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Dear Chairman Meserve: 

During its 474th meeting on July 12-14, 2000, the Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS) discussed several matters and completed the following report and 

• 
letter. In addition, the Committee authorized Dr. Larkins, Executive Director of the 
ACRS, to transmit the memoranda noted below: 

REPORT 

•	 Nuclear Energy Institute Letter Dated January 19. 2000. Addressing NRC Plans 
for Risk-Informing the Technical Requirements in 10 CFR Part 50 (Report to 
Richard A. Meserve, Chairman, NRC, from Dana A. Powers, Chairman, ACRS, 
dated July 20, 2000) 

LETrER 

•	 Proposed Final ASME Standard for Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear 
Power Plant Applications (Letter to William D. Travers, Executive Director for 
Operations, NRC, from Dana A. Powers, Chairman, ACRS, dated July 20, 2000) 

MEMORANDA 

•	 Draft RegUlatory Guides (Memorandum to William D. Travers, Executive Director 
for Operations, NRC, from John T. Larkins, Executive Dfrector, ACRS, dated July 
14,2000) 

• 
• Topical Report BAW-2374, "Justification for Not Including Postulated Breaks in 

Large-Bore Reactor Coolant System Piping in the Licensing Basis for Existing 
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and Replacement Once-Through Steam Generators" (Memorandum to William 
D. Travers, Executive Director for Operations, NRC, from John T. Larkins, 
Executive Director, ACRS, dated July 17, 2000) 

•	 Proposed Revision 3 to Regulatory Guide 1.52. "Design. Inspection. and Testing 
Criteria for Air Filtration and Adsorption Units of Post-Accident Engineered
Safetv-Feature Atmosphere Cleanup Systems in Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear 
Power Plants" (Memorandum to William D. Travers, Executive Director for 
Operations, NRC, from John T. Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, dated July 
18,2000) 

•	 Proposed Rule. 10 CFR Part 55. "Operator License Eligibility and Use of 
Simulation Facilities in Operator Licensing" (Memorandum to William D. Travers, 
Executive Director for Operations, NRC, from John T. Larkins, Executive Direc
tor, ACRS, dated July 18, 2000) 

•
 
• Proposed Final Regulatory Guidance Documents Regarding Use of Risk


Informed Decisionmaking in License Amendment Reviews (Memorandum to
 
William D. Travers, Executive Director for Operations, NRC, from John T.
 
Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, dated JUly 20, 2000)
 

•	 Assessment of the Quality of PRAs (Memorandum to William D. Travers, 
Executive Director for Operations, NRC, from John T. Larkins, Executive Direc
tor, ACRS, dated July 27,2000) 

HIGHLIGHTS OF KEY ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE 

1.	 Activities Associated With Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 

The Committee heard presentations by and held discussions with 
representatives of the NRC staff and the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) 
concerning proposed risk-informed revisions to 10 CFR Part 50. The Committee 
discussed the staff's plans for reconciling public comments on the advance 
notice of proposed rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T to 10 CFR Part 
50), proposed revision to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible gas control 
systems, and issues and priorities in the NEI letter dated January 19, 2000. The 
Committee discussed plans for future meetings concerning the advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking and staff plans to revise its framework (SECY-00-0086) for 
risk-informing the technical requirements of 10 CFR Part 50. The ACRS 
Subcommittee on Reliability and Probabilistic Risk Assessment met on June 28 
and 29, 2000, to discuss these matters. 

• 
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The Committee discussed NEI's assertions that (1) a regulatory guide would be 
a more appropriate approach than the proposed Appendix T related to Option 2, 
(2) Option 3 is largely risk based rather than risk informed, and (3) concern that 
risk criteria proposed for use in Option 3 will be used as a quantitative measure 
for adequate protection. 

Conclusion 

The Committee issued a report to Chairman Meserve dated July 20, 2000, 
concerning issues and priorities in the NEI letter dated January 19, 2000. The 
Committee decided to continue its review of matters related to 10 CFR Part 50 
during the meeting on August 29-September 1, 2000, when the staffs draft 
Commission papers are expected to be available. 

2. Assessment of the Quality of the Probabilistic Risk Assessment 

The Committee heard presentations by and held discussions with 
representatives of the NRC staff concerning the assessment of the quality of 
probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs). This presentation was a continuation of 

•
 the presentation made by the staff during the Committee meeting on June 7-9,
 
2000. At that time, the proposed Commission paper was not yet available to the 
Committee. The draft Commission paper provided to the Committee for this 
meeting was being revised and a final version was not available. Because the 
Commission paper was being revised, the Committee discussion was more 
general and was based on the previous information provided to the Committee. 
Specifically, the Committee discussed with the staff the need to revise the 
current version of the paper to relocate the statement on PRA quality to the 
beginning of the paper. Much of the discussion related to the definition of the 
quality of a PRA and whether the decisionmaking process will affect it. The 
Committee questioned whether the development of this Commission paper was 
a duplication of effort in view of the PRA standards being developed by the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME), the American Nuclear 
Society, and the National Fire Protection Association. The staff believes that this 
effort will aid in the review of the standards being developed. 

Conclusion 

As authorized by the Committee, the ACRS Executive Director issued a 
memorandum dated July 20,2000, to the NRC Executive Director for Operations 
indicating that the Committee decided to defer comment on the Commission 

• 
paper until it receives the revised version. 
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3. Proposed Final ASME Standard for PRA Quality 

The Committee heard presentations by and held discussions with 
representatives of the ASME Committee on Nuclear Risk Management (CNRM) 
concerning the proposed final "Standard for Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) 
for Nuclear Power Plant Applications" and the associated White Paper dated 
June 13, 2000, on this matter. The Committee and ASME representatives 
discussed the CNRM membership and development process, the scope and 
purpose of the standard development effort, major changes from the draft #10 
version to the draft #12 version presently being considered, differences between 
the three categories, including treatment of uncertainties, comments from the 
June 2000 public workshop, and relationship to industry certification processes. 

Conclusion 

The Committee provided a letter to the Executive Director for Operations on this 
matter dated July 20, 2000. 

4. Annual Report to the Commission on the NRC Safety Research Program 

• The Committee discussed the research the NRC should be performing to sustain 
and improve the initiative for risk-informed regulation. Examples of these 
research programs could be the PRA methods and capabilities, human reliability, 
and other ancillary and support research, such as thermal-hydraulics, corrosion, 
and severe accidents. 

The Committee members discussed the format and content of the ACRS 2001 
report and indicated that the focus of the report ~hould be on the NRC's "mission 
needs." This concept was also proposed to the Office of Nuclear RegUlatory 
Research (RES) representatives and will be conducted with the consultation and 
cooperation of RES. 

Conclusion 

The Committee will continue its discussion and preparation of the ACRS 2001 
report to the Commission on the NRC research programs at the meeting on 
August 29-September 1, 2000. 

RECONCILIATION OF ACRS COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

• 
• The Committee discussed the response from the NRC Executive Director for 

Operations (EDO) dated June 28, 2000, to the ACRS comments and 
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recommendations included in the ACRS report dated May 23, 2000, concerning 
SECY-00-0053, "NRC Program on Human Performance in Nuclear Power Plant 
Safety." 

The Committee was satisfied with the EDO's response. The Committee would 
like the opportunity to review the products of the activities identified in the EDO's 
response. 

•	 The Committee discussed the response from the EDO dated May 12, 2000, to 
ACRS comments and recommendations included in its report dated April 17, 
2000, concerning proposed revisions to the Commission's Reactor Safety Goal 
Policy Statement. The Committee was satisfied with the EDO's response to this 
matter. The EDO had transmitted the Committee's comments to the 
Commission for its consideration, pursuant to its pending decision on the staff's 
proposed revisions. 

The Commission, in a staff requirements memorandum dated June 27,2000, 
indicated that it did not choose to accept the Committee's advice on this matter. 

• 
OTHER RELATED ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMITTEE 

During the period from June 7, 2000 through July 11, 2000, the following Subcommittee 
meetings were held: 

•	 Joint Meeting of the Subcommittees on Plant Operations and Fire Protection 
June 14, 2000 

The Subcommittees discussed the plant performance review process, 
implementation challenges associated with the revised inspection and 
assessment programs, and fire protection issues. 

•	 Reliability and PRA Subcommittee Meeting - June 28-29, 2000 

The Subcommittee discussed the proposed final ASME standard for PRA for 
nuclear power plant applications. The Subcommittee also discussed the status 
of risk-informed revisions to 10 CFR Part 50, including the proposed revision to 
10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible gas control systems, issues in the NEI 
letter dated January 19, 2000 (Option 3), and public comments related to the 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking on 10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T 
(Option 2), and staff plans to revise its framework document (SECY-00-0086) for 
risk-informing the technical requirements of 10 CFR Part 50. 

• 
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•	 Planning and Procedures - July 11, 2000 

The Planning and Procedures Subcommittee discussed proposed ACRS 
activities, practices, and procedures for conducting Committee business and 
organizational and personnel matters relating to ACRS and its staff. 

LIST OF FOLLOWUP MAnERS FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR 
OPERATIONS 

•	 The Committee would like the opportunity to review the Babcock and Wilcox 
Owners Group Topical Report BAW-2374, "Justification for Not Including 
Postulated Breaks in Large-Bore Reactor Coolant System Piping in the Licensing 
Basis for Existing and" Replacement Once-through Steam Generators," after the 
staff prepares the safety evaluation. 

•	 The Committee would like to have the opportunity to review the results of the 
NRC Program on Human Performance activities when they become available. 

• 
• The Committee decided to continue its review of proposed risk-informed 

revisions to 10 CFR Part 50 during the ACRS meeting on August 29-September 
1, 2000, when the staff's draft Commission papers (Options 2 and 3) are 
expected to be available. 

• In the future, the Committee would like to receive draft documents for use in 
making decisions. 

• The Committee deferred its comments on the draft Commission paper regarding 
assessment of the quality of PRAs pending receipt of the revised version of the 
Commission paper. 

PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR THE 475TH ACRS MEETING 

The Committee agreed to cons·ider the following topics during the 475th ACRS Meeting 
on August 29 through September 1, 2000: 

Proposed Risk-Informed Revisions to 10 CFR Part 50 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC and NEI regarding a 
proposed NRC framework document for risk-informing the technical requirements of 10 
CFR Part 50, proposed revisions to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible gas control 
systems, and advance notice of proposed rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T). 

•
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Causes and Significance of Design Basis Issues 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC regarding a study of 
design basis issues and trends. 

Proposed Final Regulatory Guide (DG-1093) Endorsing the NEI 97-04 Document on 
Design Basis 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC and NEI regarding the 
proposed final version of the regulatory guide. 

AP1000 Standard Plant Design 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC regarding issues 
identified during AP1 000 pre-application review (Phase 1). 

Performance-Based Regulatory Initiatives 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC regarding a Commission 
paper associated with performance-based regulatory initiatives. Also, 
discussions with representatives of the NRC staff regarding the contents of the 
proposed Standard Review Plan, Generic Aging Lessons Learned Report, a regulatory 
guide, and associated NEI guidance documents. 

• Operating Events at Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit NO.2 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC and the licensee 
regarding the events, noted below, that occurred at the Indian Point Unit 2 and the 
associated staff findings, conclusions, and recommendations resulting from the 
evaluation of these events. 

• Steam generator tube rupture event on February 15, 2000. 
• Event involving reactor trip and loss of offsite power on August 31, 1999. 

Siemens SRELAP-5 Appendix K Small-Break Loss-of-Coolant-Accident Code 
A briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC and Siemens 
Corporation regarding the Siemens SRELAP-5 Appendix K code version for application 
to analyze a small-break loss of coolant accident. 

[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed to discuss Siemens 
Corporation's proprietary information.] 

Annual Report to the Commission on the NRC Safety Research Program 
A discussion of the format and content of the annual ACRS report to the Commission 
on the NRC Safety Research Program. 

•
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Meeting With the NRC Commissioners on October 6,2000 
A discussion of topics and preparation for a meeting with the Commissioners scheduled 
for October 6,2000. 

Sincerely, 

Dana A. Powers 
Chairman 

•
 

•
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• 474th ACRS Meeting 
July 12-14, 2000 CETIFIED 

MINUTES OF THE 474TH MEETING OF THE
 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
 

JULY 12-14, 2000
 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND
 

The 474th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) was held 
in Conference Room 2B3, Two White Flint North Building, Rockville, Maryland, on July 
12-14, 2000. Notice of this meeting was published in the Federal Register on June 26, 
2000 (65 FR 39445) (Appendix I). The purpose of this meeting was to discuss and take 
appropriate action on the items listed in the meeting schedule and outline (Appendix II). 
The meeting was open to public attendance. There were no written statements or 
requests for time to make oral statements from members of the public regarding the 
meeting. 

•
 
A transcript of selected portions of the meeting was kept and is available in the NRC
 
Public Document Room at the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
 
[Copies of the transcript are available for purchase from Ann Riley & Associates, Ltd.,
 
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 1014, Washington, D.C. 20036, and on the
 
ACRS/ACI\lW Web page at (www.NRC.gov/ACRS/ACNW).]
 

ATTENDEES 

ACRS Members: Dr. Dana A. Powers (Chairman), Dr. George Apostolakis (Vice 
Chairman), Mr. John Barton, Dr. Mario V. Bonaca, Dr. Thomas S. Kress, Dr. William J. 
Shack, Dr. Robert L. Seale, Mr. John D. Sieber, Dr. Robert E. Uhrig, and Dr. Graham 
B. Wallis. For a list of other attendees, see Appendix III. 

I. Chairman's Report (Open) 

[Note: Dr. John T. Larkins was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of 
the meeting.] 

Dr. Dana A. Powers, Committee Chairman, convened the meeting at 8:30 a.m. 
and reviewed the schedule for the meeting. He summarized the agenda topics 
for this meeting and discussed the administrative items for consideration by the 
full Committee. 
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II.	 Activities Associated With Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 (Open) 

[Note: Mr. Michael T. Markley was the Designated Federal Official for this 
portion of the meeting.] 

Dr. William Shack, cognizant ACRS member for this issue, introduced this topic 
to the Committee. He stated that the purpose of this meeting was to discuss 
proposed risk-informed revisions to 10 CFR Part 50, including staff plans for 
reconciling public comments,on the advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
(ANPR) (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T), a proposed revision to 10 CFR 50.44 
concerning combustible gas control systems, and issues and priorities in the 
I\luclear Energy Institute's (NEI's) letter dated January 19, 2000. He noted that 
the Committee would meet again in September 2000 to discuss the staff's draft 
Commission papers concerning the reconciliation of public comments on the 
ANPR and staff plans to revise its framework (SECY-00-0086) for risk-informing 
the technical requirements of 10 CFR Part 50. He also noted that the ACRS 
Subcommittee on Reliability and Probabilistic Risk Assessment met on June 28
29 and July 11, 2000, to discuss these matters. 

NRC Staff Presentation 

Mr. Joe Williams led the staff's discussion of 10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T 
(Option 2) and associated public comments on the ANPR. Messrs. Thomas 
Bergman, Timothy Reed, Mohammed Shuaibi, and Michael Cheok, NRR, 
provided supporting discussion. Ms. Cynthia Carpenter, NRR, also participated. 
Mr. Thomas King and Ms. Mary Drouin, RES, led the discussion on the proposed 
revision to 10 CFR 50.44 and the NElletter dated January 19, 2000. Significant 
points made during the presentation include the following: 

•	 Public comments were in general agreement with the approach proposed 
in the ANPR, particularly with respect to the staff's plans for a phased 
approach. Some public comments suggested that the approach be 
optional and not mandatory, allow for performance-based methods for 
meeting the requirements, and allow for selective implementation. Some 
public comments also suggested that the backfit rule be applied if the rule 
proposes to impose any new requirements. 

•	 Some public comments suggested that Appendix T is too detailed, 
prescriptive, and burdensome. Some comments suggested that the NRC 
not endorse consensus standards as the "only" method for meeting 
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probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) quality expectations and suggested 
that the NEI peer review certification process described in NEI 00-02 also 
be considered as a means of meeting NRC criteria for risk-informed 
decisionmaking. 

•	 In general, the industry and the staff are in close agreement on the 
categorization of structures, systems, and components (SSCs). However, 
the staff and the industry differ in their views on the regulatory treatment 
of SSCs. 

•	 The staff is continuing its discussion with industry representatives to 
identify candidate plants to serve as pilots to test the proposed At\lPR and 
associated guidance. 

• 

• The staff is revising its proposed framework (SECY-00-0086) and 
proposed revision to 10 CFR 50.44. The proposed framework is based on 
prevention and mitigation strategies and defense-in-depth tactics derived 
from the reactor safety cornerstone of the revised reactor oversight 
process. The proposed framework addresses issues related to both 
design basis events and severe accidents. 

•	 The staff plans to use the proposed framework (Option 3) to evaluate all 
initiatives related to revising the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, including 
issues and priorities proposed in the NEI letter dated January 19, 2000. 
The staff plans to develop quantitative guidelines to screen regulatory and 
technical requirements but does not plan to develop a quantitative 
definition for adequate protection. The staff plans to present the issues of 
selective implementation and application ofthe backfit rule in its draft 
Commission paper on this matter. 

•	 The staff agrees with the industry on most proposed changes to 10 CFR 
50.44. However, the staff plans to recommend that implementation not be 
selective and suggested that some risk enhancements may be needed for 
certain plants in ord~r to allow for regulatory relaxation in certain areas. 

•	 The staff requested to meet with the Committee during the ACRS meeting 
on August 30-September 1, 2000, to discuss the staff's draft Commission 
papers (Options 2 and 3) on these matters. 

•	 -3
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Industry Presentation 

Mr. Adrian Heymer of NEI gave a brief presentation to the Committee. 
Significant points raised during the presentation include the following: 

•	 An industry guideline endorsed by the NRC or an NRC regulatory guide is 
a more appropriate approach than the proposed Appendix T related to 
Option 2. 

•	 I\IEI supports voluntary, selective implementation. Reasonable assurance 
can be demonstrated through the Maintenance Rule. 

•	 NEI does not support new regulatory requirements for SSCs that are risk 
significant but not safety related (Category 2). I\lEI would, however, 
support enhanced reporting guidelines. 

• 
• NEI views the Option 2 approach as being risk informed, while Option 3 is 

largely risk based in its proposed use of quantitative measures. Option 3 
ignores emergency preparedness and other compensatory measures. 
The industry is concerned that Option 3 risk criteria will be used as a 
quantitative measure for adequate protection. 

Concerned Citizen Presentation 

Mr. Bob Christie of Performance Technology, Inc., gave a presentation 
concerning his petition for rulemaking on 10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible 
gas control systems. Significant points made during the presentation include the 
following: 

•	 The staff's proposed Option 3 framework described in SECY-00-0086 is 
not needed. The staff should take action on the proposed rulemaking on 
10 CFR 50.44 independent of the Option 3 initiative. The I\IEI Task Zero 
initiative demonstrated that removal of combustible gas control systems is 
a risk-positive change. 

•	 New regulatory requirements and safety enhancements should be 
required to pass the backfit rule. 

•	 Mr. Christie disagrees with the assertion by representatives of Public 
Citizen that regulations eliminated or reduced for the purpose of burden 
reduction should undergo similar analysis to that of the backfit rule. He 
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disputes Public Citizen's contention that any reduction in regulations is a 
reduction in safety because meeting the current body of regulations 
constitutes adequate protection. 

Dr. Wallis questioned what was meant by limited NRC review. The staff stated 
that it hopes to develop templates to guide licensees in the categorization and 
treatment of SSCs. Thus, licensees would be able to anticipate the level of NRC 
review needed for various types of requests. The staff also noted that the backfit 
rule would not allow the staff to impose new requirements unless there was a 
substantial safety benefit. 

Dr. Apostolakis questioned the staff's perspective on NEI's comment that 
Appendix T may be more effective as a regulatory guide. The staff stated that 
there may be some merit to moving a certain level of detail in the proposed 
regulation to a regulatory guide. . 

Dr. Powers noted that the PRA certification process has a time-related 
obsolescence and questioned what the staff plans to do to ensure that the 
process remains valid. Similarly, he questioned what the staff plans to do to 
address potential variances for owners group certifications that were completed 
before issuance of NEI 00-02. The staff stated that the pilots should provide 
some insights on the level of concern, variability in the scope and detail of PRAs, 
and the effort needed to address this issue. 

Dr. Kress questioned the lack of discussion of uncertainties in the proposed 
Option 3 framework. Dr. Apostolakis suggested that the staff develop guidance 
to require increased management attention based on the basis of the dominant 
contributors to risk and the distribution of uncertainty. Dr. Powers noted that it 
was widely agreed that one accident sequence (e.g., low-power and shutdown 
risk) should not dominate the available risk margin. The staff acknowledged 
these concerns and highlighted its schedule for reporting to the Commission on 
these and related matters. 

Conclusion 

The Committee issued a report to Chairman Meserve dated July 20,2000, 
concerning issues and priorities in the NEI letter dated January 19, 2000. The 
Committee decided to continue its review of matters related to 10 CFR Part 50 
during the meeting on August 30-September 1, 2000, when the staff's draft 
Commission papers are expected to be available. 
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III. Assessment of the Quality of the Probabilistic Risk Assessments 

[Mrs. Maggalean W. Weston was the Designated Federal Official for this portion 
of the meeting.] 

Dr. George Apostolakis, Chairman of the ACRS Subcommittee on Probabilistic 
Risk Assessment, introduced this topic to the committee. He clarified that this 
was the assessment of the quality of PRA in the absence of the approval of the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) standards and the industry 
certification process. 

NRC Staff Presentations 

The presentation on PRA quality was made by Ms. Mary Drouin, RES. Mr. 
Gareth Parry, NRR, also participated. Ms. Drouin stated that the Commission 
paper to be discussed was currently being revised and that the Committee did 
not have the latest version of the paper. Thus, the discussion that ensued was 
more general and related to the information contained in the version of the 
Commission paper before the Committee. The Committee suggested that the 
discussion and examples of PRA quality and risk informed regulation be put in 
the beginning of the document in order to make the document easier to 
understand. Much of the discussion dealt with the definition of quality as it 
relates to PRA versus using the decisionmaking process and the soundness of 
that process to determine the quality of the PRA. If the reliance on the PRA 
results will vary on the basis of the scope, level of detail, and so on, the quality of 
the PRA will be judged in the context of the soundness of the decisionmaking 
process. There was also discussion of the possible duplication of effort given 
the development of PRA standards by ASME and the Na.tional Fire Protection 
Association. The staff indicated that this effort on PRA Quality would provide 
some structure to the review of the standards. 

The Committee will review the revised version of the Commission paper when it 
is completed. 

Conclusion 

The ACRS Executive Director issued a memorandum dated July 20, 2000, to 
the NRC Executive Director for Operations indicating that the Committee will 
review and provide comments on the final version of the Commission paper. 
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IV.	 Proposed Final ASME Standard for PRA Quality 

[Note: Mr. Michael T. Markley was the Designated Federal Official for this 
portion of the meeting.] 

Dr. Apostolakis, Chairman of the ACRS Subcommittee on Reliability and PRA, 
introduced the topic to the Committee. He stated that the purpose of this 
meeting was to discuss the proposed final standard for PRA for nuclear power 
plant applications and an associated White Paper dated June 13, 2000. He 
noted that the ACRS Subcommittee on Reliability and Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment met on June 28,2000, with representatives of the ASME 
Committee on Nuclear Risk Management (CNRM) to discuss the draft #12 
version of the standard. 

ASME Presentation 

Mr. Gerry Eisenberg, Director of ASME Nuclear Standards, introduced the 
meeting participants. Mr. Sid Bernsen, Chairman of the ASME CNRM, led the 
ASME presentation and summarized the major changes from draft #10, use of 
feedback from public meetings and professional peer reviews, and the 
relationship of the industry process for certifying PRAs described in NEI 00-02. 
Mr. Karl Fleming of the ASME Project Team presented draft #12 technical 
requirements and addressed ACRS member's comments from the 
Subcommittee meeting on June 28, 2000. Significant points made during the 
presentation include the following: 

•	 Major public comments on the draft #10 version were that the standard (1) 
was too prescriptive, (2) needs to recognize that the primary use will be 
with existing PRAs, and (3) needs closer alignment to industry peer review 
and certification processes. CNRM removed most restrictive statements 
such as "shall" and "should" from the document. CNRM also modified the 
standard to clarify applicability of existing PRA attributes and the linkage 
to industry certification processes. 

•	 The ASME standard uses published definitions rather than those 
customized for particular purposes. The proposed ASME standard serves 
as an industrial guide which and not designed for the specific purpose of 
meeting NRC regulatory requirements. 

•	 The proposed standard utilizes three categories of PRA for
 
decisionmaking purposes:
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Category 1:	 relies primarily on deterministic analysis 
supplemented with risk insights 

Category 2:	 relies on a "balanced" set of PRA insights and 
deterministic analyses 

Category 3:	 relies primarily on PRA insights supplemented with 
little deterministic analyses 

•	 The PRA needed for the three categories will be differentiated on the 
basis of safety significance as measured by core damage frequency and 
large, early release frequency. Safety significance will also be 
differentiated on the basis of the dominant accident sequences and 
contributors, and prioritization and ranking of SSCs. 

• 

• The proposed standard is a consensus document that has not yet been 
approved by the at-large ASME membership. After considering additional 
feedback and insights from the ACRS and its members, as well as other 
interested parties, CNRM will propose a revised version for consideration 
and final approval by ASME. Ultimately, ASME hopes to have the subject 
standard endorsed by the American National Standards Institute. 

Dr. Kress questioned why there was no element on common-cause failures. 
ASME representatives stated that the standard has a lot of detailed guidance on 
this issue but noted that it did not collectively rise to the level of an "element." 

Dr. Wallis questioned the degree to which the standard will verify that PRAs are 
realistic in their representations of plant risk. He suggested that realism will be a 
key point of debate in arguments provided by critics of PRA quality. Dr. Seale 
stated that the issue of realism is "bimodal." He reiterated Dr. Apostolakis's 
comments regarding human performance whereby some individuals will perform 
better than our PRA and human reliability analysis predict, while less well-trained 
personnel will not perform as well as expected. ASME representatives stated 
that realism does not become an issue until Category 2. 

Dr. Powers questioned the option for licensees to perform "supplementary 
analyses" in lieu of "meeting the Standard." He suggested that this option could 
result in most analyses being supplementary rather than in the PRA. Drs. 
Powers and Apostolakis suggested that the standard be modified to clarify the 
circumstances in which supplemental analyses would be appropriate and how 
the scope and level of detail in the PRA should be enhanced. ASME 
representatives agreed to consider revising the guidance on this matter. 
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Drs. Apostolakis and Bonaca reiterated comments expressed during the 
Subcommittee meeting concerning the regulatory applications cited in Section 
1.5, "Application Categories." In particular, they noted that the guidance can be 
misleading and should be deleted. ASME representatives agreed to revise 
Section 1.5 to address these concerns. 

Conclusion 

The Committee provided a letter to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO) 
on this matter dated July 20,2000. 

V.	 Annual Report to the Commission on the NRC Safety Research Program 

Dr. Dana Powers proposed a concept for the ACRS (year 2001) report to the 
Commission on the NRC research programs. He stated that the report must 
define the longer term research programs and the NRC should implement the 
following: 

•	 have a firm technical basis for regulations 

•	 stabilize risk-informed regulation, including the new oversight process 

•	 promote greater efficiency in staff reviews of monitoring and processing 
license amendment requests 

•	 regulate fewer aging plants operating at higher power with longer life and 
more onsite fuel storage 

The Committee discussed the type of research the NRC should be performing 
now to sustain and improve the initiative for risk-informed regulation. Examples 
of these research programs could be the PRA methods and capabilities; human 
reliability; and other ancillary and support research, such as thermal-hydraulics, 
corrosion, and severe accidents. 

The Committee members discussed the format and content of the ACRS 2001 
report and indicated that the focus of the report should be on the NRC "mission 
needs." This concept was also proposed to the RES representatives and will be 
conducted in consultation and cooperation with RES. 
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Conclusion 

The Committee will continue its discussion and preparation of the ACRS 2001 
report to the Commission on the NRC research programs during the ACRS 
meeting on August 30- September 1, 2000. 

VI.	 Executive Session (Open) 

[Note: Dr. John T. Larkins was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of 
the meeting.] 

A.	 Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations 

[!\Jote: Mr. Sam Duraiswamy was the Designated Federal Official for this portion 
of the meeting.] 

• 
• The Committee discussed the response from the NRC EDO dated June 

28, 2000, on the ACRS comments and recommendations included in the 
ACRS report dated May 23,2000, concerning SECY-00-0053, "NRC 
Program on Human Performance in Nuclear Power Plant Safety." 

The Committee was satis'fied with the EDO's response and would like the 
opportunity to review the products of the activities identified therein. 

•	 The Committee discussed the response from the EDO dated May 12, 
2000, on ACRS comments and recommendations included in its report 
dated April 17,2000, concerning proposed revisions to the Commission's 
Reactor Safety Goal Policy Statement. The Committee was satisfied with 
the EDO's response to this matter. The EDO had transmitted the 
Committee's comments to the Commission for its consideration pursuant 
to its pending decision on the staff's proposed revisions. 

The Commission, in a staff requirements memorandum dated June 27, 
2000, indicated that it pid not choose to accept the Committee's advice on 
this matter. 

B.	 Report on the Meeting of the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee 
(Open) 
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The Committee heard a report from Dr. Powers and the Executive 
Director of the ACRS, on the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee 
meeting held on July 11, 2000. The following items were discussed: 

Review of the Member Assignments and Priorities for ACRS 
Reports and Letters for the July ACRS Meeting 

Member assignments and priorities for ACRS reports and letters for the 
July ACRS meeting were discussed. Also, reports and letters that will 
benefit from additional consideration at future ACRS meetings were 
discussed.. 

Anticipated Workload for ACRS Members 

The anticipated workload of the ACRS members through October 2000 
was discussed. The objectives were as follows: 

•	 Review the reasons for the scheduling of each activity and the 
expected work product and make changes, as appropriate 

•	 • Manage the members' workload for these meetings 

•	 Plan and schedule topical and emerging issues items for ACRS 
discussion. 

Meeting With the NRC Commissioners 

The ACRS is scheduled to meet with the NRC Commissioners between 
9:30 and 11 :30 a.m. on Thursday, October 5, 2000, in the 
Commissioners' Conference Room, One White Flint North. The proposed 
agenda included the following: 

•	 Risk-Informed Regulation, including the NEI letter of January 19, 
2000 

•	 Status report on ACRS activities associated with license renewal 
•	 Nuclear Power Plant Spent Fuel Pool Safety 
•	 Requirements for Best-Estimate Thermal-Hydraulic Codes 

•	 -11



•
 

•
 

•
 

474th ACRS Meeting 
July 12-14, 2000 

Proposed Assignment and Guidance for Reviewing License 
Renewal Guidance Documents 

The staff is preparing a Standard Review Plan, the Generic Aging 
Lessons Learned (GALL) Report, and a regulatory guide associated with 
license renewal. The Committee needs to complete its review of these 
documents in November 2000. Dr. Bonaca, Chairman of the Plant 
License Renewal Subcommittee, has proposed assignments for the 
members for reviewing these documents. These assignments were 
discussed and approved by the Committee during the June ACRS 
meeting. 

During the June meeting, the Committee also discussed and commented 
on the "high-level" issues and guidance for use by the members in 
reviewing these documents. The Committee suggested that Dr. Bonaca 
revise the guidance incorporating the Committee's comments and submit 
it to the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee for discussion during the 
meeting on July 11, 2000. 

Visit to Region III and the Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Plant 

The ACRS Subcommittees on Plant Operations and on Fire Protection 
visited the Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Plant and the NRC Region III 
office on June 13 - 14, 2000. During this visit, they met with 
representatives of the Toledo Edison Company and NRC Region III 
personnel to discuss items related to plant operations and fire protection. 

NEI Fire Protection Conference 

NEI held a fire protection conference on June 5-7,2000, in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. Dr. Powers attended this conference on June 5 and Mr. 
Singh attended on June 5-6, 2000. 

Differing Professional Opinion Associated With The Steam 
Generator Tube Rupture 

(CLOSED -- TO BE DISCUSSED IN OCTOBER) 

The NRC's EDO requested the ACRS members to review the technical 
issues involved in a differing professional opinion related to steam 
generator tube rupture. This matter was discussed and it was 
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recommended that the Committee consider supporting the staff by 
providing a review of the technical issues and the proposed resolution of 
those issues. 

ACRS Technical Exchange with Reaktorsicherheitskommission 
(Germany) 

The Reaktorsicherheitskornmission (RSK) had requested that the ACRS 
inform it as to whether the Committee plans to visit Germany in 
September or October 2000 for a technical exchange. The ACRS 
Executive Director informed RSK on June 29,2000, that the ACRS would 
contact RSK in the future about planning a meeting. 

New Member Solicitation 

• 
The Commission approved a draft Federal Register notice and press 
release to solicit applications for two new ACRS members to fill a current 
and a future vacancy. The consensus was to find individuals with 
materials and structural engineering expertise and PRA expertise as 
applied to nuclear safety issues. 

Member Issues 

•	 The members plan to visit the San Onofre plant and the NRC 
Region IV office during 2001. Dr. Apostolakis suggested that the 
Committee consider scheduling this visit in January 2001 along 
with the annual ACRS retreat. 

•	 Dr. Bonaca suggested that the ACRS staff keep the members 
informed of significant issues associated with operating plants in a 
timely manner. 

C.	 Future Meeting Agenda 

Appendix IV summarizes the proposed items endorsed by the Committee 
for the 475th ACRS meeting on August 29-September 1,2000. 

The 474th ACRS meeting was adjourned at 11 :40 a.m. on July 14, 2000. 

•	 -13



UNITED STATES
 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
 

September 1, 2000 

MEMORANDUM TO:	 Sherry Meador, Technical Secretary 
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

FROM:	 Dana A. Powers, Chairman 
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

SUBJECT:	 CERTIFIED MINUTES OF THE 474th MEETING OF THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 
(ACRS), JULY 12-14, 2000 

• 
I certify that based on my review of the minutes from the 474th ACRS full 

Committee meeting, and to the best of my knowledge and belief, I have observed no 

substantive errors or omissions in the record of this proceeding subject to the 

comments noted below. 

-=:Y--~ ·6---
Dana A. Powers, Chairman 

September 1 ! 2000 
Date 

•
 



UNITED STATES
 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555·0001
 

August 22, 2000 

MEMORANDUM TO:	 ACRS Members 

FROM:	 Sherry Meador0/~nULLuit:YL 
Technical SecretaryG 

SUBJECT:	 PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE 474th MEETING OF THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 
JULY, 2000 

Enclosed are the proposed minutes of the 474th meeting of the ACRS. This 

• 
draft is being provided to give you an opportunity to review the record of this meeting 

and provide comments. Your comments will be incorporated into the final certified set 

of minutes as appropriate. 

Attachment:
 
As stated
 

•
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activities for ISFSI and geologic 
positOry disposal for high level 

uclear waste and spent nuclear fuel. 
• 

Dated in Rockville, Maryland, this 19th 
day of June. 2000. 

For the Nuclel\I' Regulatory Commission. 
Michael E. Mayfield, 
NRC Standards Executive. 
IFR Doc. 00-16082 Filed 6-23-00; 8:45 amI 
.ILUNG CODE 751lG-01-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
 
COMMISSION
 

'" Advisory Committee on Reactor 
~ Safeguards; Meeting Notice 

In accordance with the purposes of 
Sections 29 and 182b. of the Atomic 
Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2039, 2232b), the 
Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards will hold a meeting on July 
12-14,2000, in Conference Room T
2B3, 11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville, 
Maryland. The date of this meeting was 
previously published in the Federal 
Register on Thursday, October 14,1999 
(64 FR 55787). 

Wednesday, July 12, 2000 

8:30 A.M.-8:35 A.M.: Opening 
Remarks by the ACRS Chairman 
open)-The ACRS Chairman will make 
pening remarks regarding the conduct 

• of the meeting.
8:35 A.M.-l0:30 A.M.: Activities 

Associated with Risk-Informing 10 CFR 
Part 50 (Open)-The Committee will 
hear presentations by and hold 
discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff and the Nuclear Energy 
Institute (NEIl regarding: (a) Proposed 
revision to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning 
combustible gas control system and 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
(10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T) and (b) . 
NEI letter dated January 19, 2000. 

10:45 A.M.-ll:45 A.M.: Assessment of 
the Quality ofProbabilistic Risk 
Assessments (Open)-The Committee 
will hear presentations by and hold 
discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff regarding a draft Commission 
paper on the assessment of the quality 
of probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs). 

1:15 P.M.-3:15 P.M.: Proposed Final 
ASME Standard for PM Quality 
(Open)-The Committee will hear 
presentations by and hold discussions 
with representatives of the American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers 
(ASME) regarding the proposed final 
ASME Standard for PRA quality. 

3:30 P.M.-4:30 P.M.: Break and 
Preparation ofDraft ACRS ReP.orts 

_ Open)-Cognizant ACRS members will 
prepare draft reports, as needed, for 
consideration by the full Committee. 

4:30 P.M.-7:00 P.M.: Discussion of 
Proposed ACRS Re'Ports (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss proposed ACRS 
reports on matters considered during 
this meeting. In addition, the Committee 
will discuss a proposed ACRS report on 
Safety Culture at Nuclear Power Plants. 

Thursday, July 13, 2000 

8:30 A.M.-8:35 A.M.: Opening 
Remarks by the ACRS Chainnan 
(Open)-The ACRS Chairman will make 
opening remarks regarding the conduct 
of the meeting. 

8:35 A.M.-9:30 A.M.: Annual Report 
to the Commission on the NRC Safety 
Research Program (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss the format and 
content of the annual ACRS report to 
the Commission on the NRC Safety 
Research Program. 

9:30 A.M.-9:45 A.M.: Reconciliation 
ofACRS Comments and 
Recommendations (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss the responses 
from the NRC Executive Director for 
Operations (EDO) to comments and 
recommendations included in recent 
ACRS reports and letters. The EDO 
responses are expected to be made 
available to the Committee prior to the 
meeting. 

9:45 A.M.-l0:30 A.M.: Future ACRS 
Activities/Report of the Planning and 
Procedures Subcommittee (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss the 
recommendations of the Planning and 
Procedures Subcommittee regarding 
items proposed for consideration by the· 
full Committee during future meetings. 
Also, it will hear a report of the 
Planning and Procedures Subcommittee 
on matters related to the conduct of 
ACRS business, and organizational and 
personnel matters relating to the ACRS. 

10:45 A.M.-11:45 A.M.: Break and 
Preparation ofDraft ACRS Reports 
(Open)-Cognizant ACRS members will 
prepare draft reports, as needed, for 
consideration by the full Com.m1ttee. 

12:45 P.M.-6:00 P.M.: Discussion of 
Proposed ACRS Reports (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss proposed ACRS 
reports. 

Friday, July 14, 2000 

8:30 A.M.-ll :30 A.M.: Discussion of 
Proposed ACRS Reports (Open)-The 
Committee will continue its discussion 
of proposed ACRS reports. 

11 :30 A.M.-l :30 P.M.: Discussion of 
Topics for Meeting with the NRC 
Commissioners (Open)-The Committee 
will discuss topics for meeting with the 
NRC Commissioners scheduled for 
October 5, 2000. 

1:30 P.M.-2:00 P.M.: Miscel1aneous 
(Open)-The Committee will discuss 
matters related to the conduct of 

Committee activities and matters and 
specific issues that were not completed 
during previous meetings, as time and 
availability of information permit. 

Procedures for the conduct of and 
participation in ACRS meetings were 
published in the Federal Register on 
September 28,1999 (64 FR 52353). In 
accordance with these procedures, oral 
or written views may be presented by 
members of the public, including 
representatives of the nuclear industry. 
Electronic recordings will be permitted 
only during the open portions of the 
meeting and questions may be asked 
only by members of the Committee, its 
consultants, and staff. Persons desiring 
to make oral statements should notify 
Mr. Sam Duraiswamy, ACRS, five days 
before the meeting, if possible, so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made 
to allow necessary time during the 
meeting for such statements. Use of still, 
motion picture, and television cameras 
during the meeting may be limited to 
selected portions of the meeting as 
determined by the Chairman. 
Information regarding the time to be set 
aside for this purpose may be obtained 
by contacting Mr. Sam Duraiswamy 
prior to the meeting. In view of the 
possibility that the schedule for ACRS 
meetings may be adjusted by the 
Chairman as necessary to facilitate the 
conduct of the meeting. persons 
planning to attend should check with 
Mr. Sam Duraiswamy if such 
rescheduling would result in major 
inconvenience. 

Further information regarding topics 
to be discussed, whether the meeting 
has been canceled or rescheduled, the 
Chairman's ruling on requests for the 
opportunity to present oral statements 
and the time allotted therefor, can be 
obtained by contacting Mr. Sam 
Duraiswamy (telephone 301/415-7364), 
between 7:30 a.m. and 4:15 p.m., EDT. 

ACRS meeting agenda, meeting 
transcripts, and letter reports are 
available for downloading or viewing on 
the intemet at http://www.nrc.gov/ 
ACRSACNW. 

Videoteleconferencing service is 
available for observing open sessions of 
ACRS meetings. Those wishing to use 
this service for observing ACRS 
meetings should contact Mr. Theron 
Brown, ACRS Audio Visual Technician 
(301-415-8066), between 7:30 a.m. and 
3:45 p.m., EDT, at least 10 days before 
the meeting to ensure the availability of 
this service. Individuals or 
organizations requesting this service 
will be responsible for telephone line 
charges and for providing the 
equipment facilities that they use to 
establish the videoteleconferencing link. 
The availability of 
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videoteleconferencing services is not 
guaranteed. 

•• Dated: June 20. 2000. 
Andrew L. Bates. 
Advisory Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 00-16085 Filed 6-23-00; 8:45 am] 
BILUNG CODE 75!lCHl1-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards, Subcommittee Meeting on 
Planning and Procedures; Notice of 
Meeting 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Planning 
and Procedures will hold a meeting on 
July 11, 2000, Room T-2B1, 11545 
Rockville Pike, Rockville. Maryland. . 

The entire meeting will be open to 
public attendance, with the exception of 
a portion that may be closed pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 552b(c) (2) and (6) to discuss 
organizational and personnel matters 
that relate solely to internal personnel 
rules and practices of ACRS, and 
information the release of which would 
constitute a clearly unwarranted 
invasion of personal privacy. 

The agenda for the subject meeting 
shall be as follows: 

Tuesday, July 11,2000-1:00 p.m. 
until the conclusion ofbusiness. 

The Subcommittee will discuss 
proposed ACRS activities and related 
matters. The purpose of this meeting is • 
to gather information, analyze relevant 
issues and facts, and to formulate 
proposed positions and actions, as 
appropriate, for deliberation by the full 
Committee. 

Oral statements may be presented by 
members of the public with the 
concurrence of the Subcommittee 
Chairman; written statements will be 
accepted and made available to the 
Committee. Electronic recordings will 
be permitted only during those portions 
of the meeting that are open to the 
public, and questions may be asked only 
by members of the Subcommittee, its 
consultants, and staff. Persons desiring 
to make oral statements should notify 
the cognizant ACRS staff person named 
below five days prior to the meeting, if 
possible, so that appropriate 
arrangements can be made. 

Further information regarding topics 
to be discussed. the scheduling of 
sessions open to the public, whether the 
meeting has been canceled or 
rescheduled, the Chairman's ruling on 
requests for the opportunity to present 
oral statements. and the time allotted 
therefor can be obtained by contacting 
the cognizant ACRS staff person, Dr. 

_ OM T. Larkins (telephone: 301/415

7360) between 7:30 a.m. and 4:15 p.m. 
(EDT). Persons planning to attend this 
meeting are urged to contact the above 
named individual one or two working 
days prior to the meeting to be advised 
of any changes in schedule, etc., that 
may have occurred. 

Dated: June 20. 2000. 
Sam Duraiswamy, 
Acting Associate Director for Technical 
Support,ACRS/AC~. 

[FR Doc. 00-16086 Filed 6-23-00; 8:45 amI 
BIWNG CODE 75llO-01-P 

POSTAL SERVICE 

Privacy Act of 1974, System of 
Records 

AGENCY: Postal Service.
 
AcnoN: Notice of modification to
 
existing systems of records.
 

SUMMARY: The purpose of this document
 
is to publish notice of modifications to
 
existing system of records USPS
 
110.010, Property Management

Accountable Property Records; system
 
of records USPS 140.020, Postage

Postage Evidencing System Records;
 
and system of records USPS 170.010,
 
Operational Data Collection System

WorkloadlProductivity Management
 
Records. System USPS 110.010 is
 
amended to add contractors to the
 
"Categories of Individuals" segment and
 
to enhance the description of records
 
covered. System USPS 140.020 is
 
amended to further limit the categories
 
ofrecords covered. Finally, system
 
USPS 170.010 is amended to update the
 
title and address of the system manager.
 
DATES: Any interested party may submit
 
written comments on the proposed
 
amendments and additions. This
 
proposal will become effective without
 
further notice on July 26, 2000, unless
 
comments received on or before that
 
date result in a contrary determination.
 
ADDRESSES: Written comments on this
 
proposal should be mailed or delivered
 
to Finance Administration. United
 
States Postal Service, 475 L'Enfant Plaza
 
SW Room 8141, Washington DC 20260

5202.
 

Copies of all written comments will 
be available at the above address for 
public inspection and photocopying 
between 8 a.m. and 4:45 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Alberta McKay, (202) 268-4048. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice proposes amendments to three 
Postal Service Privacy Act systems of 
records. System USPS 110.010, Property 
Management-Accountable Property 

Records, historically has covered and 
continues to cover information collected 
to issue badges granting access to Postal 
Service buildings and facilities, as well 
as to issue other accountable property 
records. Individuals that are issued 
badges include both employees and 
contractors. A recent review of the 
description of system USPS 110,010, 
prompted by the installation of a new 
access control system, found that 
contractors were not included in the 
description of individuals covered by 
the system. This notice expands that 
section of the system notice and 
enhances other sections to better 
describe the maintenance of the records 
covered. 

System USPS 140.020, Postage
Postage Evidencing System Records, 
was amended in the Federal Register on 
January 3 (65 FR 142-143) to make it 
clear that the system covers both 
information collected through 
traditional paper-based postage meter 
licensing, as well as information 
collected through implementation of 
new technology postage evidencing 
systems. The categories of records 
covered by the system were expanded at 
that time to include the collection of 
destination delivery point (ZIP+4) 
information. It has been determined that 
only destinating five-digit ZIP Code 
information is needed to accomplish the 
system purpose; consequently, the 
description of the categories of records 
section is amended to reflect this 
limited collection. 

Finally, the name and address of the 
system manager has been updated in 
system of records 170.010, Operational 
Data Collection System-Workload! 
Productivity Management Records, as a 
result of agency restructuring. 

For the above reasons, the Postal 
Service proposes amending these 
systems as shown below: 

USPS 110.010 

SYSTEM NAME: 

Property Management-Accountable 
Property Records, 110,010. 

.* * * * * 

CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE
 
SYSTEM:
 

[CHANGE TO READ:] Employees and 
contractors who have access to Postal 
Service buildings and facilities and/or 
who are assigned accountable property. 
Database also contains the following 
categoJ1es: 
-Building Tenants 
-Advisory Committee Members 

(MTAC) 
-Board of Governors 
-Union Officials 
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UNITED STA'rES
 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
 

grnrs	 June 21,2000 

SCHEDULE AND OUTLINE FOR DISCUSSION 
474TH ACRS MEETING 

JULY 12-14,2000 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 12, 2000, CONFERENCE ROOM 283, TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH, 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

1) 8:30 - 8:35 A.M.	 Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Open) 
1.1) Opening statement (DAP/JTLlSD) 
1.2) Items of current interest (DAP/NFD/SD) 
1.3) Priorities for preparation of ACRS reports (DAP/JTLlSD) 

2) 8:35 - 10:30 A.M.	 Activities Associated with Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 (Open) 
2.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
2.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff and the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) regarding: 

• 
a) Proposed revision to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning 

combustible gas control system and advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T) 
(WJS/MTM) 

b) NElletter dated January 19. 2000 (TSKlNFD) 

10:39--10.45 A,M, ***BREAK*** 
1/ ~ ID 

3) ~- 11 :45 A.M. Assessment of the Quality of the Probabilistic Risk Assessments 
(Open) (GAlMTM/MWW) 
3.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
3.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff regarding a draft Commission paper on the assessment 
of the quality of probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs). 

Representatives of the nuclear industry will provide their views. as 
appropriate. 

,;):/0 
11:45 - ~P,M, -LUNCH

4) 1:15 - 3:15 P.M.	 Proposed Final ASME Standard for PRA Quality (Open) (GAlMTM) 
4.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
4.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 

• 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) regarding 
the proposed final ASME Standard for PRA quality. 

Representatives of the nuclear industry will provide their views, as 
appropriate. 



,~:dO
 
~- 3:30 P.M. -*BREAK***
••	 

2 

5) 3:30 - 4:30 P.M.	 Break and Preparation of Draft ACRS Reports (Open) 
Cognizant ACRS members will prepare draft reports, as needed, for 
consideration by the full Committee. 

h:OO 
6) 4:30 - .J.:OO P.M.	 Discussion of Proposed ACRS Reports (Open) 

Discussion of proposed ACRS reports on: 
6.1) Proposed Revision to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible 

gas control system and advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T) (WJS/MTM) 

6.2) NEI Letter on Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 (TSKlNFD) 
6.3) Assessment of the Quality of PRAs (GAlMTM/M\fINV) 
6.4) Proposed final ASME Standard for PRA Quality (GAlMTM) 
6.5) Safety Culture at Nuclear Power Plants (GAlNFD/JS) 

THURSDAY, JULY 13,2000. CONFERENCE ROOM 2B3. TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH. 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

7) 8:30 - 8:35A.M.	 Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Ope~) (DAP/SD) 
1"6~1'c..~, e.,~ JSI~c(As<sio~ '"fOr October M€ehnCl i)/+heq:L.f5 C61'r\~y~101'\ •	 • -...J 

• 
8) 8:35- ~A.M. ARAt:Jeport to the Commission on the NRC SaFely ~esearcN 

PrOBFaM-(OpOR} ~OAP!MME) 

Discussion of the format and content of the annual ACRS report to 
the Commission on the NRC Safety ijesearch Program. ~_ (\...-.1 

q:4S'- )O:~~ A'-n\.U1.1 'l2.epo,..-t -ro -the..co~ml'S"::"~() ~() +he. NJ2.c. ~c;ry
m\	 e1!i~cwc...h oc r""M

9) ~- ~A.M. -Reeo.lciliatloll of ACRS Oo~",e"t9 8f'1deeMFRoRdati9R6 (Opef'l) 
(DAP, et aI.lSD, et al.) 
Discussion of the responses from the NRC Executive Director for 
Operations to comments and recommendations included in recent 
ACRS reports and letters. 

--46) 9:45·10:30 A.M. 

10:30 10:45 A.M. -*SFtEAKu *
 

11) 10.45 - 11.45 A.M. . Break 81"ld--Pfeearamm-of'Draft-AS-RS-ReDOrts (Open)
 

• 
Cegf'lizant ACRS members-wtlt-prepare-draft repoFts;"as-fleetiedj'"fot'·,,~~ 

.--cotlSiSefatiorrby'thefutt"eommittee.- ~-

11:45 -12:45 P.M. -LUNCH*** 



IJ.: :'+0- 1;00 l2econcI !IQ+'0 r) O-P AcJGS Contm errf'~ e;
, 

f?..ecnm V\t\ e nd0- +"D n-S' 

3 
5:00 

12) 12:45 - ~.M.	 Discussion of Proposed ACRS Reports 
Discussion of proposed ACRS reports on: 
12.1) Proposed Revision to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible 

gas control system and advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix T) (WJS/MTM) I \ 

;"OO-Q(~OO 12.2) NEI Letter on Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 (TSKlNFD) (D ~ Fi Y'o./ J) 
~ I,CO·a,: o$' 12.3) Assessment of the Quality of PRAs (GAlMTM/MWW) ll.A.r~Y\Jj ra~ . 

12.4) Proposed final ASME Standard for PRA Quality (GAlMTM) (b - H na!)~\ 4() - '-I :LI~ 
12 5} Safety Cl:lltl::lfe at Nucleaf Pevief Plants ~e"'NFD(JS) 

FRIDAY, JULY 14,2000, CONFERENCE ROOM 2B3, TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH, ROCKVILLE, , 
MARYLAND t:LA-+lJ.ve, Act/vI'tles / "Plo.nV\'II(3 6 l>roce±Ctrc.s St.lbCOfYHYlI ++ee.. 

q:OOD i-scL.ls.s ion 
13) 8:30 - .u;a&A.M. Die,ussi9R ef Pi epesed AeRO Reports ~Ope") 

(10:00-10:15 A.M. BREAK) Continue discussion of proposed ACRS reports listed under Item 12. 

)1"'0 - //:40 liM. 
14) ~- 1;.66'..e.M: Topics for Meeting with the NRC Commissioners on October 5.2000 

Discussion of topics for meeting with the Commissioners scheduled 
for October 5,2000. 

15} 1:30 2:00 P.M. 

• NOTE: 
•	 Presentation time should not exceed 50 percent of the total time allocated for a 

specific item. The remaining 50 percent of the time is reserved for discussion. 

•	 Number of copies of the presentation materials to be provided to the ACRS • 35. 

)/:40 RM

•
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APPENDIX III: MEETING ATTENDEES 

474TH ACRS MEETING 
JULY12-14,2000 

NRC STAFF (July 12, 2000) 
A. Levin, OCM/RAM 
U. Shoop, OEDO 
M. Shuaibi, NRR 
T. Reed, NRR 
T. Bergman, NRR 
S. West, NRR 
D. Harrison, NRR 
J. Williams, NRR 
C. Carpenter, NRR 
F. Akstulewicz, NRR 
A. Markley, NRR 
S. Dinsmore, NRR 
M. Snodderly, NRR 
G. Parry, NRR 
S. Magruder, NRR 

• M. Cheok, NRR 
J. Lyons, NRR 
J. Costello, RES 
W. Norris, RES 

ATTENDEES FROM OTHER AGENCIES AND GENERAL PUBLIC 
O. Rotherberg, INEEL 
R. Huston, Licensing Support Services 
B. Christie, Performance Technology 
A. Heymer, NEI 
H. Fonticella, Dominion 
J. Lehner, BNL 
A. Wyche, SERCH Licensing/Bechtel 
P. Negus, GE 
K. Fleming, Erin Eng. & Research 
G. M. Eisenberg, ASME 
S. Bernstein, ASME 

•
 



• 
Appendix III 2 

474th ACRS Meeting 

NRC STAFF (July 13, 2000) 
A. Levin, OCM/RAM 
F. Eltawila, RES 

ATTENDEES FROM OTHER AGENCIES AND GENERAL PUBLIC 
C. Smith, INEEL 
E. Bargonana, MIT 

•
 

•
 



APPENDIX IV 

UNITED STATES REVISED 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

August 9. 2000 

SCHEDULE AND OUTLINE FOR DISCUSSION 
47STH ACRS MEETING 

AUGUST 29 - SEPTEMBER i. 2000 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 29, 2000, CONFERENCE ROOM 2B3, TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH. 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

1) 8:30 - 8:35 A.M.	 Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Open) 
1.1) Opening statement (DAP/JTUHJL) 
1.2) Items of current interest (DAP/NFD/H..IL) 
1.3) Priorities for preparation of ACRS reports (DAP/..I'-UH..IL) 

2) 8:35 - 10:00 A.M.	 Proposed Risk-Informed Revisions to 10 CFR Part 50 (Open) 
(WJS/GAlMTM) 
2.1) Opening remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
2.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

• 
staff and the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) regarding 
proposed NRC framework document for risk-informing the 
technical requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, proposed revisions 
to 10 CFR 50.44 concerning combustible gas control systems, 
and advance notice of proposed ru/emaking (10 CFR 50.69 
and Appendix T). 

10:00 -10:15 A.M. -*BREAK-* 

3) 10:15  11:15 AM. Causes and Significance of Design Basis Issues (Open) (RLS/MWVV) 
3.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
3.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff regarding a study of design basis issues and trends. 

4) 11:15 - NOON Proposed Final Reg ulatory Guide CDG-1093) Endorsing NEI 97-04 
Document on Design Basis (Open) (RLS/MWVV) 
4.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
4.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff and NEI regarding the proposed final version of the 
Regulatory Guide. 

12:00 - 1:00 P.M. -LUNCH··· 

•
 



•• 2 

5)	 1:00- 1:45 P.M. AP1000 Standard Plant Design (Open) (TSK/SD) 
5.1)	 Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
5.2)	 Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff regarding issues identified during AP1 000 pre-application 
review (Phase 1). 

Representatives of the nuclear industry will provide their views, as 
appropriate. 

6) 1:45 - 3:15 P.M.	 Break and Preparation of Draft ACRS Reports (Open) 
Cognizant ACRS members will prepare draft reports, as needed, for 
consideration by the full Committee. 

7) 3:15 - 7:00 P.M.	 Discussion of Proposed ACRS Reports (Open) 
Discussion of proposed ACRS reports on: 
7.1) Proposed NRC Framework Document for Risk-Informing 10 

CFR Part 50 and Associated Revisions to 10 CFR 50.44 
Concerning Combustible Gas Control Systems, and Advance 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and Appendix 
T) (WJS/GAlMTM) 

7.2)	 Proposed Final Regulatory Guide (DG-1093) Endorsing NEI 

•
 
97-04 Document on Design Basis (RLS/MWW)
 

7.3) AP1000 Pre-Application Review (TSK/SD)
 
7.4) Assessment of the Quality of PRAs (GAlMTM)
 

WEDNESDAY. AUGUST 30. 2000. CONFERENCE ROOM 283. TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH. 
ROCKVILLE. MARYLAND 

8)	 8:30 - 8:35 AM. Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Open) (DAP/JTL) 

9) 8:35 - 9:30 AM.	 Performance-Based Regulatory Initiatives (Open) (..IDS/NFD) 
9.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
9.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff regarding a Commission paper associated with 
performance-based regulatory initiatives. 

Representatives of the nuclear industry will provide their views, as 
appropriate. 

10) 9:30 - 10:15 AM.	 License Renewal Guidance Documents (Open) (MVB/NFD) 
10.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
10.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff regarding the contents of the proposed Standard Review 

• 
Plan, Generic Aging Lessons Learned Report, a Regulatory 
Guide and associated NEI guidance documents. 

Representatives of the nuclear industry will provide their views, as 
appropriate. 

10:15 ·10:30 A.M. -*8REAK***
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..• 11) 10:30 - 12:00 Noon	 Operating Events at Indian Point Nuclear Power Plant Unit 2 (Open) 
(RLS/MWW) 
11.1) Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
11.2) Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the NRC 

staff and the licensee regarding the events, noted below, that 
occurred at the Indian Point Unit 2 Nuclear Power Plant and 
the associated staff findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations resulting from the evaluation of these 
events. 
•	 February 15, 2000 steam generator tube rupture 

event. 
•	 August 31, 1999 event involving reactor trip and loss 

of off-site power. 

12:00 - 1:00 P.M.	 ***LUNCH**· 

12) 1:00 - 1:30 P.M.	 Siemens SRELAP-5 Appendix KSmall-Break LOCA Code 
(Open/Closed) (GBW/PAB) 
Report by the Chairman of the Thermal-Hydraulic Phenomena 
Subcommittee regarding the Siemens SRELAP-5 Appendix K code 
version for application to analysis of small-break loss of coolant 
accident (LOCA). 

• 13) 1:30 - 2:30 P.M. Break and Preparation of Draft ACRS Reports 
Cognizant ACRS members will prepare draft reports for consideration 
by the full Committee. 

14) 2:30 - 7:00 P.M.	 Discussion of Proposed ACRS Reports (Open) 
Discussion of proposed ACRS reports on: 
14.1) Performance-Based Regulatory Initiatives (JDS/NFD) 
14.2) Proposed NRC Framework Document for Risk-Informing 10 

CFR Part 50 and Associated Revisions to 10 CFR 50.44 
Concerning Combustible Gas Control Systems, and Advance 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 and AppendiX 
T) (WJS/GAlMTM) 

14.3)	 Proposed Final Regulatory Guide (DG-1093) Endorsing NEI 
97-04 Document on Design Basis (RLS/MWW) 

14.4) AP1000 Pre-Application Review (TSKlSD) 
14.5) Assessment of the Quality of PRAs (GAlMTM) 

THURSDAY. AUGUST 31.2000, CONFERENCE ROOM 283, TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH, 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

15)	 8:30 - 8:35 A.M. Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Open) (DAP/JTL) 

•
 
16) 8:35 - 8:45 A.M. Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations (Open)
 

(DAP, et al./HJL, et al.)
 
Discussion of the responses from the NRC Executive Director for
 
Operations to comments and recommendations included in recent
 
ACRS reports and letters.
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'. 17) 8:45 - 9:45 AM.	 Future ACRS Activities/Report of the Planning and Procedures 
Subcommittee (Open) (DAP/JTUHJL) 
17.1) Discussion of the recommendations of the Planning and 

Procedures Subcommittee regarding items proposed for 
consideration by the full Committee during future ACRS 
meetings. 

17.2)	 Report of the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee on 
matters related to the conduct of ACRS business, and 
organizational and personnel matters relating to the ACRS. 

18) 9:45 - 10:45 AM.	 Annual Report to the Commission on the NRC Safety 
Research Program (Open) (DAP/MME) 
Discussion of the format and content of the annual ACRS 
report to the Commission on the NRC Safety Research 
Program. 

10:45 -11:00 A.M. ***BREAK*** 

• 
19) 11 :00 - 12:00 Noon Miscellaneous (Open) (DAP/JTL) 

Discussion of matters related to the conduct of Committee 
activities and matters and specific issues that were not 
completed during previous meetings, as time and availability 
of information permit. 

12:00 - 1:00 P.M. ***LUNCH*** 

20) 1:00 - 4:00 P.M.	 Meeting with the NRC Commissioners on October 6,2000 
(Open) (DAP, et al./JTL, et al.) 
Discussion of topics and preparation for meeting with the 
Commissioners scheduled for October 6, 2000. 

21) 4:00 - 6:00 P.M.	 Discussion of Proposed ACRS Reports (Open) 
Discussion of proposed ACRS reports on: 
21.1) Performance-Based Regulatory Initiatives (..IDS/NFD) 
21.2) Proposed NRC Framework Document for Risk-

Informing 10 CFR Part 50 and associated Revisions to 
10 CFR 50.44 concerning Combustible Gas Control 
Systems, and Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (10 
CFR 50.69 and Appendix T) (WJS/GAlMTM) 

21,3)	 Proposed Final Regulatory Guide (DG-1093) Endorsing NEI 
97-04 Document on Design Basis (RLS/MWW) 

21.4) AP1000 Pre-Application Review (TSKlSD) 
21,5) Assessment of the Quality of PRAs (GAlMTM) 

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 1.2000, CONFERENCE ROOM 2B3, TWO WHITE FLINT NORTH. 
ROCKVILLE. MARYLAND 

• 22) 8:30  8:35 AM. Opening Remarks bv the ACRS Chairman (Open) (DAP/JTL) 

23) 8:35  1:00 P.M. Discussion of Proposed ACRS Reports (Open) - The Committee will 
continue its discussion of proposed ACRS reports as noted in item 
22. 



'.	 
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NOTE: 
•	 Presentation time should not exceed 50 percent of the total time allocated for a 

specific item. The remaining 50 percent of the time is reserved for discussion. 

•	 Number of copies of the presentation materials to be provided to the ACRS - 35. 

•
 

•
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APPENDIX V
 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS PROVIDED TO THE COMMITTEE
 
474th ACRS MEETING
 

July 12-14, 2000
 

[Note: Some documents listed below may have been provided or prepared for Committee 
use only. These documents must be reviewed prior to release to the public.] 

MEETING HANDOUTS 

AGENDA DOCUMENTS
 
ITEM NO.
 

1	 Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman 
1.	 Items of Interest, dated July 12-14, 2000 

2	 Activities Associated with Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 
2.	 Risk-Informed Part 50, Option 2 presentation by NRR [Viewgraphs] 
3.	 Risk-Informed Part 50 Framework and Risk-Informed 50.44 presentation by 

RES [Viewgraphs] 

• 
4. Risk-Informed Performance-Based Regulation presentation by A. Heymer, 

NEI [Viewgraphs] 
5.	 Petition for Rulemaking Combustible Gas Control presentation by B. Christie, 

Performance Technology [Viewgraphs] 

3	 Assessment of the Quality of the Probabilistic Risk Assessment 
6.	 PRA Quality presentation by RES 

4	 Proposed Final ASME Standard for PRA Quality 
7.	 ACRS Meeting on Rev. 12 of the ASME PRA Standard, Introduction and 

General Review presentation by S. Bernsen, Chair, ASME Committee on 
Nuclear Risk Management [Viewgraphs] 

8.	 ACRS Committee meeting on Rev. 12 of the ASME Standard, Developing 
Technical Requirements for a Range ofApplications (Section 4) presentation 
by K. Fleming, Member, ASME Project Team and CNRM [Viewgraphs] 

4a	 Report to ACRS on Fire Protection NEI Forum
 
Presentation by A. Singh [Viewgraphs]
 

9 Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations 
9.	 Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations [Handout #9.1] 

• 
10 Future ACRS Activities 

10.	 Future ACRS Activities - 475th Meeting - July 12-14, 2000 [Handout #10-2] 



• 
Appendix V 2 
474th ACRS Meeting 

11 Report of the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee 
11. Final Draft Minutes of Planning and Procedures Subcommittee Meeting 

[Handout #9.1] 

•
 

•
 



• 
Appendix V 3 
474th ACRS Meeting 

MEETING NOTEBOOK CONTENTS 

TAB 
1 

• 
3 

•
 

DOCUMENTS 
Activities Associated with Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 
1.	 Table of Contents 
2.	 Proposed Schedule 
3.	 Status Report, dated July 12, 2000 
7.	 Email from ACRS Members Shack, Powers and Kress 
8.	 SRM dated January 31,2000 
9.	 SRM dated February 3, 2000 
10.	 SRM dated April 5, 2000 
11.	 Use Needs Request dated June 19, 2000 
12.	 Revised framework (SECY-00-0086) and draft NRC report on risk-Informing 

10 CFR 50.44 
13.	 Letter dated April 18, 2000 from Steven D. Floyd, NEI, to Thomas L. King, 

RES, Subject: Industry Comments on SECY-00-0086 and draft NRC report 
on risk informing 10 CFR 50.44 

14.	 Letter dated February 18, 2000 from Ashok C. Thadani to Joe. F. Colvin, 
Subject: SECY-99-264 

15.	 Letter dated January 19, 2000, from Joe F. Colvin, NEI to Richard A. 
Meserve, Chairman, NRC, Subject: SECY-99-264 on Risk-Informing 10 CFR 
Part 50 (Option 3) 

16.	 Report dated October 12, 1999, from Dana A. Powers, Chairman, ACRS, to 
Greta Joy Dicus, Chairman, NRC, SUbject: Proposed Plans for Risk
Informing 10 CFR Part 50 

Assessment of the Quality of PRAs 
17.	 Table of Contents 
18.	 Proposed Schedule 
19.	 Status Report dated July 12, 2000 
20.	 Memorandum dated April 18, 2000, from Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary, 

NRC, to William D. Travers, Executive Director for Operations, NRC, Subject: 
Staff Requirements - Briefing on Risk-Informed Regulation Implementation 
Plan (SECY-00-0062) 

21.	 Draft memorandum received June 30, 2000, from William D. Travers, 
Executive Director for Operations, NRC, to The Commissioners, Subject: 
Addressing PRA Quality in Risk-Informed Applications 

22.	 Memorandum dated June 19, 2000, from Samuel J. Collins, Director, NRR, 
to Ashok C. Thadani, Director, RES, Subject: Request for Assistance in 
Review of NEI 00-02, "Probabilistic Risk Assessment Peer Review Process 



• 
Appendix V 4
 

474th ACRS Meeting
 

Guidance" 

4 Proposed Final ASME Standard for PRA Quality 
23.	 Table of Contents 
24.	 Proposed Schedule 
25.	 Status Report dated July 12, 2000 
26.	 Note dated June 18, 2000, from George Apostolakis, Chairman, RPRA 

Subcommittee, to ACRS Members, Subject: ASME Standard for PRA 
27.	 Letter dated March 25, 1999, from Dana A. Powers, Chairman, ACRS, to 

William D. Travers, Executive Director, NRC, Subject: Proposed ASME 
Standard for Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear Power Plant 
Applications (Phase 1) 

28.	 Letter dated June 14, 2000, from G. M. Eisenberg, ASME, to Michael T. 
Markley, ACRS, Subject: Copies of Draft 12 of Proposed ASME Standard on 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear Power Plant Applications 

• 

•
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
 
474th MEETING
 

JULY 12-14, 2000
 

SPEECH 

• Beginning a New Era in Nuclear Regulation [Chairman Meserve] . 1 

LICENSING ITEM 

• NRC Issues Proposed Guidelines for Including Industry Initiatives in the 
Regulatory Process ' . 7 

MISCELLANEOUS 

• 

• 

House Commerce Hearing, ''The Future of Nuclear and Coal Power" 

IAEA International Working Group, Specialists Meeting on Methodologies and 
Supporting Research for the Pressurized Thermal Shock Evaluation 

. 

. 

9 

14 

• 

•
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NRC NEWS 
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
Office of Public Affairs Telephone: 301/415-8200 

Washington, DC 20555-001 E-mail: opa@nrc.gov 
Web Site: hftp:/Iwww.nrc.gov/OPA 

No. S-00-15 June 5, 2000 

[PDF Version (87 KB)] 

BEGINNING A NEW ERA IN NUCLEAR REGULATION 

Remarks of
 
DR. RICHARD A. MESERVE
 

CHAIRMAN
 
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
 

at the
 

2000 AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY ANNUAL MEETING 

JUNE 5, 2000
 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA
 

INTRODUCTION 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to participate in the American Nuclear Society Annual 
Meeting. 

The theme of this meeting, "Beginning a New Era," is particularly timely for the NRC. As we move into 
the 21 st century, the agency is facing many changes and challenges. We confront the restructuring of the 
utility industry - in terms both ofelectricity price deregulation and of the consolidation of nuclear 
utilities through mergers, plant sales, and formation of multi-plant operating companies. In the last few 
years we have embarked on a significant, long-term effort to revamp our regulatory processes by 
risk-informing our regulations and oversight activities. And we are simultaneously engaged in the 
renewal of power reactor operating licenses; we have issued the first two renewed licenses, for Calvert 
Cliffs and Oconee. I will discuss the impacts of these changes further in a few moments, but, before I do 
so, I want to set the stage by putting our activities in a global context. 

Nuclear technology is now pervasive throughout the world. Over 400 nuclear power plants are currently 
operating in more than thirty nations, supplying about one-sixth of the world's electricity. In several 
countries, nuclear power provides over 70% of domestic electricity production. Serious consideration is 
being given to the impact that nuclear power may have on global warming and in reducing toxic 

10f6 07/06/20002:34 PMI
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THE NEW ERA FOR NUCLEAR REGULATION 

The NRC's responsibility is to protect the health and safety of the public in virtually all aspects of the 
civilian use of nuclear technology. This includes not only nuclear power plants, but also non-power 
reactors, nuclear fuel cycle facilities, waste disposal, and the industrial and medical uses ofnuclear 
materials. Although there are only about 40 U.S. companies that own nuclear power plants, the number 
of licensees in the materials and waste areas is in the thousands. Nonetheless, roughly 65% of the NRC's 
budget for regulatory activities goes to nuclear reactor safety, and I will focus my remarks primarily on 
that aspect of our work. 

The foundation of the NRC's regulatory philosophy is that our licensees are responsible for the safe use 
of the technology. The NRC establishes a regulatory framework; verifies through inspections and other 
types of reviews that the framework is being followed; ensures that problems that arise are identified and 
their "root causes" are established, are corrected, and are kept from recurring; and in those instances in 

.	 which serious violations of our regulations occur, the NRC takes enforcement action to require licensees 
to focus on significant problems. But it is a fundamental obligation of nuclear power plant operators to 

•	 ensure safe operations. In rare instances, the Commission may determine that .a licensee's operation of a 
plant does not ensure adequate protection of the public, and order the plant to be shut down until 
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remedial measures are taken. 
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In the last few years, the NRC has begun a fundamental change in the way in which it regulates. We 
have established a set of four strategic objectives for our regulatory program: (1) maintain safety; (2) 
increase effectiveness and efficiency; (3) reduce unnecessary regulatory burden; and (4) increase public 
confidence. The objective ofmaintaining safety is our foremost obligation and reflects a recognition of 
the established safety record and maturity of the nuclear power industry in the United States. The 
objectives of increasing efficiency and reducing burden respond directly to the deregulated business 
environment in which some utilities must now operate, and which we expect will become dominant in 
the next few years. As for the fourth objective, increasing public confidence, I cannot stress too strongly 
the need for all of us to communicate effectively with the national and international public about nuclear 
technology. It is the public that will determine the future for nuclear power. 

I would like take a moment now to expand on the context for achievement of these objectives. 
Deregulation of electricity pricing in many parts of the U.S. means that electricity generators must 
compete in an open market in which the cost of generation will determine what types of plants are built 
and operated. We recognize that our regulatory system has an economic impact on our power plant 
licensees - not only because ofthe costs of regulatory compliance, but also because, under U.S. law, the 
costs ofNRC's operations are largely recovered from our licensees. In a deregulated electricity market 
every form of electricity generation must compete with all others, and thus the costs of regulation come 
directly from the bottom line. As a result, we make every effort not to impose excessive burdens on 
licensees. 

Coupled with the deregulation of electricity prices has come a significant restructuring of the utility 
sector of the U.S. economy. In contrast to many countries that have only a few nuclear plant operators or 
one national utility, we have over 40 companies that operate nuclear power plants. Some of those 
companies own as many as 10 plants, but many own only 1 or 2. In an environment ofprice 
deregulation, many utilities are choosing to sell their generating assets and become distribution 
companies. This has created an active market in "used" nuclear plants as some smaller utilities get out of 
the nuclear business, and several plants have already been sold at prices far below their original capital 
costs. We anticipate that this trend will continue, and the consolidation process will result in a few large 
nuclear operators, which may be either single companies, partnerships, or operating consortia. 

The NRC views these developments with cautious optimism. The companies that are acquiring these 
plants are generally good performers, and we expect that consolidation will bring their good operating 
practices into more plants. We must, however, ensure that, as these large operators acquire more plants, 
they devote adequate resources to fixing any existing problems and that they do not stretch themselves 
too thinly by taking on more facilities than management can handle. 

Consideration ofour strategic objectives is also causing the NRC to change the ways in which we 
undertake our mission. In the early 1990s, the Commission determined that the science ofquantitative 
risk assessment had matured sufficiently, and that the underlying database on equipment reliability 
arising from approximately 2000 reactor-years of operation was sufficiently robust, as to permit the use 
ofprobabilistic safety assessment in tlrisk-informing" our regulations. By "risk-informed,tl we mean that 
risk insights are considered, along with more traditional deterministic assessments, in evaluating 
licensee performance and proposed actions, such as in-service inspection and technical specification 
changes. We are also making our regulations more "performance-based," so that licensees are given 
more latitude in how they meet regulatory requirements. These new directions have, for example, been 
applied in the overhaul ofour plant oversight process; we now use objective performance indicators 
(e.g., such as the number of SCRAMs in a year) along with risk-informed inspection techniques to 
provide a better focus on safety. We believe that these changes directly address the goals of maintaining 
safety and increasing efficiency and effectiveness, by permitting us to focus on the most risk-significant 
safety issues. However, I must also point out that this new focus on risk has not affected other aspects of 
our regulatory philosophy, such as the concept of "defense-in-depth," which is still a fundamental part of 
the NRC's approach to safety. 

The technical bases for accomplishing our new regulatory approach rest largely on the work of our 
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Office of Research. It might have been difficult to foresee in the early 1970s, but the NRC's pioneering 
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work in probabilistic risk assessment-the WASH-1400 study 

has ultimately led to our capability to incorporate quantitative risk evaluation into our decision-making 
processes. Our research program is currently preparing to support new agency work in areas such as 
mixed-oxide and high-burnup fuels; it is providing the basis for adoption ofnew technology, such as 
digital instrumentation and control systems; and it is continuing to provide the foundation for 
risk-informed regulation and our new reactor oversight process. The thermal-hydraulics program, which 
sponsored development of the widely-used RELAP and TRAC computer codes, is using state-of-the-art 
techniques to develop new analytical tools that will remove excess conservatism from reactor safety 
analyses while maintaining adequate safety margins. 

The fourth ofour strategic objectives, increasing public confidence, may be the most challenging task of 
all. It is essential that our regulatory actions both be fair and be perceived as fair. This does not mean 
that outcomes ofour actions will be completely satisfactory to all interested parties, but rather that those 
parties must be confident that their concerns have been heard and taken into consideration as the NRC 
reaches its conclusions. A key to achieving this perception of fairness is to be open and accessible. New 
initiatives we have undertaken in this connection include establishing a website on the Internet through 
which the public may get information about our activities, and increasing our interactions at all levels 
with our "stakeholders" - those with an interest in the NRC's activities- through public meetings, 
workshops, and other outreach efforts. 

As I indicated previously, much of the initial work in implementing these new initiatives has focused on 
nuclear power reactors. However, we are extending these basic concepts to our materials and waste 
regulatory activities as well. This is neither an easy task nor a small one. We estimate that it could take 
as long as 10 years to implement our new regulatory structure fully. 

We believe that the NRC's efforts to apply our strategic objectives, as perhaps best revealed by our 
efforts to risk-inform our regulations, will serve to focus our regulatory activities on the issues of highest 
safety significance. In this way, we expect to meet the challenge of the changing economic environment 
for nuclear power in the U.S. and to assure that our licensees maintain a vigilant approach to nuclear 
safety. At the same time, our approach to regulation should permit the U.S. to retain nuclear power as a 
part of its energy strategy, thereby helping to meet the challenges associated with reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. It is also important to note that many of the activities underpinning our new regulatory 
approach are international in scope. We could not accomplish our objectives without the participation of 
our international partners. This leads me back to the subject of international cooperation in meeting the 
challenges of the future. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE NEW ERA 

Whether or not to use nuclear power; the number, size, and location of the plants; and the methods used 
both by plant operators and regulatory agencies to ensure their safe operation are matters for each 
country to decide for itself. But there is a vital need for international cooperation to ensure that safety is 
the fundamental consideration in the use of nuclear technology. As we have seen many times over the 
years, an accident involving nuclear power or nuclear materials can have a psychological impact far . 
beyond the physical consequences of the event. In some instances, such as the Chornobyl accident, the 
physical consequences are international as well. 

When we speak of international exchange and cooperation, the two organizations that usually come to 
mind first are the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Nuclear Energy Agency of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Both of these agencies play crucial roles in 
fostering the exchange of technical information in areas as diverse as safety, safeguards, materials and 
waste. However, this is just the beginning of the story. As important as the programs of the IAEA and 
the NEA are in helping to ensure nuclear and radiation safety, the extent and scope of international 
cooperation go far beyond the activities of these two bodies. 

As I mentioned earlier, nuclear power has clearly become an international business in every aspect: 
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design, construction, operation, and regulation. Most of the major nuclear steam supply system vendors 
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are now multinational corporations or have international partners. Of the vendors operating in the U.S., 
B&W is owned by Framatome, and Westinghouse and Combustion Engineering are owned by BNFL. 
Outside the U.S., Siemens and Framatome are in the final stages ofjoining their nuclear businesses. 
There are French plants operating in China, Canadian plants operating in the Republic of Korea, and the 
ABWRs in Japan are a product of a cooperative venture between Japan's Toshiba and Hitachi and GE 
Nuclear Energy from the United States. The deregulation of the utility sectors in the U.S. and in other 
parts of the world has res4lted in numerous acquisitions and joint ventures. One of the most prominent 
partnerships, Amergen, formed by British Energy and the Philadelphia Electric Company, is actively 
engaged in buying U.S. nuclear plants. 

The nuclear industry also has clearly recognized the need for and value of international cooperation and 
technical information exchange. Organizations such as the World Association ofNuclear Operators 
(WANO) promote the exchange of information on operating experience to improve nuclear plant 
operations. The International Nuclear Forum represents international industry interests in such matters as 
the consideration of nuclear power in contributing to a reduction in greenhouse gases under the Kyoto 
Protocol. We also see broad international participation in industry organizations based in the U.S. For 
instance, the Nuclear Procurement Issues Committee, or NUPIC, originally consisting of representatives 
from all U.S. nuclear utilities, was formed to promote a coordinated approach on oversight of nuclear 
vendor quality assurance. NUPIC now includes members from Mexico, Brazil, Spain, Slovenia, and 
Sweden. The Nuclear Energy Institute, based in Washington, D.C., has developed a substantial 
international membership, including more than a dozen countries and international organizations, and is 
active in international exchanges and cooperation on many levels. 

International information exchange is also fundamental to the mission of the professional societies in the 
nuclear field. This society, along with the European Nuclear Society, the Atomic Energy Society of 
Japan, and many other such groups hold numerous international conferences every year covering 
virtually every aspect of nuclear technology. They promote free and open discussion of research, 
operational experiences, emerging technical and safety issues, development of new technologies, and 
other related topics. 

In a similar fashion, nuclear regulation has become international in scope. Cooperation between the 
national regulatory agencies has grown, and it is imperative that this type of cooperation continue and 
expand. For countries with mature nuclear programs, exchanging information on operating experiences 
and regulatory issues and approaches helps to promote good safety practices and to discourage poor 
ones. Information on emerging safety issues with regard to a particular reactor type or design may be 
relevant to reactors in many different countries, as well. Even more important, perhaps, is international 
cooperation involving countries with small programs, those considering acquiring nuclear plants for the 
first time, or those with relatively weak or inexperienced regulatory organizations. For these countries, 
international cooperation can help develop the regulatory infrastructure and strong safety culture that are 
essential to ~ssuring safe plant operation. 

I am firmly committed to continuing the U.S. NRC's role in international cooperative exchanges at all 
levels. NRC staffmembers participate in international conferences, such as the professional society 
meetings that I previously mentioned, and on many international working groups, such as those 
organized by the IAEA and NEA. On the Commission level, my fellow Commissioners and I have met 
with many of our counterparts around the world to discuss perspectives on nuclear regulation and ways 
in which to promote adherence to the highest degree of safety assurance. The NRC's Office of 
International Programs coordinates technical information exchange agreements with 34 other nations. 
One of the most valuable methods for sharing information and experiences is through the assignment of 
staff to other organizations, and the NRC is proud to have hosted regulatory staff from many other 
countries who work at the NRC for periods ranging from a few weeks to many months. We have also 
sent our regulatory staff to other countries, both to provide assistance in building and improving 
regulatory infrastructure, and to learn from the valuable experiences of our international colleagues. 
NRC staffhave also been key members of U.S, delegations negotiating the instruments composing the 
international nuclear legal regime. 
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One other subject in the area of international cooperation deserves special attention: the role of 

• 
international cooperative research programs. One challenging aspect of our changing 
environment-particularly in the United States-is the tightening of the NRC's budget, in general, and of 
the research budget in particular. In my meetings with representatives from many other countries I have 
heard that this is the situation almost everywhere. However, the need for research continues: to provide 
the technical foundation for new regulatory initiatives, such as risk-informed regulation; to position 
nuclear safety regulators to deal with new technology and new industry initiatives; to develop 
state-of-the-art analytical tools; and to respond to emerging technical and safety issues as our operating 
reactors grow older. Under these circumstances, cooperation with international research partners is an 
essential means to leverage our research expenditures. 

The NRC currently maintains 45 bilateral or multilateral cooperative research agreements with more 
than 25 other countries, and thereby is able to increase greatly the value of the research in which we 
participate. While I could not possibly list all of the international cooperative programs in which the 
NRC takes part, some of the more prominent multilateral efforts include the Halden project in Norway, 
the Cabri program in France, severe accident-related testing at the Kurchatov Institute in Russia, the 
Surtsey program that was conducted in the U.S. A good example is our collaboration with the Japan 
Atomic Energy Research Institute. Confirmatory testing on Westinghouse's AP600 advanced reactor was 
conducted in the ROSA-Large Scale Test Facility at JAERI's Tokai laboratory. This extensive series of 
tests, simulating design-basis accidents and transients, as well as multiple-failure scenarios, provided 
valuable data for the validation of the NRC's thermal-hydraulic analysis codes, and provided the NRC 
staff with insights into the way in which the AP600's unique passive safety systems would behave 
during such events. This work provided the foundation for the NRC's certification of the AP600 design. 

While I have again focused on the issue ofnuclear power plant safety, I must add that our concerns 
regarding the safe use of nuclear technology extend beyond nuclear power plants. The use of nuclear 
materials and sources in industrial and medical applications is growing rapidly, and we have seen the 

• 
tragic consequences that can occur when these materials are not properly controlled and handled, as was 
recently the case in Thailand. These types of events can also have international repercussions, as for 
instance when radioactive material is accidentally incorporated into finished metal products, which are 
then exported to other countries. International cooperation in dealing with materials and waste issues is 
also essential to ensure that radioactive materials are handled in a manner that protects worker safety, 
public safety, and the environment. We must all make our best efforts, both individually and in 
collaboration, to ensure that these objectives are achieved. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

I have tried in these remarks to give you an appreciation for the NRC's perspectives - and my own - on 
some of the important issues that the NRC has begun to address as we move into the 21 st century. I 
cannot state too strongly that the assurance of safety is our foremost obligation. I hope that you share 
this view, and that the ANS, both as an organization and through the efforts of its individual members 
will redouble efforts to enhance nuclear safety in the coming years. 

Thank you. 
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Office of Public Affairs Telephone: 3011415-8200 
Washington, DC 20555-001 E-mail: opa@nrc.gov
 

Web Site: http://www.nrc.gov/OPA
 

No. 00-105 July 6, 2000 

NRC ISSUES PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR INCLUDING INDUSTRY INITIATIVES IN 
REGULATORY PROCESS 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is issuing for public comment proposed guidelines for the use 
of initiatives proposed by nuclear power plant licensees and other stakeholders in the regulatory process. 
The proposed guidelines are aimed at ensuring that proposed initiatives will be treated and evaluated in a 
consistent and controlled manner that is visible and open to stakeholders, as well as to ensure that safety 
is maintained and that resources are used efficiently and effectively. 

Two types of industry initiatives are addressed by the proposed guidelines. Type 1 initiatives are those 
developed by licensees or industry in response to an issue ofpotential regulatory concern to either 
substitute for or complement regulatory actions to meet regulatory requirements. For example, the 

•
 
Boiling Water Reactor Vessel Internals Project, in which all boiling water reactor licensees participate,
 
was begun in 1994 to address the potential consequences of stress corrosion cracking in a boiling water 
reactor. This industry program led to about 50 generic industry guidelines for inspection scope and 
frequency, flaw evaluation, and mitigation and repair. 

Type 1 initiatives also deal with cost-beneficial safety enhancements for which there are no existing 
regulatory requirements, such as Nuclear Energy Institute guidelines provided to licensees to address 
reactor shutdown risks. 

Type 2 initiatives are those that address issues that are outside existing regulatory requirements and are 
not cost-beneficial safety enhancements or that are used as an information-gathering mechanism. An 
example would be industry's development of site access authorization procedures for screening members 
of the public, contractors, employees, and others visiting the plant. 

The guidelines would provide a structured framework for the NRC staff to process issues from the 
beginning through final resolution. An NRC decision would be made whether or not to pursue the issue, 
followed by an NRC decision on whether to accept a proposed industry initiative to resolve the issue. If 
the industry proposal is accepted, the agency would then publish a Federal Register notice and develop a 
communications plan for keeping the general public and other stakeholders informed of progress and 
encouraging public input. Depending on the nature of the particular issue involved, if resolution cannot 
be reached with the industry a generic letter or a change to the Commission's regulations could be 
required. 

The proposed guidelines also contain enforcement guidelines for licensee activities that result from 
industry initiatives. For instance, in Type 1 initiatives, if a licensee does not implement activities 
consistent with the applicable requirements, NRC enforcement is an option. For Type 2 initiatives, no 

• 
agency or enforcement action is expected. 

A copy of the proposed guidelines will be available at 
http://www.nrc.gov/NRCIREACTORIVII/index.htmi. 
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UNITED STATES
 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
 

June 9, 2000 

MEMORANDUM TO:	 Chairman Meserve 
Commissioner Dicus 

.Commissioner Diaz 
Commissioner McGaffigan 
Commissioner Merrifield 

FROM:	 Dennis K. Rathbun, Director 
Office of Congressional Affairs 

SUBJECT:	 HOUSE COMMERCE HEARING, "THE FUTURE OF 
NUCLEAR AND COAL POWER,· 618100 

The House Commerce Committee's Subcommittee on Energy and Power held the second in 
series of hearings on the nation's energy policy; the first hearing focused on oil and gas. 
Chairman Barton (R-TX) referenced pressures to reduce reliance on both nuclear and coal. 
For nuclear, he noted the Government's failure to fulfill its obligation on nuclear waste and 
called for a rethinking of the need for nuclear in order to reduce greenhouse gases. He adde 
that the lack of aetion on nuclear waste affected public confidence in nuclear energy, and 
stressed that the delay was not due to a lack of technical knowledge but rather due to a lack 0 
political will. Rep. Norwood (R-GA) added that he was a supporter of nuclear power and urge 
a renewed focus on addressing storage of nuclear waste. Reps. Whitfield (R-KY) and Sawyer 
(D-OH) both expressed concern about the future of USEC and of the domestic uranium minin 
Industry. 

Mr. Magwood from DOE testified that the nation does have a diverse energy supply, and he 1 
was optimistic about the future for nuclear power. He said that new designs for plants are mot 
economical and efficient, and he noted the purchase of nuclear plants due to industry i 

consolidation as an indication of willingness to invest in nuclear. He added that the ! 

"overwhelming majority" of plants can be expected to apply for and receive license renewals. ; 
NRC was complimented for having "done its part to become an effective regulatory agency,· i 
with license renewal and one-step licensing referenced. The decline in the number of nuclear r 
engineering students is a cause for concern, but Mr. Magwood detailed DOE's university and. ! 
reactor assistance program, which has shown some signs of reversing this trend. 

Mr. McNeil from PECO Energy made many points: 1) consolidation in the industry will 
contribute to safe operation as will a stable and predictable regulatory environment, 2) 
duplicative EPA regulations should be eliminated, 3) Federal policy towards nuclear power ha~ 
been neglectful and should be revamped to reflect that nuclear is the z-1leading source of ; 
electric generation, 4) commitments to build the repository must be met, and 5) a public 
education program should emphasize that nuclear poses a small risk compared with other 
energy sources. He urged Congress to eliminate the requirement for NRC's antitrust review fqr 
license transfers and to examine IRS treatment of decommissioning costs. He also . 
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commented that the assessment of N C user fees on future modular designs should be based 
tm a capacity rather than a per facility asis. He added that we were several years away from 
Having sufficient confidence in the de igns to build them. , 

Or. Klein of the University of Texas Stem commended DOE for its university initiative and 
Generation IV concept for the next nu lear reactor, saying both had garnered the attention of 
stUdents. He added that nuclear R& should be significantly increased. 

Mr. Graham spoke for ConverDyne, e nation's only uranium converter, in Metropolis, IL. He 
discussed the dismal domestic econo ic outlook, saying that "market conditions are so serious 
that uranium mining, uranium convers n and perhaps even enrichment are on the brink of 
disappearing." He cited both the priv ization of USEC with its aggressive sales of DOE fuel as 
Well as the large amount of material fr m the US-Russia agreement as the causes of 
f1tofltabllity decline. Mr. Graham urge Congress to level the playing field for the domestic 
INdustry, re-federalize USEC, and tak HEU material from the US-Russia agreement into long
term government inventory. 

Mr.lochbaum from the Union of Con rned Scientists (UCS) stated that the future of the 
nuclear industry depended upon an e ective regulator, which had been absent in the past, to 
fft'tforce minimum standards. He com ented that the NRC had senior managers with strong 
t&chnlcal backgrounds, "but they lack e experience and independence to lead a broad-based 
transformation," which was needed to ddress "NRC's culture of complacency." 

f::tep. Shimkus asked Mr. McNeil to re and to UCS: he replied that UCS' examples are 
factually correct, but there are differen interpretations. He noted that many issues raised at 
plants are modest, but collectively the could be a concern. He agreed that an internal 
renewal structure is needed to fight placency, but defense in depth was a safety 
component. Rep. Sawyer was cancer ed about "cornercutters" at nuclear plants; Mr. McNeil 
9tsted that a program that is risk-base and predictable addresses these concerns. While he 
agrees that some of UCS' statement-- hat the NRC had not been an effective regulator-had 
some historical merit, he added that t NRC is facing the right direction now. 

~ep. Shimkus (R-IL) questioned how t e possible Metropolis closure would affect the gaseous 
diffusion plants (GOP's). Mr. Graham esponded that GOP's would rely on inventories and the 
foreign enriched supply, but that there is insufficient foreign feedstock for the facilities. In 
response to a question from Rep. Whi ield (R-KY), Mr. McNeil objected to USEC being the 
monopoly controller of fuel, saying tha it should be available to all users. He added that the US 
shOUld have a policy to support dome ic sources. Mr. Magwood stated that the Administration 
wanted a viable long-term solution, bu "how we do it is complicated," and the national security 
Jjetspectlve needed to be considered. Rep. Sawyer (O-OH) asked how USEC could be re
federalized; Mr. Graham acknowlec;tge it would be difficult since so much value has been lost. 

~ep. Wilson (R-NM) asked Mr. Magw for input on why nuclear is a "dying source of energy" 
and to project how many nuclear plant would be built. Mr. Magwood disagreed with the 
Congresswoman's assessment, sayin that DOE is working with international partners to 
explore the next generation of reactor . He added that it is "up to Government to make sure 
tHst technologies are available if ind~s ry chooses," but it is not appropriate to dictate how many 
"Isnts should be built. In response to question from Rep. Shimkus, Mr. McNeil noted that 
standardization wiU make the new m ular design safer. ' 

.. -
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Rep. Burr (R-NC) attempted to get ag eement that the absence .of a repository would 
8ceeletate the closure of nuclear plan s..Prairie Island was mentioned as being so constrained, 
but Mt. McNeil referenced the option f dry cask storage, while noting that the issue "provides a 
fotUm for ideologues that don't like nu lear" as well as increases the cost of electricity to pay for 
alternative storage. Dr. Klein comme ted that natural gas could replace a loss of nuclear, and 
the failure to have a long-term energy policy disadvantaged coal and nuclear which take longer 
to build stations. 

The witness list is attached; testimon is available in DCA. 

Attathment: As stated 
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SUBCOMMI EON ENERGY AND POWER 

UA1'E:	 Thursday JWle 8t 2000 

"'IME & PLACE:	 1:00 p.m. in Room 2123 Rayburn House Office Building 

~VB.JECT:	 National nergy Policy: The Future ofNuclear and Coal Power in 
the Unite States 

•	 WITNESS LIST 

PANEL I 

Mt. William D. Magwood IV Mr. Corbin A. McNeill, Jr. 
fJitector Chainnan, President, and CEO 
Office ofNuclear Energyt Science PECO Energy Generation 

and Technology 2301 Market Street 
U.S. Department ofEnergy P.O. Box 8699 
1000 Independence Avenuet S.W. Philadelphia, PA 19101 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

tJt. Dale Klein Mr. James Graham 
Vice Chancellor for Special President and CEO 

E:ngineering Programs ConverDyn 
University ofTexas System Suite 600 
1.10 West 6 Street, Room 1.332 5000 South Quebec Street 
Austin, TX 78701 Denver, CO 80237 

•
 
_______'~~	 _
 



• 
(Jr. f>avid Lochbaum Mr. Robert Ebel 
NUt-lear Safety Engineer Director, Energy and National SecUrity 
f Itl;un of Concerned Scientists Center for Strategic and International 
I(fIr. P Street, N.W. Studies 
W9'lhington, D.C. 20036 

Mr. Robert Kripowicz 
f:'tlttdpal Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Office of Fossil Energy 
".S rJepartment of Energy 
IOOfllndependence Avenue, S.W. 
W~~hington. D~C. 2058S 

• 

Mr. Paul Bailey 
Vlcl": President, Environment 
Edison Electric Institute 
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Sultf" 400 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

I Jt. ~ tamld Schobert 
IJltt"r.tor 
'the Energy Institute 
f:'f'tltt~ylvania State University 
I)(J Hoseler Building 
f .Itllversity Park, PA 16802 

PANEL II
 

1800 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Gen. Richard L. Lawson (Ret.)
 
President and CEO
 
National Mining Association
 
113017'" Street, N.W.
 
Washington, D.C. 20036
 

Mr. StephenM. Gehl 
Director ofStrategic Technology Alliances 
Electric Power Research Institute 
3142 Hill View Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94304 
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• 
From: Cayetano Santos 
To: Noel Dudley 
Date: Thu, Ju16, 2000 11 :11 AM 
Subject: IAEA Meeting on PTS Methodology 

Noel, 

My name is Cayetano Santos and I work in RES. I wanted to inform you and the ACRS of an upcoming 
IAEA Specialists Meeting on research regarding pressurized thermal shock evaluations. It will be held at 
the Doubletree Hotel in Rockville from July 18-20. Attached is an information sheet for the meeting. If 
you have any questions please call me at 301-415-6004. 

Thanks,
 
Cayetano Santos
 

• 

•
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International Atomic Energy Agency 

•
 
INTERNATIONAL WORKING GROUP
 

on
 

LIFE MANAGEMENT OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
 

SPECIALISTS MEETING 

on 

• 
Methodology and Supporting Research for the Pressurized Thermal Shock 

Evaluation. 

Rockville, Maryland, United States ofAmerica 

18-20 July, 2000 

INFORMATION SHEET 

•
 
IS
 



•
 

•
 

•
 

1. Introduction 

At the end of 1998, 433 nuclear power plants were providing almost 350 gigawatts of electrical 
generating capacity worldwide. Almost 60 percent of these units are pressurized water reactors; 
about 20 percent are boiling water reactors; and the remaining 20 percent are other types, e.g., 
gas-cooled or heavy-water reactors. Nuclear power programs in many countries are maturing and 
include reactors in advanced stages of their license lifetimes, while others are building new units. 
Accordingly, research and assessment methodologies have continued to evolve to address key 
technical issues, reflect ageing of plant components, and reduce any excess conservatism in 
regulatory approaches. 

Pressurized Thermal-Shock (PTS) evaluation of reactor pressure vessels (RPVs) is one area that 
has received considerable attention in most Member States. The International Working Group on 
Life Management ofNuclear Power Plants (IWG-LMNPP) has addressed this· specific area in 
two previous meetings. Additionally, the Agency has sponsored extra-budgetary workshops to 
examine PTS approaches employed for WWER reactors and western-type reactors. 

Because of the overall high importance and technical complexity of PTS phenomena, this area 
calls for regularinformation exchange. Therefore, the IWG-LMNPP at its last meeting in May 
1999 in Vienna recommended that it would be valuable to hold a meeting on "Methodology and 
Supporting Research for PTS Evaluations" in the year 2000. 

2. PUllJOse ofthe Meeting 

The purpose is to provide an international forum for discussion of recent results from regulatory, 
operation, and research organizations that address the latest improvements for PTS assessments. 
Improvements may relate to better understanding ofPTS phenomena, further development or 
validation of analysis methods, better understanding ofmargins against failure, evolving 
regulatory approaches, or observations from operating experience. 

The scope of the meeting will be open to the full-range of phenomena and analysis methods 
associated with PTS. The areas include: 

• Thermal Hydraulic (TH)/Heat Transfer (HT) Analysis 
modeling for system analysis 
development of validated models and/or analysis codes 
identification ofpotential events that can lead to PTS conditions 
selection ofPTS events for analysis (including risk-informed aspects) 
application to RPV heat transfer analyses 

• Structural Analysis 
selection of validated stress analysis models/codes (including thermal stress and inelastic 
analysis capabilities) 
validation by benchmark analyses 

• Fracture Mechanic (FM) Analysis 
experimental research results to better understand fracture margins 
research results to better model fracture behaviour (both ductile and cleavage fracture 
behaviour) 
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Improved data bases and correlation for material properties, flaw characterization, etc.
 
fracture mechanics analysis tools (deterministic and probabilistic)
 
validation of models and analysis tools by benchmark analyses
 

• • PTS Integrity Assessment Methodology 
approaches based on deterministic TH and FM methods 
approaches based on probabilistic methods 
accommodation of special features (e.g. streaming), materials (e.g. cladding), 
inhomogeneities, embrittlement maps, etc. 

•	 Regulatory Approaches/Requirements
 
Criteria and limits
 
Required/acceptable analysis methods
 
Inspection requirements
 

Presentations should be aimed at better understanding the experiences of Member States 
regarding the development and application ofPTS technologies. Additionally, areas that need 
.further investigation or development should be identified. The meeting would have interfaces 
between technical experts in fields such as structural integrity assessment, thermal hydraulic 
analysis, probabilistic risk analysis, operational requirements, and regulatory practices. 

The proceedings of the meeting will be recorded, and they will include conclusions and 
recommendations developed by the participants. 

3.	 Participation 

• 
It is expected that the total number of participants will be approximately 50. Each person wishing to 
participate in the meeting should be officially designated by the relevant governmental authority 
(Ministry ofForeign Affairs or National Atomic Energy Authority). 

Correspondence with regard to the meeting should be addressed to the Scientific Secretary of the 
meeting: 

Mr. V. Lyssakov 
Division ofNuclear Power 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
Wagramerstrasse 5 
P.O. Box 100 
A-I 400 Vienna, Austria 
Tel: 43- 1- 2600 -22797; Fax: 43 - I - 26007 
E-mail: V.Lyssakov@iaea.org 

4.	 Organization of the Meeting 

The meeting will be held on 18-20 July, 2000 in DoubleTree Hotel, Rockville, Maryland, USA. 
The meeting will be convened in the framework of the IAEA International Working Group on 
Life Management ofNuclear Power Plants (IWG-LMNPP). The Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
(ORNL) will organize it under sponsorship of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 

• The overall chairman of the meeting will be the IWG Chairman (Acad. L. M. Davies), and the 
scientific secretary will be V. Lyssakov, who is the Scientific Secretary for the IWG-LMNNP. 
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Organizing Committee 

To enlist the best experts for the meeting and to ensure the presentation ofhigh-quality papers, an 
international organizing committee is being established. Members of that committee are being 
approached and are likely to be: 

Claud E. Pugh, Chairman, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, USA 
Michael E. Mayfield, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, USA 
William L. Server, AT! Consulting, USA 
Robert O. Hardies, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, USA 
Myrddin Davies, LMD Consultant, UK 
Ferenc Gillemot, KFKI, Hungary 
Vladimir Piminov, EDO 'Gidropress", Russia 
Hari Tuomisto, FORTUM Ltd, Finland 
Johann Blauel, Fraunhofer Institute, Germany 
Antonio Ballesteros, TECNATOM, Spain 
Pierre Petrequin, SEN Saclay, France 
Viatcheslav Lyssakov, lAEA 

Local Arrangements Committee: 

Claud E. Pugh, ORNL, USA 
Teri Hagan, ORNL, USA 
Cayetano Santos, USNRC, USA 

Inquires regarding the meeting and other local arrangements in Rockville, Maryland, should be 
addressed to : 

Dr. Claud E. Pugh or Ms. Teri Hagan 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory Telephone: (865) 574-0422 
P. O. Box 2009, MS-8063 Telefax: (865) 241-5005 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831 E-mail: pughce@ornl.gov 

5. Abstracts and Papers: 

Presentation of papers will be selected on the basis of abstracts that will be processed as received.
 
Any individual requiring early confirmation ofacceptance ofhis presentation is encouraged to
 
submit an abstract as soon as possible. The abstract should not exceed three single-spaced pages.
 
All abstracts must be received by 22 May, 2000. Two copies should be mailed to Mr. V.
 
Lyssakov (address as indicated in point 4. above). A copy of the abstracts should also be sent to
 
Dr. C.E.Pugh at ORNL.
 

Those authors who are notified ofacceptance should submit the original of their full-length papers
 
to Dr. Pugh to the address as indicated in point 4 above with a copy to Dr. Lyssakov by 19 June,
 
2000.
 

The manuscript should be typed single spaced on A4 format or 8.5 by 11 in. paper and include
 
original illustrations and glossy prints ofall photographs. (Unless colour is necessary for the
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content of an illustration or photograph, colour should not be used.) A copy of all papers 
received will be distributed to participants at the meeting. The proceedings of the meeting will 
be issued at an early date after the meeting. 

• The optimum size of a paper is approximately 5000 words, or about 12 typed pages including 
illustrations and photographs. On the first page of the title of the paper, the author's name and 
address should be printed according to the following format: 

TITLE OF THE PAPER
 
by
 
Mr. John No Name*, George Young**, and Merry Spring***
 
* Company, address (including country)
 
** Institution, address (including country)
 
*** Governmental agency, address (including country)
 

ABSTRACT.
 
The abstract should consist of about 150 words and summarize the objectives, content and
 
conclusions as specifically as possible.
 

KEYWORDS.
 
Provide a list ofkey words at the bottom of the first page.
 

• In addition to the paper version of the manuscripts, an electronic version is highly desired. It 
should be in an internationally used software programme, e.g., Word Perfect or Microsoft Word. 

Further information on proceedings and manuscript format requirements will be sent to the authors 
together with the acceptance oftheir contribution. 

Late manuscripts must be ready for the meeting and, in that late case, fifty copies must be provided by 
the author at the meeting. 

6. Working Language: 

The working language of the meeting will be English. 

7. Technical Facilities 

Overhead and slide projectors will be available. If other equipment is needed, please let the 
chairman of the Local Arrangements Committee (Dr. Pugh) know as early as possible. 
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8. Visas 

Designated participants who require a visa to enter the United States of America should submit the 

• 
necessary application to the nearest diplomatic or consular representative of the United States of 
America Visa support could be provided on the request by the Organizing Committee. 

9. Accommodation 

The Local Arrangements Committee has made a block of rooms available for this meeting at the 
DoubleTree Hotel in Rockville, Maryland. Attendees are to make their own hotel reservations at 
the DoubleTree. Reservations must be made by June 27, 2000. 

Hotel Name: DoubleTree Hotel
 
Hotel Address: 1750 Rockville Pike
 

Rockville, Maryland 20852 USA
 

Telephone: (301) 468-1100 or 
(301) 230-6701
 

Telefax: (301) 468-0308
 

Hotel Price: $128.80 per night (includes all taxes) for
 
17-20 July 2000
 

• 
For information purposes, participants should also send (via Telefax or E-mail) a copy of their 
Accommodation Form to: 

• 
Mrs. Teri Hagan 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory Telephone No. (865) 574-0422 
P. O. Box 2009 Telefax No. (865) 241-5005 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8063 USA E-mail haganta@ornl.gov 
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lAEA Specialists' Meeting on 

• 
Methodology and Supporting Research/or the Pressurized Thermal Shock Evaluation 

18-20 July 2000, Rockville, Maryland, USA 

To be sent to the competent official authority (Ministry of Foreign Affairs or National 
Atomic Energy Authority) for transmission to: 

Mr. V. Lyssakov, International Atomic Energy Agency, 
Wagramerstrasse 5, P.O. Box 100, Vienna International Center, 
A-1400 Vienna, Austria, by 3 July, 2000 

PARTICIPATION FORM 

Name: _
 
Title: (position) _
 

Institution: _
 

Mailing Address: _
 

• Telephone: _ 

E-mail: _
 

Fax: _
 

I intend to present a paper (Yes) (No)
 

The title ofmy paper is:
 

Note: Two copies ofthe Abstract ofyour paper, should be attached. 

Date . Signature . 

•
 
7 

~I
-




IAEA SPECIALISTS' MEETING ON METHODOLOGYAND SUPPORTING
 
RESEARCH FOR PRESSURIZED THERMAL SHOCK EVALUATION
 

• 18-20 July 2000 
Rockville, Maryland, USA 

Attendees are to make their own hotel reservations. Reservations must be made 
by 27 June 2000. 

Hotel Name: DoubleTree Hotel 
Hotel Address: 1750 Rockville Pike 

Rockville, Maryland 20852 USA 

Telephone:	 (301) 468-1100 or 
(301) 230-6701
 

Telefax: (301) 468-0308
 

Hotel Price:	 $128.80 per night (includes all taxes) for 
17-20 July 2000 

For information only, send a copy of this form (via Telefax or E-mail) to: 

Mrs. Teri Hagan 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

• 
P. O. Box 2009 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8063 USA 
Telephone No. (865) 574-0422 
Telefax No. (865) 241-5005 
E-mail haganta@ornl.gov 

******************************************************** 
HOTEL RESERVATION 

Name: 

Organization: 

E-mail address: 

Postal Address: 

City/Country: 

TelephonelFax: 

Date of Arrival: 

• 
Date of Departure: 
Number in Party: 
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Risk-Informed Part 50
 

Option 2
 

Presentation for the ACRS
 
July 12,2000
 

Mohammed A. Shuaibi & Michael C. Cheok
 
Division ofSystems Safety and Analysis
 

Joseph F. Williams
 
Division ofLicensing Project Management
 

Office ofNuclear Reactor Regulation
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Agenda
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• ANPR comments 

• Preliminary staff views on industry guideline and 
PRA peer certification process 

• Status/Schedule 
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ANPR Comments
 
!IllI& ! 1-. l! !i_' Ii, ! .. 

Approach
 

• General agreement on the list of rules identified,
 
with a proposal to risk-inform them in a phased
 
approach
 

• Be performance-based, optional, and allow for
 
selective implementation
 

• Limited NRC prior review and approval 

• Backfit rule should be applied to Option 2 
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ANPR Comments - continued
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Categorization - Appendix T
 

• Unduly detailed, prescriptive, and burdensome 

• Should not identify the consensus PRA standards 
as only acceptable method 

• Should minimize levels of risk significance 

• Allow for functional categorization 

• Address the use of results from PRAs or tools
 
with different levels of conservatism and
 
uncertainty
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ANPR Comments - continued
 
____ _ _ -31-tiQI iiik&iiidi 

Treatment
 
• Additional treatment for safety significant 

attributes should be determined by licensees and 
should rely on existing licensee programs 

• Commercial programs provide sufficient
 
treatment for LSS SSCs
 

• Rulemaking should eliminate existing
 
commitments for LSS SSCs
 

• Risk-informed change process should be included 
in new rule 
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ANPR Comments - continued 

Pilot Program
 

• Final rule should not be backfit on pilot plants 
with reviewed and accepted processes 

• STP has demonstrated the risk-informed process 
for many different types of systems and 
components; no need to include strict 
requirements for other pilot plants to do so 



• • •Industry Implementation Guidance
 
Documents for Option 2
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Background
 

• Categorization guidance (draft) provided on
 
March 29,2000
 

• NEI 00-02 submitted on April 24, 2000 

• Treatment guidance (draft) submitted on June 7,
 
2000
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PRA Peer Certification
 

NRC Review ofNEI 00-02
 

• Process review 

• Technical elements and requirements 

• Option 2 categorization requirements 
~ Appendix T and NEI categorization guidance review 
~ Assess "Grade 3" for application to Option 2 
~ Define "trade-offs," and compensatory measures 

• Documentation and review requirements 
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PRA Peer Certification 

.-wtJJi4i :wmwrmtb w me 

NEI 00-02 Topics 

• NRC will review subtier criteria 
". 

• Integration of peer review results into
 
categorization process
 

• Applicability of previous peer reviews 

• Independent decisionmaking panel 



• • • Categorization & Treatment 
Guideline
 

Categorization
 

• PRA Scope and Quality 

• Role of importance analysis 

• Role of the integrated decision-making panel
 

• Role of monitoring and feedback 
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Categorization & Treatment 
Guideline - continued
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Treatment
 

• Definition of "commercial practices" 

• Preservation of design basis 

• Change control 

• Adequate assurance of RISC-2 capability 

• Adequate assurance of RISC-3 functionality 
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Categorization & Treatment
 
Guideline - continued
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Treatment - continued
 

• Staff is developing guidance for review of the
 
STP exemption
 

• Staff to develop Option 2 treatment acceptance
 
criteria
 

• Consistency between STP and NEI proposals 
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Status/Schedule
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RIP50, Option 2
 
-August 2000 - ANPR comments & issues paper
 

- September 2000 - Commission briefing
 

- Fall 2000 - pilot program
 

- December 2000 - final acceptance criteria·
 

- August 2001 - proposed rulemaking to
 
Commission 

- December 2002 - final rulemaking to Commission 
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f.~ ~ nlte tates
 
\~l  Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Risk-Informed Part 50 Framework
 
and
 

Risk-Informed 50.44
 

Presented to 

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

July 12, 2000 

Page 1 of 19 ~  



•• • • 
OUTLINE 
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• Framework For Risk-Informing 10CFR Part 50 

• Risk-informed 50.44 

• Schedule 
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FRAMEWORK 

t¥:;;;W7D'''~  '-i::;"~-,¥F ·:,~%:J.'OitilitJ~1:!&t.::s:;:r-;;;·.-.".--,,::.:~'i:  :.~,=,;,;;;;x::;:;:e:L:·-·  ''''','=- ,~_.;;~	 ------:;;:J.JJ:I;;Clf):;.:-..;;'l'.;'h--==-'7Jrillk··~:;,:·:,···:::' L ·;""_:~;:V-.: ',wmii0%Nifuit-"i§,,:;'i::f::'\ -;'''k~f)';-' ,--,;;,; ;,;;Z'&i/ TE,*~~_"  'fi'd.~:t~::®'/:<~'i'I~::::::},::¥SM  

~ 	 Framework applied to regulations, regulatory guides, DBAs, to 
screen and formulate technical requirements 

~	 Framework is a risk-informed Defense-in-depth approach 

~	 Framework based upon prevention and mitigation strategies to 
protect public (derived from Reactor Safety Cornerstones) 

~	 Framework includes various tactics to implement prevention and 
mitigation 

~ 	 Framework requires consideration of both design basis and severe 
accidents 
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DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH STRATEGIES
 

~ 	 Pr~vent  core damage 
- Limit frequency of accident initiating events 
- Limit the probability of core damage given event 

~ Mitigate core damage 
- Limit radionuclide releases given core damage 

(containment) 
- Limit public health effects given release 

(emergency planning) 
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DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH TACTICS 

~ Tactics not dependent on risk insights: 
use of good engineering practices (e.g., codes and 
standards, negative power coefficient, etc.) 
maintain same level of protection against AOOs 
three barriers to radionuclide release 
emergency planning 

~ Tactics dependent on risk insights: 
balance between prevention and mitigation 
level of redundancy/diversity/independence necessary to 
achieve balance 
guidelines for consideration of passive component failures 
temporary conditions 
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QUANTITATIVE GUIDELINES 
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~ 	 Quantitative guidelines used to help establish, screen and 
formulate regulation and technical requirements 

~ 	 Guidelines for staff use, will not appear in regulation 
(although may appear in regulatory guide) 

~ 	 Guidelines derived from Commission Safety Goals 
(Quantitative Health Objectives) 
- Safety goals define "how safe is safe enough" 
- Risk~informing regulations should not impose requirements 

that force risk from· plants to go beyond these guidelines 

~ 	 No quantitative definition of "adequate protection" 
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QUANTITATIVE GUIDELINES 
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• Based on full-scope PRAs 

•	 Guidelines: 
Core damage frequency < 1E-4/yr 
Conditional early containment failure probability < 0.1 
Large early release frequency (LERF) < 1E-5/yr 
(surrogate for early health effect guideline) 
Conditional probability of large late release < 0.1 

• CDF and LERF guidelines consistent with RG 1.174 

•	 Initiator and accident class considerations 
More frequent initiators require better core damage prevention 
No individual accident class contributes more than 10% to frequency 
guidelines 
Accident class defined as "group of accidents that require the same plant 
response to prevent core damage or containment failure" 
Should not have to design for rare initiators (e.g., not have to design
 
mitigative features for vessel ruptures)
 
Some initiators render a defense-in-depth element ineffective and need to
 
be compensated by making other defense-in-depth elements stronger (e.g.,
 
ISLOCAs bypass containment)
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LARGE RELEASE FREQUENCY
 

GUIDELINES
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~ 	 LERF guideline emphasizes early containment failure 

~	 Early containment failure most critical for ensuring public 
health and safety 

~	 Late large release frequence (LLRF) guideline for late 
containment failures 
- Health effects 
- Worker protection/Severe Accident Management 

Guideline implementation
 
- Environmental contamination
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• • •CONSIDERATION OF UNCERTAINTIES
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~	 Quantitative guidelines apply to mean values, but need to consider 
the causes in the spread of the distribution 

~	 Three categories of uncertainties: parameter, modeling, 
completeness 

~	 Parameter uncertainties can be addressed by redundancy, diversity, 
independence single failure criterion 

~	 Modeling uncertainties can be accounted for with safety margin and 
acceptance criteria 

~	 Completeness uncertainty can be accounted for with 
defense-in-depth and safety margin 

Page 9 of 19 



'. •	 •
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~	 Should selective implementation within a 
regulation of the technical requirements 
be allowed? 

~	 Should safety enhancements be required 
to pass backfit rule? 

~	 Should there be a reverse backfit test for 
burden reduction? 
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50.44 REQUIREMENTS 
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• Analytical Requirements 
- postulated LOCA 
- degraded core accidents 
- H2 source term based on fuel cladding oxidation and 

5%/75% metal-water reaction 

• Physical Requirements 
- measure H2 concentration in containment 

insure mixed atmosphere in containment 
control combustible gas concentrations 
inert Mark I and II containments 
install high point vents in RCS 
install H2 control system for Mark III and ice condensers 
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50.44: Licensee Compliance 
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Physical Requirement 

Measure H2 concentration 

Mixed containment atmosphere 

Post-LOCA H2 control 

Inert Mark I and II containments 

High point vents 

H2 control for Mark III and ice 
condenser containments 

"~,':::: ..;",,,-,:.:~.~} 25'.l:!!!'£;:::<''t;Y,f'V <.;~#.«;, '-':vY" ··:;:·.::.:·.<~:;.:l1'ttw.t-JJ&@iili8!§ki{r:::2]~~~'::.... _·~7C-;--::7:.:_~ 

Predominant Means of Compliance 

Safety-grade continuous H2 monitors 

Natural convective cooling, air return 
fans, or containment spray 

Safety grade recombiners 

Nitrogen inerting system 

Vents installed per 50.44 

Safety-grade AC powered igniters 
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50.44: Related Regulations and
 

Implementing Documents (Examples)
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•	 Appendix E to Part 50: "Emergency Planning and Preparedness for
 
Production and Utliization Facilities"
 

Continuous H2 monitoring required for Emergency Response Data 
System 

•	 50.46(b): "Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core Cooling Systems for
 
Light-Water Nuclear Power Reactors"
 

Specifies maximum H2 generation in postulated LOCA for purpose of 
complying with ECCS acceptance criteria 

•	 RG 1.97: "Instrumentation for Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants to 
Assess Plant and Environs Conditions During and Following an Accident" 

Establishes that hydrogen concentration in the containment and drywell 
is a Type C variable (i.e., safety grade) 
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RISK SIGNIFICANCE 
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~	 Each core damage/melt accident can potentially produce combustible gases 
(both H2 and CO) from both fuel cladding oxidation and core-concrete 
interaction 

~ 	 CCFP from combustible gases range from 0.1 to 1.0 depending on 
containment type and accident sequence 

~	 Internal fire and seismic CD sequences have the characteristics of SSO 

~	 H2 combustion not a challenge to containment integrity in short term: 
- large dry and subatmospheric due to large volume 
- Mark I and II due to inert atmosphere 
- "Mark III and Ice Condenser due to igniters 

• Except for station blackout 
• Except for high pressure melt ejection for Mark III 

~	 Combustible gas concentration may be sufficient to challenge containment 
integrity in long term . 
- Combustible gases from core-concrete interaction for large dry, ice condenser and 

Mark III containments 
- 02 generation from radiolysis can lead to de-inerted atmosphere Mark I and II 
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• Accident types 
~> core melt accidents 

• Combustible gases source term 
~> realistic calculations 
~> fuel cladding oxidation and core-concrete 

interaction 

• Controlling combustible gases 
~> both early and late 
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RISK-INFORMED 50.44 
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Utilize analy-sis that: 

•	 Accounts for core melt accidents 

•	 Accounts for combustible gas generation from fuel cladding oxidation 
and core concrete interaction 

•	 Is based on realistic calculations to specify the amount and rate of 
combustible gas generation (in regulatory guide) 
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RISK-INFORMED 50.44 
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Physical Requirements: 

• Alternative 1:Modify the individual requirements 
-	 Eliminate requirement for safety-grade, continuous monitors 

Add capability to measure long-term H2 conc. under degraded 
core conditions 
Insure mixed atmosphere for risk significant accidents (e.g., S80) 
Eliminate post-LOCA H2 control (e.g., recombiners) 
Add long term H2 control for risk significant core melt accidents 
Insure H2 control for risk-significant core melt accidents (e.g., 
S80) for Mark III and ice condensers 

• Alternative 2: Eliminate the individual requirements 
-	 Replace with performance-based requirement to control
 

combustible gases for all light-water reactors for the risk
 
significant accidents
 

• Require conforming changes in other regulations 
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SCHEDULE 
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~	 Provide recommendation to Commission in August 
2000, including any policy issues 

~	 Given Commission approval, proceed to rulemaking 
(NRR) and regulatory analysis 
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Option 2 

• Guideline still evolving 

• PRA Quality & Completeness 

• Detailed regulatory appendix 

• Prior review and approval 

• Selective ~  Voluntary 

• Correlation with STP exemption request 
- Processes are essentially similar 

• Commercial programs 

~I  
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Proposed Revision to� 

Risk-Informed SSC Categories� 

Safety 
Significant 

Not 
Categorized 

as 
Safety 

Significant 

Safety-Related 

RISC-l 

As per existing 
requirements 

,RISC-3 
Directiy referenced 
in specific regulations 

Maintain functions required by 
specific regulations 

Supersession ofCommitments 
(Commercial Pro!!rams*) 

Nonsafety-Related 

RISC-2� 
No change in treatment requirements.� 

Performance-Based Reporting Requirements� 

Subject to Monitoring Program &� 
Existing (Commercial & Augment Quality)� 

Programs* 

RISC-4 

Not in Regulatory Scope 

(Commercial Programs*) 

*Commercial programs are sometimes 
known as BOP programs DRAFT """'1 
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.Option 2 Issues 
• Legal issues? 

• Commercial treatment for RISC-3 
- Preservation of design function 

- Level of detail for regulatory control 

• Treatment of prior commitments for 
RISC-3 SSCs� 
- Rulemaking alone will not explicitly address� 

- Industry commitment management guidelines� 

"tfl 
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Option 3 NRC Framework 

• Thoughtful effort by NRC staff and contractors� 
to quantify all elements of regulatory structure� 

•� June 30,NRC-NEI meeting clarified some issues 
- Interim status ofNRC Framework document 

. 
• Previously,dispositioned technical issues being 

reintroduced -- bases? 

tti- I� 
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Option 3 - Preferred approach� 

•� Pragmatic versus theoretical 

•� Use generic risk insights to improve 
current requirements 
-� Example: design basis accident assumptions 

•� Preserve e;xisting risk-informed philosophy 
- Integrated consideration of risk insights, 

traditional engineering approaches, safety margin 

•� 
"tF 1 
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Option 3 - Industry Priorities 
•� Complete ongoing efforts 

- Hydrogen control (§50.44)� 

- Fire protection (§50.48, Appendix R)� 

•� Focus on areas of greatest potential benefit 
-� Large Break LOCA (§50.46) 

•� Develop s;chedule for other regulatory 
improvements based on demonstrated success 
with §50.46 

'1J:.1 
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Observations� 
• RES and NRR approaches appear to be 

different 
- Theoretical (risk-based) vs pragmatic (risk-informed) 

• NRC discussions on Option 2 continue to focus 
on low safety-significant functions, rathe,r 
than those; of high safety significance 

• Licensees have moved beyond IPEs 
- Licensee PRA studies & summaries 

•� 
Pfjl 
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.� .� 

Observations 

• A successful conclusion of 10 CFR 50.44 
rulemaking (Option 3) & STP exemption 
request (Option 2) will increase confidence in 
risk-infor~edregulation 

"t:P 1� 
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••• 
••• 

•••••• 

... General Issues .. 
•
•••• Fire protection system degradation - fine line in 
. ~

distinguishing the turning point f~o~ green to.-. 
~: white finding (-.05 or -.09). 

: .'. Licensing basis documents - not accessible or in 
• proper order on site at the plants, NRC historical
 
~. documents not in proper order either. 

.. ~ • RES report on fire effects of circuit failure mode 
: and likelihood analysis -NRC and industry need 
: data base for fire effects. 

4 
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'. 
• 
,."* NFPA 805 Issues 

: • Standard may not be adopted extensively by the
 
;: industry - resembles appendix R and risk . 
- informed regulation. 
• 
~ • High impediments and hot shorts are. not included
 
.:: . in standard. 

'. • SDPand NFPA 805 are in conflictrelated to the 
: inspection and oversight process. 

-: • Cost effectiveness is in question and may 
• jeopardizes its reception by industry. '.;.
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Screening Equation 

ACDF= Ff*PE *PSA *pAS PDM*PCCD (per r.y.) 

• 
: • Ff -- frequency of any size fire 

.. :: • PE = Fire size parameter (more realistic location and size) 

.•.. 

u:",. • PSA = probability of spurious actuations given substantial 
_ insulation damage 

:. PAS =probability that automatic suppression.won't 
• control the fire 
•
• • - probability that detection and manual suppression PDM 
.- won't control the fire 

- conditional probability of core damage given fire-. Pccn 
induced spurious actuations 
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Agenda 

A. Key Points 

B. Petition for Rulemaking 
1. 10CFR50, Appendix A, G·DC 41 
2. 10CFR50.44 

• C. Summary 
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Key Points - Combustible Gas Control 

Public Health Risk 

Severe Accidents - Not Design Basis Accidents. 

Containment integrity when fission products present. 

Existing hydrogen recombiners and purge ineffective. 

• Existing hydrogen procedures can distract operators. 

Activation of hydrogen purge systems and portable 
hydrogen recombiners during severe accidents can be 
detrimental to public health and safety. 

•
 



• 10CFR50, Appendix A 
Criterion 41- Containment Atmosphere Cleanup 

Existing-

Systems to control fission products, hydrogen, 
oxygen, and other substances which may be released 
into the reactor containment shall be provided as
necessary to redtte€, consistent with the functioning 
of other associated systems, the conc@ntfation and 

• ~e concentFation o~rogen or oxygen and 
ether sub&tances in the containment-atmo8~ 

o to assure that 
containnlent integrity is nlaintained. 

•
 



----_.__._-_._-

• My proposed revised 10CFR50, Appendix A, General Design 
Criteria 41, Containment atmosphere cleanup, is as follows: . 

• 

.As necessary, systems to control fission 
products, hydrogen, oxygen, and other 
substances which may be released into the 
reactor containment shall be provided, 
consistent with the functioning of other 
associated systems, to assure that reactor 
containment integrity is maintained for 
accidents where there is a high probability 
that fission products may be present in the 
reactor containment. 

•
 



• My proposed revised lOCFR50.44, Standards for combustible gas 
control system in light-\vater-cooled po\ver reactors, is as follows: 

a.)	 An inerte¢. reactor contai~ent atmosphere shall 
be provided for each boiling light-water nuclear 
power reactor with a Mark I or Mark II type 
containment. 

• 

b.) Each licensee vvith a boiling light-water nuclear 
power reactor with a Mark III type of 
containment and each licensee with an ice 
condenser type of containment shall provide its 
nuclear power reactor containment with a 
hydrogen control system. The hydrogen control 
system must be capable of handling (based on 
realistic calculations) the hydrogen equivalent to 
that generated from a metal-water reaction 
involving 75% of the fuel cladding surrounding 
the active fuel region (excluding the cladding 
surrounding the plenum volume). 

•
 



• My proposed revised lOCFR50.44, Standards for combustible gas 
control system in light-\vater-cooled power reactors, is as follows: 

• 

c.) All light ~ater reactors vvi~h other types of 
containment than in (a) or (b), must demonstrate 
that the reactor containment (based on realistic 
calculations) can withstand, without any 
hydrogen control system, a hydrogen bum for 
accidents with a high probability of causing 
severe reactor core damage. If such an 
evaluation of reactor containment capability can 
not be demonstrated, then the licensee shall 
provide a hydrogen control system per the 
backfit process. This hydrogen control system 
must be capable of handling (based on realistic 
calculations) the hydrogen equivalent to that 
generated from a metal-water reaction involving 
75% of the fuel cladding surrounding the active 
fuel region (excluding the cladding surrounding 
the plenum volun1e) 

•
 



• My proposed revised lOCFR50.44, Standards for combustible gas 
control system in light-water-cooled po\ver reactors, is as follows: 

d.)	 Each light-water nuclear p.ower reactor shall be 
provided with high point vents for the reactor 
coolant system, for the reactor vessel head, and 
for other systems required to maintain adequate 
reactor core cooling if the generation of 
noncondensible gases in these systenls would 
realistically lead to severe reactor core damage 
during an accident. High point vents are not 
required, however, for the tubes in U-tube steam 

•
 generators.
 

•
 



• SUMMARY
 

Sufficient knowledge exists to change the regulations 
for Combustible Gas Control. 

Focus must be on severe accidents. 

Petition for rulen1aking is a combination of: 

•
 
Retain what is effective and efficient.
 
Add where necessary.
 
Delete what is not effective and efficient.
 

Implementation of the petition will be "risk positive." 

Petition for rulemaking meets the requirements of 
1OCFR50.109, Backfitting. 

Note: Rulemaking is a result of a letter I sent to the NRC 
Commissioners on October 7, 1999. The letter was 

• 
changed to a petition for rulemaking with my agreement. 
Implementation does not depend on "Option 3." 
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• •BACKGROUND 

~ 	 GAO indicated need to "develop standards on the 
scope and detail of risk assessment needed for utilities 
to determine that changes to their plant's design will 
not negatively affect safety. " 

~ 	 PRA standards under development by ASME, ANS, 
and NFPA 

~ 	 Commission indicated staff "should provide its 
recommendations .. " for addressing the issue of PRA 
quaII"ty.... " 
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•• • • RESPONSE TO SRM 

•� Wide variety of risk-informed activities 

•� Sound safety decisions based on technically defensible infor~ation  

•� Confidence in PRA results providing risk insights into the decision
making process 

•� Define needed scope, level of detail and technical acceptability of the 
PRA, which can be application/decision dependent (attachment 1) 

•� Compensatory measure can be used to enhance the confidence in 
the risk insights (attachment 2) 

•� Review standards and NEI certification for possible endorsement 

•� Update RG 1.174, SRP Chapter 19 

•� Review standards and NEI guidelines for possible endorsement 
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• •RISK-INFORMED REACTOR ACTIVITIES• 
____.....__.............._ .....__..........� .L,�,--~~-

~  Risk-Inform 10CFR Part 50 ~ License Amendments 
~ Reactor Oversight Process ~ Risk-informed Tech. Spec's 
~ Operating Events Assessment ~ Maintenance Rule 

Needed PRA Results 

~	 core damage frequency (CDF), large early release frequency (LERF) and 
potential for late containment failure of the as-operated and as-built plant 

•� an evaluation of the change in CDF and LERF 

•� an identification and understanding of the major core damage sequences 
and their contributors 

•� an identification and understanding of the core damage states and 
phenomena contributing to the large early release of radionuclides 

•� an identification of the core damage states, containment system status, and 
physical phenomena that can contribute to late containment failure 

•� the ability to determine the impact of data and specific modeling 
assumptions on the plant's design and operating features in order to address 
uncertainties 
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PRA TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY 

~ 	 Define scope, level of detail and risk characterization of a 
PRA, for example, 
- plant operating modes, initiating events, the SSCs, failure 

modes, core damage frequency 

~ 	 Define technical acceptability 
technical elements (e.g., initiating event analysis) 

- characteristics and attributes for each element 
- characteristics and attributes of the analytical tools 

~ 	 Employ a peer review process, define 
- team qualifications 
- attributes of a peer review process 
- documentation 
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PRA TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY 

~ Define decision process for determining needed scope, 
. level of detail and technical "soundness" for specific 

application 
- composition of the application 
- comparison of PRA to the application 
- update PRA for important differences/insufficiencies 

or supplement (expert panel or compensatory 
measures) 

~  Supplement with an expert panel, define 
attributes of a expert panel review process� 

- team qualifications� 
- documentation� 

~  Supplement with compensatory measures 
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ACRS Meeting on Rev 12� 

of the ASME PRA Standard� 
July 12, 2000� 

INTRODUCTION &� 
GENERAL REVIEW� 

Sid Bernsen� 
Chair, ASME Committee on Nuclear Risk Management� 

---------------------~  m R 
1 
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• • • 
ROLE OF PARTICIPANTS� 

•� individual experts 

•� comments do not necessarily represent position of 
CNRMorASME 

•� seeking feedback and recommendations 

•� position still on several issues still needs definition� 

• We welcome your interest and input 

2� m---------~R 



• • • 
SCOPE AND PURPOSE� 

•� Level 1 PRA analysis of internal events� 

- at power - excluding fires� 

•� Limited Level 2 - Sufficient for LERF evaluation� 

•� Developed to support� 

- risk informed applications� 

- use of existing PRAs� 

•� Process for determining PRA ability to support an 
application and provides options for augmentation 

------------------~ 
 m� R 
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• • • 
DEVELOPMENT� 

PROCESS� 
•� Use ASME redesign process 

•� Project Team for development 

•� early opportunity for review & comment 

•� approval by balanced committee of stakeholders 
CNRM 

•� oversight by ASME Board on Nuclear Codes & 
Standards 

•� recognition by ANSI 

m� R ------------------~ 
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• • • 
CURRENT STATUS� 

•� draft 10 issued spring 99 

•� more than 2000 general and specific comments 
received 

•� project team worked intensively to address 
comments 

•� draft 12 issued for comment May 30 2000 

- includes a white paper 

- conducted workshop June 27 

- review with ACRS subcommittee June 28 ~ 

€� S 
m R 
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• • • 
PROJECTED SCHEDULE� 

• August 14, 2000 comment period ends 

• Project Team dispositions comments 

• October 2000 to CNRM committee for approval 
- includes responses to substantive comments 

- initiate formal public review 

• November, 2000 receive votes and comments 

• Project team resolves comments 
- changes to committee for review and reconsideration 

• Early 2001 BNCS final review and approval 

---------6-------~ 
 



e e_.� 
PURPOSE OF CURRENT� 

REVIEW� 

• resolution of your specific comments on Draft 10.� 

• acceptability of other changes 

• recommendations for future consideration 

•� comments should be supported with� 
basis/justification� 

•� include proposed word changes, additions or� 
deletions� 

-------------------~ 
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• • • 
AGENDA� 

•� general comments received on Rev 10 

•� major changes from rev 10 to rev 12 

•� risk assessment application process 

•� approach used to develop PRA technical� 
requirements� 

•
•� peer reVIew 

•� summary of selected questions and comments� 
from workshop and ACRS SC meetings� 

•� general discussion 

---------8-------~ 
 



• • • 

Major changes from the previous� 
draft in response to public� 

comments� 

---------9-------~
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Rev 10 comments� 

• Prescriptiveness and perceived difficulty in 
applying the process 

• need to distinguish among grades of 
application with a commensurate level of PRA 
capability 

• need to recognize primary use of standard 
will be with existing PRAs 

• need for closer alignment with the industry 
peer review and certification process 

~
10� 



• • • 
Rev 12 approach� 

• Significant restructuring, e.g., 
- process moved from back to front to emphasize 

intended use of the standard 
- mandatory appendix with generic data base removed 

• Range of possible risk informed applications 
approximated by three Categories 

• Corresponding PRA capabilities presented in 
tables with three columns 
- action statements whose scope of applicability varies 

across the three columns 

~
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Rev 12 approach (cont.)� 

• PRA Element requirements linked to industry� 
certification process criteria, where possible� 

• peer review requirements reference the 
industry certification process methodology 

• retention of Rev 10 requirements, where 
appropriate 

• modification of the application process to 
make it easier to use 

-----------------~
12 m R 
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The application process� 

•� Requirements in Section 4 of the standard apply 
only to a PRA to be used with this process 

•� The process is intended to be used with PRAs 
that have had a peer review that meets the 
requirements of Section 6 of the standard 

•� PRA capabilities are evaluated for each 
Supporting Requirement in Section 4, vice 
specifying a capability level for the entire PRA 

•� Only those aspects of a PRA Element required to 
support the application in question need the 
capability level appropriate for that application 

-------------------~ 
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• • • 
The application process (cont.)� 

•� Define the application in terms of SSCs affected by 
the proposed change 

•� Determine if the scope and level of detail of the plant 
PRA is sufficient for the application (if not, enhance 
or supplement PRA) 

•� Determine the Category of the application and 
whether the level of detail in the standard is sufficient 
for the application (if not, use supplementary criteria) 

•� Compare the PRA to the appropriate requirements in 
the standard to determine whether the PRA has 
adequate capability to support the application 

•� If difference is significant, enhance or supplement 

PRA ~  

m� R 

14 



• • • 

----- -----
- - -

A 
h.f<:ntil~'  th<: plant orJ 
op<:t'ationaJ change 

h"'ing uss ....-ss...·d 

~  

2 Id<:llt"·y SSCs and ~t<;;''1:ivities 
 

ttf"'\;'cted b~'  the planl ,hunge� 
i n ~~ tudi n ~_.!.  I IH;.' ..~tH.1:;K'-C ('Ii'ct :.~  Jn t i <:',~ nship� 

J. 
3 I dcnti fy' PI~A  scope Hnd� 

n:sult.s I1cedt.~d  tC,1� 

evalunte phult change� 

~----------~-----------~-------------------------Dr N N ,- --~  4 PR.·," luts necessaly ' scope .. t9a I::l1hanl..~e  1-"'~SHPPICtnel1tar:"  ~  

<llld sults. und lnodel:s. S:5:<:'5o I Pf{I'''~  J a analysl..~Sith,~(ions  .-/ 
and ucti i',ks a ni..~cted b) change'? _ .\ Y ----,-----' 

,..........-----------------------------_.� 
~---------~~-------------------------------------ie 
! r>ctennine C';<ll,,-~gOI-,>'  of' 
I 5 

appli ..,tnion 

I 
6 L)ctailed Rcquil'enlCltt:s or N c.. I () l)~/d'-~'vclop  ')� 
Standard an: suf'ficient 1"4:',>,- appJicalion") ... SUpplclllclllnr~  critc..-in-"� 

I,'-' - - -- -----..,. - -- . - -- - - -- -- -- ._- --_...._- -_.- -. -._- -_...._
! 

.. _.....Itisncs r")~taih:u  Nil' l:s di fli,:,-cll"':C 
Enhunce 1," N01 7 I'~  ",~q1I i r-c I1fH.::nls 1--- signHh.:.ant tbl 9b~r  PRi",· JJ,tbl- S4:;~It.~...,.tt:d  <.,~  tih:.gO'-Y·," this appli ...~uh()n<,' 

I 
'\" - N ~  12b 

SuPP" ",' Incn tary 
anti lyses/act i (,,'ITS 

~
 15� 



•� 

•� 

•� 



• • • 
FEEDBACK FROM WORKSHOP AND� 
ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS� 

•� Text of Draft 12 needs to be more consistent with presentations and 
associated slides 

•� Positive feedback on introduction of High Level Requirements and 
Applications Categories; use with specific applications needs some 
clarification 

•� Need definitions of "Risk Significant" and "Dominant" 

•� Relationship between RG 1.174 risk significance criteria and 
applications categories needs more emphasis 

•� Need to clear up some inconsistencies in SR's with regard to 
treatment of point estimates, mean values, and uncertainty 
quantification 

•� Flexibility in LERF definition not consistent with current scope of 
the standard 

~
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• • • 
FEEDBACK FROM WORKSHOP AND� 
ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS� 

•� consider publishing a set ofFAQs 

•� clarify "use of standard with existing PRAs" 

•� why not publish comments and response? 

•� why not have uncertainty as separate element? 

•� standard should not prescribe relationship of categories to 
regulatory applications - consider referencing RG 1.174 for 
categorization requirements 

•� clarify when an additional peer review is required 

•� define lower limits of category III 

~
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• • • 
FEEDBACK FROM WORKSHOP AND� 
ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS� 

(cont.) 
•� concern with misuse of lower category PRA elements 

•� review conflict of interest requirements for peer reviewers� 
- may need improved definition to be consistent with NRC definitions� 

•� some definitions need clarification others should be added 
(examples: realistic, dominant, risk significant, unavailability) 

•� application process depicted in flowchart needs more flexibility 

•� consider a matrix for the flowchart relating attribute to category 

•� review extent of flexibility permitted for alternate peer review 
methodology 

•� appropriateness of referencing NEI-OO-02 ~ 

_____________________ € S 
m 
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ACRS Committee meeting on� 
Rev 12 of the ASME standard� 

July 12, 2000� 

Developing Technical Requirements for� 
a Range of Applications (Section 4)� 

Karl Fleming 
Member, ASME Project Team and CNRM 
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• • .'� 
Draft 12 Technical Requirements� 

• Technical requirements from Draft 10 retained 

• Additional input developed from Industry PRA� 
Certification Peer Reviews� 

• Public comments on Draft 10 addressed by 
restructuring the presentation of requirements 

- Objectives defined for each PRA element 

- High Level Requirements introduced to define the minimum 
requirements in a top down fashion; expressed in "shall do" language 

- PRA attributes needed to supported applications defined for each 
PRA element to define scope of requirements 

- Supporting Requirements developed for three broad PRA application 
categories to acknowledge the link between PRA quality expectations 
and applications; expressed as action statements 

- Improved consistency between technical requirements and 
documentation requirements for each element ~ 

______________________ € S� 
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• • 
Application Categories� 

.'� 

• The standard is intended to be used in a wide 
range of applications 

• Three broad Categories were used to develop 
and present the requirements of Section 4 

• The plant PRA capabilities across all elements� 
will general·ly not fall into a particular Category� 

• For some applications, the plant PRA for a given 
element or elements may not have to meet 
specific requirements 

-------------------~ 
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• CHARACTERISTIc! OF CATEGORIES· .� 
CATEGORY I CATEGORY II CATEGORY III 

1. Reliance of the risk informed decision on the PRA ,i.e., decisions are based ... 

... primarily on deterministic . .. on a balanced set of PRA ... primarily on PRA insights 
analysis supplemented with risk insights and detenninistic analyses supplemented with little deterministic 

insights analysis 
2. Required level of resolution of the PRA results needed by the application, i.e., PRA results are used ... 

... to differentiate among broad ... to prioritize/risk rank SSCs and ... as in Category II and to achieve 
categories of safety significance to resolve risk contributors for risk confidence in results when decision! risk 

using order of magnitude CDP and significance determinations acceptance criteria are approached 
LERF estimates 

3. Degree of accuracy required of the PRA results .•. 

Order of magnitude estimates of Realistic estimates ofPRA results Realistic (better than order ofmagnitude) 
PRA results for all risk significant for all risk significant sequences estimates of PRA results for sequences 

sequences and contributors and contributors and contributors 
4. Degree of confidence in the PRA results ... 

Only a general understanding of the Detailed understanding of the Same as Category II with uncertainty 
sources and magnitudes of sources and magnitudes of the quantification for CDP and LERF 

uncertainties and their impacts uncertainties and their impact on 
all risk significant sequences and 

risk contributors 
5. Safety significance of the application, e.g., impact safety related SSCs? 

Typically, no Yes Yes 

€ S 
ffi® ~
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• •Scope of Coverage of Technical 
.'� 

Requirements� 

• Category I Requirements apply to 
- Dominant accident sequences and contributors 

- Definition of dominant is to capture major fraction of baseline risk that is 
sufficient to support intended applications 

• Category II Requirements apply to 
- Risk Significant accident sequences and contributors 

- Definition of risk significant is to capture sufficient fraction of baseline risk to 
support risk significant determinations in risk informed applications under RG 
1.174 

• Category III Requirements apply to . 
- Risk Significant accident sequences and contributors as well as non-risk 

significant sequences and contributors that are relevant to a Category III 
application 

- Coverage of sequences and contributors is sufficient to support risk informed 
applications under RG 1.174 in which risk acceptance criteria are approached 
requiring additional NRC management review 

-=---:---~
ffi® 
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• • • 
ATTRIBUTES FOR PRA ELEMENTS� 

ELEMENT CATEGORY I CATEGORY II CATEGORY III 

Initiating Events IE Identification and Identification and realistic Identification and realistic quantification of initiating events 
Analysis quantification of quantification of risk significant 

dominant accident accident initiating events 
initiating events 

Accident Sequence AS Modeling ofdominant Modeling of risk significant core Modeling of core damage and large early release accident sequences 
Analysis core damage and large damage and large early release 

early release accident accident sequences 
sequences 

Success Criteria SC Bases and supporting Realistic bases and supporting Realistic bases and supporting analyses for establishing success or failure for 
analyses for establishing analyses for establishing success modeled accident sequences 
success or failure in or failure in risk significant 
dominant accident accident sequences 
sequences 

Systems Analysis SY Modeling of key Realistic modeling of major Realistic modeling of components and failure modes contributing to the 
components and failure components and failure modes reliability and availability of systems expected to operate in modeled 
modes contributing to the contributing to the reliability and sequences 
function of systems availability of systems expected 
expected to operate in to operate in risk significant 
dominant accident sequences 
sequences 

€ S� 
ffi® ~
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• • • 
ATTRIBUTES (Cont'd)� 

ELEMENT CATEGORY) CATEGORY II CATEGORY III 

Human Reliability HR Modeling of major Realistic modeling ofhuman Realistic modeling of human actions (i.e., latent, response and recovery) with 
Analysis human actions (Le., actions (i.e., latent, response and plant-specific HEPs 

latent, response and recovery) with plant-specific 
recovery) with screening HEPs in risk significant 
Human Error sequences 
Probabilities (HEPs) 

Data Analysis DA Quantification of point Realistic quantification of mean Realistic quantification of risk significant basic events in a manner that 
estimates for basic values for basic events, and quantifies impacts of uncertainties 
events, and associated associated parameters in a manner 
parameters with generic that accounts for relevant plant 
data for dominant specific and generic data for risk 
accident sequences significant sequences 

Internal Flooding IF Modeling of dominant Realistic modeling of risk Realistic and thorough modeling of flooding sequences and contributors 
flood sequences and significant flood sequences and 
contributors contributors 

Quantification QU Quantification ofCDF Realistic quantification ofCDF Realistic quantification of CDF and risk significant contributors supported by 
and key contributors and key contributors supported by a sound understanding and quantification of the impact of uncertainties 
supported by an a sound understanding of the 
understanding of the impact of uncertainties 
impact of key 
uncertainties 

Level 2 Analysis L2 Quantification ofLERF Realistic quantification of LERF Realistic quantification ofLERF supported by a sound understanding and 
with an understanding of with a sound understanding of the quantification ofthe impact of uncertainties 
the impact ofkey impact of uncertainties for risk 
uncertainties for the significant accident sequences. 
dominant LERF 
contributors 

€ S 
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• • 
Section 4 requirements� 

.'� 

• High Level Requirements (HLRs) capture the important 
technical issues that are needed for any meaningful 
PRA application 

• HLRs apply to PRAs in all three application categories 

• Supporting Requirements (SRs) are phrased as action 
statements that support the HLRs 

• SR's mayor may not differentiate across the 
application categories 

• When an action statement extends to more than one 
Category, its scope of applicability varies as 
appropriate for applications in that Category 

----:---~ffi® 
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• • • 
Table 4.4.2 HIGH LEVEL REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCIDENT SEQUENCE ANALYSIS (HLR-AS) 

A Functional Sequence Categories The Accident Sequence Analysis shall provide a reasonably complete set of scenarios that can lead to core damage 
following each initiating event or initiating event category defined in Initiating Events Analysis. These scenarios shall cover system responses and operator 
actions, including recovery actions, that support the key safety functions(2) necessary to prevent core damage, and shall be defined in a manner that 
supports the Level I/Level 2 interface. (HLR-AS-A) 

B Plant Specific CDF and LERF Quantification The Accident Sequence Analysis shall provide a sequence definition structure that is capable of 
supporting plant specific quantification ofthe CDF, and LERF via the Level I/Level2 interface. (HLR-AS-B) 

C Interface with Success Criteria Accident Sequence Analysis shall provide an interface with the success criteria, mission times, and time windows needed 
to support each key safety function(2) represented in the modeled scenarios. (HLR-AS-C) 

D Treatment Of Dependencies Dependencies due to initiating events, human interface, functional dependencies, environmental and spatial impacts, and 
common cause failures shall be addressed. (HLR-AS-D) 

E Documentation The Accident Sequence Analysis shall be documented in a manner that facilitates PRA applications, updates, and peer review by 
describing the processes that were followed, with assumptions and bases stated. (HLR-AS-E) 

(2) Key safety functions are the minimum set of safety functions that must be maintained to prevent core damage and large early release. These include, at a 
minimum. reactivity control, core heat removal, reactor coolant inventory control, reactor coolant heat removal, and containment bypass integrity in appropriate 
combinations to prevent core damage and large early release. 

£ S 
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' 
TABLE 4.4-28 SUPPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR ACC SEQUENCE ANALYSIS HIGH LEVEL REOUIREMENT A 

elONAL SEQUENCE CATEGORIES: The Accident Sequence AnalY. provide 8 reasonably complete set of scenarios that can lead to core ge 
following each Initiating event or Initiating event category defined In Initiating Events Analysis. These scenarios shall cover system responses and operator actions, 

including recovery actions, that support the key safety functlons(Z) necessary to prevent core damage, and shall be defined In a manner that supports the 
LevelJ/Level 2 interface. (HLR-AS-A) 

• 
Index No. CATEGORY I APPLICATIONS CATEGORY II APPLICATIONS CATEGORY III APPLICATIONS 

AS Modeling of dominant core damage and large early Modeling of risk significant core damage and large Modeling of core damage and large early 
release accident sequences early release accident sequences release accident sequences 

AS-AI CHOOSE a method for Accident Sequence Analysis that explicitly models the appropriate combinations of system responses and operator actions that affect 
[AS-6] the key plant safety functions for each modeled initiating event. DEFINE and INCLUDE the critical safety functions that are assumed to be necessary to reach 
f3.3.2.21 a safe stable state in the model. 
AS-A2 USE a method for Accident Sequence Analysis that: USE a method for Accident Sequence Analysis that: 
[AS-4] a) includes a reasonably complete set of event a) includes a reasonably complete set of event sequences involving core damage that could result 
[3.3.2.2]� sequences involving core damage that could result from each modeled initiating event. 

from each modeled initiating event. b) models the different plant responses and addresses the containment challenges that could result 
b) considers the different plant responses and from each modeled initiating event; and 
containment challenges that could result from each c) provides a framework to support sequence quantification. 
modeled initiating event; and d) is explicitly traceable to the initiating event categories defined in the Initiating Events Analysis 
c) provides a framework to support sequence 
quantification. 
d) reflects the initiating event categories defined in 
the Initiating Events Analvsis 

AS-A3� DEFINE separate accident sequences as needed to address differences in timing, system success criteria, and operator actions. 

[AS-4] 

AS-A4� ADDRESS a level of discrimination in the event tree DEVELOP a level of discrimination in the event tree structure that represents the key procedurally 
[AS-8]� structure that represents the key procedurally directed directed operator actions and delineates the differences in success criteria reflected in challenges to 

operator actions and delineates the differences in the critical safety functions. 
success criteria reflected in challenges to the critical 
safety functions. 

AS-AS USE event trees or their equivalent to represent the accident sequence logic. JUSTIFY the use of alternatives to event trees (e.g., single top fault tree).� 
[AS-4]� 
f3.3.2.21� 

(2) Key safety functions are the minimum set of safety functions that must be maintained to prevent core damage and large early release. These include, at a 
minimum, reactivity control, core heat removal, reactor coolant inventory control, reactor coolant heat removal, and containment bypass integrity in appropriate 
combinations to prevent core damage and large early release. 

=--:---m®~ 
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- TABLE 4.4-2a SUPPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCI&EQUENCE ANALYSIS HIGH LEVEL REOUIREMENT A 
F_ONAL SEQUENCE CATEGORIES: The Accident Sequence Analys-:rovide a reasonably complete set of scenarios that can lead to core _ 

following each initiating event or initiating event category defined in Initiating Events Analysis. These scenarios shall cover system responses and operator actions, 
including recovery actions, that support the key safety functions(2) necessary to prevent core damage, and shall be defined in a manner that supports the 

Levell/Level 2 Interface. (HLR-AS-A) 

Index No. CATEGORY I APPLICATIONS CATEGORY II APPLICATIONS CATEGORY HI APPLICATIONS 
AS Modeling of dominant core damage and large early Modeling of risk significant core damage and large Modeling of core damage and large early 

release accident sequences early release accident sequences release accident sequences 
AS-A6 USE an acceptable event tree/fault tree method for interfacing the Accident Sequence Analysis with the Systems Analysis tasks. Acceptable approaches for 
[AS-4] event tree/fault tree modeling include. event trees with conditional split fractions(also referred to as event tree linking), and fault tree linking, both described 
[3.3.2.2] in (Reference [4.4.2-11). JUSTIFY the use of alternative approaches for this function. 
AS-A7 DEVELOP the event trees in sufficient detail to: 
[3.3.2.4.1]� a) determine which safety systems, functions, and operator actions have been chal1enged for each accident sequence 

b) determine whether core damage has occurred or core damage may be assumed initially in the PRA development 
c) identify the conditions needed to define the appropriate operator recovery actions and the necessary conditions for each sequence. 

AS-A8 INCLUDE each necessary critical safety function in the quantitative model. JUSTIFY exceptions to the critical safety functions that are omitted from the 
[AS-41 model. 
AS-A9 INCLUDE those relevant systems that support each critical safety function in the event sequence model in support of sequence quantification. 
[AS-71 
AS-AIO Transfers between event trees MAYbe used to reduce the size and complexity of individual event trees. DEFINE any transfers that are used and the method 
[AS-8] that is used to implement them in the qualitative definition of accident sequences and in their quantification. USE a method for implementing an event tree 

transfer that preserves the dependencies that are part ofthe transferred sequence. These include functional, system, initiating event, operator, and spatial or 
environmental dependencies. 

AS-All When event tree branching and event tree transfers are employed, DEVELOP the structure in a manner that maintains and unambiguously resolves the 
[AS-81 definition of success and failure paths.� 
AS-Al2 CONSIDER USING one or more accepted methods� 
[3.3.2.4]� for developing and documenting the event sequence 

modeling process. Accepted methods include: 
a) functional and systemic event trees or both (as 
explained in Reference [4.4.2-1]) 
b) event sequence diagrams 
c) system dependency matrices 

AS-AI3� INCLUDE a traceable interface between the event tree 
[3.3.2.4]� development process and the method or methods 

chosen from above or JUSTIFY use ofaltemative 
methods 

USE one or more accepted methods for developing and documenting the event sequence modeling 
process. Accepted methods include: 
a) functional and systemic event trees or both (as explained in Reference [4.4.2-1]) 
b) event sequence diagrams 
c) system dependency matrices 

INCLUDE a traceable interface between the event tree development process and the method or 
methods chosen from above. 

-------------------~ 
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•� • .'� 
The Category of a given application� 

depends on ...� 

1.� Extent of the reliance of the risk informed� 
decision on the PRA� 

Decisions are based ... 

• Category I: ...primarily on deterministic analysis 
supplemented with risk insights 

• Category II: ...on a balanced set of PRA insights 
and deterministic analyses 

• Category III:� ... primarily on PRA insights� 
supplemented with little deterministic analyses� 

-------------------~ 
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• • • The Category of a given application� 
depends on ... 

2.� Required level of resolution of the PRA 
results needed by applications 

•� Category I: PRA products are used to differentiate among 
broad categories of safety significance using order of 
magnitude CDF and LERF estimates 

•� Category II: PRA products are used to prioritize/risk rank 
SSCs and to resolve risk contributors for risk significance 
determinations 

•� Category III: PRA products are used to prioritize/risk rank 
SSCs; to resolve risk contributions for risk significance 
determinations; and to achieve confidence in results 
when decision/risk acceptance criteria are approached 

ffi®---------------------~ 
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• • • The Category of a given application� 
depends on ...� 

3.� Degree of accuracy and realism required of the PRA 
results 

• Category I: Order of magnitude estimates of the PRA 
results for dominant sequences and contributors 

• Category II: Realistic estimates of PRA results for all 
risk significant sequences and contributors 

• Category III: Realistic (better than order of magnitude) 
estimates of PRA results for sequences and 
contributors 

---:---m®~ 
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"• • .' 
The Category of a given application 

depends on ...� 
4. Degree of confidence in the PRA results 

• Category I: Only a general understanding of 
the sources and magnitudes of uncertainties 
and their impacts 

• Category II: Detailed understanding of the 
sources and magnitudes of the uncertainties 
and their impact on all risk significant 
sequences and risk contributors 

• Category III: Same as Category II with 
uncertainty quantification for CDF and LERF 

-----------------~ 
ffi® 
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..• The Category of a•given application 
.' 

depends on ...� 

5. Safety significance of the application 

• Category I: Typically do not impact safety 
related SSCs 

• Category II: Expected to impact safety related 
SSCs 

• Category III: Expected to impact safety related 
SSCs 

-----------------~ 
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ANTICIPA-e WORKLOAD 
July -14, 2000 

SUBC. MTG.� 
LEAD� 

MEMBER� 

Apostolakis 

Barton 

Kress 

BACKUP 

Sieber 

Apostolakis 

ENGINEER� 

Markley� 

Markley/Weston� 

Dudleyl� 
Sorensen� 

Singh/Weston� 

Dudley� 

ISSUE 

Proposed Final ASME Standard (Phase 
1) for PRA Quality (Dr. Apostolakis 
provided assignments for members. 
Drs. Apostolakis and Bonaca attended 
the ASME workshop on June 27) 

Assessment of the Quality of PRAs 

Safety Culture (Presentation 
completed at the June meeting). 

Trip report to Region III and Davis-
Besse 

NEI Letter on Risk-Informing 10 CFR 
Part 50 (Commission Request) 

FULLCOMM.� 
REPORT 

Report 

Report 

Report 
(To Be 

Deferred) 

Report 

CHAIR. 

RPRA 
6/28-29 
RPRA� 

7/11 (P.M.)� 

PQ/FP� 
6113-14 
(Davis-
Bessel 

Recion lin 

MEMBER 

P&P 7/11 (A.M.) 
PO/FP 6113-14 
(Davis-Bessel 
Region III) 

PO/FP 6113-14 
(Davis-Bessel 
Region III) 
RPRA 6/28-29 
and7/11 (P.M.) 
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ANTICIPA WORKLOAD 
Jul 12-14,2000 

LEAD 
MEMBER 

BACKUP ENGINEER ISSUE 
FULLCOMM. 

REPORT 

SUBC. MTG. 

CHAIR. MEMBER 

Powers -- LarkinslDuraiswamy Topics for meeting with the - P&P PO/FP 6/13-14 
Commissioners on October 5, 2000. 7/11(A.M.) (Davis-Bessel 

Region III) 
EI-Zeftawy Format and content of the Research RPRA 

Report. Dr. Powers to develop a 7/11(P.M.) 
proposal. 

Singh Report on NEI Fire Protection -
Conference held in Philadel hia 

Shack Apostolakis Markley Proposed revision to 10 CFR 50.44 Report - PO 6/13-14 
(Option 3) concerning combustible gas (Davis-Bessel 

.control systemsladvance notice of (To Be Region III) 
proposed rulemaking (10 CFR 50.69 Deferred) RPRA 6/28-29 
and Appendix T) and 7/11 (P.M.) 
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ANTICIPA WORKLOAD� 
AUGUST 30-SEPTEMBER 1, 2000� 

LEAD 
MEMBER 

BACKUP ENGINEER ISSUE 
FULL 

COMM. 
REPORT 

SUBC. MTG. 

CHAIR. MEMBER 

Apostolakis -- Markley Proposed ANS Standard for PRA Quality Report RPRA 8/29 FP 8/28 
(Phase 2) - Dr. Apostolakis to develop (P.M.) 
assignments for members after receiving 
the draft ANS Standard. 

Markley Risk-Informing 10 CFR Part 50 (Public Report P&P 8/29 (A.M.) 
comments on Option 2 ANPR/changes to (Tentative) 
Ootion 3 (10 CFR 50.46) (Tentative) 

Bonaca Seale Dudley Overview of License Renewal Guidance - - Charleston 8/7 
Documents - Information Briefing RPRA 8/29 

(P.M.) 
P&P 8/29 (A.M.) 

Kress - EI-Zeftawy Spent Fuel Pool Accident Risk at Report - Charleston 8/7 
Decommissioning Plants THP 8/8-9 

RPRA 8/29 
(P.M.) 

Powers All LarkinslDuraiswamy, Preparation for meeting with the - P&P 8/29 Charleston 8/7 
et.al Commissioners (A.M.) THP 8/8-9 

Members RPRA 8/29 
(P.M.) 

EI-Zeftawy Research Report to the Commission -
-
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• • . ANTlCIP~ WORKLOAD 
AUGUST 30- TEMBER 1, 2000 

LEAD 
MEMBER 

BACKUP ENGINEER ISSUE 
FULL 

COMM. 
REPORT 

SUBC. MTG. 

CHAIR. MEMBER 

Seale - Weston Proposed Final Regulatory Guide on Report - Charleston 8/7 
Design-Bases Information/Causes and THP 8/8-9 
Significance of Design-Basis Issues RPRA 8/29 

- (P.M.) 
Weston Ooeratino Events at Indian Point Unit 2 

Shack Bonaca E/-Zeftawy Proposed Final Regulatory Guide on 10 - - Charleston 8/7 
CFR 50.59 (Possible Larkinsgram) RPRA 8/29 

lP.M') 

Sieber Powers Singh Fire Protection Issues (Regulatory Guide, Report FP 8/28 Charleston 8/7 
NFPA 805 Standard, etc.) RPRA 8/29 

(P.M.) 
- EI-Zeftawy Performance-Based Regulatory Initiatives Report 

- Dudley Proposed final modifications to SRP Report 
Chapter 19 and RG 1.174 regarding use of 
risk-informed decisionmaking in license 
amendment reviews 

Wallis -- Boehnert Subcommittee report on SRELAP-5 Code - THP 8/8-9 Charleston 8/7 
RPRA 8/29 
(P.M.) 

Boehnert Draft SER on EPRI RETRAN-3D Code Report 

Duraiswamv AP-1000 Desion Review Reoort 
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ANTICIPATED WORKLOAD� 
October 5-7, 2000� 

LEAD 
MEMBER 

BACKUP ENGINEER ISSUE 
FULL 

COMM. 
REPORT 

SUBC. MTG. 

CHAIR. MEMBER 

Apostolakis -- Markley Risk-Based Performance Indicators Report - PS 9/19 
P&P 10/4 

EI-Zeftawy Risk-Informed Regulation Implementation Report 
Plan 

Kress -- Boehnert Control Room Habitability Report SA 9/20 M+M 9/21-22 

- Dudley Proposed Rule Change to CFR 73.55, Report 
Phvsical Securitv Reauirements 

Powers All Members - Meeting with the Commission - P&P 10/4 PS 9119 SA 9/20 
M+M 9/21-22 

EI-Zeftawy Research Report to the Commission 

Seale -- Duraiswamy SG Tube Integrity Issues Report - SA 9/20 
M+M 9/21-22 

Shack Wallis Dudley PTS Technical Basis Revaluation Project Report M+M 9/21-22 --

Seale DudleylBoehnert DG-1053: Dosimetry Methods for 
Neutron Fluence ReDort 

Sieber - Weston Proposed Revision to the Reactor Report - PS 9/19 
Oversight Process SA 9/20 
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ANTICIPA,.. WORKLOAD 
October 5-7, 2000 

LEAD BACKUP ENGINEER ISSUE 
FULLCOMM. 

REPORT 

SUBC.MTG. 

CHAIR. MEMBER 

Uhrig Singh GSI-168: EO of Electrical Report PS 9/19 
Equipment 

Singh I ABB/CE and Siemens Digital I&C 
Applications 

The P&P Subcommittee 
recommends that the Committee 
consider issuing a "generic" 
report to the Commission, 
outlining issues of concern in the 
area of digital I&C 
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'. II. ITEMS REQUIRING COMMITTEE ACTION 

14.� Proposed Revision to Regulatory Guides (Open) (DAP/AS) 
ESTIMATE TIME: 2 hours 

•� 

Purpose: Decide on a Course of Action 

Review requested by NRC Staff [So Bahadur, RES]. The office of Nuclear 
Regulatory Research (RES) is revising the following Regulatory Guides with the 
goal to issue them for public comment in September 2000. The staff has 
provided preliminary version of these Guides to ACRS on July 6, 2000. The staff 
requests that the ACRS review the proposed final version of these Guides after 
reconciliation of public comments. 

1.� DG-1098, "Safety-Related Concrete Structures for Nuclear Power Plants 
(Other than Reactor Vessels and Containments)" (Proposed Revision 2 
to Regulatory Guide 1.142). 

Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 1.142 endorses ANSI/ACI349-76, "Code 
Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Concrete Structures." The 
standard is based on the 1971 edition of ACI318 (ANSI/A89.1-1972), 
"Building Code Requirements for Reinforced Concrete," with 
modifications to accommodate the loadings and performance 
requirements particular to nuclear power plants. The Proposed Revision 
2 to Regulatory Guide 1.142 endorses ANSIIANS 349-97, which is based 
on 1995 edition of ACI 318. 

2.� DG-1100, "Design Guidance for Radioactive Waste Management 
Systems, Structures, and Components Installed in Light-Water-Cooled 
Nuclear Power Plants" 

Revision 1 to RegUlatory Guide 1.143 is based on ANSI/ANS 55.1-1979, 
"Solid Radioactive Waste Processing Systems for Light-Water-Reactor 
Plants," and ANSI/ANS-55.4-1979, "Gaseous Radioactive Waste 
Processing Systems for Light-Water-Reactor Plants." The Proposed 
Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 1.143 is based on ANSI/ANS-55.1-1992, 
"Solid Radioactive Waste Processing System for Light-Water-Cooled 
Reactor Plants," ANSI/ANS-55.4-1993, "Gaseous Radioactive Waste 
Processing Systems for Light Water Reactor Plants," and ANSI/ANS
55.6-1993, "Liquid Radioactive Waste Processing System for Light Water 
Reactor Plants." 

3.� DG-1099, "Anchoring Component and Structures Supports in Concrete" 

This new guide endorses Appendix B to ANSI/ACI 349-97, "Code� 
Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Concrete Structures."� 

•� - 9 



'. 4. DG-XXXX, "Site Investigations for Foundations of Nuclear Power Plants," 
(Proposed Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 1.132) 

The proposed revisions to this regulatory guide incorporates the 
significant improvements that have been made in geotechnical 
engineering since the current guidance was issued. Of particular 
significance to nuclear power plants are the procedures used to 
determine the soil properties needed for soil liquefaction evaluation and 
soil-structure interaction analyses. 

5.� DG-XXXX, "Procedures and Criteria for Assessing Seismic Liquefaction 
at Nuclear Power Plant Sites" 

This new guide provides guidance to license applicants on acceptable 
methods for evaluating the potential for earthquake-induced instability of 
soils resulting from liquefaction and strength degradation. It discusses 
conditions under which the potential for such response should be 
addressed and includes procedures and criteria currently applied to 
assess the liquefaction potential of soils ranging in gradation from gravel 
to clays. 

6.� DG-XXXX, "Laboratory Investigation of Soils for Engineering Analysis 
and Design of Nuclear Power Plants," (Proposed Revision 1 to 
Regulatory Guide 1.138) 

•� See discussion for Item 4.� 

'rhe Planning and Procedures Subcommittee recommends that the 
Committee issue a Larkinsgram stating that it has no objection to issuing 
the proposed revisions to the above Guides for public comment. 

15.� Siemens SRELAP-5 Best-Estimate Small-Break LOCA Code (Open/Closed) 
(GBW/PAB) ESTIMATED TIME: 1 ~ hours 

Purpose: Decide on a Course of Action 

Review Requested by the NRC Staff IR. Caruso, NRR]. Siemens Corporation 
has submitted documentation supporting review of its SRELAP-5 code for 
application to analysis of transients and small-break LOCA. NRR reported on 
the results of this acceptance review during the March 15, 2000 Thermal
Hydraulic Phenomena Subcommittee meeting, with a favorable finding. Siemens 
has requested SERs for SRELAP-5 modeling of small-break LOCA and 
transients by October 1 and December 2000, respectively. Timely support of this 
review by the ACRS will require a meeting of the Thermal-Hydraulic Phenomena 
Subcommittee currently planned for August 8-9, 2000. 

Dr. Wallis plans to propose a course of action for this review subsequent 
to the August 2000 Subcommittee meeting. 

•� -10



'. Siemens also plans to submit its "best estimate" version of SRELAP-5 for 
modeling of large-break LOCAs to the staft for review later this year (July 
November). 

16.� Revision 3 to Regulatory Guide 1.52 (DG-1102) "Design. Inspection. and Testing 
Criteria for Air Filtration and Adsorption Units of Post-Accident Engineered
Safety-Feature Atmosphere Cleanup Syst§ms in Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear 
Power Plants" (Open) (TSKlMWW) ESTIMATED TIME: 1~ hours 

Purpose:' Decide on a Course of Action 

Review requested by the NRC staff [J. Sega'a, NRR]. The staft has provided 
the Committee with a copy of the sUbject draft regulatory guide for its review and 
comment. This guide relates to GDC 61, "Fuel Storage and Handling and radio
activity Control" of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50 regarding ESF air filtration 
systems for ensuring occupancy of plant control rooms under accident 
conditions. 

The staff developed a proposed Generic Letter (GL-99-02) to address concerns 
with the laboratory testing of nuclear-grade activated charcoal for use in ESF air 
filtration systems. Specifically, it was found that testing of nuclear-grade 
activated charcoal to standards other than a 1989 ASTM Standard provided non
conservative resu1ts and did not provide assurance of compliance with the dose 
limits of GDC 19, "Control Room" and Part 100. 

• NRR has updated RG 1.52 to make it consistent with GL99-02. Among the 
changes made to the revised guide were: update to current relative ASTM 
Standard and ASME code, provide regulatory positions for older plant systems, 
update fire protection regulatory positions for system design, and change the 
system surveillance frequency to 24 months or once per refueling cycle. 

The staff has also provided the Committee with a copy of a revised companion 
regulatory guide - Regulatory Guide 1.140 (DG-1103) which addresses non-ESF 
filtration systems. 

The Committee was twice offered an opportunity to review GL-99-02 (proposed 
and final versions) and declined to review it. 

The Planning and Procedures Subcommittee recommends that Dr. Kress 
propose a course of action. 

17.� SECY-00-0145."lntegrated Rulemaking Plan for Nuclear Power Plant 
Decommissioning" (Open) (TSK/MME) ESTIMATED TIME: 1 ~ hours 

Purpose: Decide on a Course of Action 

Review requested by the ACRS. The subject SECY, "Integrated Rulemaking 
Plan for Nuclear Power Plant Decommissioning" issued on June 28, 2000, 

•� - 11 



• 
requests the Commission approval to proceed with developing an integrated 
rulemaking for nuclear power plant decommissioning. The regulatory areas 
addressed by this rulemaking plan are emergency planning, insurance, 
safeguards, staffing and training, and backfit. 

The staff briefed the ACRS in April 2000 regarding the draft technical study on 
spent fuel pool accident risk at decommissioning nuclear power plants. The 
ACRS issued its report on April 13, 2000 regarding this issue and the first 
recommendation was liThe integrated rulemaking on decommissioning should be 
put on hold until the staff provides technical justification for the proposed 
acceptance criterion for fuel uncovery fr~quency......" The staff, however, on 
page 3 of SECY-00-0145 (second paragraph) states that liThe staff believes that 
the ACRS comments will not impact the overall conclusions of the staff's risk 
study," 

SECY-00-0145 describes sample regulatory languages for emergency planning, 
insurance, security, operator staf'fing and training, and applying the backfit rule. 
The staff also did not approve NEi's request for adapting 10 CFR Part 50 to 
decommissioning plants. The subject SECY provides two options on this issue, 
namely; 

- Option 1, approval of this rulemaking could be placed on hold until the staff 
has provided the Commission a more comprehensive assessment of 
decommissioning regulatory improvements, due to the Commission on 

•� 
September 15, 2000.� 

- Option 2, approve the initiation of the integrated rulemaking plan. 

The staff indicated its preference for Option 1. However, the staff's reason 
seems to be the absence of any anticipated nuclear power plant 
decommissionings in the near future, rather than the importance of the ACRS 
comments and the inadequacy of the technical study. 

The Planning and Procedures Subcommittee recommends that Dr. Kress 
provide his views on the need for the Committee to review this matter. 

18.� Proposed Rulemaking on Operator License Elegibility and Use of Simulation 
Facilities in Operator Licensing (Open) (RLS/MWW) ESTIMATED TIME: 1 hour 

Purpose: Decide of a Course of Action 

Review requested by the ACRS [David Trimble, NRR]. The proposed revision 
to 10 CFR Part 55, "Operators' Licenses," was issued for public comment on 
June 27,2000, for a 75 day public comment period. The revision would allow 
candidates to perform required control manipulation on the plant-referenced 
simulator and remove current requirements for simulator certification and routine 
submittals of performance test reports. The Committee has declined the 

•� - 12 



•• opportunity to review draft regulatory guides associated with the use of 
simulators in the operator licensing process. 

The Planning and Procedures Subcommittee recommends that Dr. Seale 
propose a course of action. 

•� 
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July 13, 2000 

MINUTES OF THE 
PLANNING AND PROCEDURES SUBCOMMITrEE MEETING 

TUESDAY, JULY 11, 2000 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Planning and Procedures held a meeting July 11, 2000, in Room 
2B1, Two White Flint North Building, Rockville, Maryland. The purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss matters related to the conduct of ACRS business. The meeting was convened at 9:00 
a.m. and adjourned at 11 :30 a.m. 

ATTENDEES 

D. A. Powers, Chairman 
G. Apostolakis 
M. Bonaca 

ACRS STAFF 

J. T. Larkins 
H. Larson 
R. P. Savio 
S. Duraiswamy 
C. Harris, part time 
S. Meador 

NRC STAFF 

G. Millman 
J. Lyons 

DISCUSSION 

1)� Review of the Member Assignments and Priorities for ACRS Reports and Letters for the 
July ACRS Meeting 

Member assignments and priorities for ACRS reports and letters for the JUly ACRS 
meeting are included in a separate handout. Reports and letters that would benefit from 
additional consideration at a future ACRS meetings were discussed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Subcommittee recommends that the assignments and priorities for the July 2000 
ACRS meeting be as shown in the handout. Since the documents associated with risk
informing 10 CFR 50.44 has not been provided to the ACRS by the staff, the Committee 
should defer its report on this matter to a future meeting. Also, the Committee should 
defer its report on safety culture to a future meeting. 



2) Anticipated Workload for ACRS Members •�
2 

The anticipated workload of the ACRS members through October 2000 is included in a 
separate handout. The objectives are to: 

•� Review the reasons for the scheduling of each activity and the expected 
work product and to make changes, as appropriate 

•� Manage the members' workload for these meetings 

•� Plan and schedule items for ACRS discussion of topical and emerging 
issues 

During this session, the Subcommittee discussed and developed recommendations on 
the items that require Committee decision, which are included in Section II of the Future 
Activities list. 

RECOMMENDATION 

• 
The Subcommittee recommends that the members provide comments on the 
anticipated workload. Changes will be made, as appropriate. The Committee needs to 
consider the Subcommittee's recommendations on items included in Section II of the 
Future Activities list, which along with the anticipated workload will be distributed during 
the meeting 

In view of the anticipated heavy workload for the September ACRS meeting, which is 
now scheduled for Wednesday, August 30 through Friday, September 1,2000, the 
Subcommittee recommends that the Committee hold the meeting until about 7 p.m. on 
Friday or extend it through Saturday morning, September 2, 2000. 

3)� Meeting With the NRC Commissioners 

The ACRS is scheduled to meet with the NRC Commissioners between 9:30 and 11 :30 
a.m. on Thursday, October 5, 2000 at the Commissioners' Conference Room, One 
White Flint North. The proposed agenda includes: 

1.� Risk-Informed Regulation, including Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) letter of 
January 19, 2000 (GAlMTM) 

2.� Status report on ACRS activities associated with license renewal (MVB/NFD) 
3.� Nuclear Power Plant Spent Fuel Pool Safety (TSK/MME) 
4. Requirements for Best-Estimate Thermal-Hydraulic Codes (GBW/PAB) 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Subcommittee recommends that the staff keep the Committee informed of the 
Commission's feedback. Lead members for this meeting should discuss the scope of 

• 
the presentation with the Committee and solicit feedback. Lead members should 
prepare presentation slides on items assigned to them for consideration and approval by 



the Committee. Slides should be forwarded to cognizant staff engineer for coordination 
with members during August. •� 

3 

4)� Proposed Assignment and Guidance for Reviewing License Renewal Guidance 
Documents . 

The staff is in the process of preparing a Standard Review Plan, Generic Aging Lessons 
Learned (GALL) Report, and a Regulatory Guide associated with license renewal. The 
Committee needs to complete its review of these documents in November 2000. Dr. 
Bonaca, Chairman of the Plant License Renewal Subcommittee, has proposed 
assignments for the members for reviewing these documents. These assignments were 
discussed and approved by the Committee during the June ACRS meeting. 

During the June meeting, the Committee also discussed and commented on the "high 
level" issues and guidance for use by the members in reviewing these documents. The 
Committee suggested that Dr. Bonaca revise the guidance incorporating the 
Committee's comments and submit to the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee for 
discussion during its July 11, 2000 meeting. The assignments and revised guidance are 
attached (pp. 1-3), and were also distributed to the members on Wednesday, July 12, 
2000.. 

RECOMMENDATION 

• The Subcommittee recommends that the members provide comments on the proposed 
assignments as well as on the revised guidance during the July ACRS meeting. 
Subsequent to the July meeting, the assignments and guidance will become final. 

5) .� Visit to Region III and Davis-Besse Nuclear Plant 

The ACRS Subcommittees on Plant Operations and on Fire Protection visited the Davis
Besse Nuclear Power Plant and the NRC Region III Office on June 13 and 14,2000. 
During this visit, they met with representatives of the Toledo Edison Company and the 
NRC Region III to discus items related to plant operations and fire protection. A brief 
summary of the items discussed during these meetings is attached (pp. 4-5). 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Subcommittee recommends that Mr. Barton and Mr. Sieber provide a report to the 
Committee, identifying any follow-up actions resulting from these meetings, including 
issues that may have an impact on the revised reactor oversight process. 

6)� NEI Fire Protection Conference 

NEI held a fire protection conference on June 5-7, 2000 at Philadelphia. Dr. Powers 
attended this conference on June 5 and Mr. Singh on June 5-6, 2000. A brief summary 
report on items discussed during this conference is attached (pp. 6-7). 

•� 



RECOMMENDATION•� 
4 

The Subcommittee recommends that Dr. Powers and Mr. Singh provide a report to the 
Committee. 

7)� Differing Professional Opinion (OPO) Associated with the Steam Generator Tube 
Rupture (SGTR) (CLOSED - TO BE DISCUSSED IN OCTOBER) 

The NRC's EDO has requested that the ACRS review the technical issues involved in a 
DPO related to SGTR. The EDO will confirm this request subsequent to discussing this 
matter with the Commission. This matter was discussed with the ACRS/ACNW 
Executive Director and after conferring with the ACRS Chairman it is recommended that 
the Committee consider supporting the staff by providing a review of the technical 
issues and the proposed resolution of those issues. 

RECOMMENDATION 

• 
The Subcommittee recommends that the Committee consider reviewing only the 
technical issues associated with the DPO and not the process issues. The members of 
the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee are scheduled to meet with representatives 
of the EDO on Thursday, July 14, 2000, to discuss what is expected of the ACRS and 
on what schedule. Subsequently, the Subcommittee will propose a course of action. 

8)� ACRS Technical Exchange with RSK 

The RSK had requested that the ACRS inform them as to whether or not the Committee 
plans to visit Germany in September or October 2000 for a technical exchange. The 
members did not appear willing to support this technical exchange. The ACRS 
Executive Director informed the RSK on June 29,2000, that the ACRS would contact 
them in the future about planning a meeting, but September and October were not good 
for the majority of the Committee. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Subcommittee recommends that the Committee decide on the dates for this 
meeting. 

9)� New Member Solicitation 

The Commission approved a draft Federal Register Notice and Press Release (pp. 8
14) to solicit applications for two new ACRS members to fill a current and future 
vacancy. In addition to providing minor editorial comments, the consensus was to find 
individuals with materials/structural engineering expertise and PRA expertise as applied 
to nuclear safety issues. ACRS member help is requested in identifying individuals that 
can be contacted to fill these two positions on the Committee. 

•� 



RECOMMENDATION•� 
5 

The Subcommittee recommends that the members provide the ACRS Executive 
Director with names of the qualified individuals.� 

10) Member Issues� 

•� The members plan to visit the San Onofre Plant and the NRC Region IV Office 
during 2001. Dr. Apostolakis suggests that the Committee consider scheduling 
this visit in January 2001 along with the annual ACRS retreat. 

•� Dr. Sonaca suggests that the ACRS staff keep the members informed of 
significant issues associated with operating plants in a timely manner. 

• 

•� 
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LICENSE RENEWAL 
PLAN FOR REVIEWING GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

The staff plans to brief the Plant License Renewal Subcommittee in October 2000 concerning 
drafts of the Standard Review Plan, Generic Aging Lessons Learned II Report, and Regulatory 
Guide related to preparation and review of li,cense renewal applications, The Nuclear Energy 
Institute (NEI) has revised its NEI 95-10 Report, which provides guidance to licensees 
concerning implementation of the requirements for preparing a license renewal application. The 
staff plans to review and endorse NEI 95-10 in a regulatory guide. 

The staff has held meetings with NEI and the industry concerning these documents and plans to 
issue draft documents for public comment in August 2000. The staff plans to hold a public 
workshop in September and brief the Committee at the November 2000 ACRS meeting. 
. 
'All ACRS members should participate in the review of these generic guidance documents, since 
they may become members of the Plant License Renewal Subcommittee in the future. To 
ensure the Committee members have sufficient time to conduct a thorough and integrated 
review of these document, the following course of action is recommended: 

•� assign Members primary responsibilities for reviewing specific portions of the 
documents, 

•� provide pre-draft documents to the members in May 2000, 

discuss Committee approach for reviewing generic documents at the June ACRS 
meeting, 

•� provide draft public comment generic documents to the members in August 2000, 

•� schedule a half an hour session at the September ACRS meeting to discuss reviewing 
the documents (NRR will provide an overview), 

•� members attend the September NRC workshop, 

•� schedule a 'half an hour session at the October ACRS meeting to discussed members' 
issues and concerns, 

•� Plant License Renewal Subcommittee meeting in October to review generic documents, 

•� review and comment on the documents at the November 2000 ACRS meeting, and 

•� review proposed final documents at the March 2001 ACRS meeting. 

Attachments: 1. ACRS Assignments for License Renewal Guidance Documents 
2. Guidance for ACRS Review of Generic Documents 
3. Image of Presentation Slide 

\ C:\DOCS_NFD\LR review of Docs.wpd Updated: 512512000
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ACRS REVIEW ASSIGNMENTS FOR� 
LICENSE RENEWAL GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS� 

REVIEW ITEMS Assigned GALL II Regulatory Standard Review Plan 
Member Chapters Guide Sections 

Introduction or� MVB I 1.0 
Administrative Information� ALL 

Scoping and Screening MVB 2.1 
Methodology ALL 
, 
Plant JDS 2.2 

DAP 

Reactor Coolant System� RLS IV 2.3 3.2 4.2 
WJS 

Engineered Safety TSK V 2.3 3.3 4.2 
Features GBW 

Auxiliary Systems.� ..IDS VII 2.3 3.4 

• 
REU 

Steam and Power JDS VIII 2.3 3.5 
Conversion� REU 

Structures� JDS III 2.4 3.6 
DAP 

I 

Electrical and I&C� REU VI 2.5 3.7 4.4 
GA 

Time-Limiting Agi!1g REU 4.1 
Analyses DAP 4.8 

Reactor Vessel� DAP IV 4.2 
RLS 

Containment� TSK II 4.6 
GBW 

Branch Tech. Positions� ALL 

• 512512000 C:\DOCS_NFD\LR Assign for Docs.wpd 



•• LICENSE RENEWAL� 
GUIDANCE FOR ACRS REVIEW OF GENERIC DOCUMENT� 

The SRP provides guidance on an acceptable method for applying the scoping and screening 
criteria to identify the long lived passive structures and components. The SRP provides 
guidance on how to reference the GALL II report to identify the aging effects and the acceptable 
aging management programs or activities. Items to consider during review of the license 
renewal generic documents and the proposed licenses renewal process include: 

1.� Are the SRP, the GALL II report and the NEI implementation documents effectively 
integrated? Do they provide a consistent and understandable process? Does the SRP 

< 
provide a user friendly map of how these documents come together? 

.'. 
2.� Is guidance adequate to support effective scoping/screening of older plants? Are the 

lessons learned from the review of the OCONEE license renewal application adequately 
conveyed to future reviewers? 

3.� Does the SRP direct the staff to develop a comprehensive understanding of the technical 
issues and of the proposed technical solutions or direct the staff to verify the existence of 
an aging managements? 

• 
4. Is review of plant specific operating experience adequately emphasized by the SRP? Is 

guidance adequate to evaluate the effectiveness of plant programs dealing with unique 
types of plant specific aging degradation? 

5.� Have the SRP and supporting documents taken into proper consideration the issues and 
concerns raised by all stakeholders? 

6.� Are the license renewal generic issue resolutions adequately reflected in the guidance 
documents? 

-. 
Updated 6/9/2000 
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•� 
HIGHLIGHTS FROM DAVIS-BESSE AND· 

REGION III MEETING WITH ACRS 

Region III 

The presentations were excellent and provided useful and needed specific information 
~ regarding Region III Operations and related fire protection issues. Mr. Dyer the Regional 
'Administrator, and other Division Directors discussed the following issues and challenges in the 
new oversight process: 

•� Adequacy of scope and size of the risk-informed baseline inspection program (RIBIP). 

•� Development of pilot supplemental inspection procedures. 

•� Inspection findings processed through the Significance Determination Process. 

•� Identification and development of a new inspector profile.� 

Increased emphasis on inspection preparation and in-office review.� 

•� Accurate determination of resources needed to properly implement the new program. 

•� Training and development of proper inspector skills. 

•� "rhere are no performance indicators currently exist in the area of fire protection. 

• New fire protection inspection program currently does not provide inspection credit for 
~. 

self assessment. 

The presenters stated that Region III is moving forward toward the new process and believe 
that the new oversight process will lead to a better regulation. There have been challenges to 
manages the existing inspection resources in the areas of risk analyses and different expertise 
of engineering to implement the new oversight inspection program. 

Davis-Besse 

• 

Following the tour, Davis-Besse staff discussed various topics including the June 1998 tornado, 
First Energy Nuclear Operating Company (FENOC) Organization; Davis-Besse Business Plan; 
Performance Indicators and the Revised Reactor Oversight Process; Application of Probabilistic 
Safety Assessment at Davis-Besse, and the Self Assessment and CorreCtive Action Program. 
The Davis-Besse representative stated that FENOC business plan provides strategic direction 
to achieve operational excellence and outline future opportunities to increase the value of the 
utility's nuclear assets. Davis-Besse plans to complete level 3 PSA for the plant by August 



• 
2000 and shutdown PSA by 2001. The licensee stated that even Davis-Besse is a good 
performer under the new revised oversight inspection program, the plant will be inspected more 
frequently than in the previous years. The licensee estimates that 5000 hours of inspection 
time will be expended this coming year. 

..'. 

• 
-. 

•� 
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REPORT TO THE ACRS 
ON THE FIRE PROTECTION NEI FORUM . 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 
JULY 12,2000 

•� . The meeting was attended by about 160 people inclUding attendees from NRC 
headquarters and Regions I and IV. The focus at meeting was on the new process for 
post-fire safe shutdown inspections and significance determination process. 

. 
••� There was an overwhelming sense that there are not the tools available to support more 

technically justifiable inspections and significance determinations. Judgements and hair
splitting come necessary to decide whether fire protection systems degradation are -.05 
or -.0.9 which is enough to take a finding from green to white. 

•� There is also an overwhelming sense that plants do not have their current licensing basis 
for fire protection and other fire protection documentation in good shape and readily 
accessible. A several months warning still makes plants "scramble" to get 
documentation assembled for inspection teams. It is also interest that NRC staff does 
not seem to have these historical licensing basis documents in good shape either. 

• • An opening speaker noted that the industry has spent about $ 1B on fire protection. He 
claimed money would have been better spent making plants safer! The industry 
position seems to be that fire protection does not make kilowatts, so you don't spend 
money on it. This may well be a safety culture issue that deserves scrutiny. 

•� RES has prepared a report on fire effects of circuit failure mode and likelihood analysis. 
The NRC and the industry need better data bases on fire effects. 

- • There were lot of complaints that the ongoing inspections focus too much on safe -
shutdown.. 

•� The staff does not have performance indicators for fire protection. 

•� The staff does not give credit for compensatory measures and self assessment in the 
significance determination process. 

•� NFPA 805 Standard may not be adopted extensively by the industry. The industry 
believes that the NFPA Standard looks like a combination of Appendix R and risk 
informed regUlation. 

•� Sandia's report concluded that Hot Shorts probability is one thing, spurious operation is 
another. Even given the hot shorts likelihood, we still need proven methods to estimate 
spurious actuation likelihood. 

•� 
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. 
" . 

There is a contradidion between the new SOP and NFPA 805 Standard in the inspedion 

High Impediments faults and hot shorts issues are not part of NFPA 805 Standard. I 
think staff has given away the bam on this issue. This makes NFPA 805 very weak from 
the safety and inspedion perspedive. 

and oversight process. 

According to my discussions with various utility representatives NFPA 805 is not cost 
effedive and would not be adopted even it is endorsed by the NRC. 

According to Mr. Eric Wiess (NRR) SRVs/LPSI issue is a regUlatory issue and not really 
a safety issue. 

• 

•� 



UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C.20555-GOO1 

June 26, 2000 

CHAIRMAN 

MEMORANDUM TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, 

FROM:, Richard A. Meserve 

SUBJECT: 

~ 

.'. 
COMSECY-00.0028  RAFT PRESS RELEASE AND FEDERAL 
REGISTER NOTICE TO SOLICIT QUALIFIED CANDIDATES FOR 
THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS, AND 
COMSECy-oO-o029 - ASSESSMENT OF TECHNICAL EXPERTISE 
NEEDED FOR THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR 
SAFEGUARDS (SENSITIVE INFORMATION) 

I join in Commissioner Diaz's suggestions on COMSECY-00-0028 and COMSECY-00-0029 to 
the effect that the ACRS should seek an individual with structural mechanics/materials 
engineering and metallurgy expertise that is related to nuclear power systems. 

COMSECY-OO-0029 includes a recommendation that the membership of the ACRS should 

• 
include an individual with expertise in the application of risk methods combined with operating 
plant experience. I understand that the ACRS itself does not believe that there is a need for 
another member with expertise in the application of risk methods because there already are 
several members with this expertise. Consistent with my vote on COMSECY-OO-O021, I 
therefore would not demand that the ACRS seek such a member. 

In any event, however, the SRM associated with COMSECy-oO-O021 did not include the 
additional requirement that the individual with risk expertise necessarily must also have 
experience with plant operations. Indeed, I understand that the ACRS did not intend to include 
this limitation in its submission to us. Accordingly, I would not approve this additional 

. requirement. Obviously, such experience, along with other factors, may appropriately be 
considered in evaluating candidates. 

I have approved the notice and press release provided with COMSECY-00-0028, subject to 
certain edits, on the assumption that the Commission will continue to require the ACRS to leek 
an additional member with expertise in the application of risk methods. As noted above, I would 
be prepared to eliminate this requirement if the Commission were to agree. 

•� 
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" • note that COMSECY-OO-0028 and COMSECY-OO-OO29 are inconsistent with each other in that 
,~lly COMSECY-00-0029 adds the element that the person with expertise in risk methods 
~OUld have operational experience. These matters should have been presented as one paper 

and, in any event, should have been consistent with each other and with the SRM for 
COMSECY-00-0021, 

Attachments: Edits to Federal Register Notice ana� 
Press Release for COMSECY-OO-O028� 

cc:� Commissioner Dicus� 
Commissioner Disz� 
Commissioner McGaffigan� 
Commissioner Merrifield� 

r 
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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

c'� COMSECY-OO-0029 
ADVISORY COMMJn"EE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

WASHINGTON, D.c. 20555-0001 

Jll'ors June 14,2000 NOTE: SENSITIVE -- -- -" ---==,....,-.... INFORMATION - LIMITED 
TO NRC UNLESS THE 
COMMISSION DETERMlNES 
OTHERWISE 

MEMORANDUM TO: Chairman Meserve 
f" ~. f� Commissioner Dicus Approved. 

Commissioner Diaz 
Commissioner McGaffigan 
Commissioner Merrifiel

FROM:� JohnT. Larkins~ .1. ~
 
Executive Director, AC~ S/ACNW� 

SUBJECT: ASSESSMENT OF TECHNICAL EXPERTISE NEEDEO FOR THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

Introduction.1. 
To facilitate the planning for the recruitment of new members, the ACRS staff has performed an 
assessment of the areas of expertise which will be sought in recruiting new ACRS members. 
This assessment was reviewed only by the ACRS Chairman and Vice Chairman. With 
Commission concurrence. this assessment will serve as the basis for seeking qualified 
candidates for ACRS membership and making recommendations to the Commission. The 
Commission was provided with a similar assessment in January 1997, which was found 

.-acceptable as a guide in recruiting future ACRS members.--.... 
.. 
ACRS members are appointed to four-year terms as specified in the Atomic Energy Act. The 
ACRS membership includes individuals who have retired from the nuclear power industry, 
universities, or DOE laboratories, and individuals currently employed by universities or DOE 
laboratories. 

II Background 

Prior to 1983, there was no policy limiting the length of time a member could serve on the 
ACRS. Consequently, new appointments occurred on an infrequent basis. In 1983, the 
Commission decided to limit the number of terms to three (Attachment 1). This limitation has 
had a significant impact on turnover of Committee members. As a result of this policy, new, 
appointments ·now occur much more frequently. The average tenure for the members currently 
on the Committee is less than five years compared to an average of more than 12 years prior to 

'.the implementation of the above-mentioned policy. This has an impact on the institutional 

. NOTE: SENSITIVE 
INFORMATION - LIMITED /rJ 
TO NRC UNLESS THE 
COMMISSION DETERMlNES 
(,)TH'F.RWlSE 
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• .:; Q UNITED STATES 
.. ~ 
l! ('I .. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

; ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS COMSECY-Oo-0028 
C' ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR WASTE 

~ 12lID J'JI J9 PH 4: 03 WASHINGTON. DoC. 2D655"/1.0 ....*.. June 15,2000 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM:. 
" . 

SUBJECT: 

Chainnan Meserve 
.Commissioner Dicus 
Commissioner Diaz 
Commissioner McGaffigan 
Commissioner Me' Id 

John T. Larkins ~ 
Executive Director, AC 

Approve with comments. In 
addition, mailing list should 
include organizations related 
to risk methods. 

DRAFT PRESS RELEASE AND FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE 
TO SOLICIT QUALIFIED CANDIDATES FOR THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

Attached is a copy of the draft Federal Register notice and the draft press release that we plan 
to use to solicit qualified candidates for possible appointment to the Advisory Committee on 
Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) to fill two vacancies. These materials specify that the Commission 
is seeking two individuals with expertise in distinct areas as follows: 

• 
1. .Structural mechanics/materials engineering and metallurgy; and 
2. Risk methods application related to nuclear regula!ory safety issues. 

We request Commission approval by June 30, 2000. We will submit the Federal Register notice 
to the Office of the Secretary for publication and the press release information to the Office of 
Public Affairs (OPA) for distribution. OPA develops and provides a press release to a variety of 
sources for infonnational purposes. We also supplement OPA's mailing list with a list of 
organizations; over a dozen of which specifically serve women and the minority community. 

. Through the Office of Human Resources, we also plan to place paid advertisements in the•.. following publications: . 

Chemical Engineering� 
American Nuclear Society� 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers� 
IEEE Spectrum� 
Physics Today.� 
Power Engineering� 
Nuclear News� 
Nuclear Plant Journal� 
Mechanical Engineering� 

For additional infonnation, please call me at 415-7360. 

• 
Attachments: 
1. Draft Federal Register Notice 
3. Draft Press Release Information 

cc: SEC~ 

II 
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i,fOUEST BY Btl� 
UNITED STATES� 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 
ADVISORY COMMlnEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR WASTE� 
COHSECY-OO-0028

Attached is a copy of the draft Federal Register notice and the draft press release that we plan 
to use to solicit qualified candidates for possible appointment to the AdVisory Committee on 
Reador Safeguards (ACRS) to fill two vacancies. These materials specify that the Commission 
is seeking two individuals with expertise in distinct areas as follows: 

1. Structural mechanicslmaterials engineering and metallurgy; and 
2. Risk methods application related to nuclear regulatory safety issues. 

We request Commission approval by June 30, 2000. We will submit the Federal Register notice 
to the Office of the Secretary for publicatIon and the press release information to the Office of· 
Public Affairs (OPA) for distribution. OPA develops and provides a press release to a variety of 
sources for informational purposes. We also supplement OPA's mailing list with a list of 
organizations. over a dozen of which specifically serve women and the minority community. 
-Through the Office of Human Resources, we also plan to place paid advertisements in the 
following pubtications: . 

Chemical Engineering� 
American Nuclear Society� 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers� 
IEEE Spectrum� 
Physics Todiay .� 
Power Engineering� 
Nuclear News� 
Nuclear Plant JourTaal� 
Mechanical Engineering� 

For additional. information, please can me at 415-7360. 

~achments: . 

• 

-�

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: . .' . 
SUBJECT: 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2I&i5 

June 15. 2000 

Chairman Meserve 
Commissioner Dicus 
Commissioner Oiaz 
Commissioner McGaffigan_ 
Commissioner Me' Id 

John T. Larkins ~ 
Executive Director, AC 

I support COMSECY-OO-0028. subject 
to the edits proposed by Cmr. Diaz 
and Cmr. Merrifield. 

~~~.~~r. 6/26/00 

DRAFT PRESS RELEASE AND FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE 
TO SOUCIT QUALIFIED CANDIDATES FOR THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

I. 

• Draft Federal Register Notice 
• . Draft Press Release Information j'J

- cc: SECY 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� ., 
ADVISORY COMMlnEE ON ftEACTOR SAFEGUAROS COMSECY-OO-0028 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR WASTE 
WASHINGTON, DoC. 211655 

June 15.2000 

MEMORANDUM TO:� Chainnan Meserve� 
Commissioner Dicus� 
Commissioner Diaz� 
Commissioner McGaffigan� 
Commissioner Me· Id� 

FROM: 
. 

. _'41 

SUBJECT:� DRAFT PRESS RELEASE AND FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE 
TO SOUCIT QUALIFIED CANDIDATES FOR THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

Attached is a copy of the draft Federal Register notice and the draft press release that we plan 
to use to sO,licit qualified candidates for possible appointment to the Advisory Committee on 
Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) to fill two vacancies. These materials specify that the Commission 
is seeking two ind"rviduals with expertise in distinct areas as follows: 

e.�,. Structural mechanics/materials engineering and metallurgy; and� 
Risk methods application related to nuclear regulatory safety issues. 

We request Commission approval by June 30. 2000. We will submit the Federal Register notice 
to the Office of the secretary for publication and the press release information to the Office of 
Public Affairs (OPA) for distribution. OPA develops and provides a press release to a variety of 

. sources for informational purposes. We also supplement OPA's mailing list with • list of� 
organizations. over a dozen of which specifically serve women and the minority community.� 
Through the Office of Human Resources, we also plan to place paid advertisements in the� 

_ -. following publications:� . 

Chemical Engineering 
-~·~:r a~J . American Nuclear Society 

American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
IEEE Spectrum 

....:J i.J ., : ~ ~ Physics T0d8Y 
- Power Engineering� 

Nuclear News� 
Nuclear Plant Journal� 
Mechanical Engineering� .. , 

For additiona; information. please call me at 415-73,60: ~ 

ttachments: I)Draft Federal Register Notice 
Draft Press Release Information• 
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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION COMSECY-Oo-0029 
ADVISORY COMMmEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

WASHINGTON, DoC. 20555-0001 

._-.,.,.� f' 

Ju~e 14, 2000 NOTE: SENSITIVE 
INFORMATION - LIMITED 
TO NRC UNLESS THE 
COMMISSION DETE~ 

OTIiERWISE 
p'. nZ'==;r=""� • 

MEMORANDUMTO:� Chairman Meserve.� I approye with the attachec1 edit•,"� Commissioner Dicus 
Commissioner Oiaz 
Commissioner McGaffigan 
Commissioner Merrifiel--- 06/J.:t/OO 

FROM:� ~Ohn T. Landns. .1. ~
 
Executive Director, ACF S/ACNW� 

SUBJECT:� ASSESSMENT OF TECHNICAL EXPERTISE NEEDED FOR THE� 
ADVISORY COMMI1TEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS�.1. Introduction' . 

To facilitate the pla~ning for the' recnJitment of new members, the ~CRS staff has perfO~ed an� 
assessment of the areas of expertise which will be sought in recruiting new ACRS members.� 
This assessment was reviewed only by the ACRS Chairman and Vice Chairman. With� 
Commission concurrence, this.assessment will serve as the basis for seeking qualified� 
candidates for ACRS membership and making recommendations to the Commission. The� 
.Commission was provided with 8 similar assessment in January 1997, which was found� 

._......cceptable as a guide in recruiting future ACRS members.- .� . 

ACRS members are appointed to four-year terms IS specified in the Atomic Energy Aet. The .'� 
ACRS membership includes individuals who have retired from the nuclear power industry,� 
universities, or DOE laboratories, and individuals currently employed by universities or DOE� 
laboratories.� 

II Background 

Prior to 1983, there was no peRcy ramiting the length of time a member could serve on the� 
ACRS. Consequently, new appointments occurred on an infrequent basis. In 1983, the� 
Commission decided to Dmit the number of terms to three (Attachment 1). This limitation has� 
had a significant impact on turnover of Committee mer:nbers. Iu a result of·this policy, new� 
appointments now occur much more frequently. Ttie""'ave'fage tenure for the members currently� 

" n the Committee is le5$ than five years compared to an average of more than 12 years prior to + 
.'": a.e implementation of the above-mentioned policy. This has an impa;\%.~~~e~s;~~~=~~.. qa / . 

• NOTE: SENSITIVE 
: ~) 1:: :.. ~rORMAnON - LIMITED 

TO NRC UNLESS THE 
.., COMMISSION DETERMINES)in 1"~ 1\ ~i ~ \;J Ji ~~I!.	 I"\'T'T T'T':n"MC"'r. 



UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

;June 23,2000 

MEMORANDUM TO: ACRS Members and Staff 

. Central Issues Related to Power UprateReviews 

Ihismemo outlines key issues thatl believe should be addressedin anticipated ACRS 
.·~tmgs-witnthe-'Sf9ff, iakitealOtn~{eOllduct/cOOtenf 6fagencyrevieWsbfticenseAmendment 

ReqUests fofpowefupiates.RecOmrneridations stem.frommy priorrevieWof operational 
·eventsnotedfOr~uPrate(fpiants;-ahdinCfications-of potential S}triergistic safety-irripTfcations for 
agedllJpratedpJantswhich involve an extended fuel cycle. 

• 11Adeguac'l Of Agency Uprate Reviey/Procedures: The agency's Maine Yankee lessons 
.learned effort (Report of the Maine Yankee Lessons Learned Task Group, internal NRC 
document, 1996) indicated the need for a morecomprehensive/consistent review ofpower 
uprate applications,with·a·primary recommendation for developmentofa\Jprate Standard 
Review Ptan.-A similar recommendation was made by an independent review of power uprates 
by Scientechlnc,(J.S. Miller. PowerUpiste Review,Scientech.lnc, SC1E':NRC"'249"'96, Oct. 
1996).. My observations leadtoasimilarrecommendation cUhe heed for's1T1ore formalized 
approaCh to review ofpower uprateTequests.~-Myexaminationofagency uprateSafely 
£vaiuati~RepOrts{SERs)·deesnotreveafconsistel'lcymthe scopeandlevelof detaif ()f the 
:sabjectrnatterrevtewed.;'••The.SER.sdonotgenetallYspecifyhow the:revieww8s aceomj:)fished, 
thea:ceeptance Criteria fortheconcltisionsreached.or include staff analysis to aUdit the 
,~racy ofinforma.tioo provj(;jecttyttteUcensee..Thistypeof information would normally be 
. expe~edunderstiputationsof a Standard Review Plan. 

t:':"'-·~,:·.~'·,-·;:~.:.~~' - c: ....:: ","CC 

" " .:, ., .. ';<- .'-.' 

·::r,:Ageooyin..aetion fQf_moreeomprebensjveupratereviQw1Yocess fs'beingJiJstified.by risk 
arguments of mihorChange~~kl:CDFfor poweruprates:This'indeedfnaybe th~~se,
nevertheless operatiOnal events have been noted fof uprated 'pJants/asWeR as 'viOlatiOns 'of'

...... iT~ch' Specs.' JrilightOfihese considerationsi'Lrecommend.~~J\9RSencOuragea1nore 
....•..... ~f9frnalized$.pproacn-lO-ieyj~w~~powe.r-uprates;:speCifi~ny,thE;~y~10Pmenfof~)Jprate

. ',0.- -.''··StanaardRevlewPlan.'" _. ,." '<;..• ' ~. - , .. _. 
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.0 2) NRC Audit Analysis of Licensee Submittal Information: A large part of a Iicensee's 
submittal for a power uprate centers on a re-analysis of information similar to that found in the 
original FSAR but at the higher power level; examples being a re-evaluatlon of design basis 
accidents (DBA) and off-normal transients at the elevated power. operational core cooling and� 
core thermal-hydraulic conditions, ONB (departure from nucleate boiling) margins, analysis of� 
the thermal capacity of the residual heat removal and emergency core cooling systems.� 
Balance-of-plant thermal-hydraulic analysis must also be provided by the licensee. such as� 
predictions of secondary-side feedwater f10wltemperature conditions at the increased thermal� 
load. This information generally takes the form of code predictions which are reviewed by the� 
NRC staff and findings reported in the uprate Safety Evaluation Report (SER).� 

A review of a number of uprate SERs (i.e. Brunswick, Limerick. Maine Yankee, North Anna,� 
Surry, Callaway, and Wolf Creek plants) reveals little in the way of staff audit analysis of� 
licensee submittal predictions.... The question then is how can the staff validate the accuracy of� 
submittal analysis withoUt aid of Irsownlindependent audit calculations. If this had been done� 
for Maine Yankee, the faulty LOCA analysis might have been reveled by the staff rather than� 
ftOmWhistle-biower accusations: fstronglY l.fI"ge'the ACRS to press1hestaff for some sort of� 
audit analysis of Licensee submittal thermal-hydraulic predictions. I would also urge additional� 
staff audit analysis of core neutronics predictions by the licensee. specifically when an uprate� 

-·fequest·inv()lves use -Of extended-fuel duty times am:llor'for cores involving new fuel 
configurations;·e.g new fuel designs or reload configurations with a mixture of multi-vendor fuel 
types {see·'NPO report on.Problems·noted Jor restart with ~~~vendC?rfuel;Designand 
qperatingConsiderations for ReactorColeS, ·SEOR-96-2. 1996). . 

3) Potentia'· Synergistic Safety Issues: Several recent operational events for uprated plants .,
point to circumstantial evidence of compounding degradation due agingluprate and� 
high-burnuplhigh-power effects, which have not been addressed in prior uprate reviews.� 

Aging/UDrate Effects: A significant number of major pipe ruptures have been noted for uprated� 
plants, where synergistic effects on pipe corrosion appear largely responsible for such ruptures.� 
A .recent example is the Aug. 11199 event at Callaway-1{PWR), where a double-ended guillotine� 
break occurred in an 8" diameter steam Jine leading to a feedwater heater. It is noted that power� 
uprat~'9ftenmvolve ~ncreased1~terfIowltemperature conditions to accommod~tethe� 
thertnal·load; where·pipe eorrosiOn'lS exaoelbatedatmcreas8d tlowltemperatureconditions.� 
Another example is the more reCent Susquehanna-2 (BWR) event in 1999. where weld failure in� 
the BWR re-circulationJine haS been attribUted to weld fatigue related 10 increased vibrations at� 
the higher sPeed of the RH:ireulation-pumps needed toaceomrnodate the uprated power begun� 
1n"995 (see~ucleonicSWee'k,VOl:401No. S1"D8c. 23, 1999). A compilation of reactor pipe� 
ruptures has been fecentty documented in an EPR'rePort [EPRI,·Nuclear Reactor Piping� 

. Failures at US Commercial LWRs: 1961-1997, TR-1 10102, Dec.' 1998], lndicating in excess of 
"170 dramatic·piPe rupture events !I; tWRs;"rangingfrom single-ended pipe breaks to full double
ended gu~f1otine ruptures' of the Callaway1ype. The cause of such ruptures is generally due to 
flow/erosion or flow-asSisted corrosion effects. FIow-assisted ruptures would be expected to be 
exacerbated at the higher flOW rates that generally accompany a power uprate (primary and 
secOndary side for BWRs, secondary side for PVVRs); thus potential synergistic concerns exist 
and deserve additional attention in uprate reviews by the staff. 

-2 • 
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• 
High-burnuo/Elevated-oower Effects: Control rod insertion problems have also been noted for 
extended-life fuel assemblies (burnup effect) exacerbated at high-power core locations (uprate 
effect). At Wolf Creek PWR plant 5 control rods failed to properly insert during a plant trip on 
January 30, 1996. All of the affected control rods involved Westinghouse VANTAGE-5H fuel 
assemblies with burnups greater than 47,6000 MWD/t-U. As indicated, the Wolf Creek plant 
received agency approval in 1993 for a 4.5-% power uprate from 3411MWt to 3565MWt.Root 
cause analysis revealed that the control rod insertion problems were caused by fuel assembly 
guide thimble tube distortion resulting from excessive compressive loading. The compressive 
loading was caused by excessive irradiation induced growth of the Zircaloy thimble tubes at high 
power/high-burnup core locations, indicative of potential synergistic elevated-power/extended 
fuel life effects. 

At the recent ANS-San Diego meeting, utilities were talking of both power uprates and extended 
fuel duty times!hi,gher burnup levels} in terms of nuclear plant economics in a deregulated 
environment. nis noted that Commonwealth Edison plans for both the Quad Cities and 
Dresden uprates involve not only power increase of 17-%, but in combination for with the use of 
the new GE-14 extended life fuel. The ACRS should question the staff on issues of potential 
synergistic high-burnup/high-power effects., 

4lContentof Uprate SafetvEvaluation"Reports (SERs):The uprate SERs reviewed in my 
.studywere those for the- Brunswick, .Limerick, Maine Yankee, North Anna, Surry,Callaway and 
·W61fCfeek-PJanls:o:ln'Qeneralthese SER$cdid riot revealanyparuculai in.:aepthprobe of 
c potential issues or evidence ofindependent audit predictions by the staff. Indeed, a reading of 
these SERs gives one the distinct impression that information contained in the licensee 
submittal.issimJ)ty·paraphrased in the SERs.· The following .are excerpts of staff review fmdings 
found in a typical uprate-SERs,in this case the Wolf Creek Uprate SER: . 

Emergency Core.CooJingSystem (ECCS):"From the licensee's stUdy, no adverse impact to� 
ECCSoperabillty or vulnerability to single failure due to the fe-rated conditions was identified.� 
TheUcensee submitted revisedECCS performance analyses in support of Amendment 61,� 
whichjustified various changes associated with Cycle 7 operation. The licensee performed� 
large ana smanbreakanalyses at the Jtmiting re-rate conditions and-determined that all� 
acceptancecriterta continued t0be'satisfied..The NRC staffhas reviewed the licensee's� 

'analyses and .conclUdes thaUhe'ECCS analyses referelioed irfsUpport-Of!he T&rate ooncntions 
continues to be in compliance with 1eOCFR50;46 and App. KThe Wolf Creek -ECCS is, 

--therefore, 'acceptable for operation atthere-rated conditions." 

Main Steam System:"1"he main steam system dissipates energy generated by the reactor core 
·totheturbineogeneratorand auxiliary -steam loads, the main condenser via the steam dump� 
va/ves,or to the atmospherevia atmospheric relief valves or main steam safety valves.� 
Isolationofthe1l1ainsteam system is achieved by the main steam isolation valves and main� 

.steam bypass.isolation valves.;Thelicensee evaluated the capability of.the main steam system 
components 4o-perform their oosignfunctionstJnder theproposea re-rateconditions.. The 

,licensee determined that the eXisting set':points and capacity of the main steam safety valves 
are adequate to prevent -exceeding 110-% of design pressure of the main steam system under 
the most limiting transient. The set-point and capacity of the atmospheric relief valves were 
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found to remain adequate to control the design load shed of 10-% rated thermal power. In 
addition, the atmospheric relief valves were found to have adequate capacity to achieve a 50 
F/hr cool-down it the main condenser was unavailable. The main steam isolation valves were 
evaluated to ensure the valves will continue to perform their jsolation function under the •,maximum differentialpressureamditionsand within the time limits assumed in the safety 
analysis. The staff concludes that the existing main steam system components are adequate to 
perform their safetyfunctions..underthere-rated plant conditions.II 

.Main Feedwater. .."The main.feedwater system delivers feedwater, at the required pressure and 
temperature, to the ,f;our .steam generators. The safety-related portions of the system ensure 
isolation capability and provide a path to permit the addition of auxiliary feedwater for reactor 

, cool-down following design basis transients. 'The licensee's evaluation shows that the existing� 
,.design basis for the main feedwater isolation valves and main feedwater bypass isolation valves� 
is not significantly affected by operation at the re-rate conditions; ,The piping a>nfigurations� 

.'c,:~ed,witt3the feedwaterand.aOOIiaryfeedWater systems donofd1atlgeas:8Msult of the� 
re-rate conditions. .The ability of the auxiliary feedwater system to perform its heat removal� 
·function was .addressed by Iile licensee..Toe _iinds that U\esafetyJunctions of the feedwater� 
system wHI continue to',be satisfied during operation at the re-rateconditions."� 

,In,~~~fthe above examples. no jndependent NRC analysis are cited to support.the staff 
-conctusions reached mthe SERo ,The SERs did not specify the scope of the subject matter 
reviewed, how the review was accomplished, 't)T .acceptance criteria for the conclusions reached. 
Such information is required in the review of tneoriginal plant FSAR, as specified in the 
Standard Review Plan. Of particular note are standardization of acceptance criteria. In the 
FSAR-SRP the technical bases for the acceptance criteria are,specified. including the solutions 
and approaches thafare acceptable. which are Codified in a form $0 that staff can rely on . 
unitonn and well-understood positions for its review. Standardization of 
requirements/acceptance criteria is desirable to assure consistency/adequacy of the uprate • 
review process and documentation of staff findings and conclusions in the SER. 

, 

':5)Safety-".rgins1Risk MeasUres: " The uprate applications and associatecfSERsreviewed in 
, my study did not reveal significant efforts related to1m assessment of therisk:orchange-in-risk, 
~dwith the,Uplated lJOWI!r.";J1Jis-may be due10the fadlhlit ttleSe"st.ibmittals were 

-~',- ':reviewed prior1D'agency ~ar_~ ~~liOW8\i8r,-~uPi'8te approvals 
, '" ,_ ,,$hou'd_require1Some sort of assessment oUbe change-in-risk.OT safety margins associated with 

-1heuprate. For exaniple.Drie!11'1ight estimate1he change inlailurepi"obability and impact on risk 
""" 'fOra-Piece Of~Uy1or. feoctwater.pumpor piping, operated at the higher flow 

-Tatesltemperatures toruprated 'c;Oriditions, versus:1he failureprobabmty of the same pump or� 
,pipe if it remained 'at ,.~priOrJIowerpower If)Ve'''i_An~ ~xample t'elatea to the� 
Susquebanna-BVVRexpet1ence,where one might estimate the failure probabnity Df'a '� 
recirculation pump due to increased vibrational fatigue at the 'higher flow rates of the uprated� 
plant~ versus the pump failure probability (and impact onoveraU risk},aUhe lower/slower _'"� 

..pumping conditions at the prior power level; where delta-risk wou1d be of jnterest.",-Some� 
-,indication:of.the.change;.fn.;.risk,.orchange-in-safety margin, should be required for power uprate� 
'app~... ,~' ,', "::l,<~~ ~~.~:-~~-.:::.~,,:.~::-.7-:~~··~.~.: :-:--;:-.:: _., - _, -":--"C-,� 
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""-

Higlights From Meeting With Region III .� 
and Visit to Davis-Besse 

Summary by Amarjit Singh 
(Cognizant Engineer) 

1� 
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.

Meeting With Region III 

+ Identification of challenges and 
. issues with the new oversight 

. process. 

2� 
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New Oversight Process 
Challenges and Issues 

•� Baseline inspections will consume about 95% 
of regions' inspection resources. 
• limited capacity to respond to an identified 

need for supplemental inspection. 
• In past, Region had discretion over 35%of 

inspection hours. 
• System Failure still open issue - If valve failure� 

is a "green" finding, NRC may not examine a� 
licensees' entire valve maintenance program.� 

3 



• •New Oversight Process 

.

• 
Challenges and Issues 

~ :_:~~: ~w ,"~~_~_ .. ~~__~  __.. w ....~~  ~._  

•� The regulatory burden on licensees, 
particularly the best performers, may 
•Increase.� 

•� Few of the performance indicators are 
actually risk-informed. 

•� The risk-informed oversight does not include 
shutdown operations. 

•� Licensee may manage to be "green" ~nd be 
neglecting fire protection in favor of other .. 
areas. 
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New Oversight Process 
Challenges and Issues 

L ;..-,-� __ _. .•~___  , 

• Increased emphasis on inspection� 
preparation and desk reviews.� 

•� Pilot supplement and inspection� 
procedures need to be developed.� 

•� New inspector profile needs to be� 
developed.� 
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New Oversight Process 
Challenges and Issues� 

....•.•.• _.~._.~ .. __...._..•~~.. 

+-Fire protection inspection program does� 
not provide credit for self assessment.� 

+-AII Inspection findings processed 
through the significance determination 
process. 

+-Training and skill development for� 
inspectors is needed.� 
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Performance at Davis-Besse 

"Completion of level 3 PSA by august� 
2000. 

"Shutdown PSA by 2001.� 

"Good performer under new oversight� 
inspection program. 

"Increased inspections from previous� 
years (5000 hours over next year).� 
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Other Topics Impacting Plant 
.~  Operations 

+ June 1998 tornado 
+ First energy nuclear operating company� 

(FENOe) organization� 
+ Performance indicators and the revised� 

reactor oversight process� 
+ Application of probabilistic safety assessment 

at Davis-Besse 
+Self assessment and corrective action� 

program� 
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Other Topics Impacting Plant 
.~ Operations 

+FENOe business plan provides strategic 
direction to achieve operational 
excellence. 

+Goal is to increase the value of the 
utility's nuclear assets. 
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