provide sonme assurance that
in fact you've done that from a quality assurance
poi nt of view, | guess.

So, | think those are two pieces, which
have certainly conme up in our discussions in terns of
how much of each of those do you need. But that's
just sort of a reaction, sort of big picture.

John, you were going to say sonething.

MR FAIR Yes. | didn't realize -- John
Fair, | didn't realize it was our own staff asking the

guestion. But the current criteria when you get into
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things like seismc and EQ have a |lot of detailed
specified «criteria. And in order to show
functionality in some cases you do testing. The
question is when you take away the special treatnent
requirenments and you go to sone other industry
standards, is the criteria good enough to denonstrate
t he equi pnent actually functions? And so that's the
type of question we're |ooking for.

MR. REED: kay. | have one nore conmmrent.
| think we could start the workshop all over with that
| ast coment, so I'mgoing to junp to the next one
real quick here, and | think this is a |ot easier.

And the question is please explain the
concept of "cherrypi cking" and that's by systemand/ or
by rol e and how can that be acconplished within the
| anguage of the rule concept? Must all SSCs be
classified regardless of the scope of t he
i mpl enentation, i.e. full categorization? And the
answer is the rule's flexible. In fact, if you | ook
cl ose, you can pick whatever rules you want within
850. 69(e) and al so you can do it for whatever scope of
systens you want. In fact, the nmiddle section says
you can tell us what scope of systenms that you're
consi dering doing this for.

Now, you al so have to | ook at the rest of
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the rul e because of the rest rule will tell you have
to adopt all those -- there's paragraph (c)
requi rements and cat egori zati on of PRA. And so it may
| ook sonmewhat nore flexible than it really is.
Because even when you want to categori zati on sonet hi ng
down to Box 3 for a couple of systenms, you're really
taking credit for a lot of stuff up in one and two,
and then you have to start nonitoring for those things
in your PRA.

So, it's as flexible as we can nmake it,
basically. That's the sinple answer to that.

That's all the conments we got.

| think we're all set. Thanks agai n,
everybody, for com ng. Appreciate all the input. And
|"msure we'll see you around soon.

(Wher eupon, at 3:13 p.m the Wrkshop was

concl uded.)
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