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Weber, Michael

£T•From: Weber, Michael

Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 7:51 PM
To: Sheron, Brian
Subject: Response - Periodics with Chairman Jaczko and Commissioner Apostolakis

Thanks, Brian.

P.s From: Sheron, Brian
To: Borchardt, Bill; Weber, Michael; Virgilio, Martin; Ash, Darren; Johnson, Michael; Miller, Charles; Leeds, Eric; Haney,
Catherine; Wiggins, Jim; Collins, Sam; Reyes, Luis; Satorius, Mark; Collins, Elmo; Greene, Kathryn; Boyce, Thomas (01S);
Howard, Patrick; McCrary, Cheryl; Zimmerman, Roy
Sent: Thu May 27 08:37:14 2010
Subject: Periodics with Chairman Jaczko and Commissioner Apostolakis

On Thursday, May 2 0 th, I had a periodic with Chairman Jaczko, and on Tuesday, May 2 5th, I had my first
periodic with Commissioner Apostolakis.

Periodic with Chairman Jaczko:

1.) The Chairman was interested in how the SOARCA project was going. I said that we were on schedule
to provide a paper to the Commission in October with the results and whether further work was
recommended.

2.) The Chairman asked how the Reg Guide update program was going. I said that I was unaware of any
delays, and that overall we were on schedule for the phase 2 and phase 3 updating activities.

3.) The Chairman asked about aging research. I told him we were actively coordinating with both DOE anc
EPRI on longer-term aging issues (life beyond 60), and providing support to NRR for license renewal
applications.

4.) I mentioned we were moving forward with the Cancer study; and that phase 1 was scheduled to start

this summer.

Periodic with Commissioner Apostolakis:

1.) Similar to Mike Weber's periodic with the Commissioner, the first item he mentioned was risk-informin,
security. I told him were had recently received a User-Need memorandum from NSIR asking us to look
into risking-informing certain aspects of security, and that we were planning on doing a feasibility study
He mentioned that NNSA developed a Graded Security Policy for evaluating risk to nuclear weapons
and gave me a name of a contact there. He also mentioned that there is a national Academies of
Science report on protecting nuclear weapons.

2.) The Commissioner pointed out that in SECY-09-143, "Status of the Accident Sequence Precursor
Program and the Standard Plant Analysis Risk Models", on page 11 of enclosure 1, in section 5.5, we
state "However, a review of the precursor events for FY 2001-2008 reveals that approximately 31
percent of the identified precursors involved event initiators or failure modes that were not explicitly
modeled in the PRA or IPE for the specific plant where the precursor event occurred." He believes that
this statement is misleading and that some people will assume that the PRAs are incapable of handling
these specific events. I explained that the PRAs usually identify sequences that bound numerous
similar (but not exactly the same sequences), and he fully agreed. I said that we would clarify the
statement in the next status update to the Commission, and that we would see what sort of interim
clarification we could issue to help insure it wasn't being misinterpreted. He was satisfied with this



approach. He did say he intends to raise the issue during the AARM meeting with the Commission on
May 2 7th. (Fred Brown of NRR has already been notified that this will be brought up.)

3.) The last item the Commissioner brought up was expert elicitation. He said he had a concern that expert
elicitation methods seemed to be unique for each application, and that he would like to see a
standardized methodology.
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