
July 15, 2004

MEMORANDUM TO: David L. Solorio, Section Chief
Plant Systems Branch
Division of Systems Safety and Analysis

FROM: Mark G. Kowal, Reactor Systems Engineer     //RA//
Plant Systems Branch
Division of Systems Safety and Analysis

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF JULY 6, 2004 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH
NUCLEAR ENERGY INSTITUTE (NEI) REGARDING AN
ALTERNATIVE RISK-INFORMED APPROACH FOR RESOLVING GSI-
191

PURPOSE: A Category 2 public meeting to discuss realistic and risk-informed
alternatives for resolving GSI-191 was held on June 29, 2004.  These
alternative approaches will be included as Section 6 of the NEI
Evaluation Guidelines methodology.  The purpose of the July 6, 2004
telephone call was for NRC staff to provide comments to NEI regarding
two specific elements of the detailed Section 6 outline discussed during
the June 29, 2004 public meeting.  The two areas discussed include
break size selection, and emergency core cooling system (ECCS) net
positive suction head (NPSH) calculations.

PARTICIPANTS: Participants from the NRC included members of the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation (NRR).
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A Category 2 public meeting to discuss realistic and risk-informed alternatives for resolving
GSI-191 was held on June 29, 2004 (see ADAMS accession number ML041890599 for meeting
summary).  These alternative approaches will be included as Section 6 of the NEI Evaluation
Guidelines methodology.  The purpose of the July 6, 2004 telephone call was for NRC staff to
provide comments to NEI regarding two specific elements of the detailed Section 6 outline
discussed during the June 29, 2004 public meeting.  The two areas discussed include break
size selection, and emergency core cooling system (ECCS) net positive suction head (NPSH)
calculations.

The first item discussed was the selection of the break size which defines the “debris
generation” break size.  During the June 29 public meeting, NEI proposed to use a uniform
break size equivalent to a double ended guillotine break (DEGB) of a 14 inch diameter,
schedule 160 pipe (196.6 square inches) for all PWR’s, regardless of actual plant configuration. 
During the call, the staff stated that it could consider a DEGB of a 14 inch diameter, schedule
160 pipe (196.6 square inches) as the “debris generation” break size to be used for postulated
breaks in the reactor coolant system (RCS) main loop piping, and that this could be applied for
all PWR’s.  However, for auxiliary piping which is attached to the main RCS loop piping, the
staff stated that licensees should consider DEGBs of the actual, plant-specific piping.  As
discussed in previous public meetings, design-basis methods and assumptions would be
applied for all auxiliary piping breaks.  The staff’s technical basis for stating that it will consider
these distinguishing break sizes includes current operating experience, application of sound
engineering judgement, and consideration of risk-informed principles.  The staff will review
NEI’s proposed break sizes and will document its review and the basis for accepting or rejecting
these break sizes in its safety evaluation report for the NEI Evaluation Guidelines methodology.

As part of an alternative approach, licensees will still be required to demonstrate mitigative
capability for the entire spectrum of LOCA break sizes.  The staff and NEI discussed NPSH
calculations which will be performed for break sizes larger than the “debris generation” break
size.  In this break region, which the staff calls the “mitigative capability space,” the staff stated
that it would consider use of more realistic assumptions and parameter values in the NPSH
analyses.  Examples of more realistic assumptions the staff would consider include transient
values of water temperature and level, credit for operator actions, realistic mass/energy release,
and realistic service water temperatures.  The staff stated that it prefers that licensees take
steps to avoid the need to credit containment backpressure, but consistent with Regulatory
Guide 1.82, Revision 3, would consider crediting containment backpressure if needed.  The
staff also stated that it would consider use of more realistic parameter values and assumptions 
for breaks in the design basis space.

NEI is scheduled to submit the revised Section 6 of the Evaluation Guidelines methodology on
July 13, 2004, and will incorporate elements of the telephone discussion into this document. 
The staff plans to review this submittal and issue its safety evaluation report in September,
2004.  If clarifications are needed, the staff will hold a subsequent phone call with NEI.  


