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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
+ + + + +
MEETI NG W TH THE ADVI SORY COWM TTEE
ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS ( ACRS)
+ + + + +
VEDNESDAY,
DECEMBER 5, 2001
+ + + + +
ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND
+ + + + +
The Committee net at 1:30 p.m at the
Nucl ear Regul at ory Comm ssion, One White Flint North,
Room O, 11555 Rockville Pike, Dr. Richard A. Meserve,
Chai rman, presiding.
PRESENT:
RI CHARD A. MESERVE, Chairman
GRETA JOY DI CUS, Conmi ssi oner
NILS J. DI AZ, Conm ssioner
JEFFREY S. MERRI FI ELD, Conmi ssi oner
ACRS PRESENT:
GEORCE APOSTCOLAKI S, Chai rman
MARI O V. BONACA, Vice Chairnman
F. PETER FORD, Menber

THOVAS S. KRESS, Menber-at-Large
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(1:47 p.m)

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Wiy don't we get
started? I have to apologize to the Advisory
Committee that we were testifying, or | was testifying
this morning and fortunately, | had lots of
rei nforcenents behi nd me, nanely ny col | eagues her e at
the table and it went considerably | onger than we had
anti ci pat ed.

We do have two mnor business itens we
need to clear up first, two affirmations.

Madam Secretary, you may proceed.

SECRETARY VI ETTI - COOK: The Commi ssion i s
being asked to act on a Menorandum and Order
responding to an appeal by the Connecticut Coalition
Against MIllstone in a Standing For Truth About
Radi ation Foundation of the Atomc Safety and
Li censi ng Board's deci sionin LBP 0110 whi ch found t he
Petitioner's sole contention to be inadm ssable. The
Comm ssi on had voted t o approve a Menorandumand Or der
which affirms the Board' s decision LBP 0110. Wuld
you please affirmyour votes?

(Ayes.)
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Conmi ssioner MGaffigan had previously
agreed to this order and had he been here he would
have affirmed his vote.

The second item the Comm ssion is being
asked to act on a Menorandum and Order responding to
Connecti cut Yankee At om c Power Conpany's request for
Conmi ssi on revi ewof the Li censi ng Board' s decisionin
LBP 0121. The Conmi ssion has voted to approve a
Menmor andum and Order whi ch concl udes that the request
does not neet the standards for interlocutory review
and denies the petition for directed certification.

Wul d you please affirmyour votes?

(Ayes.)

And again, Comm ssioner MGaffigan had
previ ously approved this order and had he been here he
woul d have affirned his prior vote.

CHAl RVAN MESERVE: Thank you very nuch.
On behal f of the Commission|'d liketo welcome youto
today' s neetingwi ththe Advi sory Conmi ttee on React or
Saf eguar ds. As | think you all know and as the
audi ence knows, we do nmeet about every six nonths with
the ACRS to hear about issues of current interest or
near termconcern. Wy don't we get underway?

Dr. Apostol aki s?
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DR. APCSTOLAKI S: Thank you, M. Chai r man,
Comm ssioners, as always, we are very pleased to be
here to di scuss with you topics of current interest to
t he Commi ssion. These topics today are the Reactor
Oversi ght Process, regulatory challenges for future
pl an designs, ACRS activities associated with core
power uprates and the status of ACRS activities and
i cense renewal .

Last time, M. Chairman, we went through
t he presentations and then we had questions. Do you
wish to do the same this tine?

CHAl RVAN MESERVE: Yes, that will be the
process we will follow today.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay. We'll start with
t he Reactor Oversight Process. My col | eague, M.
Si eber, is the cogni zant nenber.

MEMBER S| EBER: Thank you, Dr.
Apost ol aki s, and good afternoon. Two and a half years
ago, the Commi ssion instructed the staff to i npl enent
a new revised Reactor Oversight Process. This new
oversi ght process was to be performance-based and
risk-informed to the extent possible. The object of
t he revi sed Reactor Oversight Process was to devel op
a process that was objective, understandable,

scrutable, tinmely, and visible to the public.
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The staff has devel oped and i npl enented to
a great extent such a process and we believe the staff
has done a good job in nmany of the goals set before
it.

W are al so inpressed that the staff has
done an excel |l ent self assessnment and if the findings
fromthat sel f assessnent, al ong wi th our own comrent s
are inplenented, that will result in an excellent set
of inprovenents to the process.

In April 2000, the Comm ssion tasked the
ACRS to review the new Reactor Oversi ght Process and
you asked us two questions. Specifically, you asked
us to reviewthe use of performance indicators in the
Reactor Oversight Process to ensure that the Pls
provide neaningful insight into aspects of plant
operation that are inportant to safety and reviewt he
initial i mpl enent ati on of t he Si gni ficance
Determ nation Processes and assess the technical
adequacy of the SDP to contribute to the Reactor
Oversi ght Process.

W provi ded our response in an analysisto
you by our Letter of Report dated Cctober 12, 2001.
We concluded that the current Pls do provide
meani ngful insight into plant operations and plant

per f or mance. However, specifically with regard to
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performance i ndi cators adopted for the use i nthe ROP,
we found that sound perfornmance indicator threshol ds
for the white/yellow and the yellow red thresholds
were initiating events and mtigating systens are not
meani ngf ul .

For exanpl e, for these two categories, the
green/white thresholds are based on peer group
conpari sons where about 5 percent of the |icensees
mght fall into the white category. As we nove
further down these categories, for exanple, the
white/yellow and the vyellowred thresholds, the
performance indicator thresholds are based on risk
signi ficance.

In the case of initiating events, since
pl ants are designed to accompdate initiating events
and tolerate them risk does not increase very nuch
with the occurrence of a specific initiating event
unl ess ot her conplications occur. So, for exanple, it
woul d take nore than 20 reactor trips per year to
effect the initiating event risk category in a
sufficient ambunt to cause alicenseetoenter the red
band.

Clearly, 20 trips in a year is far worse
t han i ndustry performance has been for at |east four

decades to ny nenory.
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It woul d take over 2000 | oss of heat sink
events over a 3-year period or nore than two per day
to enter the red category for the |oss of heat sink
events. Clearly, these are not particularly
meani ngf ul . The same patterns occurs in the
mtigating system category.

The use of risk-based thresholds for Pls
has a deeper, noreintractable flaw. Specifically, it
focuses on the change in CDF that result fromchanges
in a single isolated paraneter, assunming that all
other factors that affect CDF remain constant. The
realistic assessnent of the change in CDF cannot be
related to the change in a single Pl

There s a difference between the
definitions of terms like unavailability as used by
| NPO and WANO in the Reactor Oversight Process as
conpared to the definitions used by the former AECD
function of the Agency and by PRA practitioners. The
multiplicity of definitions canleadto confusion. In
the current definitions as used in the ROP are
i nconsi stent wi th ot her Agency uses of these terns and
are deficient in terns of being applicable to later
nore expensive analysis. W believe that it would be

better to use the former AEQD definitions in the ROP
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process rather than the WANO definitions which are
currently the definitions incorporated into the ROP.

W bel i eve t hat t he Agency shoul d consi der
ot her rel ated work that the Agency does when defi ni ng
the performance indicators. W would also like to
poi nt out and believethat unreliability of mtigating
systens shoul d be added to t he performance i ndi cat ors.
There's aninportant di fference between unavailability
and unreliability.

The nost i medi ate and pressing need for
the ROPis to inprove the SDPtools. W note that the
SDP tools are inconplete in sonme areas or are overly
optimstic. We continueto believe that the technical
adequacy  of ri sk-based SDPs depends on the
availability and the quality of a relevant PRA. W
therefore believe that the SDPs for at-power
situations are adequate, but not yet conplete for
every licensee. And the threshold values for risk-
based SDPs appear to be appropriate and neani ngful.

However, SDPs for nonreactor-based i ssues
are not ri sk-informed generally, but are
deterministic, and are nore difficult tojustify. An
exanple is the SDP for fire production. We find this

SDP to be overly sinplistic and subjective.
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An SDP based on | ow power or shutdown PRA
or ot her managenent tools |i ke ORAM which is an EPRI
out age managenent tool i s needed. Ri sk continues when
a plant is in a shutdowmn node and a significant
percentage of incidents requiring significance
determ nation occur in the shutdown node. 1In all of
these situations agglonmerate into the total risk
profile of the plant. Wile the worksheets in the
SPAR nodels are adequate for the purposes of
estimating risk fromindividual events, a docunent and
review of the worksheets in the SPAR nodels is
necessary to validate themand maintain |licensee and
publ i c confidence.

When we | ook at the action matrix thereis
an assunption enbedded in the action matrix where
there is an equival ence between the white band PI
versus a white band SDP. There is al so an assunpti on
t hat two whites equal a yellowand so on. W have not
found docunentation of the argunents that woul d show
t hat these assunptions are valid. W believe that the
derivation of the inplied equival ency of Pls versus
SDPs shoul d be docunented. W al so suggest that the
process of formal decision maki ng coul d be hel pful in

resol ving some of these problens.
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We continue that the ROP is an evol ving
process and that nore work needs to be done. Ve
believe that the staff has done an excellent job so
far in establishing and inplementing the Reactor
Oversight Process. W believe that this new process
i S supervisor to and nore objective than the forner
over si ght process.

% | ooked at training, conmuni cations, the
di splays on the NRC website, the availability and
under st andabi l ity of public information and we believe
that all of these factors have been done very wel |l by
the staff. W understand that the regi ons have pl ayed
a large role in nmaking this process role wth
| i censees, with their owmn staffs and with the public.
W believe that the staff's inpl enentation of the new
React or Oversi ght Process so far has been a job well
done.

Thank you.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Thank you, Jack. Next
topicisregulatory chall enges of future plan desi gns.
That will be discussed by Dr. Kress.

DR. KRESS: Thetitle may be just alittle
m sleading. This is nostly a sunmary report of the
wor kshop on this issue that the ACRS sponsored and

hel d back in early June.

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

13

Hol di ng such a workshop i s sonewhat of an
unusual thing for ACRSto do, but we thought it would
be beneficial nostly for the ACRS itself so that we
coul d becone nore acquai nted with the design features
of the various concepts in Gen IV and the other
advanced things and becone acquainted with the
potential policy and technical issues that we may be
call ed upon at sone tine to give you our best advice
on.

We al so thought it would be hel pful for
the staff and the industry to engage in this dial ogue
al so. They had al ready engaged i n di al ogue, but this
woul d be additional help and was nore of a di scussion
forum t han anyt hi ng.

The wor kshop, | think, all the attendees
that we were able to talk to afterwards thought it as
hi ghly successful, that it acconplished sone good
pur poses. There were over 100 stakehol ders that
attended and we had presentations frombasically the
whol e vari ety of stakehol ders including those |isted
onthe slide. | don't need to name them but it's the
full list of people who we selected and invited to
partici pate.

| did want to thank Conmm ssioner Diaz for

a very nice keynote speech that he gave and he set a
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very good tone and we thank himvery much for that.
Everyone thought it was a very useful start in the
nmeet i ng.

The purpose, as | said, was to see if we
could identify what the najor regulatory chall enges
m ght be for licensing these future reactors. W did
develop such a list in the neeting. Several of the
ACRS Menbers went through the mi nutes of the meeting
and all of the presentations and the di scussions and
gl eaned out of that what we thought were the major
chal l enges that were identified. We put those
together along with all the presentations and the
guestions and answers in the Panel discussions into a
proceedings which is now ready to be issued as a
NUREG We've finished all of our reviews. It does
include this list of regulatory challenges. There
were nore than two dozen of them but we didn't
prioritize them so they may not all be as inportant
as others. It makes an interesting list that | think
is worth | ooking at and nmay serve as a good pl ace for
ACRS, at least, to focus some of its attention and
even for the staff m ght benefit by |looking at it.

W have continued activitiesinthis area,
of course. A couple of the ACRS Menbers parti ci pated

i n the workshop sponsored by the O fice of Research in
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Cctober. Looking at the research needs for the high-
t emper ature, gas-cool ed reactor and devel oping a |i st
of these needs and at that time we did priorities on
sonme of these.

W al so have net with the NRC staff and
Exelon to discuss a nunber of things. One, we
di scussed the readi ness of the staff to conduct their
| i censing activities. W discussed Exel on's proposed
| i censi ng approach for the PBMR and we al so di scussed
the staff's reaction to that proposed approach.

W i ntend to have addi ti onal neetings. W
haven't witten aletter on the subject yet because we
haven't fully | ooked at the staff's SERon that issue.
W intend to take several of what we think are the
nore inportant challenges that we identified and
di scussed them at nmuch nore |length at our com ng
retreat that we have schedul ed for January and arrive
at some sort of ACRS position on these and perhaps at
sone time after that we will | ook for a report to the
Conmi ssi on.

DR. APCSTCOLAKI S:  Thank you, Tom Qur
next topic is our activities associated with core
power uprates. The |ead nmenber is Professor Wllis.

MEMBER WALLI S: One of our nmmjor

activities right nowand in the near future concerns
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applications for core power uprates and soit's a very
current topic. The inpetus cones fromindustry that
sees consi der abl e advant ages to uprati ng t he power and
believes that they can do it safely. Many |icensees
are planning or have initiated these power uprate
pr ogr ans.

In the early 1990s, General Electric
initiated a generic power uprate programfor BWRs and
West i nghouse and Conbusti on Engi neeri ng have recently
approached the staff regardi ng our uprate plans for
PWRs. W have not yet received t hese applications for
PWRs so ny presentation concerns BWRs only.

The first step that GE nmade was an
uprate program that was initiated in 1991 which
limted in scope to 5 percent typically power uprates
and what happened t hen was t hey made use of the margin
whi ch was already built into the design. The designs
had been |icensed for power slightly bel ow what they
were capable of. And the potential for uprate was
essentially already there. So this was not that big
a step.

Most of the operating BWRs will use this
program The power uprate programthat concerns the
ACRS at the noment is what's called the Extended

Upr at e Program whi ch goes by the acronym EPU. These
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uprates are substantial, up to about 20 percent. They
are achi eved by an i nproved desi gn, by advanced fuel,
by very sophi sticated tail or-made fuel and by advanced
managenent of that fuel, the way it's put into the
reactor, where it's put in, when it's renewed and so
on.

This is achieved by neeting all the
regulatory criteriain place and changingas little as
possible the key conditions. For exanple, the
pressure of the reactor vessel is not changed as a
result of this power uprate. The key -- the maxi mum
rod power i s not changed. But some ot her things have
to change such as the steamflowrate in order to get
t he power and the turbine has to be changed. So there
are some bal ance of plant changes.

The ACRS reviewed the lead plant for
Monticello in 1998, 6.3 percent uprate and at that
time we reconmended that although this was not a
ri sk-inforned application that the staff from the
applicant should review the inpact on plant risk and
|l et us know what those inpacts were, that there
i nsights to be gained fromso doing and this is what
actual Iy has happened.

GE. laid the basis for these uprates by

produci ng typical reports which have been approved by
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the staff and they provi ded generic basis for howto
go about eval uating an EPU.

| want to discuss a few of the technical
i ssues that we addressed. ATW5, because thereis nore
power and we're concerned about whether or not this
plant will recover from ATWS and so we needed to
careful |y exam ne the cal cul ati ons of their bases for
what happens during an ATWS and what the operators
have to do to get out of it and assure ourselves in
t hat which coul d be successfully nanaged.

This has been done by the I1GE and the
| i censee. The |icensee has paid particular attention
to enhanced training progranms for the operators so
t hat they know just what to do, when to do it.

Core instability is a feature of BWRs.
The core instability region, because the power flow
rate map is nore extensive, the core instability
region is nore extensive. W have to be assured that
instability coul d be avoi ded duri ng normal operati on,
that if instability did occur it would be detected.
There was proper instrumentation for detecting it and
t he operators could handle it.

We al so had a concern with the effect of

core instability and al so the oscillations follow ng
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an ATWS and the peak heat during one of these
oscillation is actually put into a fuel rod.

We were concerned that we addressed the
mat eri al degradation issues such as irradiation and
stress corrosion cracking and the enbrittl enent of the
pressure vessel. This is necessary because the
neutron flux distributionis different with this new
fuel design. So we had to be reassured that indeed
t he vessel flowwas not significantly changed and t he
enbrittl enment of the pressure vessel was not an i ssue.

Because of the greater flowrates in the
feedwater there is nore flow assisted corrosion. W
are satisfied that it is manageable and withinlimts
and that inspection procedures will detect it before
it becones serious. Because of greater flow, steam
associ ated with power, thereis a small potential for
fl ow induced vibration of steamdriers, for exanpl e,
and this could lead to fatigue. Again, we addressed
this issue and it was satisfactorily responded to.

The cont ai nnent response, because there's
nore power and nore decay heat, the containnment does
experi ence sonmewhat enhanced pressures and
tenperatures during the loss of coolant accident.
These are within the regul atory requirenments to neet

t he regul ati ons.
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W wote a letter on Duane Arnold's
application. This is a significant core operator of
15. 3 percent and we recommendati on approval of that
application in Cctober.

We are currently addressing the Dresden
Quad Cities power stations' applications whichare for
17 and 17.8 percent and we hope to finish our letter
to you in the next few days.

I"d like in concluding to nmake a few
general observations that the ACRS has on how these
reviews are conducted and then I'Il turn to ny
col | eague, Dana Powers, to expand on these
observati ons.

The staff rationale for its decision is
reflected in the Safety Evaluation Report. This is
t he docunent which explains the staff's decision and
what we noticeis that thisrelies very heavily on the
applicant's analysis, the applicant's presentation,
the SER, the Safety Evaluation Report, tends to
reiterate the rationale submitted to the staff and
then there' s usual ly a rather short statenent that the
staff finds is acceptable.

And the way -- the question is well, why
did they find it acceptable? And the way the ACRS

determines this is to neet with the staff, ask a | ot
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of questions and satisfy ourselves that the staff had
good rationale for nmaking this decision.

| think we have t hought about whether or
not the Safety Evaluation Report should be nore
explicit, make it cl earer to soneone who doesn't know
sonme of these reasons that the staff has, just why
t hey' ve reached this decision

This mght be of help to the Standard
Review Pl an. There isn't a Standard Review Pl an for
power upgrades and the staff has good reasons for not
havi ng t he St andard Revi ew Pl an, but if there were one
it mght be clearer just what the staff is |ooking
for, what the criteria are and so on. That ni ght be
useful .

Anot her observation we have is that
t hought m ght be given to when the questions that are
addressed by the staff are inportant enough or when
the answers are uncertain enough it is advisable to
make i ndependent eval uations rather than relying on
subm ssion froma |icensee.

And so staff needs to be clear just when
it needs to ask for confirmatory analyses or make
confirmatory analyses of its own. This woul d
certainly help public confidence if there were

i ndependent assessnents of sone of the -- if one could
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identify sonme key issue just needed to be eval uated
i ndependent | y.

In the case of the power uprates we've
reviewed so far, this was done for the Duane Arnold
contai nment anal ysis, but | think that's the only case
where the staff felt the need to make an i ndependent
confirmatory anal ysis.

I"d like to ask ny col | eague, Dana Powers
to conti nue.

DR, POVERS: Vell, | think in our
exam nations of these power uprates that we' ve | ooked
at so far, we did conclude that the staff has done an
adequately detailed analysis of the applications
They do seem to have |learned the | essons that have
cone fromthe Maine Yankee incident. They have, for
i nstance, done a very thorough exam nati on of sone of
the |icensees' cal cul ations, but on site, |ooking at
the inputs and the details the way the anal yses were
done.

On the other hand, they don't have a
standard review plan for these activities and that
rai ses the question of whether this kind of detailed
anal ysis that's been accorded the first and t he second
applications will be accorded to the fifteenth and

si xteenth of these applications. And is the process
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going to be sufficiently transparent to both the
| i censees and the public to have confidence in.

You can contrast this approach that the
staff has adapted on the power uprates to the rnuch
nor e di sci pli ned and docunent ed approach t hat they' ve
accorded the license renewal process. They have a
simlarity in that they both involve the extended
generation of nucl ear power.

The docunentation that the staff provides
and it's a standard in the Safety Eval uati on Report
has been a challenge to us. W would rely on heavily
to guide our review and when we don't have the
rationale for the staff accepting it, we of course
have to inpose additional burdens both on the staff
and the licensee to delve into in some depth. But
think there's a nore inportant issue associated with
t he Saf ety Eval uati on Reports. That is, aswittenin
their sunmary fashion right now, they really don't
contribute to the Commssion's goal to engender
greater public confidence in the NRC s exam nation of
t hese licensing actions.

It may well be we need to think about
considering returning to an earlier era when our
Saf ety Eval uati on Reports that the NRCproducedreal ly

wer e engi neeri ng eval uati on docunents and provi ded t he
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ki nd of detail that woul d gi ve one confi dence that the
NRC had done a very thorough exam nation of the
applicant's anal ysis.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Thank you, G aham and
Dana. And the last topic is the status of ACRS
activities on license renewal to be discussed by Dr.
Bonaca.

DR. BONACA: The purpose of ny
presentation is to provide you with a brief update on
the |icense renewal activities.

Since the | ast Conmi ssion neeting we have
performed a nunber of reviews. First of all, we
eval uated whether revisions to 10 CFR Part 54 are
required. W also conpleted the final reviews of
Arkansas Nuclear 1 and Hatch applications and we
performed an initial reviewof Turkey Point. | would
like to note that Hatch application is the first BWR
application that we revi ewed and t hat t he Tur key Poi nt
is the first Westinghouse. Wth these two reviews
behi nd us, we have then reviewed one plant of each
type of reactors run in the US., a BMWplant, a CE
pl ant, a Westi nghouse plant and t he boiler plant. And
so we have a significant experience behind us in

different types of reactors.
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Regardi ng 10 CFR 54 and possi bl e need to
revise it, we concluded that 10 CFR part 54 is
effective and efficient. We feel that it is effective
because it allows the inplenentation of the rule,
leads to the identification of safety inportant
conponents that need to be nmanaged for agi ng and al so
| eads to the identification of adequate nanagenent
pr ogr ans.

It is efficient also because it utilizes
exi sting established categorization processes of
conponents and relies on existing processes to the
extent possible, also fromagi ng managenent, soit is
an efficient system |t doesn't create sonethingthat
we know. It just relies on existing processes.

We have | earned a | ot over the past two,
three years inlicense renewal and | believe the staff
and the i ndustry have done a significant effort inthe
gui dance docunents. Therefore, we feel that we need
to maintain these processes stable and avoid any rul e
making that will, in fact, destabilize the process as
we need to do.

There are still differences between the
staff and the industry. They are technical and their
resol uti on can be accommodat ed i n t he upcom ng updat es

of the generic |icense renewal guidance docunents.
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The first update will be next year. So for two years
are there.

Regar di ng Ar kansas 1 and Hat ch
appl i cations, we conpl eted our reviews i n May 2001 and
Novenber 2001, respectively. And we felt for both
applications that the requirenents of 10 CFR Part 54
were effectively inplenented. Inthose cases, in both
cases, we found that the staff had perforned an
effective review of the applications. The SERs are
ext ensi ve. They go into high detail and good
analysis. W found that the resolution of the open
items was appropriate and essentially we concl uded
t hat adequat e prograns have been est abl i shed t o manage
the effects of aging, so that these plants can be
operated safely and in accordance with the |icensing
basis for the extended plant operation.

A coupl e of observations | would |like to
make for Arkansas 1 and Hatch. First, the Arkansas 1
application was conpleted five nonths ahead of
schedule. Well, we noted al ready t hat before, but one
of the reasons is that there were only six open itens
in the interim report. Clearly, there is a
conver gence of understandi ng between the staff and t he
appl i cants between what needs to be done. And so, in

fact, for Arkansas 1, we didn't feel that we needed to
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witeaninterimletter because sinply there were very
few open itens to be dealt wth.

For Hatch, there were many nore open
items. And the staff performed a significant SER
They al so i ncl uded i nthe SERsi gnificant notification
of sone of the main issues of contention, especially
the seismic 2/1 issues. They were very highly
di scussed in the SER They provided significant
i nformati on. We recommended t hat those clarifications
be included in the guidance docunents because they
will prevent the sanme issues to beconme contended
i ssues on future applications.

Turkey Point, as | nentioned, we only
reviewed the interim application which is very
conpl et e. The document was very scrutable. By
scrutabl e, I nmean very easy to understand through the
docunent how you |l ead to the sel ection of conponents
and scope, how do you go about | ooking at the aging
and the draft SER was conprehensive. Again, on this
application we have only four open itenms. O those,
only one has some significance, including seisnmc
pi ping issue. The other three can be readily dealt
with, | believe. And because of that, again, we chose
not to have aninterimreport and as you know, we wi ||

be issuing a final report on Turkey Point in the
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spring of 2002. W plan to visit the site in March
2002 and have t he whol e fi nal subcomm ttee nmeeting for
this application at the site or close to the site.

A coupl e of observations before |l conplete
ny presentation. The point was that the applications
are becom ng nore scrutable and conpl ete and agai n
define the use of the word scrutable in just you can
understand what's happeni ng and how you get to the
concl usi ons. And we expect this strength to conti nue
in those applications followi ng the generic |license
renewal gui dance docunments. W hear that San Onofre
will submit inthe upcom ng year the first application
which is developed in the standard format and so we
have hi gh expectations that that woul d be facilitating
a review further.

To concl ude ny presentation, for 2002 we
plantoreviewSurry, North Anna, McCuire, Catawba and
Pitch Bottom applications and to also perform the
final review of Turkey Point, Surry and North Anna.

In addition to that, we plan to review
revisions to the generic guidance docunents. So we
have a full table and to cover this pretty | arge scope
of applications, in a fair way, we will develop two
| icense renewal subcommittees starting at the

begi nni ng of 2002 and that practically wll involve
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every Menber of the Commttee on one of the two
subconmi tt ees.

Wththat, this conpletes nmy presentation.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Thank you, Mario. This
conpletes the formal presentations. I hope it's
evident to the Commission that in addition to
conpleting the reviews of the |icense renewal
applications in record tinme, the Conmttee also
managed to conplete its presentation in record tine.

(Laughter.)

So now we are open for questions.

CHAI RMVAN MESERVE: Thank you very nmuch.
Clearly, you have been very busy and we appreci ate, as
al ways, all the help that you offer us.

Let nme turn first to Conmm ssioner
Merrifield.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Thank you very
much, M. Chairman, and | conplinent the Chairnman of
the ACRS in the precision of the testinony and
certainly you have set a standard which wll be
difficult to meet, one of which I'mcertain you wll
in the future.

The first question goes to M. Sieber and
it relates to Slide 8 of the presentation. In the

nost recent nmonthly update on the tasking meno, our
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staff indicated the selected risk-based perfornmance
indicators for unreliability and unavailability wll
be i ncorporated into a pilot programin early 2002 for
potential enhancenents to the current set of PIs.

Does that recommendati on or that comment
nmeet what you set out in your second bullet and I'm
wondering the extent to which they may or may not have
briefed you recently on risk-based performance
i ndictor efforts and if so, do you have any parti cul ar
insights you'd like to share on that?

MEMBER S| EBER: Well, the last time we
were briefed as in Septenber, early in Septenber, so
that isn't real current. W knew at the tinme that
t hey were consi dering these, but we felt an obligation
to put it in our letter report to reinforce the fact
t hat t hey woul d continue to redefinetheir Pl process.

On the other hand, |I'm not aware of
specifically what it is the staff is going to do.
Maybe | can ask Dr. Apostolakis if he has any nore

i nsights than | do.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Well, | was at that
meeting too. | don't know anything after that what
happened, but | think it was encouraging that the

staff was aware of the maindifficulty that M. Sieber

identified that you can't really have risk-based
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performance indi cators by | ooking at one event, like
initiating events only.

Now whether we wll be successful in
i denti fying risk-based performance i ndicators i s open
to question. W really don't know, but clearly, you
cannot | ook at one event. You have to look at a
nunber of events and the staff was aware of it when
t hey canme before us.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  What this | eads
me to thinking is perhaps the staff having had that
encounter has had further thinking on the topic and
t here may be useful ness in their getting back together
with all of you to update you in terms of where
they' re going and so that you can --

MEMBER SI EBER: | think that would be a
good i dea.

COW SSI ONER  MERRI FI ELD: At the |ast
Conmi ssion neeting that we had with the staff on our
new oversi ght process, the staff had simlar views
that you have in slide 9 relative to the SDP and the
need to i nprove the SDP tools. Late Septenber, they
di d conpl ete pl ant -speci fi c SDP not ebooks for all the
pl ant s.

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, that's good.
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COW SSI ONER  MERRI FI ELD: And I'm
wondering if you had a chance to | ook at any of those
and if so, if you have any reflection on their val ue?

MEMBER Sl EBER: | have not had an
opportunity to do that, but we intend to | ook at sone
exanpl es and di scuss those at our January neeting. W
have a session pl anned for four hours to | ook at SDPs.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: | guess sim | ar
to ny last question, it's positive you ve got a
meet i ng schedul e that woul d be i nstructive to get sone
under st andi ng of the value that you think those nay
have for us nmoving forward in terns of addressing it
and concerns you have in Slide 9?

MEMBER SIEBER: It was my understandi ng
that there were sone. There are 13 SDP types all
toget her. Sone are based on operating plant. Sone of
them are radi ol ogi cal control and effluents and you
know, containnent, and so forth.

Not all those are conplete and sone that
are conplete could stand a little nore work. And so
| thinkit's goingto be a while before the staff gets
everything done. In fact, they may never get
everyt hi ng done because as they use this process over
and over againin different situations, |'msure that

they will realize that there are ways to i nprove the
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process and | encourage that kind of an attitude on
the staff's part.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: | suppose that they will
never be done, that we wi Il have sonet hi ng adequat e at
sone point, if that's what you nean.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: It wil | never be
perfect. None of us are. W all struggle with that.

MEMBER SI EBER: | think right now t hough
the revised reactor oversight process is superior to
the ol d process.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Ri ght .

MEMBER S| EBER: In that it's nore
objective and | guess |' like to say | was very nuch
i npressed by the communication of the process, the
public nmeetings that all the regions had, the NRC
website which the last tinme | | ooked wasn't there, but
| guess it's being revised right now, but all these
additional factors add strength to the oversight
process the way it is and when | read the initial
goals, | think the staff has net them

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Dr. Kress, in
October, the staff provided the Conmi ssion an
i nf or mati on SECY paper, SECY 01-01-88withthe staff's
readi ness to review applications for |icenses and to

i nspect new plants. In that report, the staff
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outlined sone of the research that will be needed,
some of the staff skill gaps and sone of the
i nspecti on and t echni cal chal | enges we have bef ore us.
"' m wondering if you could give us any thoughts in
terms of your views on that report?

DR. KRESS: | thought the staff did an
excellent job in putting together what their needs
were there and they did find some substantial gaps.
W haven't had a chance to develop a conmttee
position onthis, but | personally thought they hit it
pretty rmuch right on the button. It was a good job.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: Ckay, in the
presentation, you nentioned sone of the activities
that you all have been working on relative to the
pebbl e- bed nodul ar reactor and |I'mwondering if you
can comment on where you are relative to keeping
abreast of matters associ ated wi th AP-1000 and Gener al
Atom cs gas reactor

DR KRESS: W need another conmttee
nmeeting on that subject. Qur new subconmittee
chairman on that is Professor Wallis. | don't know
what his plans are for near term

MEMBER WALLIS: Well, we're neeting. W
have set sone prelim nary presentati ons on AP-1000 and

we're waiting for the substantial ones.
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The question is we di d approve AP-600 and
there were questions are there other such scaling
differences, are there significant differences between
AP- 600 and AP-1000 that need to be addressed. There
may be a few of those.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: Yes, to the
extent to which -- | think the direction of ny
guestion was to nmake sure that al though thereis al ot
of notoriety about the pebbl e-bed nodul ar reactor
effort, there are a nunber of utilities out there that
are exploring a variety of reactors and certainly the
AP- 1000 and the General Atomics reactor are also
reactors which have gotten |icensee attention. I
think not only is that information that we get, but
obviously it's out inthe trade press as well. | just
want ed to nake sure you're keepi ng your focus on not
nmerely one reactor design, but a nyriad of designs --

MEMBER WALLIS: We're well aware of AP-
1000. We've been collecting information. We're
really waiting for the staff and Westi nghouse to cone
t hrough with the hard nosed presentation.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Maybe you need
to press themin terns of setting --

MEMBER WALLIS: |I'mnot sureit's our role

to press Westinghouse.
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COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: Wl |, at | east
in terms of our staff.

DR. KRESS: Yes, certainly.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: | think there's
an expectation on the part of the Conm ssion that we
as a Comm ssion be ready to reviewthose reactors and

MEMBER WALLI S: That was our expectation
too and |I'mnot quite sure why we haven't seen it a
little earlier. | think we do have to wait until we
get to the proper subm ssion.

DR PONERS: It's ny understanding that
the staff and Westinghouse are now going through a
deci sion process to decide the extent and content of
the review that will accord the reactor and | think
we're waiting the outcome of that decision process.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  One | ast qui ck
guestion directed toward Dr. Wallis, you talked a
little bit about the Duane Arnol d power uprate, inthe
| at est nmonthly report, the Taski ng menorandum it did
reflect that the ACRS comments had required
substantial changes to the safety evaluation. And |'m
wonderi ng sort of the driver behind that, you di d have
a bullet on slide 35 in which you spoke about the need

for confirmatory analysis and inproved guidance
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required fromthe staff on safety evaluations. And
you did conment about standard review plan. So |'m
trying to get those things together and just have a
qui ck sense of where you are.

MEMBER WALLI S: W have an on-going
di scussion with the staff about these issues. The
staff doesn't believe they need a standard review
pl an, although the Maine Yankee |essons |earned
reports said there should be one for power uprates.
They believe they have enough information, there's
enough precedence being set, they're goingto |l earn by
having to learn from Duane Arnold. They can keep
| earning and this is an evol uti onary process which is
as effective as trying to put together a standard
review panel at this point.

On the need for confirmatory analysis |
think what we're really saying is you need to get it
clear what the criteria are for you to deci de whet her
or not you need a confirmatory anal ysis and nake t hat
cl ear. This is perhaps the hardest part, be nore
specific. | mean a standard review plan will be nore
specific and clear and if there could be sort of
criteria established that these are the kind of

situations where you really need to do sonething
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confirmative, rather than just accepti ng what you see.
| think that woul d hep.

So they've gone through the rationale
process which we can understand is transparent. The
| i censees can understand it andit's clearer. | think

that's what we're suggesting there m ght be a need

for.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

CHAI RMVAN MESERVE: Thank you. To M.
Sieber, I'"dliketo conme back to this issue you raised

about the thresholds for the initiating events and
mtigating systens and particularly the white/yell ow,
yel l ow red t hreshol ds and t he probl emof meki ng t hose
ri sk-based and viewing themin isolation neans that
you've got these huge nunber of events before you
cross a threshol d.

MEMBER SI EBER:  That's right.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: And |' mcuri ous about
-- | read fromyour letter that you sent -- the ACRS
sent us that there's arole for our expert judgnment in
setting those threshol ds.

| amcurious about how you think through
that problem | nmean we have said we want to base

t hose threshol ds on ri sk has been sonething that the
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ACRS has supported and urged in a central thene that
has been one that | think the Comm ssi on has been very
responsive to and it would seemto ne that if you're
goi ng to make t hose departures fromthe one at a tine,
you' d have to think about what other things could be
happening at the sane tinme as these other events,
what's the probability of those. It seenms to be an
enornously conplicated issue that one would have to
address to set the threshol ds at sonme ot her | evel and
| wonder at the end of the day if you're really going
to be able to say that they' re based on risk rather
t han sone other criterion.

You' veraisedanissuethat's alegitimte
one. | just don't know how to solve it in a way
that's consistent with the philosophy that you've
advocated and that we have accept ed.

MEMBER SIEBER: Well, | think to start off
with, it's even nore conplicated than you describe
because when you go t hrough that process and not | ook
at performance indicators in isolation, all the
t hreshol ds end up being plant-specific and t hat adds
anot her degree of conplexity to it.

It would seemto nme that the further away
t hat you get fromthe current nethod of doing it which

gives answers that are thresholds that aren't
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particularly neaningful, the less risk-based you
beconme. But | concede to nyself in thinking through
this problemis that really what the reactor oversi ght
process is is a managenent tool to identify and
escal ate performance that isn't up to par and once
it's identified through the inspection process or by
crossing intoawhite threshold that puts youintothe
action matrix where additional attention occurs, and
until 1 get to red thresholds, the Conm ssion
ordinarily woul d not be taking an acti on by i ssui ng an
order or sonething of that nature.

So | think that the oversi ght process even
the way it is right noww Il function. The question
i s when the public or the technical comunity | ook at
these thresholds or licensees, do they have that
hi dden smile on their face and we really have to be
bad before you get to this |evel

Per haps Doctor, you may want to add to
this --

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: M. Chairman, the bottom
| i ne of our recommendationis that at this time anyway
t he performance indicators for initiating events and
mtigating systens should be decoupled from ri sk.
There will be nmeasures of performance where

performance is defined as -- it was defined by the
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original -- | believe it was 007 or 0007 report,
nanely, they |ooked at the performance of all the
plants, of all the units and they took the 95th
percentile. They said if you are below this, your
performance i s acceptabl e.

This is the message we're getting fromthe
performance indicators and what we're saying is you
define this green/white threshold that way, but then
when you went to white/yell ow you switched the ri sk.
Don't do that. Find another way related to
performance to define these additional thresholds
which creates now some inconsistency between the
per f or mance i ndi cators and t he significance
determ nati on process which is risk-based and that's
why it's really very inportant to make sure that we
all agree that the white in the initiating event
performance i ndi cator nmeans simlar things as a white
inthe SDP because they are treated i nterchangeably in
the action matrix.

|"mnot saying it's an easy problem but
essentially the answer to your questionis yes, we are
decoupling the performance indicators fromri sk.

DR. KRESS: And one of the reasons for
that is we have searched for ways to actually do this

risk significance and | think you put your finger
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right onit. It virtually is inpossible to do it at
this time. W cannot cone up with a technical way to
relate to sanple of things to the actual change in
risk that you would get. That's a very difficult
pr obl em

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: O course, in an idea
wor | d one woul d have a PRA, get the i nput and t hen get
it on the CDF.

(Laughter.)

But even though the work is not ideal --

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: That's a great unified
t heory.

DR.  APCSTCOLAKI S: Wll, they' ve been
searching for it for 60 days.

(Laughter.)

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: But it seens to ne t hat
you' ve sol ved this problem but then you' ve shiftedin
the whole of the action matrix is sort of prem sed
that these thresholds have a risk basis, and so now
you've got two of the categories performance
i ndi cators where you're adm tting up front they don't
have a ri sk basis.

How do you say you've acted in a fashion
that's consistent in applying those nonrisk-based

performance indicators against other things you're
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getting out of the significance term nation process
that are all guided by risk to show consi stency?

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: And this is related to
recommendati on for checking the consistency of the
colors. How to do that, well again, it will be an
expert judgnent process, but at least you will be
asking the right questions. We didn't, | hate to say,
we di dn't supply the answer because Conmi ssi oner Di cus
will use it against us, but this was the issue really.
| mean naybe we have to revised the action matrix.
Sone of us felt that we should, but the Commttee's
position was not to say anything about it.

DR. KRESS: Well, sone of us felt that in
t he significance determ nation process it is possible
to determ ne the risk and that maybe that ought to be
ri sk-inforned and a different set of considerations
t han t he performance i ndi cators and t hat was one t hi ng
we di scussed was the possibility.

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: But also -- I'msorry.

DR KRESS: o ahead.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Even if you look at it
now, | believe the actions are really driven by the
SDP findings. |Is that true, John?

MEMBER SI EBER: | think so too.

DR. APOCSTOLAKI S: It's not the Pls.

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

44

MEMBER SIEBER. And | don't really see an
i nconsi stency by having part of the Reactor Oversi ght
Process as performance-based and not necessarily
ri sk- based and anot her part of it being risk-infornmed
because it's supposed to have elenments of both. |
think that that's a legitimate approach. | think you
wi |l acconplish your overall goal of nmanagenent if
that's where it is we ultimately end up.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: There were sone ideas
di scussed around this, but we failed to have a
conmittee position, unfortunately.

CHAl RVAN MESERVE: One ot her issue that
has cone up i n our previous di scussi ons of performance
indicators in various contexts, and you haven't
mentioned at all which is the issue of |eading
i ndicators versus trailing indicators and ideally,
we'd like to have lots of leading indicators. Isthis
somet hing that you're continuing to evaluate. Do you
have any advice for us?

MEMBER S| EBER: W haven't given you any
specific advice and | guess | can only speak from ny
per sonal appearance. |n order to devel op some ki nd of
| eadi ng indicators in a real actual power plant, you
end up | ooking at 200 to 300 indicators to say | see

decl i ni ng perfornmance here and sooner or later thisis
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going to lead to trouble. Wen you do that, you get
into observation of admnistrative factors and how
manager s manage and that's real ly not practical for --
in my viewanyway, a regul atory agency to be in there
attenpting to manage the plant. So | think that with
the white threshol ds and performance indicators you
will have sone idea that a plant is headed for
probl ens just because of the way they're set and this
is the way the industry groups do it also. But
perhaps without getting into all this detail down in
t he functioning of various departnents in the plant,
you would -- mght be the best thing, you know, the
best you can get out of the set that you have. They
are not |eading indicators in ny opinion, except to
the extent you can tell a plant this performance is
decl i ni ng.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Dr. Kress, you gave us
a sunmary of where you are. And |l et ne push you j ust
in one area. Are there any issues that canme out of
your exam nation of gaps or probl ens and our capacity
to deal with advance reactors of which the staff is
not aware?

DR KRESS: No.

CHAI RMVAN MESERVE: I mean is there

anyt hi ng we shoul d push you to raise with us now?
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DR. KRESS: No. |[|'mabsolutely certain
the staff is just as aware of the various i ssues as we
are. So | don't think we cane up with any new ones
that -- we may put different priorities on themthan
the staff --

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: (Good. Thank you.

DR. POAERS: Well, | think it's fair to
say nore than that, we did participate in one of the
staff's workshops to share informati on to assure that

there's a pretty good consensus of what the issues

are.
DR KRESS: Yes.
CHAl RMAN MESERVE: Dr. Wallis and Dr.
Powers, 1'd like to just take you one step further

You got right to the threshold of saying you think
there should be an SRP. Didn't quite say it. Should
| push --

DR. PONERS: Well, we think there's an
SRP.

CHAl RVAN MESERVE: (Ckay, thank you.

CHAl RVAN MESERVE:  Conmi ssi oner Dicus.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Thank vyou. | had
three short and easy questions but he just asked one

of themso now | only have two. | was going to push

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

47
you to the threshol d t oo, but you bunped up agai nst it
and you didn't quite step over it.

On future plant designs on the NUREG you

said you identified perhaps a couple of dozen

regul atory issues. | want to ask you to el aborate
beyond that. | think you want us to read all about
it, sol'll wait to read all about it. But involved

in there, were there any policy issues?
DR. KRESS: Oh yes.
COW SSI ONER DI CUS: So the regulatory

i ssues are policy issues?

DR. KRESS: It's policy and technical
i ssues.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Ckay. Well, maybe |
will push youalittle bit then. W'IlIl wait and read
about it.

DR. KRESS: | have the list with me but |
hated to pick out any one because we haven't
prioritized them |In general, it seens |like what is
the role of a prototype test in the regulatory area.
It's really broad issues. How do you deal wth
defense-in-depth and a system like the pebble-bed
nodul ar reactor. |It's the standard list, but | think
having themall witten down in one place is going to

be hel pful.
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COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  And | guess the only
ot her question then | will have is you nention that
there had been quite a few open itens on the Hatch
renewal application. Ws that the -- if you want to
gointoit, something with the kind of application of
the fact that it was the first BWR?

DR. BONACA: No. Therereally wasn't nuch
to do with the fact of the BWAR It just sinply --
think the licensee first of all took an approach in
the scoping process that was different fromthe one
used afterwards. |t was function based. Therefore,
it mde it very difficult for areviewer to understand
what components were in scope and which were not.
There was the beginning of the difficulty there.
Since it was function-based and the function
identified may not be the principal function of the
system okay the system may have been in scope, but
t hen was put within the function that was nornal |y not
t hought about, so that caused a couple of problens.
One is the significant nunber of RAIs that the staff
had to go through.

And then of course, there were other
i ssues of interpretation that the applicant nmade. |
think in part seens to ne, at |east as a persona

observation, it depends very nuch on how an appli cant
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has gone after the previous application and | ook at
success criteria to determ ne which way t hey're goi ng
to go and how an applicant may choose, in fact, to
chal l enge that resolution and to go its owm way. So
t hat was, | believe nore of a choice of the applicant
t han anyt hi ng el se.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Ckay, thank you

That's it.
CHAl RVAN MESERVE:  Conmi ssi oner Di az.
COW SSI ONER DI AZ: M. Chairman, what a
pl easure to be in front of you again. It seens |ike

it's been a long tinme. Let nme start with where the
Chai rman was dabbing at in the Pls and the significant
determ nation process and of course, having been a
professor, | like to preface things with a statenent.
Het erogeneity is not bad. Not bad at all. In fact,
| don't know anyt hi ng honbgeneous t hat functi ons wel |,
not a reactor core, not a transistor, not a society,
so having one part that is essentially

per f or mance- based and one part that is risk-based or
ri sk-inforned, actually seens to conpl enent each and
is the total that we | ook at and not any one of the
parts.

Any comment s?
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DR. APOSTOLAKI S: W have not said
anything in the letter that woul d make you say t hi ngs
l'i ke that.

(Laughter.)

W fully agree and in fact that's why
decision theory has been developed to deal wth
multiplicity of attributes and that's why the
Conmittee, in fact, decided not to state what woul d be
the way to do that. But when you have heterogeneity,
as you identify them you have to have sone interna
consi stency. \White here nust be the sane as there,
unl ess your action matrix doesn't sonething el se. The
way it is now though, all it says is if you have two
whites here under the sanme -- what is it, goal -- or
i f you have a yellow, no natter where they cone from
do this. Well, the question is then because of the
het erogeneity, are we sure we want to do that? And
white has been the same thing -- that's all we're
saying. And | think we can think about it and come up
perhaps with di fferent bands or sonething. But there
is nothing new. You' re absolutely right about this.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ:  Yes. And | think what
we should try to do is from ny viewpoint is to
strengthen that process, not make it honbgenous,

actual ly make sure we understand when we are in one
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node and in the other node and when the total gets
together, that it has the proper strength.

| think this -- we need to understand this
as a regulatory tool, so it's not just a managenent
t ool .

DR.  POVERS: I think that's a very
i mportant point to bear in m nd before you devot e huge
amount s of resources to resol ving i ssues of two whites
and their equival ency or |ack of -- the outcone of the
action matri x, the NRC doesn't say anyt hi ng about the
pl ant unless it happens to hit red and then you guys
get -- you're so involved, | don't think you need the
action matrix at red. But short of that, really
deci di ng on how you marshal your internal resources
fromthe action matri x and whet her you want to devote
enornous anounts of effort to assuring out to three
significant digits who have consi stency across these

definitions, maybe you don't need to have that ki nd of

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: But we need and |
agree, we need to be able to understand them and be
able to say which one is in which base and then |
think that's inportant.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: And I t hi nk,

Conm ssi oner, you're nmanaging now to push us to the
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point where internal disagreenents wll start
surf aci ng.

(Laughter.)

So you have another question, | would
really appreciate it.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER DI AZ:  See, | have never been
known to do that.

(Laughter.)

But | mght start in the future.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: But it's something we
are agreeing with you or you are agreeing with us.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: 1" magreei ng wi th you,
of course. Yes. Al right. | mght make a comment
in here. Just to nake a point that the brief duration
presentation was appreciated. | thinkit was directly
proportional to the fact that the Chairman's conments
were very short.

(Laughter.)

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: As opposed to the past
Chai rman here?

(Laughter.)

COWM SSI ONER DI AZ: Al right, let meto
go the next one because | think we're all getting

tired and punchy in here. On the issue of the
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concl usions regarding plant design and the Chairman
touched on it. There was no specific reconmendati on
t hat you have on that issue?

DR KRESS: Not at the noment.

COWM SSI ONER DI AZ: On the i ssue of the --
getting an SDP for | ow power and shutdown, an issue
that I knowis close to your hearts and not so nuch to
m ne, have you narrowed down sonething that is
specific and sinple and doable in getting an SDP for
| ow power and shutdown which does not include the
rul emaki ng? Have you narrowed that down to a point
where you could say yes, there is sonething that can
be done that is neaningful and that will serve the
Conmi ssi on?

DR APOSTOLAKIS: Dr. Powers?

DR. PONERS: W have not. The viability
of doing that though, we're confident in, because the
tools that |icensees are using to organize their
shut down processes have this col or conponent to t hem
of rating the various levels of risk that they're
tolerating, even though it's qualitative. It's
clearly doable. Whet her you have all of the
regul atory handles that you mght want to have to
address that is probably something that |I'm not

conpetent to answer. | suspect you don't, but on the
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ot her hand, | suspect you have sufficient |icensee
ent husiasmthat they nay be able to conme forward with
their own approach on this and an NElI approach on
here's an indi cator that our shutdown operations are
i ndeed proceeding safely for you, because they're
havi ng trenendous success, as you're well aware and it
appears that these tools are suitable for controlling
a process and t hey woul d be equal Iy suitable, | think,
for evaluating the process.

So the doability exists. W haven't done

COW SSI ONER DI AZ:  Ckay.

DR. KRESS: The point I'd like to nake
there is when you have an event during shutdown, you
do have one point snapshot in tinme configuration of
the plant that you can identify and you can determ ne
the risk significance of that through normal PRA
processes. Wen we conpl ai ned about not having the
risk inplications of shutdown, it's different than
t hat . It's considerably different. What you're
interestedinthereis over thelifetime of the plant,
during all of its shutdown configurations, how nuch
risk does it add to the systen? Those are unknown
configurations and they're different at each snapshot

intinme and it's not sonet hing you can sinply stick in
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a PRA. Sothe two conditions are quite different from
each ot her. W think a significant determ nation
process can be done with current PRA technol ogy. It
just has to be done.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: Whi ch, of course,
brings to heart the issue of the quality of the PRA,
keeps comi ng back. W heard that before, the quality
of the PRAs. That's sonmething that will be raised in
t he near future.

Let's go back to the public invol venent in
the Iicense renewal process. As you know, we're all
now struggling with the fact that in the new-- after
Septenber 11th, there are things that really don't
appear to be appropriate or right now to be in the
public domai n. However, the Commi ssi on keeps wanti ng
to make sure that we provide the appropriate
information that doesn't conpronm se the national
security.

Has t he Commi tt ee del i berated on the i ssue
of the Iicense renewal ? Are there any conponents in
there that you believe are appropriate to maintain
very open in the process, any changes? I's that
somet hi ng you have | ooked at?

DR. BONACA: The questionis referringto

| i cense renewal ?
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COWM SSI ONER DI AZ:  Li cense renewal , yes.

DR. BONACA: Well, | think if | |ook at
t he process by which you identifiedthe conponents for
t he agi ng managenent programnms, | don't think thereis
anything that should prevent really access fromthe
public to the information in the process itself. |
nean it's just -- as | said before, we are using
categori zation processes which already exist at the
plant toidentify the conponents as separately rel ated
or supporting those and so | don't see how the
i nformati on woul d be useful to sonmebody who wants to
harm t he pl ant.

DR. APOSTCLAKIS: | guess this is a case
where it's a good thing that the rule is not
ri sk-infornmed.

(Laughter.)

DR. BONACA: Although I think the staff
has been diligent in including considerations of
existing IPEs or risk-informed information to pull
conmponents into that, but if you |l ook at the actually
t he way the applications are developed, it'sreally a
pai nst aki ng devel opnent of results of eval uations with
no judgnments regarding safety significance.

DR. PONERS:. Subjecting soneone to goi ng

through carefully the entire GALL report may be the
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bi ggest deterrent to terrorism at nuclear power
pl ant s.

(Laughter.)

DR. BONACA: | nust say any one of the
appl i cations too.

COWMM SSI ONER DI AZ: Ckay, a very quick
| ast one. Dr. Wallis, on the power uprates, the
confirmatory anal ysis that you have raised, is that a
substantive issue on the -- in the actual decision
making or is it a process issue?

MEMBER WALLI S: W are reachi ng deci si ons
based on what we see and | think we can do it. W
have rai sed questi ons about the boil er aspect of power
uprates and there is actually a research program RES
isinitiating to do that, so in the long run | think
we expect the maybe questions. It all |ooks so easy
now. Wen you start approaching limts this way and
this way and sone way, the interactors are sonething
you have to worry about. It's a feeling we have. And
| noticed there is aresearch programstarting nowto
address that.

One m ght ask about -- this is going to
give sone confirmatory results down the road. |t
m ght be nice to have themnow, but we don't have t hem

yet .
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COW SSI ONER DI AZ:  Ckay, all right, thank
you. Last comment. Now that | said it, | think
want to take back that | did agree with you, that
woul d not be true to ny form

(Laughter.)

Thank you, sir.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Agai n, | apol ogi ze for
our late start, but we very nuch appreciate the tine
you spent with us. 1t's been very hel pful as al ways.
Wth that, we're adjourned.

(Wher eupon, at 3:04 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded.)
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