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PROCEEDI NGS

(9:19 a.m)

MR. DUDLEY: Good norning, |adies and
gentlemen. We're going to go ahead and start the
neeting. W're still working on the tel ephone
bri dge, but we’re going to go ahead and start the
neeting. W do have this transcription working.

|"m Ri chard Dudley. [|’ma rul emaking
project manager in the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor
Regul ation. |’mworking on the risk-inforned
alternative to the current requirements for
energency core cooling systenms in 10 CFR 5046.

|"d I'ike to thank everyone for com ng
here today. | apol ogize again for the late start.

Today we’re evaluating the costs and
benefits of an early draft risk-inforned revision to
our ECCS requirenments, but before we go on to the
staff’s presentations on this topic, | need to
mention a few |l ogistical items and go over sone
ground rules for the neeting.

First of all, this is what we consider a
Category |l public neeting. That neans we have
desi gnated tines throughout the meeting for
st akehol der discussion. So at the end of each

speaker’s presentation, we’'ll ask you to give us
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your conments or questions. But would you pl ease
hol d your questions and coments until each speaker
is finished?

Today please try to focus your conments
and questions on the issues that relate to the costs
and benefits of this draft rule concept. The rule
concept is described in our conceptual basis
docurment, and we will also reviewit in today’'s
staff presentations.

Today we don’t plan to have a
significant discussion, however, on the rule policy
or the technical issues.

You'll notice that today’s neeting is
bei ng transcri bed. So pl ease use the m crophones
whenever you provide us with comrents or ask
guesti ons.

Al so, please identify yourself, give
your nane and affiliation before you speak. That
way you can be identified on the transcript.

Also, we will make the neeting
transcript available to the public. W’IIl put it
i nto our ADAMS docunment system

| f any of you have cell phones, please
turn themoff or put themon silent, please.

And al so what you should know i s that
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t he m crophone systemis trying to be connected to a
t el ephone bridge. That way we hope that interested
parties can call in on the tel ephones and listen to
the nmeeting. Then they could speak with us, ask us
guestions, and give us information also. W’'re
still working to try to get that systemto go.

We're still having sone technical difficulties.

Back to the auditorium There are a
number of things that were on the table in the foyer
as you cane in. First we had attendance sheets that
we hoped everybody signed. |f not, please go back
and do that and give wus your E-nmmil address. Then
we can E-mail you a copy of the summary of this
nmeet i ng.

And in the neeting summary we’' |l give
you the accessi on nunber of the meeting transcript
i n our Adans document system W have copies of the
agenda and the schedule for today’s neeting out in
the | obby. W also have copies of the slides that
our staff will be using in their presentations. W
may have one set of slides that’s not there yet.

W' ll let you know when it’s avail abl e.

W have copies of the Federal Register

notice that we published on August 2nd, and finally,

we have public neeting feedback forns on the back
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t abl e.

Towards the end of the neeting if you’l
pl ease pick up a formand fill it out and |let us
know how effectively we conducted the neeting.

Al so at the back of this roomon the
tabl e over that way, we have a few copies of our
conceptual basis docunment and the draft rule that we
posted on the NRC Wb site for public review several
weeks ago.

W will not be providing witten
responses to the questions or coments nade during
today’'s nmeeting. This information that we received
today will be used to prepare a regul atory anal ysis.
The regul atory analysis and the proposed rule w |l
be rel eased for public comment late this year or
early -- well, will be released early next year

Al'l public comments submtted on the
proposed rule, however, will be formally addressed
by the NRC when the final rule is published.

Now | need to talk a little bit about
buil ding security issues. W’re currently in an
orange alert status. So the security and escort
rules are stricter than usual. Everyone who |eaves
the auditoriumlevel will need to be escorted by an

NRC enpl oyee. There is no problemw th access to
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the restroons on this level, but anyone wanting to
go upstairs will need an escort.

That neans during breaks and at
| unchtime you' Il need to be escorted to the | obby
| evel where the cafeteria is, but once you re on the
| obby I evel, you will no | onger need that escort,
except when you wish to return to the auditorium
and you’ll be escorted back down here.

Are there any questions on anythi ng that
|’ ve gone over?

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. Seeing none, 1’'d
like to introduce Brian Sheron, and Brian will give
t he openi ng remarks.

MR. SHERON: Good norning. The first
thing I did is | grabbed D ck Feather’s talk here.
Everything | ooks alike here.

|"m Brian Sheron, and |’ mthe Associate
Director for Project Licensing and Technical Review
in NRR

I’d like to thank everybody for com ng
to this nmeeting. W're going to do our best to make
it efficient and productive as possible and to
hopefully wal k away w th a successful neeting.

The purpose of the neeting is to discuss
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the potential costs and benefits that m ght result
frominplementation of a rule that provides a risk
informed alternative break size for large break | oss
of cool ant accidents at power reactors.

Just in case we have anyone here or
anyone listening in who is not famliar with the
rul emaki ng process, let ne explain how this neeting
is going to fit in. Wenever NRC wi shes to nodify
the regulations, it is required to denonstrate by
anal ysis that the expected result of the reaction is
ei ther necessary for safety or is cost beneficial.

Ckay. So that’'s one of the underlying
princi ples of our rul emaki ng process. kay?

Now, | hope you had the opportunity to
carefully read the concept paper that has been up on
our Wb site for the past couple of weeks. W're
going to use the first half of this neeting to go
over the concept with you and to answer any
guestions which mght clarify the staff’s intent.

If you take a | ook at the neeting
agenda, you will see that followi ng ny remarks we
wi Il have a presentation on a conceptual framework
for the revised rule, the selection of the
transition break size and the ECCS anal ysis

requi rements applicable for each of the two break
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spectrum regi ons.

Atime for questions will be included
during each of these presentations. After lunch, we
will continue with the process of adopting the
alternative break size requirenents and the process
for subsequent changes to the plant design or
operations. After that, we will solicit responses
to the questions on cost benefits that were
publ i shed with the meeting announcenent and are
shown agai n on the agenda.

Pl ease remenber during these

presentations that the focus of today’'s neeting is
on costs and benefits of the regul atory anal ysis.
It is not for coment on the concept paper or the
rul e | anguage. The rule |anguage included in the
concept paper was provided only to facilitate your
eval uati on of possible changes to your plants and
t he associ ated costs and benefits.

The actual proposed rule will be out for
public comment early next year and will be discussed
in another neeting. W do not intend to address
comments or questions on the concept today except
for the purpose of clarification of the concept
paper .

Let me try and explain that, for
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exanple, we’'re going to talk to you today about a
transition break size. Al right? And it’s going
to be a nunber. Al right? W don’t intend to get
into a technical debate on that nunber, okay,
whether it’s ten inches or 14 inches or whatever,
okay? W’'re going to tell you how we reached that
nunber, the basis for it.

What we would like is feedback on what
you believe that neans to you fromthe standpoint of
your plant. GCkay? |If you cone in and you say, you
know, "Hey, you picked a break size that is not
going to affect, you know, anything in ny plant. In
other words, I'mstill going to have to keep all of
the sanme equipnment to mitigate all of the breaks

bel ow that, " okay, that’s sonething we need to know.
Al right?

Whet her you agree or disagree that that
break size, that transition break size is an
appropri ate nunber, okay, that’s the subject of
anot her nmeeting. That’'s the subject of your ability
to conment on the proposed rule.

Ri ght now we are just trying to solicit
i nformati on on cost and benefits. Gkay? Based on

what we’ve put out on the Wb, how do you think you

woul d be able to inplenent this rule? Oay? |Is
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this something that is beneficial to you? In what
way do you think you would be able to take advant age
of it? And what are the costs associated w th doi ng
t hat ?

As far as the rule itself goes, this
action is the third risk-inforned rul emaki ng
under t aken since the Conmm ssion issued the PRA
policy statenent in 1995. The first risk-inforned
rul e change was the hydrogen rule, which was 5044,
and the second was the treatnent rule in 5669.

W consider the current rul emaking to be
the nost significant risk-informed action thus far
in that 5046 is one of the nore far reaching
regul ati ons that inpacts many aspects of plant
desi gn and operati on.

Just as an aside, as we devel oped this
proposed rule, | think one of the biggest subjects
that ate up nost of our time in our internal debates
was an animal we referred to as tentacles, which is
t hat when you start | ooking at 5046 and anyone t hat
has dealt with this regulation realize that it
basi cal | y perneates every aspect or nost aspects of
the design of a plant and the way it affects
equi pnent qualification, you nanme it, sunp design.

Everything -- well, | won't say
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"everything" -- but a lot of things, a |ot of design
aspects of plants, okay, can really be traced back
to the ECCS analysis. So this is a very inmportant
regul ati on.

The NRC s approach to the rule revision
is to divide the break structure into two regions
based upon the estimated frequency of occurrence of
breaks. Breaks in the nore likely region will be
subject to the sane regulatory requirements as
today, as well as other qualitative factors. Break
areas in the less likely region are judged to be | ow
in frequency and will be addressed by | ess rigorous
requirements.

Li censees will, however, still be
required to denonstrate nmitigation capability for
all break sizes up to and including an area
equi val ent to the doubl e ended break of the | argest
pipe in the reactor coolant systemusing the |ess
ri gorous requirenents.

Basically what we’'re saying is that we
are going to relax the requirenents for anal yzing
breaks above this transition break size. However,
froma risk standpoi nt, okay, we don’t expect that
if you did get such a break it would automatically

lead to a core nelt accident. |In other words, you
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woul dn’t be able to mtigate it.

W believe that you need to keep
equi pnent in the plant that is sufficient to
mtigate it, albeit not with the rigor and
conservatismthat is currently required.

A licensee that wi shes to adopt the
alternative ECCS requirements and nmake changes to
the plant design or operations will be required to
submt a risk-informed |icense anmendnent for staff
review and approval. The anendnment nust use a PRA
to denonstrate that any resulting change in risk is
smal |

The amendnent nust al so show that the
safety margins are mai ntai ned, that defense in depth
is maintained, and that a nonitoring programis in
pl ace that assures that that the basis for the
proposed changes wi || be naintai ned.

W believe that |icensees who adopt the
alternative will also be required to periodically
update their PRAs to insure that the cunulative
changes to risk are not significant.

Note the treatment of |oss of off-site
power coincident with a LOCA, which is the LOCA | oop
issue, is not part of this action at this time. W

are addressing that separately. Qur plan is we have
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a topical report that has been submtted by the BWR
Omers Goup, and we intend to address that issue
separately through the review of that topical, and
then at some point we would either fold that into
this rul emaki ng or guide a separate rul emaki ng.

As we will discuss shortly, part of the
basis for this rule is an estimate of the | ocal
frequenci es devel oped by an expert elicitation
panel, and our O fice of Research sponsored that.

The staff plans to periodically update
these estimates as we get new i nformati on, new dat a.
Shoul d the estimtes of LOCA frequency change in the
future such that the licensee’ s basis for changes
made under the rule are invalidated, the |licensee
woul d be required to nake changes to the plant or
operations such that conpliance is restored.

In such cases, the backfit rule would
not apply. This was direction from our Comn ssion.
What this nmeans is that if we were to pick a break
size, for example, if the break size was eight
i nches or ten inches based strictly on a frequency
assessment, frequency of the break size, and then
say you made changes to your plant and several years
down the road we get new information that says, no,

that break size really is ten inches or 12 inches.
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I f you took equi pnent out of the plant,
okay, or made changes to equi pnent such that now you
couldn't mtigate a new transition break size, then
you woul d have to go back and refit your plant in
order to basically mtigate.

Now, you’ll hear in these further
di scussi ons we’ ve picked a break size, a transition
break size that provides some margin for these
uncertainties. So our thoughts right now are that
we do not believe that any future assessnents of
break size, if we keep the one that we’ ve proposed;
we do not think any future assessnents woul d
necessarily require us to inpose these kind of
revisions to your plant.

As the staff will discuss shortly, part
of the basis for this rule is an estinmate of LOCA
frequencies -- oh, I'msorry. | already went
t hrough that part, | think.

Yes, just as a rem nder then, please try
to focus your comments and questions on issues
related to the costs and benefits of the concept
rul e described in the staff’s paper and the
presentati on.

And as | said, we really don't want to

get into a debate on the rule, the policy, or the
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technical issues. There will be other forunms for
t hat .

Wth that, unless there’ s anybody t hat
has any questions to ne on the overall approach that
we intend to take on this, I'lIl turn it over to the
staff to start their presentations.

MR. DUDLEY: Thank you, Brian.

|"d like to check to see if the
conference call operator -- if we were successfu
t here.

Qperator, are you there? Ckay, fine.
Can you ask the people on the bridge to introduce
t hensel ves and their affiliation, please?

(Presentations made from unm cked
| ocation.)

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. Thanks very nuch.

Next |’mgoing to tal k about the
structure of the draft rule. Can you hear nme? Now
this i s working.

Ckay. Basically what we’ve done is
we’ ve added a voluntary alternative section to 5046.
W’ ve called it 5046(a). There was a previous
5046(a). We’'ve redesignated that as 5046(b).

But basically we’ve |left the remai nder

of 5046 unchanged, except that we’ ve put words that
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woul d all ow you to neet either 5046 or to choose to
nmeet the alternative 5046(a).

In order to use the alternative, it was
necessary to make sone conform ng changes to the
general design criteria. W found GDC 35 as one of
the GDCs that needed slight nodification.

W al so made some ot her conform ng
changes to other regul ations, 5034, 50.109, the
backfit rule, and some other m nor changes.

And as Brian said before, the 5046(a)
alternative addresses LOCA redefinition only. It
does not address the issue of LOCA with the
coi nci dence of loss of off-site power. That will be
done separately.

Basically what we’ ve done in 5046(a) is
we have taken the entire LOCA break spectrum from
the snall est breaks to the doubl e ended break of the
| argest reactor cool ant system pi pe and we’ ve
divided that into two regions by the definition of
sonmething that we call the transition break size or
TBS.

The selection of TBS is based upon
estimates of LOCA frequencies. The breaks in the
| ower region are estimated by the NRC to be nuch

nore |likely than the breaks in the higher region
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The breaks in the snmaller break regi on now nust neet
current 5046 ECCS anal ysis requirements and
acceptance criteria, whereas the breaks in the

| arger break region will be allowed to neet |ess
stringent analysis criteria with |ess stringent
assunptions, but |icensees still nust maintain
mtigation of a rupture of the |argest reactor
cool ant system pipe in the system But that
mtigation is done with as conservative a set of
assunptions as is done with the smaller breaks in
5046.

So after licensee selects this voluntary
option and they do their new ECCS anal ysis, they may
find that sonme plants are no longer limted by the
| arge break LOCA. So they have sone design
flexibility.

Wth that design flexibility, |icensees
may propose changes to the way they operate the
pl ant or other changes to plant design, and all of
t hose changes that |icensees woul d propose under
this option nust be reviewed and approved by the NRC
as a |license anmendnent.

The |icense amendnent submittals nust be
as risk informed |license anendnents. They nust neet

criteria simlar to the criteria in Reg. Guide 1.174
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for risk informed |icense anendnents, and they nust
show that the risk associated with the change is
acceptable. They must have a nonitoring program
They nmust show how defense in depth is maintained,
and the probabilistic risk assessnent used to show
that risk is acceptable nmust neet PRA quality and
scope requirenents, and these will be defined in
5046( a) .

And finally, as Brian has already told
you, if in the future the industry and NRC esti mates
of LOCA frequencies change, if they increase, we may
change the transition break size. W nay do that by
rul e or order, dependi ng upon the severity or the
signi fi cance of the change, and plant changes t hat
| i censees have made under the new rule nust continue
to neet the acceptance criteria. So |licensees m ght
have to reverse sone of the changes they’ ve made or
make ot her conpensatory changes to their plant
designs to bring risk back down to the acceptable
| evel .

And in the case of changes in LOCA
frequencies, the formal backfit rule or the backfit
process described in 50.109 will not apply.

Ckay. Are there any questions on the

things that |1’ ve gone over?
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MR. PI ETRANGELO  Tony Pi etrangel o, NEI.

Just a couple of questions.

Is the transition break size the new
desi gn basi s?

MR. DUDLEY: We'll go over all of that
later. |I’mjust kind of summari zi ng things, but
we' Il go over that all into detail later, but we
woul d consider a break at the transition break size
to be the largest break that continues to be as a
desi gn basi s LOCA.

Ckay. However, it's alittle tricky
because equi prent necessary to mtigate the double
ended break would still remain in what we call the
design basis of the plant, but, yes, the transition
break size would be the | argest design basis LOCA

MR. PI ETRANGELO So does that nean that
| i ke other general design criteria would not apply
beyond the new alternative break size?

MR. DUDLEY: It all depends. W’d have
to | ook at the specific words, but if it said

"design basis accident,” it would not apply. |
believe that’s correct. OGC, correct ne if I'm
W ong.

But if it said "design basis accident,"”

other rules in other GbCs would not apply to
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accidents or LOCAs greater than the transition break
si ze.

MR. Pl ETRANGELO.  Thank you.

MR. DUDLEY: Are there any other
guesti ons?

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: GCkay. On the tel ephone
bridge, are there any questions on anything |I’ve
gone over?

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. |I’mgoing to take
that as no further questions, and next Gary Hanmer
how we’ ve arrived at the transition break size.

MR. HAMMER  Ckay. Good nmorning. |1’'m
Gary Hammer. | work in the Division of Engineering
at the Ofice of NRR, and we’ve been working
together with our counterparts in the Ofice of
Research on selecting transitional break size for
t he new 5046 rul e.

And as way of a little background,
currently 10 CFR 50.46 requires postul ati ng LOCAs of
di fferent sizes, |locations, and other properties up
to and including the |argest pipe in the reactor
cool ant systemor, as it is called, the double ended

guillotine break, or you'll see this initialism

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

22

DEGB, for evaluating ECCS performance, and Brian and
D ck have both touched on that a little bit.

The NRC believes that the current ECCS
performance requirenents are based on very unlikely
scenari os, especially for these | argest breaks, and
result in design and operational constraints that
may be inconsistent with risk insights.

The approach bei ng pursued by the
Conmi ssion for risk informng the 5046 requirenents
is to establish a transitional break size, or as
it’s called, a TBS, which is a new concept for the
desi gn basis LOCA break size, and that woul d involve
two reginmes, as Dick and Brian have nenti oned.

Up to and including the TBS, the current
5046 eval uation requirenents would continue to apply
and above the TBS, a | ess conservative eval uation
woul d be permitted consistent with a risk inforned
approach up to the doubl e ended break of the |argest
pipe in the reactor coolant system and this no
| onger design basis but mtigation capability nust
be denonstr at ed.

And now we establish the transition
break size. W’re going to base the transitiona
break size on break frequency and sone ot her

consi derations. The NRC has perfornmed several
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studi es over a nunber of years which estimted the
frequency of occurrence of various size LOCAs in the
past, and those are |listed there over a nunber of
years.

WASH- 1400, the reactor safety study in
1975, estimates of LOCAs were nostly based on ot her
i ndustrial experience. Little nuclear plant data
was available at that tinme, and that’'s a very old
study now.

And then the next sort of landmark is
NUREG 1150, which was a study of severe acci dent
risk in 1990, and this updated sonme of the WASH 14
-- actually all of the WASH 1400 esti mates were
updated, but they still had little experience with
actual breaks.

And then later in the 1990s NUREG CR-
5750, which estinmated frequencies of various
initiating events, including LOCAs, took a little
nore conprehensive | ook at actual LOCA frequencies
and devel oped a dat abase based on several operating
reactor years of experience which had accunmul ated by
that tine.

And as | said, these studies were based
on a limted amount of actual pipe break data, but

we took into consideration several precursors of
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breaks, including various anmounts of degradation
t hat had been found.

But we would like to have as good an
estimate as we can, and nore recently we’ve convened
a panel of 12 experts know edgeabl e in piping,
degradation and failure issues to see if we can’'t
refine and come up with sone better frequency
estimates for breaks, and we’'ve called that the
expert elicitation process, which you Il see witten
in the concept paper and in several other docunents,
and it’s a process which generated estimtes of
degradation related failures for boiling water
reactors and pressurized water reactors, and it has
been docunented in a Conmm ssion paper in sone
detail, 04-0060.

And the staff has used the elicitation
results nore or less as a starting point for
establishing a TBS, and we used a frequency of one
in 100,000 years, since it is conplenented by
mtigation capability for LOCAs greater than the
TBS, and this is discussed in the Comm ssion’s staff
requi rements meno on the Comm ssion paper 04-0037 a
little earlier this year

But it is recognized that the

elicitation process included breaks that were caused
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by degradation related phenonena, and we wanted to
i ncor porate sone ot her considerations, which are
i sted there.

Top on the list is the significant and
uncertainty that exists in the elicitation process,
and the elicitation process resulted in its own
estimation of uncertainty, but then there are other
uncertainties that involve the aggregation of the
results and com ng up with uncertainty bounds and
confidence | evels and things of this nature.

And then there were sone things that are
really in addition to degradation rel ated phenonena
whi ch are active system LOCAs, such as stuck open
val ves, things that occur in active conponents.
There are additional considerations due to |arge
| oads, such as seismic or |arge pressure | oads, and
that’s in addition to the degradation rel ated
estimates in that the degradation related estinates
were for just normal operating conditions that you
woul d expect.

And then there are sone ot her
consi derations having to do with the specific
operati ng experience that mght be found in sone
speci fic piping or configurations, and incl uding

what pipe size is attached to the main cool ant | oops
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and possible variation in plant design and
operational characteristics that exist over the
spectrum of 100 or so plants, and there’s, you know,
a lot of environmental and operational variables
there, including fatigue and corrosion and things

l'i ke that.

So we went through that process, and we
came up with sone prelimnary transition break
sizes, one for PWRs and one for BWRs, and it’'s 14
inch for the PARs and 20 inch for the BWRs. These
estimates provide a significant |evel of confidence
that the ten to the mnus five per reactor year
frequency of occurrence for degradation rel ated
breaks is not exceeded, and we still have some work
to do to finalize these estimtes, including the
seismcally induced contribution and sone ot her
consi derations, but these are the prelimnary
nunber s.

And the staff plans to periodically
updat e the pi pe break frequencies, as Brian
mentioned, to determne if the bases for the
sel ection of these sizes renumins valid.

And then | was going to provide sone
exanpl es of how we think this m ght work, and what

we’ ve chosen is the exanple of PWRs. You could go
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through a simlar exercise for BWRs, but this is
just to give you sone idea.

For LOCAs up to and include the TBS of
14 inch for PWRs, you woul d postul ate a coupl e of
different things there, and what you would have is -
- I’ve got a graphic here which mght help. On the
right side of the reactor vessel there, we're
showi ng exanpl e of design basis LOCA which woul d be
up to and including the TBS, and then to the |eft
you woul d see sone depiction of beyond design basis
up to the double ended guillotine break.

So for up to and include the TBS what
we’' re showi ng there are you woul d postul ate the
conplete failure of this pipe since it is a 14 inch
pi pe, and then you woul d al so postul ate an
equi val ent doubl e ended area at these other
| ocations, wherever that limting |ocation m ght be,
and that woul d basically be the extent of that part
of the anal ysis.

And then for the beyond design basis,
greater than 14 inch, what woul d be postul ated woul d
be things |ike the double ended rupture of the
| argest pi pe, as we show here, or a partial opening
greater than 14 or larger than this TBS area over

here, and that’s just an exanple.
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And like | say, you could go through the
same thing, but you know, for BWRs.

That’ s basically ny presentation. Do
you have any questions?

(No response.)

MR. HAMMVER  Ckay.

MR. DUDLEY: Yeah, are there any
guestions fromthe tel ephone bridge?

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: Thank you.

At this point -- oh, I'"msorry.

MR, DUNN:.  Bert Dunn, Framatone.

| was curious, two things. It nmay just
be a clarification. On the work for establishing
the transition break size, you |listed uncertainties:
LOCA caused by inadvertent actuation, degradation,
et cetera. Have you already included those?

| was a little confused in the basis
docunment as to whether the applicant was going to
have to provi de evidence that those are included or
is it your intent to include those in your 14 inch
or whatever break size you had cone up with?

MR HAMMVER: If | understand the
guestion, we're still in the stage of trying to

narrow it down, what the size actually is, and we're
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trying to take into consideration some other things,
such as active LOCAs and things of that nature. So
we're not quite there yet.

MR. DUNN. Am | out of order, Brian? |If
| mout of order, 'l --

MR. SHERON: No, no. The basis was that
we went to the expert elicitation. You don’t have
those charts up there with the frequency, but we
pi cked a break size that was, | think, ten to the
mnus fifth based on that. That was a smaller break
t han, say, for the PWRs for 14 inches. It was
smal ler. Ckay?

Then we | ooked and we said what ot her
ki nd of breaks can occur that weren't factored into
the expert elicitation, and | think Gary |listed some
of those, sone of the initiators.

And so the question was: how do we take
that into account?

And then we al so | ooked and we said from
a practical standpoint what are the | argest pipes
that attach to the primary system | think 14
i nches is about the biggest one we canme up with. |
think it’s a South Texas search |ight.

Based on all of that, we said that if we

pi cked 14 inches, okay, we are providing a nmargin
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above the ten to the mnus fifth frequency to
account for these other uncertainties.

W al so pick up fromthe standpoint that
we bound all -- you know, froma practical
standpoint all piping net attaches to the primary
system of BWRs. So that was basically how we
arrived at 14 inches, okay, and it was a simlar
process that we went through for the BWRs.

MR. DUNN. So at this point there s not
any additional justification to be provided by the
applicant for that break size once it gets settled,
what ever it is.

MR. SHERON: Yeah, our plan right nowis
that we would not like to have a plant specific
break size for each plant.

MR. DUNN: Ckay. The second thing is
you mentioned 14 inches nom nal break size. You're
intending this to be actual pipe area as opposed to
14 inches.

MR. SHERON. As an equi val ent di aneter,
yeah, of the pipe.

MR. DUNN:  Yeah, which is smaller than
14 inches.

MR. SHERON: Ri ght.

MR. DUNN: Ckay. Thank you.
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Are there anynore questions?

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. At this point on our
agenda we have a break. W’'re a little bit ahead of
schedule. So let’s take a 15 m nute break and cone
back here at 10: 20.

Pl ease keep in mnd the escort
requi rements for menbers of the public that are
going off of this level.

Thank you.

(Wher eupon, the foregoing matter went

off the record at 10:03 a.m and went

back on the record at 10:25 a.m)

MR. DUDLEY: CQur next speaker will be
Jennifer Unhle, and she' |l speak about the energency
core cooling systemrequirenents under this revised
voluntary alternative rule.

Jenni fer.

M5. UHLE: Thanks.

Again, nmy nane is Jennifer Uhle. |I'ma
Section Chief in Reactor Systens Branch in NRR

Al t hough his name is not on this
particular slide, I'd like to acknow edge that Dr.
Ral ph Landry over there in the front row contri buted

greatly to this piece of work that we’re doi ng here.
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So | didn't know if he didn’t want his name on this
slide because he didn't want to be bl amed or what,
but at any rate, thanks, Ral ph.

What |’ m going to be tal king about today
is the elements of the rule that we are proposing to
change. For those of you who are famliar with
5046, pretty nmuch these four elenents conprise the
rul e.

So the first thing we're going to talk
about today is the evaluation nodel. 1’1l give you
a definition of what that is. W are using the same
word "evaluation nodel"” in the greater than
transition break size region, but it will have a bit
of a different neaning in that particul ar region,
and I’'Il talk about that in a bit.

Al so, the single failure criteria, there
will be different requirenents for the assunptions
pertaining to the single failure between the two
different regions. The acceptance criteria we're
proposing to nodify, and we’'re al so having different
reporting requirements.

Just to give you a bit of a background,
as far as a typical PWR LOCA response, in general,
we don’t expect BWRs to be able to perhaps take

advantage of this rule as nmuch as PWRs, and let ne
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tell you why.

First, a typical PWR LOCA response of
the peak clad tenperature versus the break area, and
in a PAR the general curve that you would see for
all PWRs is sort of a double hunped curve,
indicating that there’s two PCT peaks, one in the
smal | break LOCA region, which of course is from
here to about one square foot or so. That’'s because
in the smaller break size you re not uncovering the
core. As you increase that break size you're
starting to uncover, but you're at a higher pressure
SO you can’'t get the low pressure injection in as
fast.

So there turns a period where the |arger
the break size you' re getting nore depressurization
and getting nore injection in. So the PCT turns
ar ound.

Around one square foot is where you
really get the transition between small break
phenonmena and | arge break phenonmena, and again,
you' I | get another peak indicating the |arger the
break size, the nore you' re uncovering the core in
the |l arge break, and again, you turn back around
because the larger the break size, then you get al

of your |ow pressure injection in faster.
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So the transition break size com ng from
DE canme out to be roughly sonewhere in here, and
t hat corresponded to be in the | arge break range
such that the small break range here, we're
proposing to keep all of the same requirenments, and
the greater the in transition break, which for PWRs
at any rate typically is where PCT is limting and,
therefore, power is limted by the PCT response for
a large break such that PARs will nost |ikely be
able to up rate power based on the rel axed
requirements in this greater than transition break
si ze region.

Now, in particular, BWRs, it's really
difficult to define a PCT versus break size
spectrum That is because the automatic
depressurization system if a break is detected
because of pressure |evel, you bl ow your ADS and you
get the pressure to reduce quickly. That,
therefore, allows a ot of capacity through
injection to come in through the core sprays.

So at any rate, the break sizes are
typically in the BWRs, they' re nore equalized and
you won’'t get the typical double hunp curve, and the
PCTs are not as different between the large break in

the small region as they are in a PAR  Because of
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that, we don’t expect that BWRs woul d, say, be able
to up rate power across the board or across the
fleet as PWRs may be able to.

However, there may be other aspects of
the rule that would be of benefit to BWRs.

So ny next slide is the definition of
eval uation nodels. Again, | think people are pretty
famliar with this. That is, there’s two different
nodel s that are allowed to be used for LOCA
analyses. One is what’s called a realistic nodel.
It has al so been described as a best estimate nodel.
That is, again, nore of a realistic analysis of the
particul ar phenonena that are occurring in all
breaks in LOCA response.

Wth that is the requirenment that the
| i censee nmust al so anal yze and cal cul ate an
uncertainty value. So a realistic nodel with the
assessment of certainty is, again, deemed the best
estimate nodel that is allowed by NRC to be used in
neeting 5046. That, again, is not going to be
changing for the |l ess than break size region.

Anot her nodel option is the Appendi x K
type of approach. That is a nore conservative
nodel i ng approach. There’'s no need to and there is

no requirenent to anal yze the uncertainty in that
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provi ded the prescriptive nodeling options are
fol | owed, again, the point of that being where the
eval uation nodel dealing with nore of the realistic
approach, you have to define uncertainty. 1In the
Appendi x K instead of having the uncertainty val ue,
there’s this tendency to have a conservative val ue.
Therefore we don’t require the extra anal ytical work
t here.

So the evaluation nodels in the proposed
rule. Up to and including the transition break size
we are proposing to maintain the current
requirements. |In the greater than break size
region, if you had read the Wb narrative we say
that it’s going to be a nodel acceptable to the
staff. That doesn’'t tell you a whole |ot.

It is our intent to put down in a
regul atory gui de what exactly we nmean by that, but
with this whol e phil osophy of analytical rigor
commensurate with the risk posed by these particul ar
breaks, you know, in the greater than break size
region, that we would propose to have less rigor in
t he nodeling capabilities of the code that is used
in that area and also in NRC s eval uation of
acceptability of that particul ar nodel

Now, it may turn out that a licensee
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because they have input decks already for the |arge
break regi on, they may choose to use a best estimte
nodel that they’ ve already been reviewed and
approved by NRC because, again, they have the input
deck. They’ve got the code that is already revi ewed
and approved.

If it has been reviewed and approved for
the traditional 5046 analysis, the nore rigorous,
then of course it would automatically by default be
applicable for use and acceptable to the staff to be
used to analyze the breaks in the greater than break
size region that would be of benefit as far as
regul atory review required, but also because it’s a
realistic nodel, would hopefully if the intent was
to increase power, would allow the licensee to
i ncrease power nore than what would be allowed if
nore of a |less accurate cal culation were to be done.

W think that the biggest benefit really
of the analysis work involved -- we don’t expect
really to be all that beneficial to the Iicensees.
W think that it would be the intent to up rate
power whenever possible and gain nore margin.

And the single failure criterion, how we
are dealing with that in the analysis would be we

think the nost beneficial to the industry while
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mai ntai ning safety. And that is up to and including
the transition break size region, the current

requi rements for using or requiring the use of the
worst single failure in the analysis or the
assunption that the worst single failure were to
occur coincident with the LOCA

That would be the sanme in the |ess than
transition break size region. In the greater than
transition break size region because, again, of the
ri sk posed by these | arger breaks being |ess, that
we woul d not require the worse single failure to be
assuned.

W al so are proposing to allow credit
for non-safety systens.

However, with this analysis, you would
al so have to insure that sonme risk-informed netrics
are net, and Mark Rubin will be discussing that in
the presentation follow ng ne.

The acceptance criteria we're al so
proposing to nodify up to and including the
transition break size region. Everything is going
to be the sane as is. A PCT of 2,200, a maxi mum
| ocal oxidation |imt of 17 percent, a hydrogen
generation of one percent, cool able geonetry, |ong-

term cool i ng.
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In the greater than transition break
size region, if again you read in the narrative, the
point is to make sure that there’'s long-term cooling
and that a cool able geonetry is insured. Okay?

But if a licensee were to conme in and
justify that their particular clad design could
handl e nore than 17 percent/ 2,200, then that could
be used as an argunent to say that cool abl e geonetry
can be maintained with tenperatures and oxi dation
val ues in excess of those in the | ess than
transition break size region.

But at this point in time, until further
information is provided, it would be the technical
staff’s view that the cool abl e geonetry i s inposed
or is met by the 17 percent/ 2, 200.

And the last bit of 5046 woul d be the
reporting requirements. |In the current rule, and
we're going to maintain that in the |less than
transition break size region is the reporting
requi rement on the 50 degrees, and al so we woul d
have that in the greater than transition break size
regi on.

The point of the reporting requirenent
is to make sure that the particular analysis of

record at a plant is, in fact, representing 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

40

current plant configuration. So if there were
changes to be nmade to either the nodel -- the input
deck is what | nean by "the nodel"” -- or the

anal ysi s nethodol ogy itself that conme out to be
greater than 50 degrees, that NRC woul d want to be
contacted and the |icensee discusses within NRC what
t he schedul e for reanal ysis woul d be.

There are tines where if all of the
changes are essentially gaining margin, such as the
PCT is reduci ng because of errors found in the code,
we’' re not as concerned about this 50 degree change.
So the acceptable amount of tine that a |icensee has
before they come in with a reanalysis is certainly
| arger than if a |licensee were to cone in and
i ndicate that they have an error in their code and
75 degrees is the result, and that is in the
positive direction. So they’'re getting closer to
the 2,200 limt.

That type of philosophy would still be
mai nt ai ned. However, because -- and you Il see it’s
underlined and bol ded -- we’re adding requirenent,

t he maxi mum | ocal oxidation such that a licensee
woul d have to report in schedul e re-analysis when
t he oxidation were to exceed .4 percent.

That nunber doesn’t cone out of the air.
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It’s the sanme fraction. Fifty degrees out of 2,200
is about two and a half percent, and .4 degrees is
about two and a half percent of the 17 percent.
Ckay?

The reason why we’re proposing to add
this is that powers will be upgraded nost likely for
plants that were large break LOCA limted. They're
now goi ng to be operating in a regine that are
tending to be nore small break LOCA |imted.

Wth that, with PCTs we’re worried about
neeting the requirement of cool abl e geonetry. The
17 percent on oxidation is to insure that the clad
remai ns ductile for after the quench is to occur
So what we’'re indicating here is that in the snal
break LOCA region that the ductility in the
oxidation is not just a function of PCT. You can be
mai ntai ning a 1,500 degree Fahrenheit peak cl ad
tenperature, but if you stay at that value for
hours, you can eventually get to the point where
you're comng closer to the 17 percent and,
therefore, losing ductility even though you haven’'t
exceeded 2, 200.

Now, in a |arge break sense, and the
reason why we’'re not adding requirenent in the |arge

break is because in general the oxidation value is
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pretty nmuch hand in hand with the PCT. The tinme at

tenperature really doesn’'t cone into play in a |large
break because the transients are so fast.

But as we’'re nmoving to small break LOCA
dom nated or small break LOCA is dominating the
ri sk, again, we see the need to insure cool abl e
geonetry by also the PCT value as well as the
oxi dation, and that’s why NRC would |ike to be kept
i nfornmed of any change to the oxidation val ues that
are cal cul at ed.

Again, in the greater than transition
break size region we’'re not proposing to have that
requi rement in the oxidation reporting requirenent,
and that is because pretty nmuch if you’ ve cal cul ated
your PCT and that hasn’t changed in general because
time at tenperature is inportant in the |arge break
you' re not going to have nuch of a change in your
oxidation. So we’'re confortable |eaving that off
there, but we are adding that to the smaller breaks.

So on the summary slide, if | go back to
ny introduction, the evaluation nodels, | don't
think we’re changi ng nuch here. W’re proposing to
have |l ess rigor in the greater the interm ssion
break size regions, |ess rigor needed for analysis,

as well as NRC review of the methodol ogy.
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Single failure criteria, we’'re proposing
to relax that in the greater than transition break
size region, allowi ng sone credit for non-safety
systemif appropriate, but at the sane tinme risk
metrics will have to be net. to nake sure that the
submttal is, in fact, acceptable to the staff.

The acceptance criteria, everything is
staying the same for the less than transition break
size region. The greater than transition break size
region, we’'re naking it nore perfornmance based,

i nsuring long-termcooling, and cool abl e geonetry.

And finally, in the reporting
requi rements, we’'re enhancing the requirenents in
the less than transition break size region to add
t he oxidation value, again, to get to the point that
we are concerned about the oxidation levels that can
occur as plants are up rating power nore than they
woul d be otherwi se, relating to a small break LOCA
ri sk-dom nated way the plants are operating and,
therefore, we want to be tracking the oxidation.

In the greater than transition break
size, we’'re not concerned about that. Its tinme at
tenperature isn’'t the factor there, and we’re not
proposi ng to add that oxidation value but just

report on the 50 degrees.
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So that pretty nmuch sunmari zes the ECCS
requi rement or the analysis methodol ogies. Are
t here any questions?

MR. BUTLER  John Butler, NEI.

| have a question on the single failure
criteria. |It’s pretty clear how you' re applying the
GDC 35 single failure criteria for breaks greater
than the transition break size, but I'’mwanting a
clarification on how the single failure criteria for
GDC 17 el ectrical power systens are 44 for cooling
wat er system woul d be applied for breaks greater
than transition break size.

The effect of a single failure for dose
systens is, in effect, the same effect as a single
failure for 35, and so if you don’t also provide the
same type of consideration for those GDCs, you are
in effect losing the benefit of the single failure
rel axation for 35.

MS. UHLE: Qur thinking when we say
"single failure" was really tal king about | ooking at
the analysis, both trains injecting. | nean,
typically the single failure that’s inposed is you
only have one train injecting. GOkay? That was our
t hought process behind that, saying |ooking at the

reliability of the ECCS systens, that we're
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proposing to not take that single failure and all ow
both trains injecting.

That was the extent of our thinking.
Because of that GDC 35, we're proposing to nodify to
i ndi cate -- you may have seen that on the Wb
narrative.

MR. BUTLER: | under st and.

M5. UHLE: Anything further than that we
haven’ t, you know, thought that through at this
poi nt .

MR. BUTLER Then | would ask that there
be sone thought given to the broader set of GDCs.

For exanple, in GOC 17, if you have to assune a | oss
of one train of diesel generators, the effect of
that single failure is a loss of one train of ECCS
injections. So you'd |ose that benefit.

M5. UHLE: Well, | nean, | think that --
and this is my view or ny understanding, and it’s
not going to be NRC policy certainly -- but that is
in that case the single failure of the diesel, you
woul d in the analysis for the LOCA assune both
trains are injecting. GCkay? But anything el se that
the diesel were to have prohibited fromfunctioning
woul d have to be excl uded.

So, | nean, because the analysis -- when
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you're running the analysis, essentially you re just
going to nultiply the injection by two versus just
having one train injecting. So you would have both
flows coming in when doing the determnistic

eval uati on.

But any other -- soit’s a fluid train
that you' re assuming to be operating, but if the
di esel loss were to take out any ot her conponents
that were used in the nitigation of the accident,

t hen those woul d be assuned to be | ost.

So when | say "single failure,” it’s
assumed both trains are injecting, and we’ ve been
calling it single failure. Does that make sense?

MR. BUTLER. That could get very
conplicated because the electrical power systemis
goi ng to change some val ves that you need for ECCS.
You' Il get caught up by GDC 44 on cooling water
systens that are needed to cool the ECCS system the
punps.

So I'’mjust asking that there be sone
br oader - -

M5. UHLE: Again, if it’s cooling to the
i njection junps, you assunme that those are
functioning. So you're having both trains fully

functional, injecting, but if -- okay. For
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i nstance, if you have a core that you had made
safety or a valve of sone sort that you had defined
as being safety related, all right, and you needed
to have diesel to drive that valve, you wouldn’t be
able to drive that valve. GCkay? You would have to
take that single failure.

However, the injection punps are free to
operate. That was what Reactor Systens’ thought
process was. Now, again, this hasn’'t been fully
vetted. So | may be conpletely wong in ny view
because again, both trains are injecting. So you
assune it’s injecting. Anything else, it is
af fected by another GDC in the |oss of the diesel.
You’ d have to assume that those -- | would think you
woul d have to assume that those are not functional.

MR. BUTLER Al right. | think I
under st and t hat .

M5. UHLE: So we maybe perhaps shoul d
have said credit for both trains injecting and not
said single failure.

MR. BUTLER  Ckay, and so there would be
no change to containment criteria, GDC 38 or 40.

You still have to assume a single failure of your
cont ai nnent heat renoval capability for the ful

spectrum of breaks.
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M5. UHLE: Yeah, the single failure at

this point intinme -- again, this is nmy view-- is
only pertaining to the ECCS. It's a single failure
regardi ng injection capability.

MR. BUTLER. Ckay. Part of ny reasons
for asking the clarifications is obviously the
i mpact of this change and the benefit is affected by
how broadly the suppli es.

M5. UHLE: Sure, right. And Mark Rubin
may be able to, you know, further clarify what 1’ ve
sai d.

Are you consistent with ny thinking? |
mean, that’s what we had di scussed.

MR, RUBI N: Wll, we do have a --

M5. UHLE: No, no, no, not that that was
what we agreed to. That was we’'ve had this
di scussi on before back and forth about how broad the
single failure credit should be appli ed.

MR. DUNN. Bert Dunn, Framatomne, again.

Sonme, | guess, siXx, nmaybe nine nonths
ago the industry net with the staff relative to the
requi rement for retained ductility, and at that tine
the industry proposed that a strength based test
was, in fact, now the basis for the rule based on

what happened in the md-’'80s and the best estinate
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rul e.

At that particular tine the staff
rejected the industry position. Could | assunme that
perhaps with this rule we're tal ki ng about going
into a partial severe accident space, that that
m ght be reconsidered? At a basis other than
retai ned ductility for the ability to show or
denonstrate cool abl e geonetry in the long term

follow ng the accident woul d be consi der ed.

M5. UHLE: | mean, | can’t speak to
that. |1’mnot a materials person to any extent or a
fuel s behavior person. | would say that any new

i nformation that you had woul d be submtted to the
staff to justify cool abl e geonetry, and because of
the lower risk associated with the greater than
transition region --

MR DUNN: It seens like --

M5. UHLE: -- that perhaps we woul d be
nore open mnded in the review of that particular
i nf ormati on.

MR, DUNN. Okay, but you' re deferring it

M5. UHLE: Yeah, | can
MR DUNN. -- a submittal by either

i ndustry or as opposed to any consi derations you
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m ght be making to try and open up that criteria a
little bit based on current research projects.

M5. UHLE: Well, now, the research, we
originally discussed with the fuel s behavi or people
in NRR and Research about being performance based in
this rule. Could we change it to get rid of the 17
percent/ 2, 200?

And the work wasn’t finished to the
poi nt where we could do that. So the particul ar
research effort would be conpleted fall 2005. W
woul d have nore information at that point in tine.
So that m ght be a point where, again, we can have
t he conversati on.

MR. DUNN: Ckay. Thank you.

MR. DUDLEY: Any nore questions?

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. Are there any
guestions fromthe tel ephone bridge? Operator, do
we have any questions on the |ine?

OPERATOR: Are there any questions?

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. Thank you.

Thank you, Jennifer.

W re alittle bit ahead of schedul e.
So 1'd like to instead of going to lunch, I'd like

for Mark Rubin to come up and he’'s going to talk to
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you about the determ ning plant nodifications, the
adequacy of themand also a little bit about the
desi gn change licensing process and LOCA frequency

reeval uati on.

MR, RUBIN. Good norning. |’m Mark
Rubin. I'ma Section Chief in the PRA Branch in
NRR.  1'I1 be tal king about the plant nodifications.

I’d also Iike to acknow edge the staff,
ny staff, who worked on devel oping the nmajority of
t he PRA gui dance and the risk infornmed approach,
which is Gen Kelly and Steve Dinsnore in the PSA
Branch in Division of System Safety and Anal ysi s.

As Dr. Unle indicated, the thermal
hydraul i c anal ysis evaluation will be conpl enented
by a risk evaluation, and changing the | arge break
LOCA size in itself has no inpact for -- large break
LOCA design basis size itself has no inmpact on risk
It’s when you make plant nodifications arising from
that change that there’s a potential for changes in
pl ant ri sk.

And that’s where the PRA nethods and the
PRA i npact assessnment cones into play as a
conpl ement to the thermal hydraulic anal ysis that
was j ust nentioned.

Sl i de one.
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The basic approach that we’' |l be using
for inplenentation in assessing the changes ari sing
from5046(a) will basically follow the principles as
derived directly fromReg. Guide 1.174. So there
shoul dn’t be anything really surprising here. Any
differences will be the differences inherent in
going froma voluntary licensing initiative, |icense
based applications, to rule |anguage, rule
i mpl emrent ati on.

But basically 1I'Il touch very briefly on
the high level 174 requirenents showed on Slide 2.
Basi cally any plant nodification arising fromthe
redefinition will neet current regulations or as
nodified. So essentially all of the regulations
must be net unless they' re exenpted or changed from
the details of the 5046(a) rule.

Appropriately balanced risk and the
i mpact for any change, that neans prevention and
mtigation be properly bal anced and you’ re not
tilted too heavily in one direction or the other.

Sufficient defense in depth and safety
mar gi ns be mai ntai ned, and we’d |ike to enphasize
t hat because getting into a risk informed
application that has this potentially extensive

breadth of inpact, defense in depth issues are
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certainly significant and we’'ll highlight them as
wel |l as the assessment of the actual risk.

Sone potential change, power up rates
were mentioned earlier. There could be some other
changes to the plant in addition to therna
hydraul i ¢ anal ysis just discussed. A risk
assessnment nust be cal cul ated, nust be done to show
that at nost small increase in risk would be the end
result fromthe plant nodification.

And as nentioned by Dr. Sheron and
others earlier, |licensees nmust nonitor the SSC
performance to insure that the assunptions going
into the analysis remain valid.

I’mgoing to skip Slide 3. This is just
the steps to naking a submittal and a pl ant
nodi ficati on assessnent. This is straight from Reg.
Gui de 174.

But I would go to page 4, the |ast
bull et just to highlight that in meking the
eval uation, all of the 5046(a) rel ated changes have
to be evaluated as a single change conpared to the
ri sk acceptance criteria that will be devel oped as
part of this rule. So it’s not that you can
i mpl enent, say, 15 or 20 changes, cal cul ate each one

separately, show an adequate risk inmpact against the
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acceptance criteria and say, "Wll, okay. W're
finished."

In fact, as 174 indicates, related
changes must be grouped and eval uat ed t oget her and,
of course, the sane is very true here, and I’'d like
to highlight that.

The eval uation process, again, is the
same as 174. So I'll skip to Slide 6 and focus on
defense in depth. Again, we're in a nore severe
acci dent assessnent space than the traditional
t hermal hydraul i c eval uati on agai nst Appendi x K or
rel axed Appendi x K nethods that were just discussed.

And in the defense in depth area, again,
we're followi ng 174 principles, but we’'ll highlight
them here. As | nentioned in the beginning,
reasonabl e bal ance between prevention of core damage
and prevention of containnent failure, both early
and | ate, and we’ |l highlight that.

Even t hough our performance netrics wll
remain delta DCF and delta LERF, certainly late
containnent failure is an issue, a concern, and is
bei ng done in current risk inforned applications.
What we’'l|l be looking at is not developing a |late
contai nnent failure nmethod per se, but |ooking for

contai nnent integrity.
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So | ong-term contai nnent failure shoul d
be considered, and if there are any significant
changes in that area, should be highlighted and
conmpar ed agai nst sone contai nnent, defense in depth,
and bare isolation considerations just as is done
right nowin the risk-informed applications.

There shoul d not be an over reliance on
progranmatic activities to conpensate for design
weaknesses, such things as having operator actions
to respond to high likelihood failures, short tine
frames, dependi ng on extensive training prograns to
justify very high operator performance reliability,
HRA assessnents. Again, no over reliance on
programmatic activities. And certainly we don't
want to create the independence of the barriers.

"1l go ahead to Slide 7.

Again, just as we currently are focusing
on in our risk-infornmed applications, we want to
retain systemredundancy, independence in adversity,
commensurate with the risk. That doesn’t mean there
can’t be changes. It doesn’'t nean that there nmay
not be sonme small increases in risk, perhaps sone
reductions in defense in depth, but adequate defense
i n depth, redundancy i ndependence still needs to be

mai nt ai ned and assessed agai nst the changes bei ng
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proposed.

Certainly we want to continue to defend
agai nst common node failures, preserve human error
def enses, and neet the general design criteria, and
the issue that was brought up earlier is certainly
one that’s very gernmane that we have to consider in
devel opi ng the details of the rule.

Now, on page 8, we’ll be getting into an
area that is certainly supportive of Reg. Guide 174,
pertaining to defense in depth through accident
mtigation, but it’s anplified a little bit with
respect to the specific issues germane to
redefinition of the |arge break LOCA size.

And what we want to do is in addition to
the thermal hydraulic analysis with a rel axed
acceptance criteria, assumng no single failure at
all, we also want to have a denonstration of defense
in depth showi ng severe accident mitigation
capability, even assum ng that there may be a
failure or piece of equipnent unavailability.

And going to Slide -- not nunmbered -- it
will be Slide 9 in the package. Ah, there' s the
nunber. Rode over it.

VWhat we’'re trying to do here is show

that for the plant changes bei ng proposed, breaks
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| arger than the transition break size up to a ful
doubl e ended guillotine break at the limting
| ocation, an offset would not result in significant
chal l enges to the reactor vessel and the
contai nnent, even given a loss of an injection
train, and why are we doing this?

The concept here is that in severe
acci dent space, the reality is equipnment does fail
It’s calculated in a PRA, and that cal culation wll

show with the assumed unavail abilities and the

assuned failure rates that the risk inmpact will be
small, and that’s the previous calculation that |
mentioned. |'ll gointo alittle nore detail on it
| ater.

But in addition, the reality is with the
changes in the allowed outage tinmes of sone safety
i njection systenms and given that there are failure
rates, there will be some periods of tinme when the
full mtigative systemsweep that Dr. Uhle spoke of
may not be avail abl e.

Now, we have done a cal cul ati on that
shows that the risk inpact is quite small. At the
same tine, in a defense in depth space, we want to
have confidence that if a double ended guillotine

break were to occur when equi pnent was
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unavail ability, the plant response woul d be adequate
in a severe accident sense. |’mnot talking about
Appendi x K cal cul ation or even a rel axed Appendi x K
cal cul ation

But given that there are severe acci dent
anal ysi s eval uati on net hods, such as MELCOR and
MAAP, we |ike to have confidence that the reactor
vessel woul d not be chall enged and consequently the
cont ai nnent woul d not be chal |l enged.

Now, this is obviously in severe
acci dent space, and we’re not proposing any
numeri cal severe accident criteria. Wat we're
| ooking at is using current nmethods to show a | evel
of confidence that given this | ow frequency event,
very |low frequency event, there is still confidence
that the vessel would not be chal |l enged.
Consequently, public risk inmpact would be
i nconsequenti al .

W think this is an inportant confidence
cal cul ation, inportant defense in depth cal cul ation.
But, again, it won't be to the traditional Appendix
Kcriteria.

MR. PI ETRANGELO A qui ck questi on,
Mark. Tony Pi etrangel o, NEI

MR RUBIN:  Yes, Tony.
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MR Pl ETRANGELO |If | oss of an

injection train occurred, tell me why that’s
different fromsingle failure.

MR RUBIN. It essentially is a failure.

MR, Pl ETRANGELO Ckay. So you are
going to look at single failure for the mtigation
for break size?

MR. RUBIN. For severe accident
mtigation and vessel integrity, but not against the
eval uation nmethods or the rel axed eval uati on net hods
bei ng done to show that you still neet the Appendix
Kcriteria with reduced confi dence.

MR. Pl ETRANGELGC  Thank you.

MR RUBIN. It’s a very different
cal cul ati on using very different nmethods, and we
could certainly talk about it alittle nore.

Going on to Slide 10, let’s get into the
basic risk cal cul ation

This will be very simlar to what's
currently being done, essentially identical to
what’ s currently being done for risk-inforned
applications, the only difference being it will be
codified in the rule and the specific reg. guide for
i mpl ement ati on on the |arge break LOCA redefinition.

W will be using nunerical criteria
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based on the principles for that 174. 1t’s our
expectation that the inpact of the changes will be
assessed quantitatively and in a realistic manner,
and this is with the recognition that there nay be
some aspects that cannot be quantified, but
certainly on an application potentially as
significant as this one with the plant changes that
could derive fromit, that we would have a
guantitative assessnent to the greatest extent
feasi bl e and practical .

For changes that are not nodeled in the
PRA, just as now, issues beyond scope; perhaps
there’s not a full sizenent PRA. Perhaps there’'s a
five analysis rather than a full fire PRA

The eval uation has to show that the
unnodel ed el enent’ s shutdown period m ght be an
exanpl e woul d be denonstrated to have only a very
smal | i npact on either CDF, containnment failure
frequency or, in fact, at a higher |level you could
just look at the inpact on the systemreliability,
on the systens expected to respond.

Again, it has to be a full scope
assessment, and we’' |l be tal king about PRA quality
issues in just a nmonment. Again, this is consistent

wth 174.
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Going on to Slide 11, these criteria are
applicable for both full power, |ow power, shutdown,
i nternal /external events, full scope, just as now
where we get a quantitative assessnment to either the
greatest extent that’'s possible or to the extent
that the plant has the quantified eval uati on nethods
avail able to them and then do either qualitative or
screeni ng eval uations to show that the issue has no
i mpact in the other areas that may not be fully
nodel ed.

Areas that could be inpacted that aren’t
nodel ed will require suppl emental eval uations.

In addition, |licensees nust deterni ne
t hat these changes that are being inplenented
following to 5046(a) rule would not inpact previous
ri sk i nfornmed applications, nanely, a change being
made now from 5046(a) woul d not cause a previous
ri sk infornmed plant change to be acceptable due to
t he changes in plant equi pnment or operating limts.

Going on the Slide 13, just sone genera
areas, these are areas that we woul d not expect
changes to be allowed. They're just at a high |evel
right now As | mentioned, we certainly don t want
to elimnate the capability to mtigate LOCAs | arger

than TBS in a severe acci dent sense, and al so as
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di scussed by Dr. Uhle in | ooking at the rel axed
Appendi x K cal cul ati on using approved net hodol ogy.
W certainly don't want to sinply
i ncrease our frequency or uncertainty in LOCA
frequency. Some changes being inpl emented coul d
undercut the basic assunptions that went into the
elicitation process that devel oped these revised
LOCA frequencies, and we certainly wouldn't want to
i mpl enent a plant change that woul d undercut those.
Going on to Slide 13, Dick, again, to be
nore specific in the area | just nmentioned, we don’t
want to introduce new degradati on nmechani sns t hat
could affect the reactor cool ant system boundary and
the likelihood of failure of that boundary through
nodi fication or other plant changes arising from
ei ther 5046(a) or other plant initiatives.
W certainly don't want to reduce the
l'i kel i hood of detecting RCS pressure boundary
degradati on, such as elimnating the ISI programin
this beyond TBS space.
Going on to Slide 14, Dick, talking
about PRA requirenents, there’'s not really new
i nformation here, but this is just to highlight that
this is one of the newer, nore extensive

applications of a risk-informed inplenentation
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rul emaki ng activity, and PRA adequacy and PRA
quality certainly will receive close attention both
fromus and should receive close attention fromthe
peopl e i npl enenting the changes here to nmake sure
that the quality of the risk evaluation and the
baseline PRA is adequate to justify the nodification
and the calcul ation of the inpact being nade.

Certainly all initiating events should
include internal and external, as | nentioned
before. Al nodes, CDF, leisurely rel ease
calculations will be the acceptability netrics that
will be determined, in addition to qualitative
i ssues, such as maintaining defense in depth.

MR PI ETRANGELO. Excuse nme, Mar. Tony
Pi et rangel o.

MR RUBIN:  Yes, Tony.

MR, PI ETRANGELO So the rule says full
scope PRA for doing 5046(a)?

MR, RUBIN: The rule follows the phased
PRA quality initiative, and hopefully it wll be
well linked with that by the time it’s finished. It
says that you have to have an adequate eval uati on.
Certainly full scope is very desirable.

Eval uation of full scope is the

requi rement, nanely, if there are unnodel ed areas
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that can have a significant inpact on the change --
fromthe change, that will have to be eval uat ed.
It’s in tune with the phased quality initiative.

MR, PI ETRANGELO | guess what’s only
confusing about this slide is it’s under PRA
requi rements. | agree with what you sai d about
eval uating all sources of risk.

MR RUBIN. Right.

MR. PI ETRANGELO  But not necessarily
having a PRA for all sources of risk.

MR RUBIN. Well, in PRA requirenents,
what | nean is the risk assessnment of the proposed
change rather than the baseline PRA nodel, and
again, it’s very desirable to have full scope here,
and we hope people will be noving in that direction.

But what’s inportant is that there’ s an
adequate quality evaluation of all the potenti al
risk inpacts. So if it’s beyond the scope of the
PRA, suppl enental evaluations will have to be done.
Perhaps it can be a screening evaluation to show it
has no significant inpact, or it nmay show it has
potential inpact, and then suppl enmental eval uations
wi Il have to be done.

It could be qualitative. It could be

sem -quantitative and qualitative, simlar to what's
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doi ng now, but certainly this is an application that
pushes PRA quality initiative to a high inportance.

Going on to Slide 15, this is consistent
again with the quality initiative in 174. The PRA
shoul d, of course, represent the current, as
operated, as built plant. Sonetinmes we have PRAs
that are a cycle old when we have a risk-informed
subm ttal, and we often go back to the |icensee and
ask themto assess agai nst the now current nodel. |
think there’s nothing surprising there.

Adequate technical quality, technica
adequacy is the key. This, again, will be an area
where PRA adequacy is certainly of high inportance.

Consi deration of uncertainty is
somet hi ng that just cannot be ignored.

Quantitative, full propagation of uncertainty is
al ways desirable. You'll hear that fromthe
Advisory Committee. | think the reality is we’ll
have a m x of quantitative and qualitative
uncertai nty eval uati ons.

The chall enge and the key is to insure
that the determ nation of the inpact of the proposed
change and the eval uation against the matrix is a
robust case for the acceptability of what is being

proposed to be nodified in the plant, nanmely, that
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if there are areas of uncertainty, the bounds of the
uncertainty, if they' re being dealt with
qualitatively wouldn’t chall enge the robustness of
the decision, and this is consistent with what's
bei ng done now.

Going on to Slide 16, we certainly
expect a nonitoring program That was nentioned by
Dr. Sheron at the beginning of this workshop. W
certainly woul d encourage use of existing prograns
wher ever possible. There are assunptions on
performance that go into the risk eval uati on nodel .
Certainly those assunptions on reliability,
availability need to be followed. Changes that are
made fromthe plant, fromthe 5046(a) rule could
cause changes to operation, power, some changes to
equi pnent availability.

The nodel that’s used to assess the risk
i mpact of those needs to be maintained as true, as
accurate. So the assunptions that go into it do
need to be tracked.

O course, one way of doing that will be
t he PRA update program which the rule also
addr esses.

Going on to Slide 17, as | nmentioned in

response to Tony’s question, we are trying to be
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fully in alignnment with the current PRA quality
initiatives, both the ASME standard, the NS
standard, the peer review efforts. DG 1.200 now is
out for trial use in PRA phased quality initiative.

W' re going to be, as | said, consistent
with all of these. As consensus standards become
avail able in other areas, right now shutdown is
bei ng devel oped by NS. Fire is being devel oped.
The Reg. Guide 1.200 will be updated.

It’s certainly nost desirable that the
PRAs, plant PRAs be updated in these additional
areas of scope and that they foll ow the standards,
but what is actually essential even in advance of
t he standards being put into place and endorsed by
the NRC, these initiators still, of course, mnust be
consi dered as they are right nowin a risk-informed
application and as nentioned in the phased quality
initiative for Phase 1. If it’s a significant
contributor or initiator, it must be evaluated as
part of the plant change. It’s again fully
consi stent with what we’'re doi ng now.

Going on to Slide 18, we’'re going to
track cumul ative risk nonitoring. Plant
nodi fi cati ons made under this rule, as | nentioned

at the begi nning, have to be evaluated as one single
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change, and the plant PRA nodels have to be updated
per the thoughts of the draft rule that’s currently
on the Wb, once every second refueling outage, and
t he inpact of the 5046(a) rel ated changes has to be
reassessed to nmake sure that nodel update now
doesn’t result in an inpact that woul d be
unacceptable if it was eval uated using the new
nodel .

If it by any chance woul d not neet the
acceptance criteria by the nodel update, perhaps an
error was found in the nodel or another plant change
was made that could inpact the conclusions fromthe
ri sk informed LOCA size changes. The |icensee nust
propose steps to remedy the situation and bring the
i mpact back into tune with the acceptance criteria.

Going on to Slide 19, plant design
change licensing process. The changes related to
5046(a) nust be submitted for staff review, will be
revi ewed and approved as a risk inforned eval uation,
a risk inforned application in accordance with the
exi sting license amendnent process.

So these will be submitted and revi ewed.
In addition, inpact of changes on security, plant
security should be nmade as part of |icensee

assessment and will be part of our eval uation.
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And the submittal requirenents for
5046(a) related changes are highlighted as Step 4 in
the current Wb posting of the proposed rule.

Yes, Tony.

MR. PIETRANGELO This one has a lot to
do with the cost-benefit on the reg analysis. |Is
the staff considering any kind of threshold with
respect to submttal review and approval by the NRC
on changes?

MR, RUBIN: What do you nean by
t hr eshol d?

MR. PIETRANGELO Is it all or those
that nmay be risk significant or beyond sone
threshold that would require regul atory revi ew and
approval, or is it all?

MR RUBIN. | believe at this tinme it’s
all.

MR, Pl ETRANGELO Ckay. So license
anmendnents woul d be expected for any change that
i npacts any part of the ECCS anal ysis.

MR, RUBIN:. That’s my understandi ng of
t he current thinking.

MR, Pl ETRANGELO  Ckay. Because that
makes a big difference on cost benefit analysis, as

well as for the staff resources.
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MR. RUBIN: Yes, certainly it does.

MR, Pl ETRANGELGC  Ckay.

MR RUBIN. Going on to Slide 20, Dick.

As nore data is obtained on pipe breaks,
there may possi bly be changes to the LOCA frequency
estimations, whether it’s done by an extra
elicitation process or another analytical nethod.
We will periodically evaluate the LOCA frequency
information, and it’s possible that the transition
break size may be changed based on updated
i nf ormati on.

If so, this revised size will be
i ncorporated either through rule | anguage or perhaps
an order, and |licensees inplenenting changes nust
reassess against a new transition break size. At
this tine it’s not known, you know, what information
may be avail abl e or what changes nmay be made, j ust
to highlight the potential that there may be
reassessnent of the size in the future, and if so,
agenci es nust reassess and it would not be a
backfit.

Going on to the last slide, nunber 21,
to enphasize a little bit what | just said, if the
changes no | onger neet the acceptance criteria due

to the change in the transition break size as well
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as, of course, PRA nodel update changes which could
occur, the licensee nust restart design and nake
conpensatory changes to neet the acceptance
criteria, and by that |I'mtal king about the CDF,
delta CDF and delta LERF cal culations. Again, this
woul d not be a backfit.

Yes?

MR. HARRI SON: This is Wayne Harri son,
Sout h Texas Project.

Does the staff have any idea of what
woul d be the threshold that they would regard as
significant for a change to the transition break
size, if it’s a risk threshold?

MR. RUBIN:. Dr. Sheron? Does anyone
have a comment on that or the Division of
Engi neeri ng?

MR, SHERON:. Your question was what
signi ficant change?

MR, HARRI SON: | was asking for this
50. 109 of these reversible things for significant
changes to the transition break size. How would the
staff or what would the staff’s criteria for
significance be for a change to the transition break
size?

MR, SHERON: | don’t think we'’ve
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actually defined the specific criteria, but | think
i f you heard what | said before about how we canme up
with the transition break size, it does include
margi n right now for a nunmber of uncertainties.

So, for exanple, | think for the PAR if
one | ooked strictly froma frequency standpoint that
the ten to the mnus fifth break size is, say, an
ei ght inch break and we chose 14 inches to account
for a nunmber of other factors and uncertainties, if
that transition break size, the frequency nunber,
say, were to go to nine inches, we may concl ude t hat
there's still sufficient margin, okay, covered by
the 14 inch nunber. Okay?

So even though that the frequency went
up, we mght say that the transition break size is
still adequate.

Now, if that started to approach for
sone reason 14 inches, you know, and, again, | would
have a hard tine trying to say we’ ve thought through
what the actual criteria are, you know, if it was 13
inches, we may want to think tw ce about whether 14
i s an adequate nunber for transition break size.

Sonehow | can’t envision that this
transition or this ten to the mnus fifth type of

break frequency nunber, which right now | think for
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the PWRs was |i ke around eight inches, is going to
change that nuch. Okay?

So one of the reasons we picked the 14
i nches was that we don’t want to see a | ot of
changes. You know, we want stability in this whole
process. GCkay? W don’'t want to have every couple
of years sonebody comes up with some new data points
and it changes that eight inches a little bit, and
all of a sudden it throws us into a tail spin.
That’ s not what we’'re |ooking for. Okay?

The idea is that we put enough margin in
there that we can accommopdat e sone changes t hat
m ght occur as a result of new data or sonet hi ng.
Okay? But the intent is we don't want to see this
thing changing. I1t’s a lot of work for us. It’'s a
|l ot of work for the industry, and it certainly
doesn’t pronote stability in the regulatory process
if it’s changing all of the tinme.

MR. HARRI'S: Thank you.

MR RUBIN. | would just like to nmention
fromDr. Unhle she’s pointing out that there are
changes |icensees can nmake, such as punp flows, for
exanpl e, without review and approval to the rel axed
Appendi x K criteria if the change is |ess than 50

degrees without submtting in that area.
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However, a risk inforned eval uation
still must be submtted as part of a change for the
delta risk calculation part of the anendnent.

Yes.

MR. BUTLER John Butler, NEI.

The defense in depth analysis, do you
anticipate there need to be a review and approval of
the nmethods or the codes that are used there?

MR RUBIN. Not a formal review and
approval of the methods. W expect that the current
nmet hods shoul d be adequate. However, there is a
staff initiative with the industry to |look at the
basis and the user guidance for MAAP that was
initiated about, oh, ten or 11 nonths ago, and we
woul d |'i ke that process to continue to nake sure
that there is a good basis package put together for
t he nmethods that are used.

In addition to MAAP, we have codes
ourselves. O course, MELCOR, but no, we’re not
| ooking at a formal review and approval process, but
we certainly would |ike to continue the initiatives.

Now, this is directly in line with the
ASME PRA quality initiative for analysis nethods for
PRA in DG 1.200, which points out that adequate

anal ysis, quality basis must be provided for al
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met hods and codes used in the PRA

So we woul d expect that process to
continue for a better docunmentation of the user
gui dance and adequacy of the other nethods used.

MR BUTLER  Maybe this is the wong
time to ask the question. | should have asked it
earlier, but there is a statenent in the conceptua
rul e package about | ooking at the potential inpact
of power up rates on the basis for the elicitation
work and that you're still looking at that. It
inmplies that there may be sone Iinmt on the power up
rates that could be considered under this exchange.

Is that still ongoing or has that been
conpl et ed?

MR RUBIN. | really would need to defer
that to our materials and pi pe people fromthe
Di vi sion of Engi neering because it has to do with
degradati on nechani sns and the pinch w nd pack
(phonetic) fromthe up rates against flow
t enperature issues.

Wul d anyone |ike to conment fromthe
Di vision of Insurance? Gary? Were is he? Ah,
there he is. H, Gary.

MR HAMMVER: |If | understand the issue,

| think, that’s being brought up, it relates to how

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

76

t he degradation effects may be affected by power up
rate, and | think the elicitation results | ooked at
sone variation in paraneters in that regard and
extended it beyond the 40 year life into the |license
renewal area effectively for a 60-year life, and
they did consider sone of those kinds of things.

But with that it’s recogni zed that we
may have to reeval uate and see just how pl ant
operation may affect the break frequencies, and
that’s why we built in this reevaluation step as we
go along. | don’'t knowif any -- Bob, did | state
that correctly?

W’ ve got Rob Tregoning here with the
Ofice of Research who is a little nore famli ar
with the elicitation process.

MR, TREGONING | apol ogi ze for the tag
teameffort.

W did not explicitly consider the
ef fect of power up rate during the elicitation
devel op frequencies. It was too difficult to
post ul ate possi bl e changes, and then the extent that
t hose possi bl e changes nay be.

So that’s why the rule language is as it
is now Now, with regard to any specific limts,

don’t know. I'mcertainly not at liberty to discuss
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because | don’t know if the staff has really
considered if there would be potential limts.

| know fromthe O fice of Research what
our plans are to continue to nonitor operating
experience, and if we see changes that have resulted
in increased precursors or things |like that, these
are things that we need to stay vigilant on and be
concerned about and | ook at when we update our LOCA
frequency esti mates.

A prine exanple of effective power up
rates on potential LOCA frequency estimtes is
pl ayi ng out now in the BWR community with respect to
t he steam dryer problem and nechani cal vibrations
that they’ ve had.

So if simlar problens are experienced
due to up rates, we obviously want to stay on top of
t hat because if they are significant they could
underm ne the entire basis of the LOCA frequency
estimtes that we’ ve devel oped.

So | don't think I've fully answered,
but at least |I’ve tried to provide nore information
to let you know at | east where the staff is -- where
our position is being devel oped from

MR. BUTLER. | was nore comng it from

the standpoint of if that's still being | ooked at,
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wi Il that be concluded before the end of Decenber.
W1l that beconme part of the rul e package that that
wi Il be an ongoi ng process?

I’ magai n asking the question fromthe
st andpoi nt of consideration of potential benefits of
t he rul e change.

MR, TREGONI NG Ckay. At |east from
RES, we’'re going to eval uate operating experience.
So we obviously would need to get sone operating
experi ence under power up rate conditions so that we
can assess the effect.

So our plans are that once the changes
are enacted and we start getting some operating
experience, to see what the effects are. So it’'s
not something that we’'re currently eval uating now.
This woul d be evaluated as we have information that
we can bring to bear on the analysis.

MR, SHERON. John, | think | would just
add that, you know, the intent was that if the
| i censee makes a submttal for a power up rate and
addresses all of the paraneters, for exanple, that
Mark tal ked about, you know, and denonstrated that
they met all of the Conm ssion’s rules and
regul ati ons, you know, we would act favorably upon

such a proposal

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

79

You mi ght get a question or, you know,
if the licensee chose to proactively address the
i ssue by at |east saying that based on their
assessnment they don't see any aspects of a power up
rate that m ght affect, for exanple, a break
frequency, just like it mght not affect, you know,
a question that mght come up on whether it would
affect stress corrosion cracking if sone
t enperat ures went hi gher or something as a result of
it, which may increase the |ikelihood of sone other
ki nd of failure.

Ckay. So again, dependi ng upon how a
power up rate has manifested itself in the plant
design, whether it results in increased fl ows,

i ncreased tenperatures, whatever, higher steamfl ows
or so forth, we woul d obviously expect the |icensee
to address how those paraneters mght affect their
plant. Ckay?

MR. TREGONI NG That nmkes sense.

MR. SHERON:  Ckay.

MR HLL: Rck HII, GE

| have three questions in the risk
assessment and reporting requirenents area. The
first one is on the inpact of changes to the PRA

nodel, that it needs to be reassessed. Are you
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speaking only of internal events there or does that
apply to the periodic review of external events,
fire, et cetera?

MR RUBIN. No, it applies to the full
scope work that would inpact the acceptability of
t he change.

MR HILL: Ckay.

MR RUBIN:. But often it’s only the
i nternal event nodel that’s updated in the nornmal
cycle, but if you get some information on externa
hazard that wasn’t in the original nodel, you find
an error in your scoping, in your bounding fire
analysis. O course it must be considered.

MR HLL: GCkay. The wording is "the
PRA nodel ," and so that’s why | raised the question
You may want to | ook at the words there.

MR. RUBIN:. Yeah.

MR HILL: Another one is on the 20
percent increase for reporting on delta CDF and
delta LERF.

MR RUBIN:. Correct.

MR HLL: 1'd like to understand your
basis for 20 percent given the uncertainties that
we're dealing with, especially for external events

and fire.
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MR RUBIN. Obviously there’s no

mechani sti c devel opnent of that 20 percent. W're
trying to capture an increase that shoul d be brought
to our attention. CQur first cut at it was a 20
percent increase.

Certainly, you could be well within the
bounds of the uncertainty with that assessnent, and
we recogni ze that, but we want to make sure that
nodel changes may be due to an error that was
di scovered. It may be due to another plant change
unrelated to this, if captured, and we would like to
recei ve assurance that we don’t sort of end up with
creepi ng increases.

So our first thought was the 20 percent
t hreshol d.

MR HLL: 1It’'s subject to change?

MR. RUBIN: Sure, subject to
devel opnent.

MR HILL: Ckay.

(Laughter.)

MR, H LL: The last part of ny question
inthis area is, again, in reassessing all the
changes -- the words are in the second paragraph --
and the thought occurs to nme that you can have a

ri sk informed application with your MOVs where you

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

82

run your inspections in the MOVs, risk informed.
You have inplenmented maybe the new INEL tine and
cause (phonetic) database, and as a result of that,
your CDF is going down, but an MOV in the past which
was of | ow safety significance now becones high
safety significance, but it really hasn’'t changed
its function, and it’'s a | ower CDF.

How do you see those kinds of things
bei ng reportabl e or changeable in terns of 5046 rule
change?

MR RUBIN. Well, the picture will be
delta CDF and delta LERF for the 5046(a) rel ated
changes. Wen you change your -- there are a | ot of
ot her plant changes that are affecting risk at
greater levels. W recognize that. Wen you change
your nodel, you need to do a baseline cal cul ation
agai n.

When t he 5046(a) change is out, put it
back in because the new nodel should reflect the as
built, as operated plant. Look at the delta. It
neets the acceptance criteria, doesn’t exceed it by
20 percent right now. |It’s not reportable.

But, again, the issue is to followthe
gui dance from our PRA policy statenent as

realistically as practical, and when the node
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changes, it’s because you have newer, better
information on the plant risk profile, and so you
shoul d revalidate that the 5046(a) rel ated changes
still nmeet the criteria.

The ot her prograns and the changes in
them are affecting the new nodel baseline risk and
potentially the delta changes fromthe 5640(a)
rel ated nodifications, and those just need to be
reval i dat ed agai nst the acceptance criteria.

MR. HILL: Thanks for the clarification.

MR, HARRI SON:  Mark, this is Wayne
Harrison. You clarified it for Rick and now I’ m
confused. The changes that you' re tal king about in
the draft rule or the 20 percent, that’s the
cunul ati ve CDF or LERF fromall nodifications, not
necessarily just those associated with the 5046.

MR. RUBIN:. No, no, just those
associ ated wi th 5046.

MR. HARRI SON: Oh, okay. Well, that
wasn’'t clear to me fromwhat | read in the rule.
That hel ps nme. thank you.

MR RUBIN. W can certainly clarify
that. The acceptance criteria applied to the 5046
changes, just as if you were nmaking an ISl program

i mpl enentation, which fromISlI those criteria would
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al so apply, but separately. |It’s a different risk
infornmed initiative.

MR. BUTLER  John Butler, NEI.

This may not be a question for you,
Mark, but |I’msure you can pass it off as you see
fit. There's a new section in 5046(a). It’s
Paragraph E on inposition of restrictions. |If you
found that there is sonmething that’s not consistent,
your analysis is not consistent with the Paragraphs
C and D of this section, I’mlooking fromthe
standpoi nt of stability and when plants are
consi deri ng changes how that will be consi dered.

MR RUBIN. | don't have the rule
| anguage in front of ne. Can you give ne the
framework of it?

This is ECCS cal cul ati on area.
Jennifer, do you have any clarification on that?

(Pause in proceedings.)

MR. RUBIN: A tough question. W're
working on it.

Jerry.

MR WERM EL: Yeah, this is Jerry
Wermel. |1'mChief of the Reactor Systens Branch.

If 1 understand, John, you' re talking

about an existing paragraph that | believe is neant
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to allow the agency discretion if it |earns new

t hi ngs about ECCS performance. Wat it says, and |
guote, "lnposition of restrictions. The Director of
Nucl ear Reactor Regul ation may inpose restrictions
on reactor operation if it has found that the

eval uati ons of ECCS cooling performance submtted
are not consistent with Paragraphs C and D of this
section.”

What that’'s trying to say, | believe, is
that if we find out through sonme research anal ysis
or sone operating events that the assunptions that
we thought were valid in the nodeling of ECCS
performance are no |l onger valid, we may inpose
restrictions on operation of the plant consistent
with that new information at any tine. | think it
is nmeant to be a catch-all for uncertainties
basi cally, things that we think we know that we find
out later we don't know, and because they materially
af fect our understanding of the ability of the plant
to mtigate LOCAs we need to take an action.

And what that paragraph is saying is we
can do that, and it doesn’t change in the new 46(a).
Is that clear?

MR. BUTLER | guess what |’ m | ooking
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MR. RUBIN. Here, under the new rul e?

MR. BUTLER. Wth Appendix K and, |
guess, to a lesser extent with the best estinate
nodel s, there was a good bit of tinme to becone --
they were very specific on how you applied them
They were very, very restrictive in how they were to
be applied. So if you applied Appendi x K, you
pretty much knew that you had applied it correctly
because it was very specific.

As we changed to things that have a
greater degree of interpretation that woul d be
al | oned, how that particular section of the rule is
applied beconmes a little bit nore uncertain.

MR RUBIN:. | think I agree.

MR BUTLER: Al right. So | think you
answered ny question.

MR. RUBIN: | guess there are no further
guestions. Do we need to check with the bridge?

MR. DUDLEY: Yeah, let’s go to the
tel ephone bridge. Operator, are there any questions
on the tel ephone bridge?

OPERATOR:  Thank you, sir. |If there are
any questions, please press star.

(No response.)

MR. DUDLEY: Thank you very mnuch

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

87

At this point intine, we are
consi derably ahead of schedule, and if it’s okay, |
think we’d just like to continue and conplete the
neeting before lunch. | think we can probably be
done in about certainly no nore than an hour,
frankly, a little bit |ess.

So next we’'ll have Brian Thomas who wil |
cone up and discuss with you the information needs
we have regarding the regulatory analysis we need to
do with the proposed rul e.

MR. THOVAS: Good norning. M name is
Brian Thomas. | amthe Section Chief of the
Fi nanci al and Regul atory Analysis Section in NRR

And |’ m here to speak to you about the
information that’s needed for the reg. analysis.
Basically, as Brian nmentioned this norning, the
focus of this nmeeting is to get sonme information
with regard to how you plan to go about inplenenting
this rule and what are the associated costs and
benefits for you to do so.

Basically, | intend us to get
i nformation that woul d support the proposed rule
and, of course, we need a reg. analysis to acconpany
t he proposed rule. Wat we would do with the cost

and benefits information that we get, we would, of
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course, bin and categorize the information that we
get, analyze that information to the extent that it
fits into the regulatory frameworKk.

Then we woul d proceed to integrate the
cost and benefits into what we would | abel as a reg.
anal ysis, neaning that there are other cost factors
that would be applied to the informati on we receive
that would then be needed to conplete the reg.
anal ysi s.

W' re currently in the throes of
devel oping a framework for the reg. analysis. So
this is really an opportunity for us to get sone
f eedback, get sone ideas of sone of the things that
you' re considering, you know, get sone data points
fromyou, and based on that, we'll establish that in
ny terns is a cost benchmark fromwhich we will make
a determination as to -- well, the Comm ssion wll,
anyway -- have a benchmark for making a
determ nation as to what is the -- you know, how is
this rule supported froma cost benefit standpoint.

Let ne just say that certainly there has
been a | ot of discussion here this norning. I
haven’t heard anything that | would say is contrary
to proceeding with this rule. | would think that

this forumis not necessarily the one where we woul d
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get all of the kinds of information we woul d need.

So in our viewif we were to get
information fromyou, let’s say, well into the
m ddl e of Septenber, that would facilitate us being
in a position to put a good, well inforned reg.
anal ysi s together

The date we had in mind is nore |ike
Sept enmber 10th to get any information fromyou that
woul d be a followup to this neeting if you were to
provide information to us in witing with regard to
a cost benefit analysis.

W had a nunber of questions that were
attached to the neeting notice. They were also
posted on the Wb site, and those are questions that
I’d like to sort of just walk through. As | said, |
think they' re invol ved questions, and what |1'd |ike
to do is just sort of reiterate each question and
gi ve you an opportunity maybe to voice, you know,
some of your comrents on the questions.

Also, if you think that there are some
guestions that we could have asked that should be
included in our list of questions, and we had seven
guestions, | believe, if you think there’'s an
addi ti onal question that should have been asked,

pl ease feel free to suggest those to us and al so
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you're free to give us your response to those, too.

The first question had to do with your
f eedback on the nunmber of plants and types of plants
t hat you envision would pursue this enabling rule,
this voluntary rule. W also would appreciate cost
information pertaining to that, too, and basically,
again, we're trying to get some information that
woul d enable us to bin the data that we receive, you
know, to develop a franmework for the reg. analysis
itself.

So that, you know, one of the first
things that cone to mind here with this question is
exactly what is the population of plants in the
i ndustry that m ght undertake inplenenting this
rule. So with that question stated, also, you know,
what is the population of plants that would, you
know, reanalyze the ECCS performance anal ysis.

So with that stated, what I1'd like to do
is just pause and give you an opportunity to conmment
on this question or to provide us sone feedback on
this question. So are there any coments on the
first question?

Any suggestions for anmplifying the
guestion?

MR HLL: Rck HII, G
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No direct response to it, but I did not
see any information as to who we send the
information to. To whon?

MR. THOVAS: Ch, okay. That, we can
take care of that, but | think in the FRNit’'s cited
Geor ge Menci nsky.

MR. SHERON: As a contact for this
nmeet i ng.

MR. THOVAS: But he’'s also a contact for
the reg. anal ysis data.

MR, SHERON:. So the responses due by
Sept ember 10t h should go to George.

MR. THOVAS: Right, and/or you can
contact nmnyself.

MR. BUTLER Hi. John Butler, NEl

First off, 1'd like to really thank the
staff for taking the tine to step through di scussing
t he conceptual rule package. A lot of the questions
that we’ve asked this norning try to just stick to
the ground rules and try to ask the questions that
are needed to assess the types of changes that we
coul d consider under the rule, and then use that to
assess the benefits that the rule woul d obtain.

One of the points that 1'd |like to make

as we’ve | ooked at this and as we’ ve been | ooki ng at
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this for quite sone tine now, it has becone very
clear that a nunber of the changes and the safety
benefits that cone fromthe changes don’t really
becone apparently until you very clearly identify
what the new analysis framework will be, and then
start considering the potential changes that could
be considered under that framework.

It’s clear right now we have a design
basis that is focused in on the |arge break LOCA
anal ysis and doesn’t allow you to very clearly | ook
at the changes that could be considered if you were

to relax that for the |arge break LOCA spectrum of

events.

Once we start |ooking at that in nore
detail with a very clear framework in mnd, | think
there will be a nunber of changes that will be

identified not necessarily at today’'s neeting, but
in the ensuing nonths that will have a bigger safety
benefit than we’ ve considered al ready.

Sone of the changes that we’ ve al ready
identified that have potential safety benefit may or
may not be considered under this rul e change,
dependi ng upon, | guess, how broadly the change can
be applied to the other GbCs. W could easily find

that a change that woul d be considered otherw se
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can’t be consi dered because you find yourself
limted by some other GDC beyond GDC 35.

So that’s why |’ ve asked a number of
guestions on the general design criteria because |
want to be clear on how that will play into this
anal ysi s.

As far as answering the questions, |
can’'t address, you know, sonme of the specifics of
the question. So | think Wayne Harrison of STP is
prepared to answer some of those questions.

MR, THOVAS: kay. Let ne just say that
Question 3, which is a very all enconpassing
guestion, but basically that question is ained at
identifying the tentacles associated with making the
rul e change.

| heard some reference to GDC 44, GDC
17, GOC 35, and as you expl ained, there may be a
wi der spectrum of CGDCs that may be inpacted by this.

MR. BUTLER. Yeah, 1’1l give you an
exanpl e of some of our thinking on this, and this
ki nd of plays into the cost aspect of the change

al so. Currently, the LOCA anal yses of record for

many plants -- and |I’mnost famliar with
West i nghouse plants -- you have basically three
anal yses.
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You have a small break anal ysis that
covers the spectrumup to, say, six inches, and you
have a | arge break anal ysis which covers the
spectrumup to a full double ended to neet 5046, and
then typically there’s a third LOCA analysis that’s
used to denonstrate conpliance with your contai nnent
heat renoval requirenents, and it’s typically
referred to as a LOCA nass and energy analysis. It
provi des input to denonstrating that you can neet
GDC 38 and 40.

So you have three LOCA anal ysis of
record. Depending upon how this newrule is
applied, you could easily have a nunber of
addi ti onal anal yses that have to be perforned. You
coul d have your existing small break anal ysis under
5046. You could have, in effect, an internediate
LOCA anal ysis that woul d cover your spectrum of
breaks from six inches up to your transition break
size that would apply 5046 criteria. Then you would
have an anal ysis that woul d cover transition break
size for the full double ended to denonstrate
wi t hout considering a single failure that you neet
sone acceptance criteria.

There woul d be the defense in depth

anal ysis using severe accident criteria and possibly
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a need for an additional LOCA analysis to
denonstrate that you meet the single failure

requi rements of sone of the other GDCs, GDC 17 or

40, dependi ng upon how that is interpreted, where
you' d have to do a full double ended analysis with a
consi deration of a single failure, mybe using

rel axed anal ysi s mnet hods.

Al'l of that, and then you al so have to
do the mass energy rel ease analysis that | nentioned
before. So you could easily have a nunber of
addi ti onal anal yses that are necessary, and one of
themis going to be constraining your design.

Ri ght now | know the staff has given
consideration that’s typically going to be the snal
break analysis, but I don't know that that is
necessarily the case, dependi ng upon the nethods
that are used and how this is applied. So that’s
why I'mtrying to get a lot of clarification on the
ot her GDCs and sone of the anal ysis nethods that
woul d be utilized.

MR. THOVAS: Thank you.

MR. HARRI SON: This is Wayne Harrison,
Sout h Texas Proj ect.

"1l also put on ny other hat. |’malso

representing the Westinghouse Owmers Goup. |’'mthe
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Chairman of the Large Break LOCA Redefinition

Wor ki ng Group, and we’ ve been followi ng this very
closely since this whole effort has started.

Actually, one of the things | think we'd
like to take a little credit for actually sonme tine
ago helping to get the ball started rolling. Sone
of the things, what John was really saying with
respect to the analyses, it is going to have an
effect on the nunmber of plants that would apply
this.

W had, for instance, a vision of, well,
can we do something very sinple at the outset to
maybe just stop doing | arge break LOCA anal ysis
wi t hout doing a plant nodification. So the plant is
still the plant. The plant could still do what it
does, but I’mjust not going to do a |arge break
LOCA anal ysis, and that would have an econonic
benefit on something | don’t have to do for each
rel oad or for what have you, but |’ m not changi ng
t he pl ant.

The anal ytical requirenents that are
associated with this rule seemto preclude that. So
we woul d need to rethink that benefit for that
rel atively sinple change.

As John nentioned earlier, the changes
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rel ated to fuel peaking factors or power up rates,
we nmay need to reevaluate that, and we’'ll take the
information that we’ve learned fromthis to go back
and reeval uate the benefits that we were seeing

her e.

Saf ety benefits that were on contai nnent
spray, for instance, and actuation of contai nnment
spray that could cone as a benefit of redefining the
| arge break, there may be | ess requirenent for
cont ai nnent spray, but w thout, as John says, the
acconpanyi ng changes to GDC 38 on cont ai nment
cooling, that mght not follow along with this rule
change as we had hoped.

Basically what |’ m saying, we want to
respond to you on these set of questions and get
back to you with some additional information. W
think that overall there may still be some benefit.
W believe we're noving in the right direction, but
we need to do sone further evaluation based on what
i nformati on we have here and sonme of the
clarifications that we’ve gotten.

MR. THOMVAS: Thanks.

MR. DUNN: Bert Dunn, Framatone again.

| wanted to follow up with sone of the

stuff that Wayne said. One of the problens is that
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you produced a docunent that kind of created a
basi s, and then you produced sone proposed rule
change in that. |In that document that created a
basis, you had figure of nmerit for the |arger
breaks, which was 70 percent, things you applied
that a best estimate nodel would have to get put
together. To do that you did say certain things
wer e accept ed.

You' ve required in that paper, you’ ve
required an awful |lot of work potentially in an open
ended review situation, which is, frankly, scary to
certain people to get involved init. So l’'d
encourage you if it’s possible to be nore specific
in terns of your expectations for that anal ysis and
stuff have you or to be nore -- | don’t want to use
the word "spiritual,"” but it would be useful to us
to understand how we would go forward, what the
spirit of the review process and the things that
we're going to get into sonething like the best
estimte LOCA thing, which we marched into thinking
we could do a lot of good with and then wound up
with ten year review periods and stuff |ike that.

Is this going to wind up going sonethi ng
like that? Is it going to be nore pain than it’s

worth after you get involved in it?
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So that’s where 1’1 go in. Now, a
pl ant that already has a BE LOCA nodel can probably
do what you said pretty easily, but at |east about
si x or seven percent, the B&Wdesign has sone
aspects about it that haven't been as well tested
experimentally as the Westinghouse design pl ant.

And those particular plants would have a little bit
nore trouble getting a rel axed BE approach, one that
took sone nore faith in the thing, and then maybe
the B&W pl ants coul d join.

So I'll add that.

MR. SHERON: Let me, if | could, Bert,
respond. You know, the approach here was not that
we're going to require a best estinmate nodel
OQbviously if a licensee wanted to continue to use an
eval uation nodel in a | arge break region they coul d.
The point is that | don't see any benefit because
you're going to be limted.

The whole idea is that if you're no
|l onger limted by the |arge break, then you could
t ake advantage of margin at other places.

One of the things we plan on doing with
this rule is obviously developing a reg. guide to go
along with it, to address, | think, sone of the

things that you raised in terns of analysis. You
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know, do we want to really get bogged down with a
ten year review cycle on a best estinmate nodel ?

And the intent is not to do that. The
plan right nowis that for a best estimte nodel in
this beyond transition break size region, the extent
of the staff review would not be nearly as rigorous
as it was, for exanple, in the previous use of a
best estimate nodel and the like.

| woul d al so propose -- maybe |’'m
sticking ny neck out a little bit here -- is that in
the past the industry has taken on the initiative to
devel op eval uati on gui dance. For exanple, in the
resolution of GSI 191, the industry took on the
effort to devel op an eval uati on net hodol ogy for
anal yzing sunps. | could certainly see the industry
taking on an initiative here to come up with a
proposed eval uati on met hodol ogy for the best
estimate, you know, and you take that on as an
initiative and work with the staff where we would
just be kind of neeting with you and, you know,
hopefully at the end we would find what you come up
wi th acceptable, but that’s one way we coul d
approach it where at |east, you know, you would have
some input into that process.

And | think we would be receptive to
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that, but again, the plan was that we would try to
devel op a regul atory gui dance docunment to further
define and help clarify how one woul d go about

i mpl enenting this whole new rul e process.

MR. PI ETRANGELO | guess |’ ve got one
nore. | want to follow up on this anendnent request
approach. It seens to ne that it has a high

potential of not being very risk inforned. There
could be several mnor changes to plant design or
operation resulting fromthe transition break size
that really shouldn’t rise to the level of high
safety significance at all and, in fact, be very | ow
or of no safety significance.

The concept of a regulatory threshold
has been around since plants were |licensed. | was
surprised a little bit that the 5069 type approach
wasn’'t used in 5046, that is, when a |icensee opts
for this new approach, they would cone in, show you
their mtigation capability, review their PRA, have
that review in place, that the staff satisfied that
they can, in fact, denonstrate the mtigation
capability and all of the other things and then | et
t he normal change control process take effect,
whether it’s on the deterministic stuff with regard

to the 5046 criteria or perhaps some risk inforned
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t hreshol d, but to have every change that may be
related to that go in as an anendnent request.

The licensees process about 12 to 15
anmendnents a year with the current work | oad. |
think the potential here with this, to have a | ot of
safety beneficial changes as well as cost beneficial
changes, but to add that amendnment request thing in
wi t hout some kind of threshold and perhaps it’s
something in addition to what’s in the current
regul atory framework woul d be beneficial.

To do otherwise | don't think it’s very
risk informed. | think the staff would be spending
alot of tinme reviewing trivial anmendnents and the
| i censees would spend a lot of time preparing the
trivial anendnent.

So | think that’s going to make a big
difference in the viability of the rule as well sa
the cost benefit part of this, and it does i npact
the staff resources as well.

So it’s just another thing to think
about in the formul ati on and devel opnent of the rule
as you go forward.

MR. THOVAS: Thank you.

Let ne just, you know, wal k through the

rest of the questions here, even though | think what
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I’mhearing is that to respond to these questions,
it’s a pretty tall order and it would warrant that
you go back and | ook specifically at the individual
specific situation.

Question 2, again, | think we' ve already
touched upon, but it says provide the estinated
nunber and types of plant design changes that woul d
be permitted by the ECCS reanal ysis at these plants
on a per unit basis, and the estimted cost and
deci si on anal yses, neaning specifically as you
determ ne your assessnent nethodol ogies, be it PRA
guantitative and/or qualitative assessnments, that
you would utilize in your devel opnent of or your
i mpl enentation of the rule and your assessnent of
t he desi gn changes that are invol ved.

Question 3, we tal ked about that a
little bit. That has to do pretty much with | ooking
across the spectrum of regulatory and al so physi cal
pl ant specs, as well as design criteria that applies
and assessing what is the full spectrum of changes
that would be required there and the different types
of anal yses that are applied.

Question 4 basically is saying estimte
t he nunber and types of plant design changes that

woul d neet the acceptance criteria for any
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addi ti onal anal yses that are needed.

MR, HARRI SON:  Just a comrent on
Question No. 3. As you probably know, there are a
number of plants that currently are piloting Reg.
Guide 1.200 on PRA quality, and there’ s always sone
informati on that can be gotten fromthose plants
relative to Question No. 3 on how nmuch effort that
t hey are expending and costs that they are expending
on the PRAs associated with piloting Reg. Guide
1. 200 because there’s a high degree of overlap
t here.

And speaki ng for South Texas Project, |
mean, we’re probably spending at | east a man-year in
preparing the information that’s required for Reg.
GQui de 1.200, or a nman-year has gone into that, and
we have a very thorough and very well docunented PRA
to begin wth.

MR. THOVAS: Thank you.

MR, PI ETRANGELO  Just on numnber four
again, a quick comrent. The focus here is on plant
desi gn changes, and there are a | ot of potenti al
changes that could occur that won’t necessarily
i nvol ve design change to the plant. That has to do
wi th additional rmargin.

A lot of the equi prment and conponents
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and systens, design basis paraneters are tied to the
| arge break LOCA: valve stroke tines, punp flows,
est cetera. For these safety systens, typically
they are in technical specifications. You're

out side of tolerance. You declare the system

i noperabl e. You have to do mai ntenance on that

equi pnent, overhaul it, whatever, contributes to
unavail ability of the equi pnent.

W think a big potential safety benefit
associated with this change is if the plant is now
recalibrated to the new design basis, taking into
account that we still have to mitigate the |arger
break but with less stringent criteria, that a | ot
of the things that are calling for additional
mai nt enance or overhaul of these safety systens and
conmponents woul d now be acceptable. |f the valve
stroke is in 5.1 seconds instead of five, you
woul dn’t have to declare the system i noperable or
you woul dn’t have to overhaul a valve. Perhaps now
with the new design basis it’'s six seconds.

That’ s not necessarily a design change.
It’s still the sane valve, but sone of its basis
requi rements woul d change with the new design basis,
and we see a lot of those kinds of changes being

both an inmprovenent in safety with regard to the
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availability of that equipnent, as well as being
cost beneficial in that you re not having to do a

| ot of extra maintenance to try to get back to what
was the old design basis criteria.

So one of the things to think about when
you go out with the proposed rule is to broaden this
alittle bit beyond just plant design changes, to
desi gn operational changes taken into account that
the bases that a ot of this equipnment is calibrated
to would be less stringent and that there would be
mar gi n t here.

|’mjust reacting to the | anguage in the
guesti on.

MR. THOVAS: Ckay. Thank you.

W can nove on to Question 5. Estinmate
the cost of inplenenting the plant design changes
and desi gn changes that neet the acceptance
criteria, and specifically we're really talking
about Reg. Guide 1.174 criteria for additional
anal yses.

Question 6, estinate any operational
costs and/or savings resulting frominplenenting the
above desi gn changes.

Again, Tony, | think that these

guestions are sort of unfolding as we go through
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them W tried to specifically detail the anmount,
but I think you have to look at all of the
guesti ons.

MR. PIETRANGELG | only had Question 4
in ny handout. Mne didn’'t have five, six, and
seven.

MR. THOVAS: kay. And lastly, of
course, | heard a lot of talk about this. Estimate
the antici pated changes in |icensee informtion,
coll ection, reporting, and retention burden that
could result frominplenenting this rule.

Mai nly here we’re | ooking at just that,
activities involved on the part of the licensee to
make changes to the plant, maybe nmake submittals to
the NRC for NRC approval of such changes, you know,
efforts involved in collecting the data pertaining
to plant nodifications, plant changes, and al so
efforts involving and reporting it.

You know, that’s the total anount of
guestions that we had in mnd. |In your submttal |
woul d certainly like to know if there are any other
guestions that you think we should be asking, and as
| said, if you can also provide us with your
responses to those questions al so.

And also | guess I'd like to know if
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Sept enber, the date we have here for your follow up
tothis, if that's a feasible tinme frane for us to
get the responses from you.

As was said earlier, and | think Brian
said it, you know, we have a fairly aggressive
schedul e that we're pursuing with this rul emaki ng,
and we established that tinme frane just based on
what we see our needs are to provide a well-infornmed
reg. analysis. But if there are any opinions or
i deas as to what would be a better tine that would
work for you to get back to us, we would appreciate
it.

MR. BUTLER John Butler, NEI.

One of the set of changes that have been
consi dered are changes to contai nnent spray
actuation that would actually provide a safety
benefit for a nunber of reasons, and the change
coul d be sonething as mnor as just raising the
spray actuation set point.

What |’ m | ooking for today is just would
that type of change still be considered under this.
It affects, you know, one of the non-GDC 35
criteria. So that, again, one of the reasons I
wanted to get sone clarification on that.

Shoul d that be included in the set of
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changes you respond to?

MR THOVAS: Well, yeah. W envision
t hat any change on a plant specific basis that's
determ ned to be required as a result of
i mpl ementing this rule would be identified, and if
t hat change invol ves, you know, some sort of a cost
or if there's a perceived benefit fromthat change,
we would certainly want to know about that.

Again, we’'re down that path of just
col l ecting the data.

MR. BUTLER. To respond to the question,
you actually have to nake sone interpretation of how
the rule will be applied in certain circunstances,
and 1’mjust hoping to get enough clarification
today so that everyone's interpretation is somewhat
consistent in responding to the questions.

MR, THOVAS: Well, yeah. It’s
envi sioned that there’s sonme work ahead in terns of
assessi ng just how you woul d go about i npl enenting
the rule on a plant specific basis.

MR, BARRETT: Let ne just see if this
hel ps. It would certainly be interesting and useful
for us to get information not only about what the
cost benefit of the rule as it is in the Wb page,

specifically inplemented in that manner, but it
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woul d al so be interesting and useful to know what
woul d be the inplications of alternative use.

MR BUTLER: | think that woul d be
appropriate. You know, sone of the specifics of the
rul e package really affect the cost benefit.
mean, obviously the selection on the transition
break size has a big inpact on the cost benefit, and
| think there’s some input that can be provided
t here.

But one of the big changes that has been
considered in the past would be to nodify the start
time requirenents of diesel generators. That is
primarily affected by the loss of off-site power
assunption with LOCA, but that’s not being affected
here. So that’s one change that, in effect, is
taken off the table with this rule package.

So sonme of those type considerations can
be included in the response, yeah.

MR DUNN. I’msorry. Just one nore
question. | believe right nowin viewing this rule
as being applied only to existing Iicensed plants
and design facilities, would you at all be
interested because | don’'t want to do this if it’s
not going to be useful to you or some tine in the

future of |ooking at what this would nean to a new
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plant. The EPR is what |’ mthinking of.

MR. SHERON: Yeah, | think we would be
interested. Qur Conmission in their staff
requi rements menorandum asked us to look at -- in
ot her words, this rule would only apply to operating
pl ants right now.

W are | ooking right now at whether or
not this rule could be extended to, for exanple,
System 80 Plus or ABWR, AP600, AP1000. But for
other plants, for exanple, ACR 700 or sonething, the
Conmi ssion told us to think about devel oping a rule
in the longer termthat would apply to those plants
as well.

So, yes, any input you want to provide
us would be well --

MR, BUTLER. It will be useful to you
t hough.

MR SHERON:  Yes.

MR BUTLER. WIIl it be useful to us?

(Laughter.)

MR. BUTLER  Ckay. Thanks, Bri an.

MR HLL: Rck HII, GE

Rel ative to the date of Septenber 10th,
for BWRs, as you have noted, we have to squeeze a

little harder to find the fruit, get the juice out
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of the fruit at least. 1It’s going to take us a
little while to do that and go through -- we’'ll
probably do it through an owners group process
because of the difficulty, and we have a process we
have to go through. It will take us a couple of
weeks | onger .

So the end of Septenber would be a nore
appropriate date at |east for our owners group to
respond.

MR. THOVAS: Ckay. Thanks.

(Audi ence nenber speaking from an
unm cked | ocation.)

MR. BARRETT: This is Rich Barrett.

I’d like to ask a clarifying question
about one of the comments that was made by M.

Pi etrangel o regardi ng the requirement here that we
have a |icense anendnent for every change that
results fromthis rule, and your proposal was that
there be an alternative process.

And if | understood it correctly, your
alternative process was that a |icensee choosing
this option would make a single submittal, and with
a description of the mtigating capability and
what ever anal ysis was associated with that, and then

beyond that, any changes to the plants woul d be
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handl ed by appropriate change processes, nd if it

met the criteria of 5059, it would be handl ed under
5059, and if it was sone change that could be
handl ed under 5090, it woul d be done that way, and
if it was sonething that rose to the level of a risk
i nfornmed process, then it would be handl ed that way.

My clarifying question is in your vision
of this process, would there be a risk analysis
submtted with the original submttal

MR. PIETRANGELO | think there would be
on the denonstration of the mtigation capability.
But you’'re not meking any change when you opt to do
5046(a). You' re just changing your |icensing basis
essentially. There’'s no plant nodification that
you' re necessarily doing.

So I'’m not sure whether there’'s a risk
assessment associated with that piece or not that
woul d be done for subsequent nods, operational
changes, et cetera. |If they rose to the criteria
you nmentioned, Rich, |I think you d submt it,
obviously a tech spec change, a power up rate,
somet hing that was nore than a mnimal increase in
ri sk, and perhaps there’s an opportunity here to
define that quantitatively and then say that’s when

| go to a 1174 type submittal versus everything.
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Ckay?

Because |I'mafraid that there will be a
| ot of minor changes nade that really don't rise to
the level of an anendnent that would take up both
| i censee and NRC resources on | ow safety
significance stuff, and to me that’'s not consi stent
with a risk-inforned approach, but | think on the
initial submttal we'll have to think about it sone
nore, but if there’s no change, physical change to
the plant, | don’t see where the risk submtta
cones in there.

MR BARRETT: Well, | raised the
guestion because | could see where the |icensee’s
submttal mght entail a change to the design basis.
In other words, you m ght be proposing sone new set
of equi pment that would be referenced as being the
mtigation equipnent for these | arger LOCAs vis-a-
vis the single failure proof, et cetera, et cetera
equi pnent that’s avail abl e today.

But I’ m probably going into a | evel of

detail you' re not prepared to deal with at this

poi nt .

MR. PI ETRANGELO Yeah, | think in terns
of the safety related equipnent, | don’t think
that’'s going to change at all. A lot of the sane
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equi pnent, especially if the break size is 14
i nches, you' re going to need the same equi pnent for
that size of break as you are for the doubl e ended
guill otine break. The equipnment is not going to
change necessarily.

Now, there maybe non-safety rel ated
equi pnent that the licensee may credit in the
denonstration of mitigation capability, but yeah,
we’ d have to think about that sone nore.

MR. BARRETT: Gkay. Thank you.

M5. UHLE: Jennifer Uhle from Reactor
Syst ens.

Ri ght now in the regul ations w th 5046,
| i censees have an analysis of record with a
met hodol ogy, input deck and assunption. There comes
a time when you find an error in the code perhaps,
i n your nethodol ogy, and you fix it, and you find
out, oh, it affected PCT by a few degrees. GCkay?

There are tinmes where you punp is
derated and that you cal cul ate how nuch that affects
the answer. |In sonme particular |licensees’ exanples
they’ ve actually taken out a punp, no | onger relying
on a charging punp. They're free to do that as
well, provided it does not affect the PCT by the 50

degr ees.
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I’mnot sure if that’s getting across.
| nmean, so if you have your 5046, if you re under
5046(a) and you’' re maki ng changes in that way, |
mean, it’'s no different than is currently done.

Now, | know that when the question was
asked Mark Rubin clarified his answer. | think
perhaps we internal at NRC have to work through this
alittle further, but I don’t think that every
single tine something changes in the plant you have
to make a submttal. It’'s --

MR, PIETRANGELO | totally agree with
what you said. You have a threshold. If it’s above
that threshold, you report it. You come in with it.
It seens like we're setting up there is no threshold
on risk analysis. |In fact, that was the answer to
t he questi on.

You don’t have to submt this thing if
it was | ess than 50 degrees change in PCT, but |
want to see the risk analysis, or if it’s for
sonething that’s very trivial.

Al 1’"m suggesting is that there ought
to be an anal ogous threshold in risk based al so, not
just in determ nistic space.

MR. RUBIN: Mark Rubin.

What | was saying, sure, we'll give sone
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addi tional thought to that, but also |I point out
that a bunch of these small changes coul d be bundl ed
in a single application, which would streanline your
wor k and our work, and since this has a cumnul ative

i mpact which is of interest, it would be a quick way
to dispose of a |lot of issues.

MR. DUNN. We have extensive experience
on bundling through the 5059 process. So to ne |
don’t think we need to reinvent the wheel here on
change control processes that already work quite
well. If there’'s something additional we need
guantitatively in PRA space that would help
establish that regulatory threshold better.

The other thing Brian nentioned in his
remar ks, when there’'s an application that has a | ot
of either safety benefit or cost benefit, you re
probably going to see sone kind of owners group
topical report or industry initiative saying here’s
how to do that. Let’s get it reviewed and approved
by the NRC in ternms of a reg. guide or whatever, and
you' || start seeing a bundle of these things.

And typically those are the ones that
are going to require review and approval, and we try
to streamine that so that everybody’s resources

aren’t killed by the sane application over and over
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and over again.

But I think there’s going to be a host
of others where, again, to go in, let’s say, with a
ten to the mnus delta CDF of ten to the m nus
seven, that’s not a good use of the staff’s review
resour ces.

W know you’ re constrained on your own
resources today, and if this rule is, in fact,
viable in answer to the first question, you may see
103 units trying to do somethi ng here.

So I'’mjust trying to nake sure we're
staying true to the risk-informed principles of
focusi ng our scarce resources on safety significant
matters, and | think that has to involve sonme
setting of some threshold for regulatory review and
approval of changes.

MR JAQUITH: H . |1’m Bob Jaquith,
Vst i nghouse.

And just to say sonmething in a positive
here, 1'd |like to point out that the Wstinghouse
Omers Goup did a cost benefit analysis of |arge
break redefinition |ike three years ago. so the
information isn’'t current to the rule | anguage and
so forth, but 1'd just like to point it out just to

put sone positive spin on this whol e thing.
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Back then it was determ ned to be
overwhel m ngly cost beneficial or could be
overwhel m ngly cost beneficial. The sort of costs
that we were estinmating were |ike, you know, |ess
than $1 mllion per unit total cost to inplenent the
sl ate of changes, and the benefits could be on the
order of $3 mllion a year of benefit, which is a
very good return. You' d pay for the thing in about
three nonths of plant operation.

However, our assunption was that we were
basically getting rid of |large break LOCAs in the
sense of we wouldn’t have to anal yze them anynore
going forward, and we were defining |arge break
LOCAs as being breaks |arger than six inches, which
is consistent with what PRAs have al ways assuned.
You know, five or six inches is usually the
threshol d for breaks.

So all I'"msaying is that there really
is potential for a broad application here anong a
|l ot of plants and getting a | ot of benefit, you
know, as long as there’s not too many burdens put on
in terns of making the benefits | ess and nmaking the
costs higher

But I would think that there has got to

be roomfor a lot of application of this going
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f orwar d

M5. UHLE: This is Jennifer Uhle from
the staff.

Can | coment on that?

When we were first tal king about this,
and | alluded to this during nmy talk, | mean, |

t hi nk vendors are hoping to eventually have one best
estimate code that spans both the small break up

t hrough the doubl e ended guillotine as far as what

t he phenonenon it can nodel.

So when we were going through this and
we were thinking about day-to-day burden as far as
re-anal yses and conputer nodels and input decks, we
t hought, okay, you have this one particul ar conputer
anal ysis that does up to the transition break size
with this particular set of servitismas far as
single failure, use of only safety systens, and then
above that you have the sanme conputer nodel perhaps
because we woul d think you would want to use the
nost accurate conputer nodel you had because you
woul d be able to up rate power nore because there
woul d not be as nmuch conservatismbuilt into that
code.

And it has already been reviewed and

approved by NRC. So you wouldn’t have had that
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start-up cost of comng in with this greater than
transition break size conmputer nodel, and at that
poi nt what woul d be different between the anal yses
woul d be, again, the assunption that non-safety
systens perhaps are accredited. No single failure
fromthe fluid systemejection conponent, and if it
were a best estimate with val uation of uncertainty,
agai n, the amount of rigor associated with that for
the greater than in transition break size region
woul d be far | ess than, say, the 95-95 that the
ori gi nal nethodol ogy woul d have required.

So the nunber of anal yses that would
have to be done as far as nunber of runs with the
Monte Carl o sanpling would be far | ess we thought.
| think when we came up we thought, well, maybe
sonmething like a 70 percentile, 95 confidence, which
equates for about three independent variabl es about
17 runs in the Monte Carlo. | mean you do that
over ni ght.

So that was our thought process. So we
didn’t think that this was going to be a | ot of
operating costs associ ated with naintenance of al
t he nodel s and, you know, the day-to-day
mai nt enance of the code sweep.

I’mnot sure if that woul d change
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anybody’ s opi ni on of the burden associated with the
anal ysi s requirenments, but conputers as fast as they
are and automated tools as far as running the

anal yses, we didn’t think that this was burdensone
at all considering we estimated for PWRs about ten
percent upgrade in power. That was our thought
process.

And if you guys choose to do sonething
di fferent and have various codes, that’s certainly
your own deci sion.

MR, JAQUI TH:  You know, over the next
nonth or so or by the end of Septenber, we will be
| ooki ng in rmuch nore detail about the degree of pain
i nvol ved. Perhaps you're right. Perhaps there’s
not as nmuch pain as |I’mthinking that there is, but
we are going to look into that.

M5. UHLE: | was just thinking of I
woul d say an observation, and that is if |icensees
are goi ng back to discuss as far as the cost
benefits, | mean, working directly with the LOCA
anal ysis group m ght provide sone really good input
as far as the burden.

W didn't foresee the analysis
requi rements as being that big of a deal really, but

| may be wrong.
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MR IMBRO Hi. Gene Inbro, NRC staff.

| had a question for John Butler, NEI, a
clarification question.

You were speaki ng before about the GDC
and the applicability of a single failure criteria,
and | would just ask you a question about how
hel pful would it be to craft in your estimates if
you clarified or do we need to clarify what we mnean
in terns of GOC and single failure in terns of
applicability for you to make a really good estinate
or the best estimate you can do at this point on the
costs and plant nodifications, and all of those
ot her things that we alluded to.

MR, Pl ETRANGELO Wl |, the quick answer
is yes. It inmpacts answering the questions in two
ways. It inpacts the types of changes that could be
considered, and it inpacts the cost estinate because
you could very easily have addition anal yses of
record that you have to maintain if there isn’'t sone
coherency in the treatment of the single failure
requirements.

So, yes, it would help to have sone
clarification.

MR, THOVAS: Any nore questions?

(No response.)
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MR. THOVAS: Thank you very mnuch

MR. DUDLEY: Let’s go to the tel ephone
lines -- okay. I’msorry. One nore question.

M5. HANEY: | am Kathy Haney. |'mthe
NRR Program Director in Rul emaking.

And 1’ m going to coment on the question
for additional tine on providing coments on the
regul atory analysis, and so |’'mnore worried froma
process standpoi nt.

VW owe t he Conmi ssion a package about
t he second week in Decenber on a particul ar
rul emaki ng. The Septenber 10th date that Brian
referenced is what we have in our planning schedul e
right now that’'s needed. W need this to neet our
Decenber date for the rule to the Conm ssion

Qobviously, the information that you guys
are providing is informng not only the regul atory
anal ysis, but also the rul emaki ng aspect of it.

So froma quick | ook at the schedul e
think that |ooking at you guys to like the end of
Septenber to provide the data to us, |I’mnot sure
whet her our schedul e accommpdate the end of
Sept enber, but at the sane tine | would | ook at the
schedul e fromthe standpoint of being able to back

of f maybe the Septenber 10th date and neet sonmewhere
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in the mddle.

So out of this neeting we'll take the
request for additional time back, relook at our
schedul e to see how we can allow for any flexibility
in the schedule to provide the nmeaningful data, and
| would say the best place is that we’'ll post it on
the Wb site where the conceptual basis was as far
as any gives in that Septenber date.

But | wanted you to realize the
i mportance and what that date is built off of, and
that we really don’'t have a lot of flexibility in
giving a lot of extra time on that date.

MR. DUDLEY: Ckay. Now let’'s go to the
tel ephone bridge and see if there are any additi onal
guestions or comrents. Operator, would you see if
we have any coments pl ease?

THE OPERATOR: Thank you, sir.

W would |ike to get your questions or
conment s.

(No response.)

THE OPERATOR: At this tine, sir, there
are no questions or conmments.

MR. DUDLEY: Thank you very mnuch

Brian, do you want to wap up the

nmeeti ng?
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MR. SHERON:. Yes, thank you very much.

| think first | want to express ny
t hanks and ny appreciation for everybody for com ng
here, giving us the opportunity to present this
approach with the rule. | think a |lot of good
guestions and issues were raised. Certainly it gave
us some insights in ternms of your perception of the
rule, and we’' |l take those under consideration as we
nove forward.

| would like to enphasi ze that the
i ndustry had told us once before this was their nost
i mportant rul emaking on their plate. i think at the
| ast Westi nghouse Omers Goup that was the |ead-off
remarks from Ted Schiffley. So we recognize that
this is inportant.

| wanted to point out | don’t think this
really came out as part of the discussions, but when
we decided to nove forward with this rule and there
was a lot of =-- I'Il be quite honest -- there was
some i nternal anguish early on in ternms of the scope
of the rule, whether it was a broad scope, narrow
scope or the liKke.

W sent a Commi ssion paper up asking for
some gui dance fromthe Comr ssion on it.

As we nove forward on this, and we
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created an steering group within the agency. |I’'m
the chairperson o fit. A nunmber of Division
Directors fromvarious offices are a part of the
steering group.

One of the ground rul es we deci ded upon
was that if we were going to be able to develop a
rule in a reasonabl e amobunt of time -- and when |
say "reasonable,” you heard Kat hy Haney nention that
we were trying to get a proposed or draft rule to
t he Comm ssion by the end of the year -- the ground
rule was that we were not going to be able to
devel op new i nformati on and still neet that type of
schedul e.

In other words, we couldn’t go off and
get nore data on sone technical issue or sonething.
We couldn’t run experinents or sonething. Nor did
we think that we could really take any radi cal
departures in terns of approach.

W recogni zed that this rule is one of
the nost significant rules we have in terns of its
i mpact on our regulatory structure. One of the
things that we have to nake sure is that we have,

t hi nk, a consensus anong the staff that we can
support whatever rule that we inpose.

The intent here is not just to develop a
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rule that’'s going to relax a | ot of requirenents.
Ckay? We want to nake sure that we’ re consistent
with our safety mandate, okay? That we maintain
safety and, in fact, if we can inprove it. |If this
rul e does provide an inprovenent of safety, that’s
even better.

W put together what we think is a rule
that we, the staff, can support at this time based
on the informati on that we have avail able to us.
You know, |I’mcertainly not saying this in any
pej orative sense, but the industry hadn’t provided
any information or data to support a different
approach than what we cane up wth.

Qoviously if there was additional
informati on or data available, we could take that
into consideration as part of our deliberations, but
at this point there isn't any.

So what we did come up with is what we
bel i eve we can technically support, and we believe
it maintains adequate protection and safety.

The rule, | want to enphasize again, is
a draft. Oay. | know you heard a | ot of
presentation, and the staff may have used a | ot of
words that advised that this is somehow cast in

concrete. It’s not at this point. GCkay?
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A rul emaking process is designed to
solicit comments from our stakehol ders. W analyze
t hose comments, and we will nmake changes to the rule
in response to those comments that we believe are
appropri at e.

So the rule is subject to change. The
plan right nowis that we will proceed with putting
a draft rule in place and getting it to our
Conmi ssion hopefully by the end of the year.
Presum ng that they accept it and give us the go-
ahead, we would then put it out for public coment.

At that point | think this would be the
opportunity for all stakeholders to be able to
provi de substantive comrents on areas. You know, if
you have concerns about how we cane up with a
transition break size, this would be an opportunity.

| woul d point out though, and | just
sort of -- you know, this may be nore personal -- if
you' re going to provide comments, okay, we need
techni cal bases for those. 1In other words, if you
don't like 14 inches, don’t cone in and tell us, "W
don't like 14 inches as the transition break size."

I f you have a different break size or
sonmething or a different approach, provide the basis

on why you believe that’'s acceptabl e, okay, or tell
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us what’'s flawed with our evaluation as opposed to
just -- because we don’t know what to do with a
conment |ike that.

| do want to enphasize also. |’ m not
sure. | heard sone coments before on this. For
breaks | arger than the transition break size, it’s
not just single failure. GOkay? It’s a best
estimate approach all across the board.

For exanple, you don’t need to consider
infinite decay heat, for exanple, at the sanme tinme
t hat you have maxi mum peaki ng factor. Ckay? they
physically can’t occur. So you would use best
estimate analysis in a nunber of other ways, other
par anet er s.

The other thing is that this approach
obviously if you used it, you know, you ve heard
that it could result in licensees being able to
propose power up rates, especially in PWRs.

Qobviously that's predicated if you' re a
| i censee that either has recently replaced or is
pl anning to repl ace steam generators, and you have
now excess heat transfer are in margin in your
generator so that you can do an up rate.

It could, in fact, lead to a small break

LOCA becom ng your limting break. W are not
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precluding a |licensee from devel opi ng and subm tting
a best estimate nodel since a small break nodel,
which is an evaluation nodel right now | don’t

t hi nk anyone has a best estimate in the small break
nodel .

But that would not preclude you from
devel oping a small break nodel and submitting it for
staff approval sine that may allow you to realize
sone of the margin that you have in your plants.

So | want to point out that this rule is
not precluding that approach. Oay? W’re not
mandati ng that you use best estimte nodels. W're
saying that for the large break if you use the best
estimate nodel, you can obvi ously perhaps get sone
benefit.

We’'re not requiring the small break
nodel be best estimate, but we’'re not precluding it,
but that’s your choice on that.

| think there will be a nunber of ACRS
nmeetings in the future where we’ll be presenting
this information to the ACRS. So | woul d encourage
anyone that is still interested in this. those
m ght be good forums in which you can gain nore
i nformati on on where we’'re proceeding with the rule.

So with that I'’mgoing to ask one nore
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time if anybody has any |ast mnute questions or
comments of the staff.

(No response.)

MR. SHERON: And if not, then | want to
t hank you, and we’ll adjourn the neeting.

MR. DUDLEY: Before you |eave, please
remenber we have the public neeting feedback forns
in the back and al so renenber the escort
requi rements as you | eave.

NRC fol ks, please don’t all run away.

Pl ease hang around and hel p escort these people out.

Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m, the public

nmeeting was concl uded.)
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