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 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 1 

 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 2 

 + + + + + 3 

 MEETING TO DISCUSS THE ADVANCE NOTICE 4 

 OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING ON STATION BLACKOUT 5 

 + + + + + 6 

 WEDNESDAY 7 

 APRIL 25, 2012 8 

 + + + + + 9 

 ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 10 

 + + + + + 11 

  The meeting convened at the Nuclear 12 

Regulatory Commission in Room T-02B3, Two White Flint 13 

North, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 1:00 p.m., Nichole 14 

Glenn, Facilitator, presiding. 15 
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DAN DORMAN, Deputy Director, NRR 19 

SHANA HELTON, NRR 20 

MATTHEW McCONNELL, NRR 21 

TIM REED, NRR 22 

FRED SCHOFER, NRO 23 

 ROBERT WEISMAN, OGC 24 

25 



 

 NEAL R. GROSS 
 COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 

 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W. 

(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C.  20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com 

 2

 T-A-B-L-E O-F C-O-N-T-E-N-T-S 1 

 Page 2 

Welcome/Introductions/Logistics 3 3 

Meeting Objectives 10 4 

Overview of the ANPR 12 5 

Description of Path Forward on ANPR and SBO 14 6 

Rulemaking Process 7 

Walk-through of ANPR Questions to Clarify or 20 8 

Answer any Stakeholder Questions 9 

Issues that the NRC Staff or Stakeholders 53 10 

Wish to Focus on for Further Discussion 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

25 



 

 NEAL R. GROSS 
 COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 

 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W. 

(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C.  20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com 

 3

 P R O C E E D I N G S 1 

 (1:03 p.m.) 2 

  MS. GLENN:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I 3 

got everyone's attention.  Welcome to this public 4 

meeting.  We are going to go ahead and get started.  5 

Before we go over the housekeeping rules, I will 6 

introduce Dan Dorman, who will be leading this meeting, 7 

and then we will get into the details of the mechanics 8 

of the meeting. 9 

  I'm Nichole Glenn.  I'm the meeting 10 

facilitator, so if you have any questions as the meeting 11 

goes on, or any concerns, please feel free to flag me 12 

down and let me know.  Without further ado, Dan Dorman. 13 

  MR. DORMAN:  Thank you, Nichole.  And good 14 

afternoon, everyone, and welcome.  My name is Dan 15 

Dorman.  I'm the Deputy Director in NRR for Engineering 16 

and Corporate Support.  And I want to welcome everyone 17 

who's participating here in the room, and on the webinar, 18 

and on the phones, in today's Category III Public Meeting 19 

on station blackout. 20 

  I serve as a member of the steering 21 

committee that's overseeing this effort, along with all 22 

of the post-Fukushima regulatory efforts and I was also 23 

privileged to serve as a member of the Near-Term Task 24 

Force that made the original recommendation that 25 
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underlies this effort. 1 

  This is, obviously, an important issue for 2 

the NRC as I'm sure you're all aware.  Long-term station 3 

blackout, or an extended loss of AC power, was a major 4 

contributor to the severity of the Fukushima event. 5 

  And importantly, the regulatory effort to 6 

address the capability to mitigate an extended station 7 

blackout on all units at a site is a significant part 8 

of the NRC's regulatory response to Fukushima. 9 

  We have all of the major NRC offices 10 

participating in this regulatory effort and we've been 11 

directed by the Commission to address this regulator 12 

issue through the use of an Advance Notice of Proposed 13 

Rulemaking, which was issued by the staff on March 20th. 14 

  To support the ANPR, we're holding today's 15 

meeting and the feedback that we get in response to this 16 

ANPR will then feed into the staff's efforts to develop 17 

a proposed rule for the Commission's consideration.  18 

And ultimately, the Commission has challenged us to 19 

complete this rulemaking in about two years from now, 20 

which if you're familiar with our rulemaking process, 21 

that's a significant challenge. 22 

  Regarding this meeting, I want to note, 23 

particularly at the outset here, and will probably be 24 

mentioned by the staff as we go through, that this 25 
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meeting is intended to inform you, the public, regarding 1 

station blackout mitigation and including the staff's 2 

ideas on potential mitigation requirements. 3 

  And the staff is here today to try to answer 4 

questions you may have on what our thoughts are in this 5 

area, with the intent of clarifying the questions that 6 

we asked in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 7 

  In other words, the objective of this 8 

meeting is for you, our stakeholder, to be better 9 

informed through this interaction so that you can 10 

provide us written feedback following the directions 11 

that are provided in the Advance Notice of Proposed 12 

Rulemaking. 13 

  I want to be clear that this meeting is not 14 

designed, not intended, to solicit comments on the 15 

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.  That's not our 16 

purpose today, rather, we want to resolve any questions 17 

you may have on the ANPR and help focus any comments 18 

that you may choose to provide in response to it. 19 

  So again, I thank you for participating and 20 

I hope this proves to be a constructive step in this 21 

dialog for all of you.  And with that, I'll turn it back 22 

to Nichole. 23 

  MS. GLENN:  Thank you.  We'll first hear 24 

from Tim Reed, who will give us an overview of this 25 
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meeting and then we'll talk a little bit about the format 1 

and our request for having an efficient and productive 2 

meeting.  Tim? 3 

  MR. REED:  All right.  Thanks, Nichole.  4 

I'm Tim Reed.  I'm the Project Manager for this 5 

regulatory effort.  This is, as everybody, I think, is 6 

aware now, a Category III Public Meeting, so interaction 7 

is encouraged throughout.  I know we're going to have 8 

some rules so that it's not total chaos, as Nichole will 9 

go over here in a second. 10 

  If you haven't already done so, I would 11 

appreciate if you could sign the attendance sheet back 12 

there as you came into the room, and for those of you 13 

on the bridge or webinar, if you'd like to have your 14 

participation noted, send an email to me.  That's 15 

timothy.reed@nrc.gov and I'll try to get you in there 16 

in the meeting minutes, and, you know, recognize your 17 

participation in this meeting today. 18 

  In addition, if you haven't already done 19 

so, the presentation materials are back there where the 20 

attendance sheet is.  In addition to that, for 21 

convenience, I've provided some copies of the actual 22 

ANPR.  You should already have that, but in case you 23 

need another copy, they're provided.  It's back there. 24 

 And also, an agenda. 25 
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  That's the same agenda that's with the 1 

meeting notes, so feel free to grab a copy of that.  2 

In addition, there should be feedback forms back there. 3 

 If you feel so inclined, grab one of those, fill it 4 

out, and send that in.  That'll come to me and we use 5 

that feedback to improve how we conduct these meetings. 6 

  And for those of you on the webinar and 7 

bridge, if you feel so inclined, again, send an email 8 

to timothy.reed@nrc.gov and I'll use that feedback, and 9 

we'll try to improve these going forward. 10 

  In terms of security, if you want to leave 11 

this room, find yourself an NRC person to escort you. 12 

 So you can't just walk out.  And, let's see, before 13 

we get too far into it, I have some members of the team 14 

up here in front.  I also have legal counsel, Bob Weisman 15 

with me, in addition to Dan Dorman, the Deputy Director 16 

of NRR. 17 

  I have four members of the team here.  I'll 18 

let them introduce themselves before we turn it back 19 

over to Nichole. 20 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Good afternoon, everybody. 21 

 My name is Matthew McConnell.  I'm a senior electrical 22 

engineer in the Electrical Engineering Branch in NRR. 23 

 Basically, a lead electrical point of contact for this 24 

project.  And that's it. 25 
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  MR. BOWMAN:  I'm Eric Bowman.  I'm the 1 

staff lead in NRR for the mitigating strategies required 2 

by the recent order that was issued in March of this 3 

year; Order EA12-049.  I'm also a staff lead for the 4 

mitigating strategies that were developed pursuant to 5 

10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2). 6 

  MR. SCHOFER:  And I'm Fred Schofer.  I'm 7 

with NRO.  I'm in the Policy Branch. 8 

  MR. REED:  There's more members, as Ted 9 

mentioned, this is a multi-office effort, but I tried 10 

to get NRR, NRO, because we're licensing new reactors. 11 

 And this, obviously, is going to rely, I think, pretty 12 

heavily ultimately.  That's my prediction on mitigating 13 

strategy order.  That's Eric, he's the expert in that. 14 

  And our electrical lead here in NRR is Matt, 15 

so that's how we're constructed here.  And, I guess, 16 

before we get going too much further, why don't you go 17 

over the ground rules for interaction time. 18 

  MS. GLENN:  Very good.  As I mentioned, I'm 19 

the facilitator for this meeting, so it's my job to make 20 

sure that this meeting is meeting everyone's 21 

expectations and needs.  So it's my job to keep everyone 22 

on schedule, to make sure that if you have questions, 23 

you have the opportunity to voice those to our panel, 24 

and to make sure that we accomplish what is stated in 25 
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our agenda. 1 

  In order to do that, we have some ground 2 

rules.  Because this is a microphoned room, the 3 

acoustics are very good, so side conversations, cell 4 

phone ringing, buzzing, and other audio interruptions 5 

can be very disruptive to the folks who are trying to 6 

engage in the dialog. 7 

  As I mentioned, we'll make sure everyone 8 

has an opportunity to ask any questions.  So I would 9 

ask that you keep those auditory interruptions to a 10 

minimum.  To that end, I am also informed that our court 11 

reporter is dialed in on the bridge.  So any time you 12 

do want to join the dialog, please identify yourself 13 

and who you're with to make sure that the comments can 14 

be attributed properly. 15 

  And as I mentioned, it's very important to 16 

us to take your questions, so any time you have one, 17 

please let me know, we'll have you step up to a microphone 18 

or I can bring a microphone to you if you can't make 19 

it up to the one at the front of the room. 20 

  Again, because of the audio situation, we 21 

ask that folks speak one at a time, and that makes 22 

transcribing much easier so we have a good record of 23 

this meeting.  I don't expect this to be terribly 24 

contentious, so I don't think I have to ask anyone to 25 
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be on their best behavior, but we do anyway. 1 

  And the folks that are participating 2 

remotely on the webinar, please feel free to use the 3 

chat function to submit questions.  How we'll entertain 4 

questions is that, at certain points in the 5 

conversation, I will survey the room first, then we'll 6 

go to the audio bridge, and then we'll read off any 7 

questions that are submitted in writing via the chat 8 

function. 9 

  So we do encourage our remote participants 10 

to use those mechanisms and participate.  With that, 11 

I hope everyone has a good meeting.  Again, let me know 12 

if you have any questions or concerns and we'll get 13 

things started with Tim. 14 

  MR. REED:  Okay.  This is Tim Reed again. 15 

 I'll just go over the agenda real briefly here.  It's 16 

a pretty flexible agenda.  The idea would be for me to 17 

go through about three or four slides here first, try 18 

to get everybody baselined and on the same page, we'll 19 

stop, full stop, ask if there's any questions, then we'll 20 

go through, really, what's the core of the meeting and 21 

that's the questions that the ANPR was built around. 22 

  Now, we'll work through those slide by 23 

slide, and then we'll come back to me for one more slide, 24 

and we'll go to a break, roughly, around 3:30.  And then 25 
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we have, after that, what I'll call, like, a parking 1 

lot area where we can have a free discussion on anything 2 

that folks want to discuss on the ANPR; anything at all, 3 

including what was already discussed prior to that. 4 

  And then about 4:30, thereabouts, we'll try 5 

to start wrapping up and I'll give a couple more slides 6 

about the future activities and that kind of thing.  7 

So it's a pretty much like the agenda that was in the 8 

meeting notes.  It's fairly flexible and we'll work with 9 

that as our agenda. 10 

  As Nichole mentioned, we are being 11 

transcribed and that's really to provide a record for 12 

those who are not able to participate today.  It's not 13 

for, for example, to go back through and collect comments 14 

as Dan's already mentioned.  And it's going to be 15 

mentioned on my meeting purpose slide, which we'll pull 16 

up right now. 17 

  This meeting, as Dan did very well, is not 18 

to collect comments, or solicit comments, it's really 19 

to inform you and then have you provide written comments 20 

in accordance with the methodologies described in the 21 

ANPR. 22 

  And by the way, the close of that comment 23 

period, the last line item there, is next Friday, nine 24 

days from now, May 4th, so we'd appreciate if you could 25 
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get those comments in by May 4th.  Like I said, I will 1 

go back over that.  Dan's done a good job of discussing 2 

what we're here for today. 3 

  So let's go on to, then, just an overview. 4 

 Let's start with basic ANPRs.  I'm going to do this 5 

because my ANPR is station blackout.  There's one that 6 

corresponds to the Near-Term Task Force recommendation 7 

8 that's also out, and there may, in fact, be another 8 

one coming here shortly thereafter on more of this 9 

post-Fukushima effort, so you're going to be seeing the 10 

ANPR. 11 

  So I thought it was a good idea.  Let's just 12 

talk about what an ANPR is because it's Advance Notice 13 

of Propose Rulemaking, but as I say on the slide, it's 14 

actually not rulemaking.  It's really, what we think 15 

of as a regulator basis development tool. 16 

  We use this to solicit feedback from, like, 17 

several stakeholders.  In fact, it can be even as 18 

primitive as just trying to determine whether we even 19 

have a valid regulator issue.  In this case, we have 20 

a valid regulatory issue.  I don't think there's any 21 

argument about that.  What we're really trying to do 22 

is assemble a complete and adequate regulator basis 23 

going forward. 24 

  And assuming you can do those two things, 25 
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an ANPR also will help you identify, what is the 1 

appropriate regulator action?  If you want to put 2 

generic requirements in place, then our preference, of 3 

course, is a rule, and rulemaking.  And so I see that's 4 

where we're going on this and that's principally because 5 

we already have an order. 6 

  It's been issued on March 12th.  I put the 7 

ADAMS accession number in for the mitigating strategies 8 

order, and I'm going to predict, it's a pretty likely 9 

prediction, that the order requirements, which are 10 

likely specific, if we're going to make those 11 

generically applicable in the current Federal 12 

regulations, we need a rulemaking to do that. 13 

  And so I think we'll be doing at least that 14 

much for this rulemaking.  Of course, when we do that, 15 

we try to learn the reference, solicitation of that 16 

order, as well as using your feedback to improve it, 17 

so we get that generic framework that apply to both 18 

current licenses and future reactors, and a good form, 19 

okay? 20 

  So once again, this is not rulemaking.  21 

It's regulatory basis development.  And from a 22 

rulemaker standpoint, that's a good thing for me.  You 23 

know, administrative procedures, in fact, I'm not in 24 

the strict rulemaking space so I have a lot more 25 
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flexibility in how I deal with comments. 1 

  We certainly will consider all the 2 

comments.  In fact, we're looking for comments that are 3 

outside the kind of thought processes that we've already 4 

had.  And we'll certainly consider them all, but you 5 

shouldn't expect to see your comments. 6 

  This was issued in an explicit manner, 7 

similar to what we would typically do.  The NRC is very 8 

good about how we do comment resolution and you'll see 9 

that at the ANPR stage.  Of course, as we go over 10 

rulemaking, you'll have another opportunity, then you 11 

won't see that. 12 

  So that's the point of this slide, just to 13 

try to get you an idea, what are we doing here?  This 14 

is regulatory basis development.  So why don't we go 15 

to the next slide then. 16 

  Well, we're also, and Dan mentioned it, I 17 

believe that we were directed to do this as an ANPR by 18 

the Commission, in a staff requirements memorandum on 19 

SECY-11-0124.  And so, obviously, that's why we issued 20 

the ANPR on March 20th in the Federal Register. 21 

  In that same staff requirements memorandum, 22 

there's a another very interesting direction and it's 23 

very important for what we're doing here today.  The 24 

Commission directed us to follow a performance-based 25 
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approach, which we're going to go through, and 1 

beyond-design-basis land, and that's what we're doing, 2 

really. 3 

  We're looking at beyond-design-basis, 4 

natural hazards generating loss of offsite power and 5 

station blackout conditions, so this is a direction that 6 

applies directly to us and what we're doing here. 7 

  And if you're familiar with some of the 8 

post-9/11 stuff, in February of 2002 there was a order, 9 

the interim compensatory measures order that put in 10 

place these things called B5B, Section B.5.b, requires 11 

industry to address the loss of large areas of the 12 

facility due to explosions and fires, that became 10 13 

CFR 50.54(hh)(2).  I was actually part of that 14 

rulemaking. 15 

  And if you look at the mitigating strategies 16 

order, which I encourage you strongly to do, and 17 

following the ADAMS accession number, you'll see that 18 

same philosophy that's in that order also.  It sets up 19 

a performance-based philosophy and it's highly likely 20 

that this rule will end up something like that. 21 

  So, of course, we're open doored, and I 22 

think it, for learning efforts, it's the best way to 23 

go about addressing this issue.  So that's up to mission 24 

direction. 25 
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  Then, finally, getting to the actual ANPR. 1 

 First, before we go too far, I encourage you to read 2 

the whole ANPR.  There's a lot of background in there. 3 

 There's a lot of background on the AC design 4 

requirements, on external events design requirements, 5 

and GC-2, GC-17, if you're familiar with the general 6 

design criteria. 7 

  In addition to that, there's, of course, 8 

beyond that, in the United States, we have requirements 9 

on station blackouts.  Those are in 10 CFR 50.63, and 10 

I encourage you to go take a look at that.  Those 11 

requirements stem from the reactor safety study, 12 

WASH-1400.  That was put out in, like, I think, 1975, 13 

I believe. 14 

  It shows that, in fact, the residual risk 15 

from this station blackout situation could be large 16 

enough that we could put in place a cost-justified 17 

substantial safety enhancement, and that's what that 18 

rulemaking was.  50.63 was issued in 1988 as a safety 19 

enhancement rule.  In fact, it turned out to be just 20 

that; a safety enhancement. 21 

  But it was focused on reliability.  It was 22 

based on the frequency of offsite power losses from 23 

things like switchyard center faults, grid center 24 

faults, weather center faults.  It wasn't looking at 25 
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beyond-design-basis-type natural hazards. 1 

  50.63 is assuming that you can restore AC 2 

power within a certain time, which it tells you how to 3 

calculate.  Where are we looking at today?  We're 4 

looking at something that's not unit specific, it's 5 

site-wide.  It's probably an extended loss of offsite 6 

power, and in fact, you can even have damage onsite. 7 

  So our focus today, and that's what the last 8 

bullet says, is really significantly different than what 9 

was back in 50.63.  Now, I'm saying that I think we can 10 

build our rules to what was put in place back there, 11 

but nonetheless, that's what we're looking at. 12 

  And I think it's no surprise, if you take 13 

a look, the ANPR discusses how we've gone from Fukushima 14 

to the Near-Term Task Force report.  That's where we 15 

are today.  So take a look at all that.  It's good 16 

background.  I won't dwell on it too much because I think 17 

the better use of our time today is to get into that 18 

question format, again, I'll talk about here in a second, 19 

and try to explore those questions of what we're looking 20 

for as input there. 21 

  And that's really where I'm already leading 22 

into the next slide and that's the slide I'll come to 23 

a full stop and ask for questions, but this ANPR is 24 

really, kind of, a brainstorming exercise.  Do you want 25 
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me to break through the things? 1 

  There was, in it, a lot of effort placed 2 

on trying to separate questions, to make them separate 3 

and distinct, and keep them apart from each other.  They 4 

do overlap.  They are broad.  They do still focus on 5 

station blackout mitigation.  That's, again, the state 6 

we're looking at, station blackout. 7 

  But they're very broad.  We want a lot of 8 

thought and a lot of broad thought.  And if you also 9 

look, you'll probably see, from a rulemaker perspective, 10 

I'm asking questions that would help me construct a rule, 11 

presuming that's where I go.  You know, I'm assuming 12 

that's where this thing is going. 13 

  So I'll ask for stuff on the scope of this 14 

rule, where's the endpoint, what am I trying to achieve 15 

as far as the objectives and success criteria, and then 16 

I think of as the guts of the rule, the treatment of 17 

the stuff that supports the rule, the FAQs, systems, 18 

structures, and components, plans, procedures, what do 19 

you do with that. 20 

  How do you establish it, how does it work, 21 

what are the functions, so how do I build the rules and 22 

such?  So that's kind of the way the questions are 23 

separated.  Although, it didn't quite work out that way, 24 

it's kind of loosely based around that, so that's the 25 
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way it was assembled; around these pretty broad 1 

questions. 2 

  Again, really, the intent is broad 3 

feedback.  We're going to look at all that and hopefully 4 

it helps us build a better framework.  So that's just 5 

it.  Before we jump into Matt's thing here, I just wanted 6 

to give everybody an idea of what we were trying to do 7 

in that front part of the ANPR before we got into the 8 

questions. 9 

  So why don't we come to a full stop now and 10 

see if anybody's got any questions.  Nichole? 11 

  MS. GLENN:  Do we have any questions in the 12 

room?  Okay.  I will take silence as no.  Can we open 13 

the bridge line for questions?  Okay.  Are there any 14 

questions from the bridge?  Okay.  That's a no from the 15 

bridge as well.  And I'm getting the signal that we 16 

haven't had any writing, so let's go ahead and proceed. 17 

  MR. REED:  Okay.  I'll throw it up to Matt 18 

McConnell from the Electrical Branch at NRR.  Matt? 19 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Good afternoon again.  20 

Basically, the next few slides, I'm going to cover the 21 

three areas that Tim had mentioned as far as how we broke 22 

down the questions by topic. 23 

  You have the rulemaking scope, you have the 24 

objectives and success criteria, and the actual 25 
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mitigating functions, and the location, and guidance, 1 

and things like that that may follow a proposed rule. 2 

  Essentially, what I intend to do is walk 3 

through these slide by slide.  We'll just stop at the 4 

end of each slide seeking questions, or comments, or 5 

whatever you have as far as trying to understand it or 6 

clarifying your understanding of these questions to 7 

hopefully provide us with valuable feedback. 8 

  Essentially, the rulemaking scope aspect 9 

of this ANPR dealt with the fact that we're trying to 10 

develop some questions and get some input to see what 11 

the overall scope of the rulemaking should be.  If this 12 

rulemaking is able to be justified. 13 

  And that really stems from Tim had mentioned 14 

earlier as well, the fact that the original station 15 

blackout rule was limited in scope in the sense where 16 

you did not consider, or maybe you did consider, events 17 

that were significant in nature through natural 18 

phenomena, like tsunamis, and earthquakes, and things 19 

like that, but they weren't necessarily implemented, 20 

or rolled into the final rule, because they were deemed 21 

to be such low probability. 22 

  Obviously, after the Fukushima event, we 23 

are taking a broader look at this to see if there's, 24 

obviously, improvements that can be made within the 25 
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existing SBO rule and that's where we're at today. 1 

  And so when we develop these questions under 2 

each of these sections, we really are focusing and trying 3 

to get that additional information to develop a 4 

regulatory basis to either go forward with a proposed 5 

rule or some other regulatory action. 6 

  Stepping through this slide, obviously, 7 

these are, maybe, the highlights that we considered for 8 

the questions that we developed.  Obviously, the first 9 

bullet there, we're talking about the pedigree of 10 

equipment. 11 

  What we're talking about there is whether 12 

or not the equipment needs to be procured in a Class 13 

1E fashion as opposed to non-Class 1E, needing more 14 

rigorous qualification requirements to be able to be 15 

less prone to, maybe, earthquakes or other events.  So 16 

that's, kind of, one of the areas that we were focusing 17 

on. 18 

  The second bullet talks about the severity 19 

of natural phenomena.  If you consider it, this is more 20 

site-specific in nature where, you know, some sites may 21 

be subjected to tsunami-type events, or tsunami events, 22 

and other sites might be subjected to earthquakes, or 23 

significant flooding, and/or tornado activity. 24 

  And these things, in determining the 25 
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regulator basis for this potential rulemaking, we're 1 

trying to decide if that's something that needed to be 2 

considered.  We think it's probably obvious that it's 3 

going in that direction as far as needing to consider 4 

these items, it's just a matter to what extent. 5 

  Design margins is referring to the fact 6 

that, right now, we qualify equipment with certain 7 

margins already, but should we go beyond that, 8 

understanding that there are certain levels of 9 

earthquakes that are expected at certain plants, do we 10 

exceed that?  Do we require that there be 10 percent, 11 

or 15 percent, above that to be able to be met in order 12 

for equipment to tolerate things that may be beyond the 13 

actual design basis? 14 

  The actual timing of the mitigating 15 

strategy and implementation duration, this more deals 16 

with the ability to actually procure and bring in 17 

equipment to the site, and may be more in line with the 18 

current order that's out there, and the 55(hh)(2), I 19 

believe -- 20 

  MR. REED:  50.54. 21 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  54(hh)(2) order, to talk 22 

about different strategies that can be implemented and 23 

how long it would actually take to get that equipment 24 

and what assures that availability.  So that's 25 
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something that we're considering. 1 

  The prolonged station blackout 2 

assumptions, this would go into expanding the existing 3 

rule to consider site-wide considerations; multi-unit. 4 

 You know, one of the things we're trying decide is if 5 

a specific duration should be something that should be 6 

considered, like the existing rule, or should it be more 7 

flexible, understanding that a specific time may not 8 

be able to be developed? 9 

  And, obviously, the loss of all alternating 10 

current, this could lead to, not just the onset AC 11 

sources from a diesel generator standpoint, but we're 12 

also talking about loss of the inverters and vital AC 13 

power.  So that's something that's currently not 14 

considered in the existing rule. 15 

  The existing rule, basically, assumes that 16 

you do have that vital AC power because it's being fed, 17 

primarily, from the DC sources. 18 

  And the considerations for spent fuel 19 

cooling.  Here, we're looking at a potential for 20 

long-term cooling as well as water makeup, and that's 21 

something that, obviously, we're considering for this 22 

new strategy to see if that's something that needs to 23 

be in, a new rule, to ensure that this spent fuel cooling 24 

is maintained. 25 
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  And then finally on this slide, you have 1 

the cost and benefits.  And then you'll see that in a 2 

 couple of places within this ANPR.  And essentially, 3 

that's just looking at the idea of trying to balance 4 

the cost verse the benefits of dealing with, 5 

potentially, you know, low-probability events or 6 

high-probability events. 7 

  MR. REED:  This is Tim Reed.  I'll just 8 

chime in a little bit on the last part too.  We're also 9 

interested in costs and benefits, also, from a 10 

regulatory basis development element just because, if 11 

there are different prices being put out there and 12 

there's one highly costly, very costly, there's a lot 13 

more efficient and effective prices, both from a safety 14 

standpoint or from a cost standpoint, we want to, 15 

obviously, do something that's the most effective safety 16 

approach and it's the cheapest. 17 

  So to the extent people can provide that 18 

kind of information is very valuable to what we have 19 

a said on a regulatory basis.  It is more than just a 20 

technical and policy and legal. 21 

  When we do a regulatory basis, we also try 22 

to at least scope out, in terms of rulemaking, whether 23 

this thing would be successful, you know, in terms of 24 

how are we going to get it through, effective, and what 25 
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would be the process there? 1 

  And that gets you some of this information. 2 

 So it's exactly what Matt said, but it's also an 3 

additional, kind of, information in that regard. 4 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Well, I think at this time, 5 

you know, we wanted to stop at this slide and just solicit 6 

any kind of questions that you may have at this time 7 

with regard to the first set of questions. 8 

  We understand there are quite a few 9 

questions and, you know, for that purpose, we weren't 10 

going to walk through each question and explain what 11 

we were explicitly looking for, but if there are any 12 

specific questions underneath the rulemaking scope 13 

section that you have questions on, we'd gladly 14 

entertain those and try to clarify our intent at this 15 

time. 16 

  MS. GLENN:  Okay. 17 

  MR. FRANTZ:  This is Steve Frantz from 18 

Morgan Lewis.  Tim mentioned the Commission has 19 

directed that the rulemaking be a performance-based 20 

approach.  And a lot of the questions seem to be very 21 

prescriptive and deterministic, for example, questions 22 

on whether the flood level should be 10 feet above the 23 

design basis flood level. 24 

  But you also mentioned things like velocity 25 
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inverters for the duration through a blackout, and so 1 

forth.  Those all seem to be very prescriptive.  And 2 

I was wondering whether you actually have, under 3 

consideration, a more deterministic rule or whether you 4 

intend to just ask for information on a 5 

performance-based rule? 6 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Well, I think at this time, 7 

I mean, everything is open.  This, as Tim mentioned 8 

earlier, the idea of the ANPR and the way we developed 9 

these questions was pretty much a brainstorming session 10 

with a group of experts sitting in a room trying to 11 

develop a set of questions and not cleaning anything 12 

off the board until we had a real understanding of where 13 

we wanted to go. 14 

  And to be quite honest, we are not trying 15 

to show that we're being prescriptive.  We're just 16 

throwing out ideas and suggestions of potential 17 

possibilities for a new rule.  And we did not want to 18 

wipe anything off the table as far as performance-based 19 

or getting into specific requirements. 20 

  And that's really why we're asking the 21 

questions is to see what people think about these 22 

different aspects.  And I think, as you'll see on the, 23 

I think, one of the next slides here, we do reference 24 

the performance-based rule.  And I think Tim had 25 
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mentioned it earlier, just looking at performance-based 1 

requirements. 2 

  So obviously that's something that, I 3 

think, is under consideration, but, you know, we don't 4 

want to close the door on any option right now. 5 

  MR. ROSENBLATT:  Steve, this is Tim.  I'll 6 

also chime in a little bit here.  As Matt said, we're 7 

looking at the full gamut, you know?  Obviously, some 8 

of the questions are looking at, kind of, like, the past 9 

thinking as opposed to purely performance-based 10 

thinking. 11 

  The input may not make it.  For example, 12 

in a performance-based regulatory requirements, you'll 13 

see in a rule, but some of that thinking could find its 14 

way into guidance documents regardless, okay?  And, by 15 

the way, as I'll say later on, we're going to try to 16 

follow the cumulative effects regulation.  We've been 17 

directed to do so in a staff requirements memorandum 18 

to do that also. 19 

  I'm kind of a principal author on that.  20 

And in that regard, we're going to put out the draft 21 

guidance with the rule.  So some of this will support 22 

that draft guidance development effort, even if you 23 

don't see that at a rule level. 24 

  And, again, it's open.  We don't know 25 
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exactly, to be honest with you, we truly are open on 1 

where we're going here. 2 

  MR. BOWMAN:  All I can say is that type of 3 

perspective on the questions would also be appropriate 4 

as a comment in response to the ANPR.  If you could make 5 

that comment, we'd appreciate it. 6 

  MS. GLENN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Are there 7 

other questions in the room?  Okay.  Can we open the 8 

bridge for questions?  Okay.  Are there any questions 9 

from our remote participants?  Okay.  And have we 10 

received any questions virtually?  Okay.  Mr. 11 

McConnell. 12 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Okay.  The next slide is 13 

on the rulemaking objectives and success criteria.  One 14 

of the things I want to mention just before I get into 15 

this slide is, don't focus too much on the actual 16 

sections that these questions are broken down into, as 17 

Tim had mentioned earlier as well. 18 

  These questions are really scattered all 19 

about and there is some overlay with the various sections 20 

of the questions.  I think, just try to focus on each 21 

question the way it is, understanding that there is that 22 

overlap.  And if you do have any comments, I mean, 23 

obviously, submit those. 24 

  But right now, this slide right here, what 25 
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we're talking about is the actual success criteria that 1 

may be considered for a proposed rule, or a potential 2 

rule, and basically, what we're looking at, though, some 3 

of the highlights of this section talk about enhancing 4 

the safety by reducing the core damage frequency or a 5 

large area release frequency. 6 

  This is one of those things where this is 7 

an objective that we want to achieve and is this 8 

something that we would prefer in a new rule?  And would 9 

we establish criteria for doing that and require certain 10 

equipment for doing that as well? 11 

  The other aspects we're looking at are, 12 

obviously, to shape this safe shutdown condition end 13 

state.  Is this something that we should require?  14 

Should we have a new rule that says, you must achieve 15 

a safe shutdown condition for however length of time 16 

and maintain it that way in order to meet the criteria? 17 

  That's just something that was thrown out 18 

there as a thought is, where do we want to end up at? 19 

 Is there a certain shutdown condition that we want to 20 

maintain the plants in?  Is there one condition that's 21 

safer than another and easier to maintain?  Those are 22 

things that are all being considered and, I think, the 23 

focus of the questions. 24 

  Obviously, I mentioned earlier about the 25 
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performance-based rule, should it be performance-based 1 

or should it be more specific?  I mean, I think that 2 

that's, really, all those things are on the table.  The 3 

next aspects deals with the staggered station blackout 4 

mitigation requirements; low versus the 5 

high-probability of station blackout events. 6 

  Should we establish two separate acceptance 7 

criteria based on the severity of each event?  And 8 

should we prescribe certain details on what needs to 9 

be met for those type of mitigation requirements? 10 

  And the last bullet is basically dealing 11 

with the Near-Term Task Force recommendations, 12 

recognizing that this document, at this state, is 13 

actually almost historic in nature based on how fast 14 

things are proceeding.  It did establish the benchmark 15 

for which we're proceeding. 16 

  And, you know, obviously there are several 17 

other actions occurring at the same time as this station 18 

blackout ANPR and we recognize that, and in an effort 19 

to avoid any kind of redundancy or duplication, we are 20 

paying attention to that and closely monitoring each 21 

of these activities that are associated with, 22 

specifically, these recommendations here; with 4.2, 23 

5.1, 7.1, and 8.0. 24 

  The one thing I want to highlight is the 25 
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8.0, the strengthening and integration of emergency 1 

operating procedures, sever accident management 2 

guidelines, and extensive damage mitigation guidelines. 3 

  An ANPR was recently issued for that for 4 

public comment, so I encourage you to look at that 5 

document as well and provide your feedback as you want 6 

to.  That's, essentially, the gist of this section is 7 

to develop this overall objective and success criteria, 8 

and see where we should go and what a potential goal 9 

would look like. 10 

  MR. REED:  This is Tim Reed.  I'm going to 11 

chime in a little bit here, and Eric may also want to 12 

chime in too, because I'm sure we actually ever 13 

explicitly say this kind of thought in this ANPR.  It's 14 

kind of a difficult thing to say, but for those of you 15 

who have been in this arena, in nuclear power, for a 16 

long time in the design basis world and now we're trying 17 

to into the beyond-design-basis world.  This is the, 18 

kind of, fundamental issue we're struggling with; 19 

another way of doing things.  We had a defined set of 20 

events; a bounding set of events. 21 

  We designed that facility.  The systems, 22 

structures and components in the facility that needed 23 

to clearly mitigate those events before its design 24 

requirements are all established very clearly, very well 25 



 

 NEAL R. GROSS 
 COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 

 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W. 

(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C.  20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com 

 32

understood, you can even have tech spec requirements 1 

and the like. 2 

  I think most people here in nuclear power 3 

know exactly what that is, but when you go into 4 

beyond-design-basis, you're going into damage states 5 

that may not be known, conditions that may not be known, 6 

neither of which may be bounded, and so you have a tough 7 

time trying to figure out, what is it that I'm trying 8 

to do? 9 

  Well, obviously, I'm trying to make it 10 

safer, I mean, that goes without saying, but what end 11 

state am I trying to achieve?  What can I achieve?  12 

What's reasonable?  And so that's, kind of, where a lot 13 

of the underlying thought is behind these questions. 14 

  And it's a fundamental struggle.  It was 15 

a struggle with 50.54(hh)(2).  It's been a struggle with 16 

the order; EA-12-049.  That's Eric's order.  It's going 17 

to be a fundamental struggle, I think, here.  How do 18 

we do this beyond design-basis stuff and, Eric, you can 19 

chime in. 20 

  MR. BOWMAN:  The thought I wanted to make 21 

is, the NTTF, Near-Term Task Force, recommendations 22 

cited in the list.  The top three are the ones that we've 23 

got orders outstanding on.  My part is what had been 24 

recommendation 4.2 for the mitigating strategies 25 
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requirements.  It's now Order EA-12-049.  It's been 1 

mentioned.  And the ADAMS accession number was provided 2 

for that. 3 

  The recommendation 5.1 dealt with the 4 

hardened reliable vent capabilities for BWR Mark I and 5 

Mark II containments.  That's Order EA-12-050.  And 7.1 6 

is Order EA-12-051.  We have ongoing efforts, including 7 

public meetings, to get a stakeholder input on 8 

developing the interim staff guidance that'll be 9 

promulgated this summer for what would be considered 10 

acceptable approaches to meet the requirements of those 11 

orders. 12 

  Your input would be valued in those efforts, 13 

as well as in the response to the ANPR, to discuss how 14 

the outcome of those efforts should be folded into this 15 

rulemaking, should this proceed through a rulemaking. 16 

  MR. SCHOFER:  Fred Schofer, NRO.  I just 17 

want to make one point with regard to the second 18 

sub-bullet, safe shutdown condition end state.  The 19 

existing 50.63 Station Blackout Rule, you know, defines 20 

what the end state should be to achieve success. 21 

  And for the existing rule, it's hot standby, 22 

hot shutdown.  So if, going forward, it should be a 23 

different end state.  That's one of the reasons that 24 

question's out there. 25 
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  MS. GLENN:  Ready for another round of 1 

questions? 2 

  MR. REED:  Yes. 3 

  MS. GLENN:  Okay.  Are there any questions 4 

in the room?  No?  Very subdued group today.  Okay.  5 

Can we open the bridge for any questions for our audio 6 

folks?  Okay.  Are there any questions from the bridge 7 

participants? 8 

  MR. LEHMAN:  Yes.  This is Chad Lehman, 9 

PP&&L.  I think in your deliberations, you need to 10 

consider how much safety benefit would there be to a 11 

significant increase in regulations here once the 12 

Fukushima orders and request for information have been 13 

implemented; the mitigating strategies there. 14 

  MS. GLENN:  Okay. 15 

  MR. REED:  Yes.  This is Tim Reed, NRC.  16 

Thanks.  I always encourage everything everybody says. 17 

 You're not required to send it in on the ANPR.  Let 18 

me just give you my thoughts right off the top of head 19 

on that.  The nature of an order is, it's issued on a 20 

license.  So those orders have been issued on the 104 21 

operating reactors and then also on Vogtle and Summer 22 

-- 23 

  MR. BOWMAN:  There's actually 108 now. 24 

  MR. REED:  A 108.  Okay.  So they're 25 
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actually applied to licenses that are in existence.  1 

And one of the things that I mentioned in the beginning 2 

is that, they don't generically apply going forward. 3 

  So one good thing about taking orders and 4 

putting them into the Code of Federal Regulations is 5 

that they can be generically applied in the future.  6 

And, for example, in the power reactor security 7 

rulemaking, I think we had four, maybe five, orders, 8 

and we rolled those up into the physical security access 9 

authorization contingency response requirement, 10 

Part 73 requirements, for those of you who are familiar 11 

with it, so that it would be good going forward for any 12 

new reactor design in the future.  So there's an element 13 

of that.  I think, you know, regardless of the benefit, 14 

in terms of safety, we would at least want to make them 15 

generically applicable, I think; just from a good 16 

regulatory practice standpoint. 17 

  That's my, just, thoughts right off the top 18 

of my head, but, you know, feel free to send in the 19 

comments to that effect.  Thanks. 20 

  MS. GLENN:  Eric, did you have another 21 

comment? 22 

  MR. BOWMAN:  I was just going to chime in 23 

that that would be a valuable comment to make following 24 

the process that is laid out in the ANPR and is there 25 
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anything in particular about the questions that are put 1 

forward in the ANPR that we can clarify for you right 2 

now? 3 

  MS. GLENN:  Okay. 4 

  MR. SCHOFER:  This is Fred Schofer, NRO. 5 

 Orders are issued to licensed plants.  There currently 6 

are a number of designs which are being certified as 7 

well as, you know, applicants who are looking to build 8 

new plants. 9 

  And so with regard to, you know, what, you 10 

know, criteria they should design to, or are applying 11 

for, you know, all this would feed into that thought 12 

process as well. 13 

  MS. GLENN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Are there 14 

other questions from the bridge?  No?  Okay.  Thank 15 

you, sir.  And no questions from the webinar, so let's 16 

continue. 17 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Okay.  The next slide is 18 

the station blackout mitigation functions portion and, 19 

essentially, what this is dealing with is, what should 20 

the expectations be for the system structures and 21 

components under station blackout conditions?  22 

Specifically, you know, there's certain requirements 23 

for these structure systems and components needed to 24 

mitigate a station blackout. 25 
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  Kind of, like, design requirements, 1 

inspection, testing, quality assurance requirements, 2 

you know, whether corrective actions need to be taken 3 

on certain components.  You know, this also gets into, 4 

you know, should it be under the technical 5 

specification?  Should there be limited condition for 6 

operations for this equipment if it's going to be relied 7 

on for station blackout? 8 

  And those are all things that are being 9 

thrown out there as to, how do you treat this equipment? 10 

 How do you provide assurance this equipment is going 11 

to be able to perform its designed function, whether 12 

it's for or beyond design basis events or not? 13 

  You know, what provides that reasonable 14 

assurance that this equipment is going to be, one, 15 

available, and two, be capable and have the adequate 16 

capacity to perform this function?  And I think that's 17 

where we're going with that first bullet. 18 

  And the second bullet is basically talking 19 

about what kind of associated procedures, guidelines, 20 

and training need to be available for that equipment? 21 

 And then, you know, what guidance is there available, 22 

whether it's guidelines that we create through a 23 

regulatory guidance document, whether it's something 24 

like the old NUMARC-8700 guidance document that was 25 
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released by the industry and later endorsed by the Reg 1 

Guide 1.155 for station blackout? 2 

  You know, do we have to enhance that as part 3 

of this station blackout rulemaking process?  And then, 4 

finally here, we talk about multi-unit station blackout 5 

requirements, which I, kind of, got on before. 6 

  The old rule did not really discuss station 7 

blackout for multi-units in a site-wide station 8 

blackout.  So that's something that is, you know, under 9 

consideration as far as, you know, the functional 10 

capabilities of equipment to be able to perform the 11 

function for both of those units, even more than two 12 

units, if a station blackout event were to occur at that 13 

site. 14 

  And then the cost to benefits portion just 15 

talks to the high level that Tim had mentioned earlier 16 

and there really is no difference under this section 17 

as far as the expectations of trying to keep costs down 18 

and, obviously, balance the benefits associated with 19 

the mitigating functions of this equipment. 20 

  MR. REED:  This is Tim Reed.  Let me chime 21 

in here with a few more thoughts on this too, that I 22 

don't think we wrote.  It's in the ANPR, but there are 23 

costs that we certainly heard in live interactions. 24 

  Keep in mind that what we're talking about 25 
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are rare events; very rare events.  This would be 1 

equipment that you would prepare, and probably have on 2 

site, and would be sitting.  And it could be sitting 3 

in a room for years. 4 

  It's a lot different than the type of 5 

situation where you have events occurring frequently. 6 

 So the question is, how do you maintain that to what 7 

standards?  Again, beyond-design, but what should be 8 

the standards?  Should they be consensus standards?  9 

What's good enough?  What's reasonable? 10 

  And then, in addition to that, how much 11 

training do you give to people, the operators or staff 12 

on site, for something that's very rare?  And remember, 13 

every time you focus their attention on this stuff, 14 

you're taking them away from the things that they 15 

normally would do, which occur, probably, a lot more 16 

frequently. 17 

  So that's just a thought to keep in mind 18 

any time you're dealing with the situations 19 

beyond-design-basis.  They're very rare-type 20 

situations.  How much focus needs to go on this in a 21 

treatment space, and how much training and support do 22 

you need? 23 

  And that goes, probably, right to the 24 

bottom-line there.  What are the costs?  What are the 25 
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benefits type of things?  I wanted to get that idea out 1 

there to think about when you respond to this, because 2 

this is, kind of, a unique situation here of what we're 3 

trying to address. 4 

  MR. SCHOFER:  This is Fred Schofer from NRO 5 

again.  With regard to what we're looking for here, what 6 

I'd like to do is do a little contrast to the existing 7 

station blackout rule.  The existing station blackout 8 

rule, as we mentioned previously, was, you know, the 9 

loss of offsite power, turbine trip, and reliance upon 10 

your station batteries, and inverters, and possibly, 11 

the alternate AC. 12 

  In the existing rule, there was no single 13 

failure that had to be considered.  And then, based upon 14 

that set of criteria, you would then decide how to cope 15 

and design for them. 16 

  With this ANPR, you know, we're looking at 17 

external hazards actually driving or possibly being the 18 

initiator for the station blackout event.  And the 19 

resultant effects of that initiator could cause other 20 

equipment components to fail. 21 

  So there's some question with regard to what 22 

equipment components will be available to mitigate a 23 

station blackout?  And so I think that's a major 24 

difference between the existing rule and what we're 25 
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looking at getting feedback for at this juncture. 1 

  MS. GLENN:  So I guess it looks like we're 2 

ready for the next round of questions.  So are there 3 

questions in the room?  Yes. 4 

  MR. FRANTZ:  This is Steve Frantz again. 5 

 Follow up on one question we had earlier on the order 6 

and the relationship to the rule.  If, for example, 7 

people install equipment to meet the order and that 8 

equipment may not be safety-grade or Class IA, would 9 

you be looking at having something in the rule that would 10 

require upgrades to equipment purchase or install 11 

specifically for the order? 12 

  MR. REED:  This is Tim Reed from the NRC, 13 

if we were to do that, obviously that would be a back 14 

fit.  I think you're familiar with that, and we'd have 15 

to go through that process.  You know, obviously I don't 16 

have a position established right now in the rule so 17 

I don't know how that'll sort itself out, but that would 18 

be the process. 19 

  And we'd, obviously, have to have a very 20 

good justification for doing something like that too. 21 

 The order requirements, at least in my mind, are very 22 

broad; are very general.  It's hard to imagine that you 23 

can do better than maintaining or restoring core cooling 24 

containment. 25 
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  You know, if you can really do that, and 1 

do that for beyond-design-basis, you know, for those 2 

of you who haven't thought of that, that's better than 3 

station blackout.  That does a lot of damage to station. 4 

 The station blackout, perhaps, being the most 5 

significant, but it does a lot.  It does for a lot of 6 

different sequences. 7 

  So I guess it's certainly possible that that 8 

could happen, but again, if we did that, we'd have to 9 

work that through a process, the backfit process.  We'd 10 

have to have a very good, I think, safety reason just 11 

to get that going. 12 

  MR. FRANTZ:  Thanks. 13 

  MR. SCHOFER:  Fundamentally, we would have 14 

to justify why the existing equipment, as procured, 15 

would not be able to perform those safety functions. 16 

  MS. GLENN:  All right.  Thank you.  Are 17 

there other questions in the room?  No?  Okay.  Can we 18 

open the bridge line for questions, please.  Are there 19 

questions from our remote participants on the bridge? 20 

 Okay.  We'll take that as a no.  And are there any 21 

questions from the webinar?  Now questions remotely. 22 

 Very good.  Can we close the bridge, please, and we'll 23 

go to the next slide. 24 

  MR. REED:  I will turn it back to, this is 25 
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Tim Reed, visit the next two slides.  I'll do them, 1 

really, together and I'll just try to give you -- you 2 

can certainly read the bullets there. 3 

  Of course, if we don't do rulemaking the 4 

first option is no rule, but that's not on this slide. 5 

 I'm presuming that there will be something here.  So 6 

we'll try to identify at least three ways here that we 7 

could amend, or add to, the current requirements in the 8 

current regulations. 9 

  And, really, what we're trying to get at 10 

here is, first of all, we want to put in place the generic 11 

requirements, obviously, and we want those to be 12 

effective, or to be coherent and understandable for 13 

stakeholders and licensees so they can see where they're 14 

at. 15 

  But we don't want to do unintended damage 16 

or unintended consequences.  And you can do this.  I've 17 

seen this happen before where you make a modification 18 

to a current section in Part 50.  You say, take 50.36 19 

and you change a paragraph number, for example, and then 20 

everybody else suddenly has a license amendment and 21 

that's certainly not something everybody wanted. 22 

  And there's a lot of unintended damage, or 23 

a burden, or impact, and so the idea behind this is trying 24 

to find a way, or, you know, we'd like people's feedback 25 
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on this, what would be the best way?  Suppose that we 1 

have a rule, okay, we're going to put in place 2 

requirements, what would be the best way to get the 3 

requirements in place while having a coherent set of 4 

understandable regulations that do the least amount of 5 

damage. 6 

  And recognize, you know, since 1988, 7 

licensees, they have procedures, they have grants, they 8 

have equipment that's all in place to comply with 50.63, 9 

and you go in there and you start changing 50.63, and 10 

they have references to specific elements of 50.63, you 11 

can end up with thousands of procedure changes, plant 12 

changes, or whatever. 13 

  And it may not be for anything other than 14 

just because I changed this thing in a certain way and 15 

if I amended my requirements a little differently, I 16 

can avoid that impact.  So at the end of the line, the 17 

philosophy behind these three examples. 18 

  And the first idea there, the base case, 19 

we'll call it supplementary bare requirements, would 20 

be to leave 50.63 entirely intact, just leave it there, 21 

and then add a new section somewhere.  And in actuality, 22 

I kind of like the 50.63(a) because it was right beside 23 

it; sort of along with the 50.46 model there. 24 

  But we could put it anywhere, like, 51.60 25 
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or wherever.  I think it's aircraft impact assessment, 1 

51.50, I believe, so I think we're adding to that, so 2 

right at the end, if we have something at a higher number, 3 

nonetheless. 4 

  So then what you'd do is you have the new 5 

set of requirements, let's say, we put those, we'll call 6 

these broad-based, beyond-design-basis, hazard-driven 7 

SBO mitigation requirements, or whatever we call it, 8 

and they would be in a separate section and then it would 9 

be cross-referencing between them so they talk to each 10 

other.  So that's one way to do it.  That's the base-case 11 

approach. 12 

  Another way to do it, perhaps one that would 13 

be a little bit more coherent, if you will, because you 14 

put it in one spot so it at least makes it less likely 15 

for people to miss the requirements when they're placed 16 

somewhere else. 17 

  And that would be to add them into 50.63, 18 

but to do it in such a fashion as to try to maintain 19 

50.63, the current order, intact and not do, you know, 20 

this whole damage to people referencing that.  And 21 

perhaps that new paragraph should be one idea. 22 

  I guess you try to have pointers within 23 

50.63 and how you would do that if you were trying to 24 

implement something like that?  But, for example, let's 25 
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just say, you know, add in a paragraph, or paragraphs, 1 

at the end, or something like that, into the current 2 

50.63.  So then you have the station blackout stuff all 3 

in one spot. 4 

  And then the third one is one where you 5 

basically just take the current ones and you trash them, 6 

basically, and just start over.  And it's a brand new 7 

station blackout mitigation thing.  It engulfs all 8 

conditions. 9 

  The current, what I'll call, mundane, 10 

everyday sort of blackout stuff that 50.63 goes to as 11 

well as this more extreme remote-type stuff that we're 12 

trying to address now, all in one fell swoop, we replace 13 

everything. 14 

  So that certainly would cause changes to 15 

everybody's plans or procedures or whatever is in place, 16 

but it's something that's safe that's an integrated 17 

coherent thing and then you would have, of course, all 18 

the guidance and everything that would be built up would 19 

fit right into that. 20 

  So naturally, this would flow right down 21 

into Reg Guide 1.155.  You can NUMARC-8700 and turn that 22 

into something, NEI, whatever it's going to be, all that 23 

would change and that would fit into this new rule that 24 

would supersede everything. 25 
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  So that was three ideas that were put out 1 

there.  There may be others.  And again, the ideas, I'm 2 

trying to find a few better ideas on how we could amend 3 

the regulations and get the most effective requirements 4 

in place without the unintended damage.  So that's the 5 

spirit.  Do you have anything, Brad, Bob, from what you 6 

see? 7 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  No.  I think you said it 8 

very well. 9 

  MR. REED:  Okay.  This is something our 10 

general counsel is working for, is the best way, 11 

obviously, to amend the rules also, and try to help in 12 

that regard.  So that's really all we're trying to do 13 

with this.  Why don't we just go to -- yes, go ahead. 14 

  MR. BOWMAN:  Just to chime in for the 15 

mitigating strategies piece of things.  For the prior 16 

version of mitigating strategies that came out after 17 

the events of 9/11, they wound up being made generally 18 

applicable as 10 CFR 50.54.(hh)(2). 19 

  The order that was just issued, EA-12-049, 20 

uses very, very similar language to that language that's 21 

in 50.54(hh)(2).  We'd be interested in, should we add 22 

another subparagraph to 50.54(hh), which would be (3), 23 

or with the current 50.54(hh)(3), renumbered to (4)? 24 

 Should we modify the wording in 50.54(hh)(2) so that 25 
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it encompasses both the post-9/11 sets of mitigating 1 

strategies and these? 2 

  If you look at the wording that was used 3 

in the recently issued order, it requires the 4 

development of strategies and guidance to address 5 

beyond-design-basis external events, which could 6 

include the loss of a large area of the plant due to 7 

fires and explosions. 8 

  And as Tim had mentioned, there could be 9 

other consequences to doing a change to that section, 10 

the 50.54(hh)(2) section, because it's referenced in 11 

the emergency preparedness rulemaking as a set of 12 

strategies and guidance that are subject to the periodic 13 

exercise and drill requirements. 14 

  So that's, kind of, the input on where we 15 

should put the mitigating strategy as responsive to the 16 

latest order.  If that winds up being something that 17 

is appropriate to make general applicable in this 18 

rulemaking, this is something we would like input on. 19 

  MR. REED:  This is Tim Reed again, and 20 

you've caused me to come up with an idea.  This is always 21 

dangerous to think real fuzzily.  You know, we talked 22 

about mitigating strategies, and the order, and what's 23 

in 50.54(hh)(2), and then adding this, potentially, as 24 

one idea, to 50.54(hh)(3). 25 
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  Is it even appropriate to call this station 1 

blackout mitigation?  Maybe it's mitigating strategies 2 

because if we were to rollout those requirements into 3 

a rule, they really apply to a large set of different 4 

damage states. 5 

  You know, you could have a station blackout, 6 

of course, but you could have portions of your plant 7 

are destroyed, partially, by a hazard where AC is 8 

available, there's many, many different types of damage 9 

states, and they work for all of them. 10 

  And so they're very, very good things.  And 11 

so maybe the name of the rule is not even correct, maybe 12 

it's something else.  So I encourage people to even 13 

chime in and say, you've got the wrong name.  So feel 14 

free to do that too.  Did you want to add something, 15 

Matt? 16 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Oh, I just want to add, for 17 

an overall perspective, I mean, obviously this ANPR has 18 

a lot of questions in it and we're seeking a lot of input. 19 

 It's not to say that we don't know exactly what we're 20 

doing, or that we don't have ideas on what a new rule 21 

might look like, we're just trying to show our openness, 22 

and our willingness, and outreach, to the stakeholders 23 

and the public to get some additional inputs and 24 

insights. 25 
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  You know, obviously, you're a larger 1 

population than we are and there are definitely other 2 

opportunities and suggestions out there.  So we really 3 

do hope that everybody takes this opportunity to provide 4 

some meaningful input. 5 

  And understanding that we're not looking 6 

for yes-no responses to these questions.  I think every 7 

question says, you know, provide a basis for your 8 

decision.  So if you could provide some, we're not 9 

looking for, you know, pages upon pages of information, 10 

if you want to submit that, that's fine, but the fact 11 

is that if you can provide a basis on what you think 12 

would be the appropriate approach, that's something 13 

we're going to entertain. 14 

  You know, I just wanted to lay that out there 15 

just let everybody know where we are. 16 

  MR. REED:  This is Tim Reed again, yes, one 17 

thing, it can happen internally, and even with, you know, 18 

industry stakeholder team, kind of, get into a group 19 

thinking mentality, and that's one of the things we're 20 

concerned about.  You know, everybody starts going down 21 

this road and we've all got our mind set one way. 22 

  And I've been in rulemaking for a while and 23 

it never fails that I get a few comments that are, like, 24 

out in left field, and I go, whoa, and we think about. 25 
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 It may not be exactly way on the mark, but it causes 1 

us to think differently and change things. 2 

  And so if we're on the wrong path we want 3 

to, obviously, fix that, and if we have better ways to 4 

change that path, or modify it, we want that input too. 5 

 So along those lines, we were trying to be very broad 6 

across it. 7 

  But, like I mentioned at the beginning, I 8 

still haven't heard, personally, a way of doing this 9 

better than a performance-based approach that is really 10 

exemplified by the Order EA-12-049, but again, please 11 

provide input and we'll use the best thoughts.  Thanks. 12 

  MS. GLENN:  Open for questions.  Sir?  13 

Other questions from within the room?  Very quiet group 14 

today.  Can we open the bridge for questions as well. 15 

 Okay.  Are there questions from our remote 16 

participants?  No questions from the bridge?  Any 17 

questions from the webinar?  No? 18 

  Okay.  Well, I think at this point in the 19 

agenda we have a break scheduled so in the absence of 20 

additional discussion topics or questions, I think this 21 

is a good point to break off.  We have mechanisms for 22 

you to submit your feedback after the meeting concludes. 23 

  So I think those options have been made 24 

available.  Do you want to talk about those one more 25 
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time, Tim? 1 

  MR. REED:  Yes.  I guess we're going to 2 

keep going all the way through this thing now.  Let me, 3 

I guess, also let everybody know that we've been pumping 4 

the room full of CO2, that's why everybody is going to 5 

sleep.  So I just wanted to let everybody know, that's 6 

why I'm getting no reaction. 7 

  I'm not sure about the people on the bridge. 8 

 So as we're going through quickly, and we'll keep 9 

rolling now, the second part of this thing we were going 10 

to have any additional discussion, if we need to do that, 11 

and then if you worked on then go to the next slide. 12 

  I had two more slides I wanted to cover and 13 

this was the, what can stakeholders expect the most 14 

following this?  And as I told you, provide the feedback 15 

by next Friday, May 4th, we'll use that feedback, we'll 16 

assemble a regulatory basis, and the next, which is very 17 

hard, because we're going to do that quickly; I hope. 18 

  And then with that, try to assemble whatever 19 

we think is appropriate.  I fully expect that will be 20 

a rule with some proposed rules, some supporting 21 

guidance.  And then, in fact, those occur, then, of 22 

course, you would have opportunities to participate at 23 

that point again. 24 

  I mentioned earlier, we're going to follow 25 
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the cumulative effects regulation processes.  So those 1 

processes try to maximize the interaction with external 2 

stakeholders and they try to provide you with the maximum 3 

amount of information to comment on.  In that regard, 4 

we're going to try to pass a draft guidance to the 5 

proposed rule sections.  We'll be required to do that. 6 

  And then also, the final guidance for the 7 

final rule if we ever get to that stage.  So you'll have 8 

opportunities there.  Now, in addition to that, if we're 9 

able to do this and, like I said before, we're being 10 

pushed hard.  We have schedule and resource 11 

constraints, but if we can do this, we're going to try 12 

to make elements or even the complete regulatory basis 13 

available for you prior to the proposed rule. 14 

  And if we do that, we post that to 15 

regulations to the docket associated with this 16 

rulemaking, which is 2011-0299.  It's on the last slide 17 

you'll see here in a second.  So we would post the 18 

regulatory basis, or elements of that, to that docket 19 

so you could have it to inform you. 20 

  In addition, if we get any kind of draft 21 

language, we would also try to post that also, and it 22 

would be done in the spirit of transparency, hoping to 23 

try to keep you informed. 24 

  You'll probably see that we won't be 25 
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soliciting comments on that, necessarily, but it would 1 

be to say, hey, here's where we're going, so that if 2 

it gets to the proposed rule stage, you'll know where 3 

we're at.  It helps you be more informed, and also some 4 

better comments, at that stage. 5 

  In addition to that, if we do get to the 6 

proposed rule stage and we do go out for comment, I fully 7 

expect we'll have another Category III Meeting, another 8 

like this one, where we would walk through the 9 

rulemaking.  We'd be walking through the proposed rule 10 

requirements; supporting guidance. 11 

  It may be much more substantial than this 12 

meeting because you'll have a lot more substance there 13 

and maybe take much more time, as a matter of fact, but 14 

I expect that we would try to go that again.  Again, 15 

that's in the spirit of trying to get you informed, 16 

better comments, and help us with that comment influx 17 

draft so it's much better finalized. 18 

  So that's kind of where I see this thing 19 

going in the future.  Again, there will be plenty more 20 

interactions assuming we go to rulemaking and I think 21 

that's pretty likely. 22 

  And it'll be kind of interesting to see, 23 

frankly, if we go to rulemaking, where this thing lines 24 

up with the implementation of the orders, because we're 25 
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going to be, kind of, overlapping it looks like.  We're 1 

overlapping with where the orders are required to be 2 

completed. 3 

  So there's going to be some challenges 4 

there.  That might affect what we do in our rulemaking 5 

too, because we certainly want to learn the lessons from 6 

the implementation of the orders. 7 

  You know, whenever we do something that's 8 

an order preceding us, we try to learn all those lessons 9 

and put in place generic requirements that are better 10 

than the order, that reflect those lessons, and of 11 

course, reflect your feedback.  So we want to roll that 12 

in. 13 

  So from a schedule standpoint, we'll have 14 

to figure out what that means too.  So that's all I have 15 

in terms of what you can expect from the future.  And 16 

then the last slide, I'm going to say it again, hopefully 17 

this was informative for everybody attending today, and 18 

on the bridge, and the webinar. 19 

  We certainly appreciate everybody's 20 

attendance and participation by webinar and we want you 21 

to submit comments by May 4th, 2012.  And to do that, 22 

I have the docket, NRC-2011-0299.  There'll be meeting 23 

minutes and a transcript will also be made publicly 24 

available, and we'll also post that to regulations.gov. 25 
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  And, Shana Helton, this is my Branch Chief, 1 

wants to say something.  Go ahead, Shana. 2 

  MS. HELTON:  Thanks.  I just wanted to 3 

build on a similar thing about the schedule.  We do have 4 

a very aggressive time frame that we have been asked 5 

to adhere to, which means that, you know, we've been 6 

making things publicly available.  We're going to 7 

continue to do that. 8 

  I'd just like to urge everybody to follow 9 

the docket on regulations.gov.  We're going to have a 10 

generally brief comment period, which isn't ideal, but, 11 

unfortunately, that's what we're going to have to do 12 

to make our schedule. 13 

  For those of you who have seen the 14 

Commission direction, you know, I think we've been given 15 

about two to two and a half years to do this whole 16 

rulemaking from soup to nuts, including the ANPR, the 17 

proposed rule, and the final rule; development of the 18 

regulatory basis. 19 

  So that means we have to move fast and we're 20 

going to have to ask all stakeholders who are providing 21 

comments to move fast as well.  I'm not sure, you know, 22 

in the past, we've had comment periods extended, we're 23 

going to have the luxury of that on this rule or not. 24 

 So I just wanted to point that out. 25 
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  MR. REED:  Okay.  Thank you. 1 

  MS. HELTON:  Sure. 2 

  MR. REED:  Dan Dorman. 3 

  MR. DORMAN:  Yes.  This is Dan Dorman.  I 4 

also wanted to go back and tie back to the orders to 5 

the extent that the orders inform us in this process. 6 

 I want to make sure everyone's aware that we're in the 7 

process of developing the implementing guidance for the 8 

orders. 9 

  We're committed to get that issued by the 10 

end of August.  We will be issuing the draft guidance 11 

for the orders, here in May, for comments. 12 

  So to the extent that that's a preview of 13 

what we may see coming down the road in the proposed 14 

rule, in a sense, you might get a couple of bites at 15 

the apple in the sense that, we'll have a comment period 16 

on the order implementing guidance, and then a year from 17 

now, if we go down this path, we'll have a proposed rule 18 

for additional comment and hopefully we'll have more 19 

insight as we get to that point. 20 

  But I would keep your eye on the balls, 21 

because there's a lot of balls in the air, and they are 22 

all, as the staff mentioned earlier, interconnected. 23 

 So there will be, sort of, a preview of coming 24 

attractions here coming up in the next few weeks in terms 25 
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of implementing guidance for the orders. 1 

  MR. KANUCH:  Hello.  My name is Dave Kanuch 2 

with Babcock and Wilcox, the small modular reactor.  3 

I'm not going to pretend to know a whole lot about 4 

licensing, and rules, and such, but do you envision, 5 

I want to say, one new rule and will the guidance in 6 

the new rule cover the existing fleet along with what 7 

will be specific guidance for new plants, especially 8 

plants in the pre-application phase, in design, right 9 

now? 10 

  MR. SCHOFER:  The rule would cover all 11 

plants, both the current operating fleet as well as the 12 

new large reactors as well as small modular. 13 

  MS. MISIC:  Hi.  Sarah Misic, also with 14 

Babcock and Wilcox, as a result of the proposed 15 

rulemaking, and the changes to the guidance supporting 16 

that, is there any plans to change the regulatory 17 

treatment of non-safety systems and how that is affected 18 

by the new SBO rule should that be in place? 19 

  MR. BOWMAN:  Right now, we're in the 20 

process of the interim staff guidance development for 21 

the orders and one of the issues that's being addressed 22 

in the draft guidance that NEI has promised me, in the 23 

not-very-distant future, is laying out what the 24 

programmatic controls for the equipment will be. 25 
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  But it will be laid out.  You'll get a 1 

preview of it, as Dan said.  Our goal is to issue a draft 2 

interim staff guidance document to endorse with 3 

appropriate exceptions, should they be necessary, be 4 

NEI guidance, by the end of May, for comment, and that'll 5 

give you a preview of what the treatment may wind up 6 

being if there is a rulemaking and if that rulemaking 7 

does make the order requirements generically 8 

applicable. 9 

  It would also, likely, include the 10 

programmatic controls for station blackout equipment 11 

if the station blackout equipment is also present in 12 

that guidance. 13 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Dan, if I can add to that 14 

just briefly, I think one of the things we recognized 15 

in the existing station blackout rule, there is guidance 16 

on the treatment of non-safety-related equipment.  17 

Unfortunately, I think it's limited in scope and that's 18 

something that we're going to look at as a possible 19 

enhancement. 20 

  For example, safety-related batteries that 21 

are credited for coping plants, for instance, aren't 22 

addressed as far as what are the expected testing 23 

requirements for those.  However, non-safety-related 24 

batteries are covered under the regulatory guidance 25 
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1.155 and the NUMARC guidance. 1 

  And the same thing with diesel generators, 2 

seemed to be covered under the existing station blackout 3 

rule, but one thing we have to be cognizant is that the 4 

Appendix B criteria does not apply to non-safety-related 5 

equipment, so we need to see how the potential for a 6 

new rule would potentially rule in, maybe, some certain 7 

treatment criteria as far as testing, quality assurance, 8 

and such. 9 

  So that is something that's under 10 

consideration. 11 

  MS. GLENN:  Other questions in the room? 12 

  MR. VANAGS:  Hi.  My name is Uldis Vanags 13 

from the State of Vermont.  One of the aspects that 14 

you're looking at is the severity of the natural event 15 

and, you know, for that, every nuclear station is going 16 

to be different; experiencing different natural 17 

phenomena. 18 

  And have you already thought about to what 19 

probability of an event that could occur, like, for 20 

instance, at Fukushima, I don't know what the 21 

probability of that event was, but there has to be a 22 

limit some place where you draw the line.  Have you given 23 

some thought to that? 24 

  MR. DORMAN:  That's why we asked the 25 
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question.  Yes, we have. 1 

  MR. VANAGS:  Do you know, what was the 2 

probability, the Fukushima event, of a tsunamis?  I mean 3 

-- 4 

  MR. DORMAN:  I think it was about a 5 

1000-year return frequency, or something like that.  6 

About 1 in a 1000?  I thought that was the kind of numbers 7 

that were being -- 8 

  MR. VANAGS:  Okay.  I understand.  That's 9 

what you're looking for is some sort of feedback. 10 

  MR. REED:  Well, that was the situation 11 

there, but I understand exactly what you're saying.  12 

You know, because when you go beyond-design-basis, we're 13 

in the critical element of trying to figure out, what's 14 

the probability for that as well as the consequences, 15 

and so trying to understand the probabilities of some 16 

of these events, at some point, I would point out, there 17 

are several events for which we can't mitigate. 18 

  If a meteorite hits the site, game over, 19 

okay?  There are external events for which you can't 20 

do anything.  You're not going to be successful, but 21 

we're going to be successful at a lot more of those than 22 

we were before. 23 

  And so at some point, you got to try to 24 

figure out, where can we go?  And that's an excellent 25 
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thought and anyone who has thoughts on how far we should 1 

go in that regard, probability and consequences, again. 2 

 And whatever risk measurement you think of. 3 

  Matt mentioned it earlier, and we briefly 4 

touched upon it, about what should be the criteria we're 5 

shooting at?  You know, if you're familiar with where 6 

we do risk informed applications at NRC and Reg Guide 7 

1.174, and the ones that followed, talking about changes 8 

in core damage frequency and large release frequency 9 

deltas, is that the kind of thing, you know? 10 

  Is that what you're looking at?  What 11 

should we look at, you know, if we're trying to enhance 12 

safety, you know, changes of risk?  And probability fits 13 

into that. 14 

  MR. VANAGS:  Yes. 15 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  Just to add on to that, I 16 

mean, I think that, in the ANPR itself, it has a 17 

significant number of historical documents that are 18 

referenced in that, and I highly suggest looking back 19 

at that, just from a reference standpoint, to see how 20 

they dealt with risk in the past. 21 

  And then I had mentioned earlier about how, 22 

you know, things such as tsunamis, earthquakes, while 23 

they were considered, they weren't considered highly 24 

probable events they had to plan for.  They were outside 25 
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the scope of the initial station blackout rule. 1 

  Now, we're trying to see, obviously, with 2 

the new insight and understanding that we have, several 3 

more years of experience underneath our belts, and 4 

should we expand the scope of that that recognize that 5 

these events, not only can happen, but maybe happening 6 

at a more frequent behavior. 7 

  MR. REED:  There's definitely more 8 

uncertainty, I think.  I think everybody would be very 9 

safe in saying with some of these external events.  And 10 

I've heard people say that I think it's a good thought 11 

is that, we have known, unknowns, and unknown unknowns 12 

when it comes to some of these things. 13 

  And so it's really hard to try to figure 14 

out, you know, what should we try to do in addressing 15 

these situations and get a really meaningful return to 16 

safety, you know, and how far do we go?  So that's an 17 

excellent thought. 18 

  MR. VANAGS:  Yes.  I wonder what would have 19 

to end up with with a very, very low probable event that 20 

really is much lower than what maybe should be considered 21 

and that maybe a station would not be subject to 22 

something of that nature in a reasonable time frame. 23 

  MR. DORMAN:  Along those lines again, a 24 

very, very low probability event that's got immediate 25 
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releases, or we can have more frequent events that, you 1 

know, still have those kind of releases, and so it's 2 

really a combination of those two.  You've got to think 3 

of the whole equation if you want the probability and 4 

the consequences of core damage and releases. 5 

  And, you know, when I say, you know, it's 6 

a bad day, you know, if we go too far and we get to events 7 

that we can't mitigate, I should be careful because, 8 

you know, a lot of what we can still do is contain the 9 

fission products while our last phase of our safety takes 10 

place, SEP, you know, get people out of the way. 11 

  So we consider all of this in our framework 12 

and EPD is the last piece of it, but those are good 13 

thoughts. 14 

  MR. MCCONNELL:  It's not entirely clear. 15 

 Please tell us what you think about that.  How we should 16 

treat it down the line. 17 

  MR. DORMAN:  Yes.  I like your ideas. 18 

  MR. VANAGS:  I'll have to talk to my folks 19 

and I'm thinking that maybe this is the conversation 20 

to have, like, with the state geologist in the area, 21 

and, you know, what could be the maximum of a reasonable 22 

probability that could happen.  It's always, how far 23 

can you go? 24 

  MR. DORMAN:  And you're right about the 25 
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beginning, about how it's really regional, you know, 1 

specific, you know?  You're not going to be necessarily 2 

worried about a flood for Palo Verde in the desert.  3 

You're not going to be worried about 10 feet of snow 4 

in Turkey Point down in Florida. 5 

  MR. VANAGS:  Yes. 6 

  MR. DORMAN:  You know, you've got to adjust 7 

it for each area.  Who's got, you know, floods?  Who's 8 

got seismic or whatever?  And so we recognize that and 9 

we also are thinking about that.  You know, what are 10 

the probabilities?  How far do we go?  What's right? 11 

  And, actually, if you haven't looked at the 12 

strategies order.  The way that's constructed is, I 13 

think, a very interesting idea.  The idea is that they 14 

have a menu of options, early strategies, to be put in 15 

place, okay?  And really, the concept is to say, this 16 

thing occurs, there's some damage state that occurs, 17 

okay, and train your staff to try to diagnose that 18 

situation and figure it out, and start working through 19 

the menu. 20 

  I mean, those are the preferred options. 21 

 Obviously, AC, if you have it available, use it.  Go 22 

through offsite, onsite, station blackouts, AC, whatever 23 

you have.  At night, you go to the strategies, okay?  24 

So you work through the menus of available strategies 25 
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to try to do the best you can to address that damage 1 

state. 2 

  That's the process, when taken, this is 3 

very, very good for us because it's very flexible and 4 

you don't know what's going to happen.  So it's a 5 

flexible thing, it works for this unknown state.  That's 6 

the thought process there and it stems from this trying 7 

to figure out how far we get, where we draw the line, 8 

and what can we do? 9 

  And in addition to that, it's really hard 10 

to determine how robust these facilities are in similar 11 

regards.  You know, you have an earthquake that exceeds 12 

North Anna's SSE, North Anna was fine.  You had Fukushima 13 

look like it was fine after the earthquake, and that 14 

was a huge earthquake, that wasn't the problem.  It was 15 

the 45 feet of water. 16 

  MR. VANAGS:  Yes. 17 

  MR. DORMAN:  So it's hard to determine just 18 

how much more robust they are then what they were actually 19 

designed. 20 

  MR. VANAGS:  Okay.  We'll give it some 21 

thought. 22 

  MR. DORMAN:  Yes, absolutely.  I 23 

appreciate it. 24 

  MR. VANAGS:  Okay.  Thank you. 25 
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  COURT REPORTER:  Hi.  This is the court 1 

reporter.  I would just like to remind that if 2 

participants could identify themselves, that would be 3 

very helpful.  Thank you. 4 

  MS. GLENN:  Thank you, sir.  Other 5 

questions in the room?  Anyone?  Okay.  Can we open the 6 

bridge for any questions for our bridge participants? 7 

 Okay.  Any additional questions from our remote 8 

participants?  And nothing from our webinar.  Okay. 9 

  MR. REED:  Okay.  I guess that's all we 10 

have.  I want to just thank everybody again for coming 11 

here today and participating, both in person and on the 12 

webinar, and we are adjourned.  Thank you very much. 13 

  (Whereupon, the meeting in the 14 

above-entitled matter was concluded at 2:23 p.m.) 15 
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