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PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'’S

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

DATE: Thursday, September 20, 1990

The contents of this transcript of the
proceedings of the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards,

(date) Thursday, September 20, 1990 g

as reported herein, are a record of the discussions reccrded at

- the meeting held on the above date.

This transcript has not been reviewed, corrected

or edited, and it may contain inaccuracies.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
7
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADVANCED PRESSURIZED WATER REACTORS

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Room 442
7920 Norfolk Avenue

Bethesda, Maryland

Thursday, September 20, 1990

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 8:20
C’clock a.m., J. Carroll, ACRS Subcommittee Chairman,

presidiny.
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PROCEEDINGS
(8:30 a.m.)

MR. CARROLL: The meeting wil' now ccme to order.
This is a meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards Subcommittee on Advanced Pressurized Water
Reactors.

I am J. Carroll, Subcommittee Chairman.

The ACRS Members in attendance are: Bill Kerr,
Charlie Wylie, Carl Michelscon, Frnest Wilkins, and I
understand Paul Shewmon is hare and will join us shortly:
and I don’t know where Ivan Catton is, but he is supposed to
be here.

The purpose q‘ today’. meeting is to review the
draft Safety Evaluation Report prepared by the NRC staff
regarding the Westinghouse (SP/90) design.

Dr. Med El-Zeftawy is the Cognizant ACRS staff
Member for this meeting.

I would also like to introduce Tom Rotella, to my
right, who will be taking over from Med on the two
evolutionary plants, the SP/90 and the CE System 80~Plus, or
two of the evolutionary plants, I should say. Tom comes to
us from NRR, and part of that time had a background in
industry. He was a shift technical advisor at St. Lucie.

The rules for participation in today’s meeting

have been announced as part of the notice of this meeting
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previously published in the Federal Register of September 6,

1990.

A transcript of the meeting is being kept and will
be made available as stated in the Federal Register Notice.
It is requested that each speaker first identify himself or
herself, and speak with sufficient clarity and volume so
that he or she can be readily heard.

Let’s see. I guess we have a mike at the podium.
And that is it.

Med?

MR. EL-ZEFTAWY: Yes. That goes directly to the
Reporter.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Lynn, will you re able to
take down people that want to say something?

THE REPORTER: 1If they stand up and say their nare
first, and speak very loudly.

MR. CARROLL: Speak very loudly. Okay.

THE REPORTER: Stand close to one of the mikes
that are on the table, and just aim your voice.

MR. CARROLL: All right.

We have received no written corments or requests
to make oral statements from members of the public.

I have a number of matters I guess that would best

be taken up when we get -- are you going to sta -t off,

Lauren, c¢r Charlie?
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MR. MILLER: I am going to start off.

MR. CARROLL: All right. Maybe we will let you
get into your introduction.

MR. MILLER: Okay.

MR. CARROLL: And we will ask you a few
preliminary guestions.

Do other Committee members have some generic sort
of thinys they want to bring up at this time before we begin
the staff’s presentation?

MR. WILKINS: Do you really expect to adjourn at
guarter after 3:007?

MR. CARROLL: I don’t know when we’re going to
adjourn.

MR. WILKINS: That’s what I thougat.

{Laughter. ]

MR. CARROLL: Lauren told me earlier that he
certainly didn’t expect it would take that long.

MR. DONATELL: I think we’ll be done at 12:00.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

Go ahead, Charlie.

MR. MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name is Charles Miller, and I’m the Project
Director for Standardization in NRR.

I wanted to make a few opening remarks this

morning to kind of set the stage of where the staff has been
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with the SP/90 review over the recent past.

Lauren is going to be doing the bulk of the
presentation today, and the coordination of the
presentation.

We are also going to be bringing the staff
reviewers in over the course of the day and have them
available to answer any specific guestions concerning
various areas of the review.

The SP/90 review is what 1 call kind of a hybrid-
type review. It spanned twc generations of thinking at the
NRC with regard to standardization.

At the time the review was initiated at about
1983, it was well before any real strong thoughts had been
given towards actually proceeding with a rule that
culminated in 10 CFR Part 52. And at that time, we were
still I guess engrossed in the licensing process in the
traditional sense. And that’s the two-step process where
first an applicant that would want to build and operate a
plant would ask for a construction permit, and then
ultimately an operating license as a second stage.

And as PDAs were initially envisioned, the idea
was that a preliminary design approval would be used and
could be referenced in a CP application.

Then over the course of time, as everyone here

knows, Part 52 =-
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MR. CARROLL: So, Charlie, just to say it my way,
an SP/9%0 PDA, if it were approved, a utility could take
that, add to it the balance-of-plant kind of stuff, the
site-specific stuff, and have in effect an application for a
construction permit? Was that the concept?

MR. MILLER: I would say that with the following
caveat. Add to it what you talked about, but including any
conditions that may be specified in PDA. I think
traditionally if you look at a PDA, you would see some
conditions. There may be open items that still yet need to
be resolved.

MR. CARROLL: Sure.

MR. MILLER: So it would have to be the resolution
of all issues identified at that time, plus the addition.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR, MILLER: Now, in practice, I think that the
only practical example I think that we have at this agency
of a full PDA, that culminated in an FDA, that ultimately
culminated in a license, was the CESSAR case, and System 80,
that culminated in Palo Verde.

But I think the other thought that I wanted to
present before Loren began his formal presentation was that
we, in Westinghouse, have dialogued over what it is that’s
desired over time, and because it spanned two generations of

thinking, I think that what we mutually agreed that we would
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want to do was try to tie a knot in the review at some point
in time and be able to identify where we are.

Westinghouse informed the staff, I guess about
nine months ago, that they were not going to immediately
proceed with taking the design to a2 final design approval at
this time. They didn’t rule out that they would ever do
that, but I think they were waiting for some other market
forces to take place, and I think that they can articulate
their position better than I.

But given that, we made a determination, the staff
made a determination, given limited resources to a certain
extent, that where were we going to get bank for a buck in
our standardization reviews. We had many other reviews that
we needed to embark upon, one of which was one that
Westinghouse is developing, and that’s on the AP 600.

So, I guess what I wanted to say was at this point
in time, what you have before you is what the staff
considers to be the final product. We are not anticipating
spending any more resources in review of the SP 90 at this
time. I think that’s an important point.

What we tried to do when we developed this safety
evaluation report was to basically take the information that
we had in hand, tie up the review for those areas that we
were able to come to grips with and write-off on, we made an

attempt to do that, but there are many, many other areas
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that I think would be left open and would be the subject of
further proceeding if the design were to be finalized.
Especially some of the larger issues that we’ve been
dialoguing on over the past year with regard to severe
accidents and the 15 policy issues in SEKE 90-016.

MR. KERR: 8So one looks on this SER as an up-to-
date review of something?

MR. MILLER: Yes. I think what it is is it’s =--

MR. KERR: The sort of review you’d do today if
you got an application for PDA?

MR. MILLER: Yes, and then I think =~

MR. KERR: Well, wait a minute -~

MR. MILLER: =-- that to this extent, iL’s more
limited, okay. 1In other words ==

MR. KERR: To me, it’s not only limited, but it’s
obsolete, and the reason I asked the question.

MR. WYLIE: We'’re going back to that, is it
adequate for a CP?

MR. MILLER: I think that’s a determination we
have to make at the time that we’d make a determination if
it’s going to be called a PDA, and under what conditions is
iz going to be applicable.

I don’t know that the review’s necessarily
obsolete to the extent that it was done, because I think

that the reviewers, as they looked at that, tried to keep in
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mind as they looked at the reviews the latest guidance =--
the SKPs and the regulatory guides,

MR. KERR: Well then, I find, unless I
misinterpreted the report, that the review of the control
system would not work. If we haven’t learned anything in
the 11 years since 1979, we're in bad shape.

MR. MILLER: Fair comment, and'to that extent, I
think we should probably find areas where the review would
have to be updated in order to be able to make it purely
applicable to someone who wanted to reference it in the CP,
and that’s why I made the remarks into the conditions. 1
think what we have to establish as the time we would issue a
PDA is the conditions by which we issue it.

The safety evaluation report would accompany it as
the staff’s findings, but there would be conditions that
would be attached to it, and one such condition could be
that an area that we find had been obsolete would have to be
upgraded in order to be able to support an application.

MR. WILKINS: May I ask the same question, perhaps
in a different way? 1Is the issue before the subcommittee
whether we shall recommend to the committee that the staff
proceed with the PDA? Is the staff prepared to proceed with
the PDA, or is this simply an information briefing and
somewhat later there will be a ~-

MR. CARROLL: I think the staff would like a
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letter from the full committee at the October meeting
saying: We think this is a fine PDA, except it’s got these
problems ==

MR. WILKINS: As noted?

MR. CARROLL: == or whatever, yeah.

MR. MILLER: Traditionally, what we would like to
see is a letter from the committee giving your commen'.s
concerning the review that you’ve done which, tradit'onally,
would be attached to the safety evaluation which becomes the
report that is used to judge number 1: whether a PJA is
issued; and number 2: if such a PDA is issued, under what
conditions it is issued. The PDA itself, historically, is
only about a 2 page document. It’s the safety evaluation
that stands behind it that -~

MR. CARROLL: Have you drafted that 2 page
document yet?

MR. MILLER: No, we have not, okay. I think what
we wanted to embark upon was to complete the safety
evaluation report, air that with the ACRS, get your comments
and reviews, then try to put it in a final form.

MR. CARROLL: Well, I think what some of us at
least are struggling with is what is it that we’re signing
off on? How’s it going to be used, and I guess it would
help crystallize my thinking if I could at least hive some

clue as to what the staff is going to say in the PDA.
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MR. MILLER: What Loren plans on doing today is
going through some discussion of what is in the regulations
with regard to language concerning design approvals, and how
they would be used and what they may be subject to. I think
that’s going to cause a fairly lively dialogue and, in the
end ~- to be quite honest -- I think that we the staff are
going to have to sit down with OGC and make a determination
as to how the language in any PDA that’s written has to be
structured.

At the time that PDAs were envisioned initially,
it was purely a staff document, and if you look at the
regulations, it does not bind any boards, the commission, or
anything else from making separate findings. The reason
that I say we’ve kind of transcended to 2 generations is
that today’s Commission is very active in the involvement of
advanced reactor rev.ews, and to the extent that they’re
very active, we unticipate that before any PDA is issued,
the Commissiun’s going to want to be informed and briefed
and somehow give the okay that they see that that’s the path
that they want the staff to take.

I guess the main point I wanted to make is that
the Staff does not envision spending more resources in this
time in any further review of the SP/90.

MR. CARROLL: So to the extent that you believe

the review you have done is obsolete or incomplete or
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whatever your idea is that would all be spelled out as a
condition in the PDA?

MR. MILLER: Yes, sir, and we may have to
carefully craft that language such that all parties
understand them and it’s clear to everyone.

A second thing is I think you hear Loren talking
about the conclusion has to be made indeed if we want to
call it a PDA.

You certainly have a safety evaluation report that
captures the review that the Staff has done of the design at
this point in time but PDAs in the futuristic sense, if you
look at 10 CFR 52, Appendix O, are an optional item.

MR. CARROLL: Are they specifically mentioned in
there?

MR. MILLER: In Appendix O it says preliminary
design approvals or final design approvals but a preliminary
design approval is not a prerequisite for final design
approvals, purely the option. The idea, if ycu talk to the
main authors of the rule, was to allow the potential
applicant who wanted to ultimately proceed with design
certification to get feedback from the Staff and from the
ACRS and the NRC concerning the development of the design,
$0 that 1{ there are any major impediments that might be
identified that they can be identified early.

MR. MICHELSON: 1Is this a PDA with design
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certification in mind or is this just a PDA with a
construction permit in mind? There is a difference, even on
FDA in Part 52 points ocut there can be an FDA which wasn’t
intended for certification. Later they want to go back and
append it and it requires a re-review.

MR. MILLER: That’s correct.

MR. MICHELSON: The entire document =-- how about
if the PSAR -~ at the PDA stage. This one appears to be
coming in with certification in mind. 1It’s a mishmash.
There’s a chapter in here on the 16 items even. I don’t
know what it is for sure.

You never sit down and really spell out what the
purpose of this PDA was. Now if it is for certification we
take one approach to review. If it is just fo. a PDA for
construction we take a different approach. We take the
traditional approach.

MR. CARROLL: No, Carl. I think I read in it in
many places that they have at least attempted to write it
with either eventuality in mind.

MR. MICHELSON: As I say, it’s a mishmash without
really clearly coming out and are you clearly saying this is
a PDA with certification in mind?

Is that how we do the review?

MR. MILLER: I don’t think that I can say that

it’s a PDA with certification in mind. However, we tried to
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leave the avenue open that if Westinghouse wanted to proceed
on that avenue =~

MR. MICHELSON: So it is a PDA in which
certification is a possibility?

MR. MILLER: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Therefore we review it as if it
were in mind, is that right?

I think that’s what you’ve got to do. This is a
next generation plant. This is a PDA for it.

MR. CARROLL: Similarly though, I think they have
to be prepared because the regulations envisioned in it at
least that this could be used as part of a construction
permit application.

MR. MILLER: Well, sure, that'’s correct, but we
have to keep that in mind because the regulation, the two-
step licensing process is still a legally viable process.

MR. MICHELSON: But that is the lesser of the twu
requirements I think, or a lesser to PDA to get by, the
construction permit under the old rules, than it would for a
design certification.

MR. MILLER: And I guess if I could make one
comment, we have kind of tried to search the regulations as
hard as we can for language that might help us on this and
to be quite honest, they’re fairly silent,.

There isn’t a whole lot said about PDAs and FDAs
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and describing what they are.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, and your SER is pretty silent
on what the purpose of this particular PDA is or what you
even have in mind for sure -- it’s a mishmash.

MR. MILLER: It is, and =--

MR. MICHELSON: =-- and it’s here and there.

MR. MILLER: It’s transcended two generations of
thinking in it.

MR. MICHELSON: Now the guestion is whatever we
agree to at the PDA stage, to what extent can we revisit it
at an FDA stage when you become more serious about this
business.

MR. MILLER: Key question.

MR. MICHELSON: And I think you have to answer
that before I would at least be willing to sign off on it.

MR. MILLER: You are going to see that come out as
part of Loren’s presentation, okay? Again, to the extent
that we can discuss it today, I’d like to be able to
exchange views. I really do think =-- I admit I'm going to
need some help from our lawyers on that one because a lot is
going to be left to interpretation and precedent.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, you’re leaving this pretty
open, I think, and yet expecting a letter so the letter
might be kind of open too.

MR. CARROLL: That is cne possibility.
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MR. MILLER: The one thing that the regulation is
clear on is that if you look at Appendix O it specifically
says that the ACRS will review and comment. Now the nature
of your comments is up to you.

MR. MICHELSON: You made a statement that --

MR. MILLER: The area that was covered was that.

MR. MICHELSON: You made a statement earlier that
you‘re trying to tidy up what you could and leave open what
you had to leave open.

Now I can generally find the open items. You kind
of highlioht them. Am I to infer that unless it’s signalled
as opened you considered it closed?

I mean I can £find a number of items which I’d like
to bring up but you didn’t bring up those open items and I
thisn wusy are far from closed but how do I interpret your
SER if you don’t identify it as an open item?

MR. MILLER: If they are not identified as an open
item, I would conclude that the staff did not find a problem
in that area.

MR. MICHELSON: And that means that you have
written off on that particular area as far as a PDA for
design certification?

MR. MILLER: Let’s be careful about calling it a
PDA for design certification.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, I think we went through that
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argument a little while ago and you never gave me 2 real
answer so 1 said I at least would have to conclude that that
is what it is.

MR. CARROLL: 1It’s a PDA for either a construction
pernit application or a design certification.

MR. MICHELSON: We I think generally agree that
certification was a more rigorous requirement so we’ll deal
with certification.

MR. CARROLL: I want to come back to that. I am
not sure that is true, Carl.

What do you say, Charlie?

MR. MILLER: That certification would be a more
rigorous requirement?

MR. CARROLL: At the PDA level.

MR. MILLER: At the PDA level we’re basically
trying to give our findings based upon a preliminary design
and to the extent that the information has been presented to
the nature of that preliminary design, we’re trying to make
a finding as best we can.

MR. MICHELSON: For certification.

See, if you don’t revisit it at the FDA stage
you’ve got to for certification.

MR. MILLER: You have to revisit it at the FDA
stage.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, that’s an important --
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MR. MILLER: It would be used as a document that
could allow you to proceed towards certificaticn.,

MR. WYLIE: Could proceed further.

MR. MICHELSON: You just made a very profound
statement, though. I believe you said we had to revisit
these areas. If we are going to revisit everything then I
have no problem with a PDA.

MR. WILKINS: Then we are wasting our time now.

MR. MICHELSON: We are wasting our time now. This
is fine for information but that’s all.

MR. MILLER: You may be coming from a different
angle to the conclusions that the Staff came tc and why we
wanted to cut of the review at this point in time and try to
tie it up.

Now a . ,t of resources have been spent by bpboth
Westinghouse and the Staff over the years and I think the
biggest thing we wanted to do was to be able to document
where were at this point in time.

MR. MICHELSON: It is the tying up that worries
me. How much are you tying up that can’t be revisited, if
anything?

MR. MILLER: That'’s why we have to carefully craft
any language that we would put in the PDA,

MR. MICHELSON: But I thin» don’t we need to know?

I mean normally we find thic out by reading your SERa. 1
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can’t find it out from reading your SER so I am trying to
speculate now as to what I am even looking at.

Somehow we have to know what we are agreeing to
ahead of time. That is usually what the SER is for.

MR. CARROLL: I guess to amplify what Carl has
said, I find these statements in there where it says: The
staff finds this facet of the design acceptable. Just flat
out acceptable. I find statements that say: We find it
acceptable for the PDA stage of review.

I find other statements that go a little farthar
than that in putting a caveat on it, but it seems to me it’s
obvious different people, in writing sections, had their own
ideas of what kind of caveats they wanted to put on things.
It‘s the ones that, in the SER, just flat out say that this
is acceptable that I think is bothering Carl. I think it,
in effect, is saying this is it, we’re not going to go back
and even look at this at the FDA stage, unless, you know,
there’s some very major thing that happens that would
require us to look at it.

MR. MICHELSON: I think a lot of your SER was
written before people even talked certification, and it'’s
got the traditional -- I mean, it’s a great SER, this is one
of the best SERs I’'ve ever seen for what an SER used to be
used for at the PDA stage, I think it’s one of the most

complete SERs I’ve seen -- but it’s not the right SER for a



certification plant,

It is the right SER for a construction permit. 1
have no guariel with this. It’'’s a great SER for a
construction permit. I have some reservations about it as
an SER for a certified design.

MR, MILLER: The way I view the SER is certainly
it’s an SER that could be used for a construction permit.
That was the initial intent of what a PDA was to be. Now,
from a practical standpoint, you know, we can debate whether
or not anyone was ever going to proceed with the traditiounal
way of licensing a plant again, so0 it may be moot.

To the extent that we’ve been doing reviews of
future designs and certification in mind, we didn’t want to
leave out of this SER any thinking that’s been done in

silent and give one any impression that, even if it were a

plant that would be coming in under a CP, there were things

that we’ve considered that we want for future plants that we
didn’t want to leave those undone, so we wanted some kind of
documentation that tied it up to say: Here’s areas that
you’‘re going to have t~ address if you decide to proceed
with an FDA and a design certification application.

But I still think they would have to address those
areas .f they went to a traditional two-step licensing
process. 1 mean the fact that if you used part 50 or part

52 should not leave a future applicant open that can proceed
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easier with a license and not have to do as much, if 1 use
the 2-step processes that one should. What we require the
design of a plant to have to satisfy us from a safety
standpoint should be the same regardless of the path that'’s
used.

MR. MICHELSON: You don’t think that will affect
the design, depending on which they’re using?

MR. MILLER: Ultimately. I feel that the plant
design should come out the same either way. By the time the
NRC has totally signed off -~

MR. MICHELSON: You may feel that way, but there
are a different set of rules, to some extent, governing the
certified plants versus the two-step licensing plant.
There’s a lot of additional licensing issues that we’ve been
talking about and spending an awful lot of time on. Those
have to be incorporated somehow into the design, for
instance, and so it isn’t the same design I don’t believe.

MR. MILLER: Well, I believe that it is, and 1
believe it ultimately would be. I don’t think «-

MR. MICHELSON: 1If you apply the same rules, it
certainly will be the same design, but - >u haven’t convinced
me you would apply the same rules, or maybe you’ll convince

me right now. Just say from now on even a PDA is going to

include whatever design considerations we are now generating

for future planis.
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MR. MILLER: 1If we were to embark upon a new FDA
right now and begin the review, we would absolutely go in
that direction.

MR. MICHELSON: 1 think so, but this one doesn’t.
This one here was written before we ever talked about this
stuff, and you're trying peddle it off as something also
suitable for certification, and I just don’t buy it.

MR. MILLER: No, Carl, I disagree with you. We're
not trying to peddle it off as that.

MR, MICHELSON: Well, maybe I shouldn’t have said
that. You haven't convinced me what you’re gearing it
towards for, or why you’‘re even here is what I don’t figure
out,

MR. CARROLL: Let me ask this guestion that may
help. I think a lot of us would feel a lot more comfortable
if we a. least had some notion of what you were going to say
in the PDA. 1Is that something that could be done between
now anda the full committee meeting, or between now and this
afternoon?

MR. MILLER: I certainly think it something that
can be done between now and the full committee meeting.

MR. MICHELSON: That would be helpful.

MR. WILKINS: 1If I heard you correctly, though,
you want to get OGC involved in that.

MR. CARROLL: O©Oh, ves, absolutely.
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MR. MILLER: 1f feel we need to, because what I've
tried to really focus on over the last couple of days is the
language in the regulations and what does it say with
regard, because I've anticipated this was going to be a
major stumbling block on getting a PDA out. I don’t want to
say the regulations are unclear, they’re just silent on a
lot of these issues. It did not articulate specifically how
a PDA would be used to proceed towards an FDA,

MR, MICHELSON: Let me tell you what concerns me
is the extent to which we can revisit these issues once you
really hunker down and start looking at this, which I don’t
think you did under certification guidelines at all, because
a lot of this was written years ago.

Once you do that, and you find a problem, I would
like to think that the problem can be rectified. 1 wouldn’t
like to believe that ycu’ve already written off on it, so
that if the PDA says: VYes, we’ll revisit anything we wish,
then fine.

MR. MILLER: That’s what I talk about the
conditions they specified in the PDA.

MR, MICHELSON: That’s what I’d look for.

MR. WILKINS: You're looking for something more
broader than, I think, Charlie’s talking about.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, I think he’s trying to ==

yes, but I said that’s what I’m looking for. If we aren’t
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signing off on anything yet for a design certification,
fine. No problem.

MR MILLER: 1It’s not my intent to sign off on
anything for a design certification at this stage.

MR. WILKINS: Those are those words he’s been -~

MR. MICHELSON: That'’s the words I’'ve been
listening for.

MR. CARROLL: If I were Westinghouse and were
reading your SER, 1 mean, without the PDA, 1 don’t know what
it’s going to say, I would say there are many places in here
where you have signed off, because you have said this facet
of the design is acceptable to the staff without
gqualification., You have put certzin gualifiers on it,.

MR, MILLER: There are a lot of places we
intentionally put gualifiers on. Perhaps we should revisit
that and maybe we need to put the gualifiers everywhere.

That is where I feel a general condition that
followed the PDA weculd take care of that, because it would
specify you get this PDA subject to the following
conditions, and those conditions can be spelled out, and
those conditions are applied to the Safety Evaluation Report
as it is written,

And it may be some, you know, I’m thinking off the
top of my head, but it may be something like, to the extent

that the design has been developed at this stage. Now, the
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details that would go underneath that in many cases would
have to be looked at in an FDA where you are getting more of
a final design. And as you proceed with that, you may
uncover all kinds of concerns, or you may find that the
design supports the underlying premise.

MR, MICHELSON: Charlie, what I would like to see
is what I think Part 52 originally intended, even though the
appendix in one place mentioned a PSAR.

Basically, Part 52 says if you’ve got an FDA and
you want to go for certification, it has to be re-reviewed
with certification in mind.

MR. MILLER: If you have an existing FDA.

MR. MICHELS8ON: 1If it had not been reviewed for
certification, it has to be re-reviewed. That’s all 1I'’m
saying. When this FDA comes in, it’s a new FDA. The PDA
means nothing. 1It’s a new FDA. Because if you had done the
PDA with certification in mind -- and Part 52 didn’t even
provide for hat =-- but if you had, then I’d have no problem.
But I don’t think you did.

MR, WILKINS: I guess I’d like to not think that
the PDA means nothing. I like to think that it means
something like this, that if there are areas that we feel
that certainly we have concerns, we can get earlier feedback
to the applicants, and they know hey, we’re on the wrong

track here, this is going to be a bigger issue.
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I1f there are areas that we think that generally we
think th)t they are proceeding in the right way, and there
are many 0. those in the design areas, called facets, we
would say tlat that is okay and looks to be acceptable, to
the extent :that we’ve got the information. But we have to
do a ful'olown re-review at the time that a final design is
submitted., And that is clearly our intent.

MR, MICHELSON: Those words leave me with total
comfort. 1If that’s your intention.

MR, WILKINS: You just want to see it written down
someplace.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’d just like to make sure, and I
would like to see it in the SER. I mean, that'’s where it
belongs. You know, what this SER was for, and what you were
trying to accomplish, how you are going to approach it., But
emphasizing that we had not really done these reviews with
certification in mind in many cases, that some were done
years ago. And it would, if an FDA comes up for
certification, we would revisit. That's all.

MR. KERR: You could put a forward in which said,
we have done a lot of work on this SER, and we hate to see
it go completely to waste. It’s not yet finished. But we
thought we ought to publish something, so here it is.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s fine, too.

MR. SHEWMON: I don’t know that you have to answer
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(Laughter. )

MR. MILLER: I might state it a little
differently.

Okay. The other thing I guess that it is fair to
do is to ask Westinghouse what they would want out of it.

Now, depending upon what they would want out of
it, that could lead to a different direction of discussion,
also.

MR. CARROLL: Do I understand correctly, Charlie,
that this is still a predecisional document which
Westinghouse has not ==

MR. MILLER: Westinghouse has not seen this
document yet, no. 1It’s predecisional. It hasn’t even been
completely signed off by NRR management. It'’s being
reviewed for that now. But it was simply forwarded to you
8o that you would have the meat of what it is that the staff
concluded.

MR. CARROLL: Do you expect that signeoff to occur
before our October meeting?

MR. MILLER: No.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. WILKINS: But if that doesn’t occur before the

October meeting, then we won’t discuss this until the

November meeting, will we?
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MR, MILLER: That'’s feedback that I need. One of
the things that we had to make a devinion on was do we want
to issue an SER and puclish it prior to receiving any kind
of letter from the Committee? Or would we prefer to get a
letter from the Committee that cculd be then included in
what is initially issued?

If we were to do it another way, we would have to
issue the SER, then go back and amend the SER to handle %the
Cemmittee’s comments. And I wanted to get those comments
out on the table and thought about and in for one main
reason. And I think I alluded to it before.

We want to wrap up a knot in this review, and not
expend a lot of more time and resources on it. We have
other standard plant designs that we need to be really
focusing our attention on. And it’s just a simple matter of
priorities given what we have been told by Westinghouse are
their initial plans are using it in the immediate future.

If they were to come in tomorrow and say we’re
going to take this design of an FDA and we want
certification for it, rightly, we would go on a different
path.

MR. MIC. _.ON: The Committee can write you a
letter of course, jus. indicating what it thinks of it so
far, but it won’t be the kind of letter that you could put

in your SER as a writeoff of the SER, or as a writeoff of
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the PDA.

I mean, we could write that kind of letter this
month and then whenever you resolve whatever comments we
have and so forth, then we can write another letter, and
that would be the one that goes in the SER.

MR. CARROLL: But that latter letter would
probably be after we have a chance to look at what the PDA

document is.

MR. MICHELSON: Get the draf%t PDA document,
writeoff from the staff -~

MR, MILLER: What 1’m hearing is that I think it’s
the Committee’s desire to want to see the draft PDA language
prior to writing any letter of substance. 1Is that fair?

MR. CARROLL: I think so. Does everyone agree

with that?

MR. MILLER: Okay?

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, I think, or alternatively,
write it and put it in the SER,

MR. CARROLL: Well, it’s a separate document,
really.

MR, MILLER: 1If you do look at the regulations,
they at least covered that aspect of it. They said, you
Know, any finding for issuing a PDA or denying a PDA would
be supported by the report giving the details of the review.

And that is what this document is that we have before us
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MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR, MILLER: And we have to be careful, very
careful, concerning that language, be very cognizant of
that. Because as you will see in Lauren’s presentation, if
you look at the backfit rule, it calls design approvals out
specifically. And I won’t steal his thunder.

MR. MITHELSON: How does the backfit rule now
apply to Part 52 design?

MR, MILLER: It does.

MR. MICHELSON: How, I said.

MR. MILLER: All it says is that design approvals,
and it does not distinguish between preliminary design
approvals or final design approvals.

MR. MICHELSON: You are telling me then as soon as
I write off on the PDA and you don’t take exception on the
PDA, that those items are =--

MR, MILLER: Subject to ==

MR. MICHELSON: ~- now subject to the backfit
rule. That makes me even more uncomfortable.

MR. MILLER: Yes. Subject to the backfit rule
with certain exceptions.

MR. MICHELSON: This is all on papevr, to begin
with,

MR. MILLER: Right.
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MR. MICHELSON: We aren’t talking about having to
go out and spend a lot of money. How do you do a cost
benefit on a backfit rule when it is paper? Well, I guess
you can. You can cest how much engineering time that put
in. And it doesn’t come out big bucks like it does when
you’'re dealing =~

MR, MILLER: It doesn’t come out big bucks when
you have to start ripping components out and replacing thenm.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. S0 I think, well, it just
doesn’t seem to be in the spirit of design certification to
start talking backfit right away on the paper. Which is
what you'’re suggesting.

MR. MILLER: I’m simply quoting the regulations.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. Yes. It’s no problem once
you have done what we thought you were going to do, and that
is a one~stop licensing, an FDA-certified design.

MR. MILLER: But what I wanted to point out, Carl,
was that because the regulation speaks to that, we have to
be very cautious about issuing a PDA that doces not have
proper language concerning caveats and conditions in it,
because 1 agree with you, if we were to write off on it, say
it was acceptable to make no comments, my reading of the
regulation says that the backfit rule would have to be
invoked before you could go off and require changes.

I don’t think that the staff is comfortable doing
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that at this peoint in time where we’ve been, and I don’t
think the Committee is either.

MR. CARROLL: A lot of places in this document
where you say it is acceptable, it is kind of fuzzy. 1It's
arguable what you are saying is acceptable. So, I really
caution you to go back and look at places where you've made
that statement.

MR. MICHEL3ON: Yes. And also on the basis of the
reviewer’s knowledge, a* the time he made that statement,
I'm sure ~~ this thing here is a carbon copy of a lot of the
old SER’s. And what it is is an upgraded, old SER.

And now, you have to ask in your mind when that
author =~- when you make that statement, what Kkind of
knowledge level are we talking about. And I think you're
talking about several years ago kind of knowledge. And on
today’s knowledge, which is hopefully what we're using for
the next generation, not some old knowledge, unless it'’s
still good, I thinuk you have to revisit every one of these
assumptions, or every one of these statements. And it’s not
clear that you have.

MR. MILLER: I think == I think, in listening to
you, as we dialogus, that we could carefully couch that in
some language that would go into the PDA that I think ==

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, I think you can.

MR. MILLER: == that would cover that concern.
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MR, MICHELSON: I think you can.

MR. MILLER: So that we all know what playing
field we'‘ve left it on. But I think the important thing
that we want to be able to do is wrap up any staff efforts,
at this point in time, on SP%0 and put it on the shelf and
go on with the other ones ~~-

MR. MICHELSON: Charlie, what you're trying to do
is you’re trying to go back to two-step licensing on a
certified design. VYou'’re trying to do this review in two
steps; and I just don’t buy it. That was the whole idea of
getting rid of two-step licenses. Let’s do it once and for
all. Now you are going back to two-step.

MR. CARROLL: Okay, but we have -~ but we have got
this old dog sitting here that we've got to do something
with.

MR. MICHELSON: We'’ve got an old dog and he
doesn’t know what to do with it.

MR. KERR: Two-step licensing is not illegal yet,
is it?

MR. MICHELSON: Well, it isn’t clear how =-- what
the process is for Part 52. It’s only mentioned, I think,
in that one spot in back, in an appendix. Back in the main
body of Part 52, it only talks about FDAs and it says if
you’ve got an FDA and now you want to certify it; you’ve got

to go back and review it,.
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MR. MILLER: That's =--

MR. MICHELSON: 1If it wasn’t reviewed with
certitication -~

MR. MILLER: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: +-- in mind, it’s got to be re-
reviewed.

MR. MILLER: That’s in the main body of Part 52
regulacions.

MR. " ICHELSON: Yes.

MR. MILLER: The PDA -~ tne PDA that we’re talking
about here is in Appendix O, which was originally in Part 50
-= and when Part 52 was promulgated, it was -- brought in.

MR. MICHELSON: It slipped in.

MR. MILLER: It slipped in.

MR. MICHELSON: But I'm wondering if it was ever
intended this way even? Was it ever intended to even talk
PDA for a certified design?

MR. MILLER: No.

MR. MICHELSON: T don’t think it was.

MR. MILLER: I think the intent, as I talk to some
of the -~ of the staff that’s embarked upcen the more exotic
designs, like the gas an liquid metal reactors is that the
idea of a PDA, futuristically, is that if someone wants to
get some initial thinking from the NRC, tanat they could

issue a PDA, but that wouldn’t buy them anything more than
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hear some feedback, and everything is subject to re-review
at the FDA stage.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s all this document should
be, is some feedback and so forth, subject to ruview when
the I'DA comes.

MR. CARROLL: A good example of what you're
talking about might be CANDU, where they might want to, jyou
know, see if it really makes sense to pursue licensing in
the United States.

MR. MILLER: Right. Are there any major
impediments to licensing that might bhe able to be
identified?

MR. CARROLL: Without spending all the money to ==

MR. MILLER: Right,

MR. CARROLL: -~ get an FDA application together.

MR. MILLER: Right. But, I don’t think we're at
odds over the fact that the staff does not want to right off
on things completely, at the PDA stage, we do not.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. But, on the other hand, I
have some sympa.hy for what you’re saying also, that this
document ougnt to send a message to Westinghouse that ==
yes, in terms of this, this and this, you are on the right
track, and here we've got some problems that you better be
thinking about if you pursue this, I think that'’s an

important aspect of it too.
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MR. MILLER: 1 agree. I think we at least owe
them an honest interchange of -~ of where we are today and
wha: our reaction to what they’ve put before us is.

MR, MICHELSON: Your conclusions, in Chapter 25 of
the SER don’t reflect that kind of a statement. They’re a
far more positive statement than that.

MR. MILLER: Okay, I’ll have to revisit those
then.

MR. MICHELSON: We’ll get to it.

MR. MILLER: Okay.

MR. MICHELSON: They’re written like we’ve really
written off on it, except for a particular item that is held
over.,

MR. MILLER: We'’ll have to look at that language.
It makes me more convinced that -- it makes me more
convinced that I wanted to get the Committee input before we
finalized this thing in the final state. I think == I
really do think that’s important, that we all come to a
common agreement -- understanding, before we call it a
signed~off and put a NUREG number on it.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. 1Is there any more upfront
sort of stuff we want to talk to Charlie about, or shall we
get into the presentation?

MR. MILLER: I just want to mention one thing,

just as a matter of interest.
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The last PDA that was issued by this agency was
80 ==
MR. CARROLL: Last PDA, yes. And if I looked at

that PDA would 1 find this one very similar to it? Like

wve’ve changed the names in some places?

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

the moment?

[No
MR.

MR.

MILLER: No, I don’t think so. I think =--
CARROLL: 1Is this in more depth, less depth?
MILLER: I think the ==

DONATELL: 1’11 address some of that.

CARROLL: Okay. Anything else for Charlie at

response. )
CARROLL: You'’re not going tc leave, are you?

MILLER: I have to go back for some meetings

with Dr. Murley later today, but 1’1l be here a little vhile

this morning, so, I'm available if you want to shoot at me.

it.

MR.

MR.

MR,

CARROLL: Okay.
MILLER: Okay.

CARROLL: Thank you.

1 guess I have one question == who best answvers

wWwhen this becomes a public document eventually,

and Westinghouse gets a chance to look at it, what’s the

mechanism by which they would correct -- or they would have

a shot at correcting things ({hat they think are incorrectly
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stated or wrong or they =-- would you issue an addendum to
it, if there were enough substantive things of that nature?

MR. MILLER: You guys misrepresented what is an
error here and misunderstood.

MR. CARROLL: One that comes to mind is we’'ve got
AC igniters in the containment in the Chapter such and such,
and DC igniters in Chapter such and such., It must be either
AC or DC.

MR. MILLER: We could approach from one or two
ways: One way would be to take the draft and put it in the
PDR as a draft and allow for any interchange like that to
take place before it’s finalized., The other way, of course,
it would be issued and to the extent that there were any
corrections like that needed, it would have to be done in
errata an addendum or whatever you might want to call it.

MR. MICHELSON: What did you do in the past to a
PDA when, obviously, there were many things that needed to
be corrected? Did you ever correct the SER for a PDA, or
did you just go on and cover all this at the FDA stage?

MR. MILLER: I think it was primarily handled at
the FDA stage.

MR. MICHELSON: That was my recollection on how it
was handled. Once that SER and PDA was issued, you just
forgot about it, and now you start working final to decide

approval.
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MR, MILLER: Once the PSAR review was done and a
construction pernmit was issued, then you'd start looking at
the FSAR level material and all kinds of things came up.

MR. MICHELSON: I think that’s the way it was
done. Now in this case, I'm not sure it’s even advisable to
go back and try to keep this thing as a living document
somehow or as a corrected document, not even sure it’s a
advisable to issue it as a document for that matter, but
that’s only one opinicn.

MR. MILLER: Well, I think we should issue it as a
document. What that document says may be another matter.

MR. MICHELSON: You don’t know what it’s used for
or how it’s kept up to date if at all.

MR. CARROLL: Given those two options, you'’ve
talked about it, you haven’t done any additional thinking as
to how you’d approach this?

MR, MILLER: I think I wanted to get a feel for
how close we might be to feeling that it should be issued in
final form before we send it out. I guess the mechanism
that I’'m trying to achieve is that I’m trying to put a
¢losure on this review as quickly as we can.

It’s dragged out for a long time to be quite
honest, and Westinghouse has been waiting for a long time
and we’ve been involved a long time, and we just need to get

on to other things. I think if we conclude that it’s better



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

41
to give it to them in draft form and let them make any
conments and conclusions, I think the important thing that 1
want to try to prevent is I don’t want to get into a whole
series of meetings and dialogues and interchanues and re-
reviewing of what we'’ve got.

MR. CARROLL: 1If there are substantivu errors and
it ==

MR. MILLER: Errors of fact,

MR. CARROLL: =~- Errors of fact. I think it would
serve both the staff and Westinghouse to get this document
corrected, because if it’s something that gets put on the
shelf and five years later it gets pulled off, and hey,
we're going for an FDA, it will be very well, 1 think, to
have it as correct as possible.

MR. MICHELSON: Are you suggesting that for the
Westinghouse side as well? There’s a lot of errors in that.
ARe you suggesting that they keep that document up-to-date?

MR. CARRCLL: I am just saying a one-shot review
of the SER and corrections as appropriate, not a living
document concept. Just so everyhody have their day in court
s0 to speak in 1990.

MR, MICHELSON: Are you suggesting that
Westinghouse also make one-shot change in their documents,
cr at least a two course bond -- if I read one, I go back

and then get confused?
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MR. CARPOLL: I did not say that. I mean, I think
the SER would be the point of departure for something in the
future, and it ought to be as accurate as we know how to
make it at this peint in time.

MR. MILLER: Right. I guess one comment that I
might want to make is that before I would make it publicly
available, I would want to at least visit some of the things
that might be igentified today.

MR. CARROLL: Sure.

MR. MILLER: (Questions concerning your
interpretation of the way we’ve written off on things,
because I think it would be best, as an agency, if we're
going to issue it, we try to get it as close to what we
intend it to be at the time that the draft is issued, rather
than issuinc a dratt that says: This is all acceptable and
then in a final version, put all kinds of caveats on it and
then it’s said that we’ve retracted positions that we were
ready to make. I don’‘t think we should do that. I think we
should have our final views as best as we can articulate
them.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. MILLER: Okay, that’s a fair comment, and
maybe we can ask Westinghouse for their view on how they’d
like to see that also.

MR. CARROLL: 1s this a good time to do that?
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MR, MILLER: Fine with me.

MR. BURNS: Ed Burns of Westinghouse Licensing.

In the discussion that'’s revolved around whether or not we
have eriors in our application or in the SER itself, has it
been mentioned we have not had a chance to look the final
SER?

If you were to look through almost any document,
any large document, you're going to find what somebody may
call an error, and undoubtedly, there are some places where
there are some numbers or some inconsistencies in sections.
One example was igniters. Could you really look beyond that

MR. CARROLL: Out of curiosity, which is it?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The intent is to say that the
igniters are fed from DC sources. Now, that may come in the
form of vital instrument in AC inverters, or =-- but the
point is, it’s an assured supply that'’s independent of any
AC. So there can be some confusion, That really der :.nds on
the particular igniters that you buy as to what it would be.

MR. BURNS: I think it also comes down to what is
the interpretation, and unfortunately, as you’ll see on scme
of our slides, we’ve been on the 8-year program now, and
material that was presented earlier in that 8 years does get
changed to questions, answers, request for additional, over

time.
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As recalled, some of that and the text in some of
this where we have amended it from some mcre recent
materials, an error, I don’t think we would call it that. I
think that more clarifications in some of the later
submittals, and I know from our history of working with
utilities on FSARs, one of the major questions that comes up
is at the time of takiryg the plant operational, what do you
do to go back to incorporate all that later information,
corrections and additional information.

The tons of paper that have been out there for the
last several years during the active review -~ that’s why
part of 50-71 was very important a number of years ago «=
and so, I think there is a very valid guestion about how
that information gets back in there, but I think that
gquestion needs to actually be subsumed into what do we plan
on doing with this document. What do we plan on doing with
this application, and where are we going with that?

We, ourselves, have had that guestion on our
plata, and you’ll see from sowe of our slides, there’s a
broad fear of the market forces, we have to clear our plate
and start looking at the 1990s. We are no longer back in
1982. We are looking at an advance plant =-- an AP 600. We
are still discussing with many utilities, hopefully, a near-
term chance for a bid spec.

We have a lot of activities coming on here, and we
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1 have to lock at where we are now, and we don’t agree with

' 2 the discussion that what language goes into the letter -~

3 what language in the SER as for when you can revieit,

4 because I think we’d have to admit that if we do proceed

5 further with this, we’d have to go an FDA, we’d have to go a

6 classical two-step license, because this document by itself

7 cannot support Part 52 language. I think the open items

8 listings that we have seen also state that,

9 MR. CARROLL: 1 guess my gquestion would be do you
10 think it would be constructive for you guys to get a crack
11 at this draft before it gets finalized?

12 MR. BURNS: We would like to have a look at the
,. 13 draft, and not to look so much at what someone may call

14 errors or inconsistencies. Wwe would much more like to look

15 at it because of the needs of the open items, what are the

16 differences between those that are called open item and a

17 PDA versus open item, as I think will be presented here by

18 the staff, and also we can, if we wish, later, if we have

19 enough time, what we consider our next step. Are they open

20 at an FDA or an applicant staye? PRecause that is very

21 important.

22 We view the next role to be one of an FDA, an

23 applicant, not where we would take th d go into a design

24 certification.

.
25 MR. MICHELSON: You are primarily interested in
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two-step licensing. That is an important consideration.
And we view the thing quite differently, if this is just the
first of a two-step licensing process, and has nothing to do

with certification, which is not the message that came

through.

MR. CARROLL: No. No, I don’t think that’s what
he said.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, I thought it was. Maybe I
misunderstood.

MR. BURNS: We embarked upon this in 1282, looking
at it, at that time, as a two-step, because that was the
licensing mechanism,

MR. CARROLL: CP and OL.

MR, BURNS: Right. If we continue waiting until
1990 and 1995, we may have different rules., There may be
one~half step licensing.

What we have to look at is when information is
needed in SI, so people can feel comfortable encugh that
they are willing to proceed.

If you look at the classical two-step, the
original PSAR was made to get a warm feeling that if you
proceeded down that path, your investment would be well
revarded. If we look at the various markets today in the
United States, we have to say I don’t know of any utility

that is willing to stand up and say they wish to proceed
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down that path of PSAR, and then an FSAR. And not
necessarily because of the technical rules, more because of
the adjudicatory issues.

MR. MICHELSON: What does Westinghouse wish,
though? That’s what the utilities might wish. What is your
intention concerning this document and this SER that is
written against it?

MR, BURNS: 1 think this document comprises a lot
of good information.

MR. MICHELSON: What'’s its purpose, though?

MR. BURNS: The original purpose?

ME., CARROLL: No. 1Its purpose today.

MR. MICHELSON: Why are we here today? What do
you want? You must want something or you wouldn’t be
spending your time to be here. Now, what do you want?

MR, BURNS: Well, I’ll let the cat out of the bag
in one of my slides, if you wish.

There are several purposes.

One, we want to get this off the desk. It’s been
out there too long, and the longer it stays there, the
questions become more forceful. The guestions brough: up
about the language being final. Some of the reviewers write
their words saying that this is, in their opinion, quite
final. They’re happy. Others were a little bit different.

If we drag it out over several more years, that
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language becomes more suspect, It was final in 1990. It
may not be final in 1992.

The second thing being a 1 : of what is in this
application, and has been discussed on some of the
subcommittees more, goes beyond classical PDA level of
information.

And as you guite well know in this past year with
a lot of the discussion on what is an acceptable level of
design detail that is put into applications, there is a lot
of room to maneuver.

In some places in our document, we have gone
clearly beyond that of a PDA. In other places, because
there are open items against it, it is obvious that maybe we
have not gone far enough. And those open items point those
out.

In some areas in here we have gone not PDA, but we
have also gone into late 1980s and early 1990s thinking,
back in 1982, USIs, GSIs, published risk assessments, 1
believe you addressed those, human factors, leak-before-
break, obviously. Those type of informational areas would
not have been there initially. And those were brought in at
later dates.

S0 as we moved through the ’80s up to 1990, we

have added other technical areas.

So getting good staff feedback in those areas is




very vital, and we need that. We have not had a good
feedback in some of those items as far as an application
goes. And now we’'re embarking on an AP-600.

8o getting this information at this stage, getting
a grou SER that gives us some feedback, helps us start on
th .t AP-600 program with a more solid footing.

We would also have another area. I realize it is
a little outside -~ and that is the foreign market. The
original program was started with the Japanese, and still
remains with them.

If we were to say what dces the two-step licensing
mean in a foreign market, you have to ask yourself what does
an infon..tional two-step license mean? Because in a
foreign market you find Lhat there is a need for information
upfront because of the various parties. Taiwan, Korea,

Europe, some of the regulatory a-thoirities wish to

participate in the bid spec. pro ss. They need significant

information. They need clearly some feedback in the
regulatory areas much earlier in the process than we would
today in the U.S., if we’re looking at a one-step design

certification.

So having this information out there and having a

good SER helps us in that manner.

So there are a number of things we are looking at

here. But we have to agree with the staff. And I think it
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ic time to get this off the docket.

MR. «ICHELSON: Once it has gotten off the docket,
what does it mean, what does this SER in your oepinion at
least mean?

I’'m thinking particularly of what items are closed
and what items are open.

MR. BURNS: At this stage, we have a list that we
have gone through. We have not seen the document. We have
seen several pages of the open item list.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. Clearly there is an open
item list.

MR. BURNS: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: We will anticipate seeing that.

Now, if an item is mentioned as acceptable, what
do you think that means to you on this PSAR in terms .f
future use of that particular design aspect?

MR. BURNS: We feel that we would have to proceed
with an FDA, and that FDA would have to revisit the various
areas.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. &0 you don’t disagree with
revisiting at the FDA stage, then.

MR. BURNS: No. #:d we think there is probably
some value in that in many areas.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, then, if nobody disagrees

around the table, then that’s great. Then that;’s what the
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SER should say. We can revisit anything we want. b~rcause
here are th: items that we so far see as the problem areas,
and some of them are so much of a problem we even call then
an open item. But it doesn’t mean that all the others are
closed. It just means that we didn’t have any particular
objecticn at this time with it, on the basis of our
understanding today of what was going to be done.

MR. CARRCLL: Okay. Maybe we ought to get back in
sync. I mean, you were up here to answer one guestion. And
I don’t want to ruin your presentation, either.

MR. BURNS: The list of open icems is 168. If we
took the position that those were the items for future
review, I’d love it as a licensing manager. We now have 168
items. That wmakes life much easier. To be realistic, that
is not the open item list to get a plan online. I think we
all have to realize that.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Let’s kind of get back in
sync and let the staff give their presentati.n, and then you
guys are on, unless you’ve got something that you think is
important.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Well, I had a direct response
to Dr. Michelson’s comment, you know, what does it mean if
something is acceptable. It means that, from our point of
view, we see no reason to change it in the FDA application.

It doesn’t mean that we expect blanket approval at a more
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detailed level. But from our point of view, unless
something else happens, there is no reason for us to change
it,

MR, MICHELSON: I think that is a reasonable
approach. Sure.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: And from that point of view,
the PDA, to my mind, is very valuable.

MR. MICHELSON: But if it does change, it doesn’t
mean you use as a defense the fact oh, you approved this
already at the PDA stage.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: No.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay, then,

MR. VAN DE VENNE: But we would expect some
reason.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes., Oh, yes.

[Laughter. )

MR. WILKINS: Rationale.

MR. MICHELSON: «well, I think you are guite right.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Let’s get Lauren up here.

MR. DONATELL: Well, at least I’m happy, after
Theo’s statement, I guess I’u not the only optimistic person
here.

What we are going to hear now I guess is a little
bit different viewpoint of this whole issue coming from the

Project Manager, and the fact that I‘d been charged with
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making it all happen, and trying to lump it in discrete
blocks that I can sort out and move things along ==

MR. MICHELSON: Excuse me. Are you the new
Project Manager? You’re the old Project Manager.

MR. DONATEIL: Well, if you can call me old.

MR. MICHELSON: Nou relatively. But you’re not
staying, you're going to something else after this is tidied
up?

MR. DONATELL: The intent is that 1’11l be going on
to the AP-600.

MR. MICHELSON: VYou'’ve been with us for how long?

MR. DONATELL: Fourteen months, the same amount of
time that I’ve been with the Commission.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes,

MR. DONATELL: The first time in front of you, I
had been with the Commission for two months.

MR. MICHELSON: I see.

MR. WILKINS: Now you’re an old hand.

MR. DONATELL: I’m telling you.

I want to thank Charlie for giving my
presentation.

MR. CARROLL: He had some help.

MR. MICHELSON: Now, you have to do the cleanup.

MR. MILLER: Since Loren works for me, I guess I

have that right. Listening tc the exchange -~ both myself,
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and Westinghouse and the Committee, I guess there’s one
other item that maybe we ought to leave open for discussion,
and maybe give further views on. And that is -- we’re using
the term PDA, we’ve listened to what the various parties say
it should be and Westinghouse saying what they hope to Jet
out of it, and I guess it leaves a guestion begging in my
mind is what do we call this beast once we wrap it up? Do
we indeed need to call it a PDA, or should it be a safety
evaluation of some point, cf where we are today?

MR. MICHELSON: PDA means something very special =

MR. MILLER: Yes.

MRk. MICHELSON: ==~ in Part 50.

MR. MILLER: Yes. And that’s a quastion we'’ve
kicked around in the staff’s mind for some time.

MR. CARROLL: So what you'’re saying, Charlie, is
one option would be to simply issue a staff safety
evaluation =--

MR. MILLER: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: =-- and forget the whole idea of it
being a PDA?

MR. MILLER: That is an option. Now, I guess I’'d
also be interested in listening to the comments that
Westinghouse has made. Questioning in my mind whether, if

we just did that, would that satisfy the intent of what they
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hoped to receive?

MR. KERR: Well, don’t they tell you what they
want, and did you respond to that?

MR. MILLER: Well they ~- what they told us =--
what they told us they wanted, the request for the PDA is
some saven years old. And, you know, if we go back to the
beginning, when a request was made =-- the world of licensing
was different than it’s envisioned for the future.

MR. MICHELSON: They paid for a PDA, didn’t they?

MR. DONATELL: They paid for a PDA review.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, so I think you’ve got to give
them a PDA then.

MR, MILLER: Yes. Well, we give them a finding.

MR. DONATELL: We give them a decision.

MR. MICHELSON: Oh yes, and the decision may be I
won’t give you a PDA. Yes, but they paid for the review, a
nominal amount at least.

MR. MILLER: 8o, it’s a question of do we -- do we
issue a PDA or an SER that has all the caveats and
conditions thereof?

MR. MICHELSON: 1If I were Westinghouse, I think I
would rather have the PDA, even with the caveats, because
I'd drop all the caveats and tell people I got a PDA.

MR. MILLER: 1I’m sure that that’s the response =-

I'd be surprised if Westinghouse said anything different.
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But I just wanteu to throw that on the table and -~

MR. CARROLL: That is an option?

MR. MILLER: Yes,

MR. CARROLL: I saw Westinghouse nod affirmatively
that they would like a PDA. Do you want to say any more
than that?

MR. MILLER: With that, I’ll get out of the way
and let Loren get on with his presentation.

MR. BURNS: I think the point has alrea’'; been
made that the PDA would have more attention to detail. I
think it carries -- if it carries the name SER, it would
tend to get lost.

MR. MICHELSON: Theie might be a miracle and
somebody will want to start building one of these on two-
step licensing -=- and how it got to PDA and where did it go.
I mean, there’s -- it’s always a chance for a miracle. So
it’s worth more as a FDA than it is an SER. A lot more.

MR. WILKINS: And the PDAs would be more useful to
you, even internationally.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s a sales tool. I think w» are
obligated to make sure it’s clear what the PDA means, that'’s
all.

(Slide.)

MR. DONATELL: I think my slides have been

overshadowed pretty strongly here. 1’11 still utilize then
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and try to branch off and get into some of the areas that
have already been discussed, and my views of those areas.

I don‘t need that. You all know how to get a hold
of me.

(Slide.)

This -~ the current review status ~- again, you've
seen this. I just bring it to your attention for historical
purposes, to shake your memory a little bit, as far as what
this thing has been through.

The application was received in Octobrr of 1983,
the document, this document over here, was submitted between
‘83 and ’87. 1In 1988 there was a draft SER which related to
the PRA, March of ’88; the Subcommittee then, at that time,
in April fellowing that =-- two additional draft SERs related
to the SRP -- essentially the SRP portion of the review,
June of ‘88, March of ’89,

In those reviews, there were a number of open
items. If you remember some of the earlier slides from
meetings gone past, there were 107 open items. Westinghouse
responded to those open items. These were in addition.

This portion up here -- we went through the REI
cuestion and answer period. Here there were 107 remaining
items, if you will, that Westinghouse responded to between
June and September of ’89.

We started -- this is the area -~ this is where I
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came into the picture =-- came into the agency a d took over
the project managership of this particular design.

We had a Subcommittee meeting in September of ‘8%
to cover PRA items and, frankly, it was then, I guess, that
I realized what kind of shape we were in because you guys
looked at it and said why are we getting this when we
haven’t had anytliing else? That'’s when we went back into
the individual chapters of the review, and essentially the
SRP review. And the remaining Subcommittee meetings
essentially covered all of those chapters and the remaining
information.

In October ’'89, Westinghouse submitted their
amended USls, GSls, further subcommittees. It was roughly
this timeframe, January =-- between ~- I think it was after
this meeting, or before this meeting that the office
decision was made to discontinue utilization of excessive
resources for the completion of SP/90 project.

It was nice words. What they meant -- what it
actually meant was that the reviewers were essentially out
of the cycle at that time. There was no further review and
it was left up to me to tie up the locse ends and make an
SER out of it; which I’ve been doing since that period of
time. And these are the remaining Subcommittee meetings.

[Slide.])

MR. DONATELL: This just a quick overview. The
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open items people have mentioned, I brought the slide, 1’11
put it up. The 168 open items written in the SER. This is
my categorization of the open items, just pure numbers.

Those items that were site specific fall in two
categories. One, you have to know what the site is to do
everything there is associated with that particular item.

Or two, to corplete the review, you need information on that
item that is in fact site specific. And there are 17 of
those.

Information not in scope of application, 110
items. Obviously, the bulk of the items. Those fall inte
the categories of anything outside of the nuclear power
block, essentially, because that was outside of the scope of
the application that Westinghouse provided. That’s systems,
a nurber of things.

It also includes information that was requested
over time, the period of the review, and was not provided,
didrn’t ccme in-house. So review was not done on it.

Incomplete resolution at close of review.

Although these start blending together, this is probably
what was left over of the 107 items that were really in
guestion the first part of the year, in general. Those
items are things that we said hey, Westinghouse, this is not
exactly what we’re looking for; please clarify. The

clarification came iii and it still wasn’t enough to close
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1 the item. And since we had essentially stopped the staff
‘. 2 resource as a review, the next question in line dia not go
3 back to Westinghouse for clarification again to resolve or
4 settle that issue one way or the other.
5 (Slide.)
6 MR. DONATELL: This is what I had intended, prior
7 to the discussion this morning.
8 This subcommittee meeting, full Committee, with
9 the final again, and to request ACRS comment letter.
10 The issue of the final SER in October. PDA
11 decision the following October. 1It’s obvious to me now a
12 PDA decision the following Octoker 1990 is probably
l‘ 13 unrealistic.
14 MR. CARROLL: What does PDA decision mean?
15 MR. DONATELL: I think the way I focus ==
16 MR. CARROLL: Does that mean the Commission?
17 MR. DONATELL: The way I focus on this thing is,
18 one, there are really two separate items we are looking at
19 here. One is the Safety Evaluation Report, that will be
20 issued, or is intended at this point in time to be issued,
21 published as a NUREG. It is a Safety Evaluation Report.
22 The next guestion is the decision as to whether or
23 not to issue a preliminary design approval. All right? The
‘. 24 SER is part of that decision-making process. 1It’s not all

25 of it. But it’s part of it.
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I sent copies of old PDAs that I could dig out of
the system so you could take a look at what had been written
in the past. Traditionally, I think what had been done is,
here is a PDA, subjec* to the things that are in the SER. I
referenced that. And that was pretty much it, I think.

It’s obvious, especially as of this morning, that
that’s not the process that this new PDA would take, for
one.

In any event, now, who issues the PDA? There have
been 13 PDAs issued, ever. Those have been typically issued
at the Office Directer level. Staff, it’s a staff issuance.

My personal belief is that that will no longer be
the case. I think Charlie stated it this moring with the
interest that the Commission has in this entire process
right now that the PDA will more than likely go to the
Commission level before it is issued.

I would also, I would fully expect, although it
hasn’t beern verbalized and decisions haven’t been made,
outside of, I think what you guys would expect is it would
have to come here. If it is going to go to the Commission
level, it’s got to come to the ACRS. And that is my belief.

One, you get to this point that you make a
decision, you think that’s an office decision. The office
says are we in fact going to issue a PDA? 1If the answer to

that is yes, then you get into a process. You craft a PDA
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and you get into the approval process. It comes to the
ACRS. It goes to the Commission. The decision is made at
those levels as to whether that PDA in that form will in
fact be issued.

MR. CARROLL: So now this is somethiny that Murley
and others are presently considering?

MR. MILLER: I think, to just amplify what Lauren
has said, I don’t believe the Commission would put itself in
the position as being the approving body for the PDA,
because I think if you look at the regulations, it is
supposed to be a staff document, and it doesn’t bind the
Commission whatsoever.

I think what Lauren is alluding to is the fact
that we don’t anticipate issuing a PDA without so informing
the Commission of the staff’s plans to do so. And the
Commission has indicated to us that they would like the
staff to supply them with draft Safety Evaluation Reports
and final Safety Evaluation Reports on these quote "future
designs" prior to, well in advance of issuing them.

So we have to provide it °o them for information.
And I guess the only way I would see the Commission directly
involved is if for some reason they find somethiny that the
staff plans on doing there, really, that they don’t like,
and they would so instruct the staff to do it differently.

But you’re not going to see the Commission be the
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approving body for PDA.

MR. CARROLL: So you would expect it would be the
Director of NRR that would issue the PDA?

MR. MILLER: Yes. Yes,

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. MILLER: That’s what the regulations I think
provide for.

But it’s Dr. Murley’s intention, given the nature
of the Commission’s interest in advanced reactors, that we
are certainly going to inform them of what we are doing and
give them the details of where we’ve been, including, I
think, that’s why we feel that a letter from the committee
is important so that the Commission gets the benefit of the
committee’s views prior to the staff trying to issue such a
document.

But it is clearly a staff-issued document.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. WILKINS: The PDAs are not signed by the
Director of the Office of NRR, but the Director of the
Divisien of Project Managers.

MR. CARROLL: They didn’t have one in thcse days.

MR. MILLER: That was then and this is now.

I would be very surprised if Dr. Murley himself
wouldn’t want to be the signature authority on this. Now,

from a practical standpoint, maybe the Division Director
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would sign the PDA., But I think ==

MR. WILKINS: He would initial it before Murley
would sign it, certainly.

MR. MILLER: Yes. Oh, absolutely.

MR. CARROLL: So you have still got to make a
decision as to whether you are going to issue one at all, a
PDA.

MR. MILLER: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: And then if the answer to that is
yes, what is it going to say; get a draft out, and 1 think
what you heard this morning is, it is at that point we would
like to get involved again and look at the draft of it to
make sure that it says what we want it to say.

MR. MILLER: Yes, I think that came through loud
and clear.

MR. CARROLL: And then from there we would have a
letter that would comment on it, you would schedule a
meeting with the Commission, and get their holy water
sprinkled on it, and at that pecint, a PDA would be issued.
Okay.

MR. MILLER: But again, the Commission would not
be the body that issues it. They would have to keep
themselves removed from that.

MR. MICHELSON: I guess all those Octobers may be

Novembers, then.
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MR, MILLER: 1 think that’s what Lauren has just
said.

MR. MICHELSON: I don’t think they want to come to
the full Committee but once.

MR. CARROLL: I think that’s right.

MR. MICHELSON: And I think they need to come with
a draft of the PDA in hand, so we know what the approach is
going to be.

MR. CARRO’".: They didn’t tell me they couldn’t
bring us a draft this afternoon, Carl.

MR. MILLER: 1I’l1 tell you that I can’‘t bring you
a draft this afternoon.

MR. WILKINS: He’s told you now.

MR. MILLER: The question becomes, we may be able
to get you a draft before the full Committee meeting, but,
given the fact that it may come to you pretty near that
meeting, is that going to give you enough time to have
reflected on it?

MR. CARROLL: 1It’s not going to be a 380-page
document. So I’m not sure that would be a problem to us.

MR. MILLER: And to the extent that we give you a
draft, remember, as we go through this, ==

MR. CARROLL: Would you also bring us a 1 /yer to
explain it to us?

MR. MILLER: I would try.
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It is certainly a necessary step. We have to get
OGC concurrence on what wve issue. And OGC is going to have
to be invelved in helping us craft the exact language that
would go with the PDA.

MR, MICHELSON: I think at the time though, that
decision whether to release, whether to just do it as an SER
or do it as a PDA, that might take you a month. I don’t
know. It depends on how many people get involved in that
decision. But that’s up to you. That’s not our concern.

October, you’re already on schedule in October.

MR. MILLER: We'’re on the full Committee schedule
to Octcber. To the extent that we can bring you a draft,
why don’t we try to shoot for that and then that can be a
peint of further dialogue.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, I’m wondering if you don’t
bring us a draft, whether there is any use in having a
meeting.

MR. CARROLL: No, I would say there isn’t.

MR. MILLER: There is not.

MR. CARROLL: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Don’t come until you are ready,
because I don’t think the Committee will belabor it too
long.

MR. MILLER: Okay.

MR. MICHELSON: Depending on what that PDA draft
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says, it may fly right to it,

See, the Committee has heard about this many times
before. So I don’t suppose that they need any more
briefing.

Is that right? I think we have just, the purpose
of your being there was for us to write a letter on it.

MR. MILLER: OkKkay.

What I’m hearing is that you would prefer to see
the language in the PDA itself prior to writing a letter.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes,

MR. CARROLL: © “erwise, we’re going to have to
write two letters,

MR. MICHELSON: Yes,.

MR. CARROLL: And that’s kind of wasteful.

MR. MICHELSON: The Committee is going to ask why
are we writing this one? It would just waste a month.

MR. CARROLL: You certainly will get some
technical comments, as part of this. But I’d like to polish
off the legalistic issue of what the PDA says alsc at the
same meeting.

MR, MILLER: I guess I would try to get some kind
of -~ there’s a certain guestion too -- if we’re going to
make a decision to maybe issue something in draft form, and
I would have to try, along with Murley and others about

intentions to do that to Westinghouse =-- and allow for a
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period of them to comment and make corrections on what'’s
stated there, we’re not going to be in the final form until
that’s done anyway.

What I’m thinking about now is if you were to go
upon that route, would it o« better to delay, wait until
November and hopefully, get you a draft PDA that’s had legal
input and you’d have a little bit more time to reflect on
it. Why don’t you let me discuss that with my management
and 1’1l try to get back to you.

MR. MICHELSON: Now their letter will only be
valid if you don’t make significant changes to your draft
PDA. If you write a new PDA after we write our letter --

MR. CARROLL: I don’t think that’s gcing to
happen.

MR. MILLER: That’s why I would like to get you
something that I feel that hey, this is what the staff feels
is what the language should be.

MR. CARROLL: But I do think there may be some
issues that Westinghouse would like to bring to our
attention after they read it and bring to your attention?

MR. MILLER: And given that, what I’m saying is
all of that is not going to happen by the October meeting.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s right.

MR. WILKINS: Does all this imply that this

subcommittee has to meet again between now and the November
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meting?

MR. CARROLL: Not necessarily. Probably not. I
think we can individually read two pages of the PDA and -~

MR. MICHELSON: And give two different meanings at
least.

MR. CARROLL: -~ At least.

MR. MICHELSON: I was just thinking that October
just doesn’t seem like a reasonahle time period.

MR. MILLER: Maybe we ought to shoot for November,
it’s what I’'m thinking is a more realistic date then, given

MR. CARROLL: Well, October would be okay if you
guys make the decision to =--

MR. MILLER: I think the thing that I would want
to avoid is saying that we’re going to do that, and then
calling up at the twelfth hour and say: Hey, we’‘re still
debating this between the staff and OGC and trying to get
the language worked out, and I can come down and report that
in October, but that’s not going to help you in your
deliberations,

MR. CARROLL: Well it’s already scheduled in the
Federal Register on this.

MR. MICHELSON: That part’s easv, but we need to
rejuggle our schedule.

MR. CARROLL: So we can use the time for other
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purposes if you can’‘t make it.

MR. MILLER: Okay.

MR. MICHELSON: It won’t be any real preoblem.

MR. MILLER: Why don’t I take that back, and maybe
I could Ned or Tom a call and tell you. I can commit to do
that maybe by tomorrow.

MR. CARROLL: All right.

MR. MICHELSON: I would imagine in November that’s
the magic date that Westinghouse will then at time be
prepared to make a presentation to the full committee on
their views, and the staff would make a final presentation
on their views, and the committee would deliberate, which I
think is about a 2 or 2 1/2 hour ==

MR. CARROLL: We have 2 nour schedules.

MR. MILLER: I think the more that I hear, the
more I‘m convinced that the language that we would put in
any PDA -- these two pieces of paper -=- is probably guing to
be as critical or more critical than what’s in the large
volume itself.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, because that'’s what the
agency is signing off on.

MR. MILLER: Right, okay.

MR. CARROLL: Bill, you wanted to say something?

MR. KERR: I wanted to call to your attention the

typographical error in this morning’s schedule. It says a
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break at 11:00 -~

MR. CARROLL: It isn’t 10:00 yet, Bill.

MR. WILKINS: You’ve got a whole 10 seconds for
that.

MR. CARROLL: 1Is this a good time to take break
for you, Warren?

(Brief recess.)

MR. CARROLL: Let'’s continue, Loren.

MR. DONATELL: Thank you. I guess what I heard
before the break -- I just wanted to verify this:
Throughout October, for the full committee, and we’re
looking at probably Noverber. I also heard that you wish to
link completely the SER with the PDA document, as far as
issuance, decisions, everything. They’ll walk hand-in-hand
through the rest of the process, is that --

MR. CARROLL: Assuming there is a PDA, I guess
Charlie was saying their one option would be not to issue a
PDA.

MR. DONATELL: As long as a PDA is an issue, they
will walk hand-in-hand, until such time as one or both is?

MR. CARROLL: Yes,

MR. DONATELL: Thank you.

[Slide. ]

MR. DONATELL: Frankly, since the rules are pretty

silent on what a PDA is --
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MR. MICHELSON: Which rule are you referring to as
silent?

MR. DONATELL: I thin}. == I think both Part 50 =~

MR, MICHELSON: Part 50 is silent?

MR. CARROLL: He is going to show you what it is.

MR. DONATELL: Well, maybe I just dug myself a
hole, but I don’t find where it’s particularly explicit.
One thing we have said, historically -- the agency has said
historically, is that the preliminary design approval was
appropriate for construction permits and manufacturing
licenses.

Now, it’s entirely likely T1’ve overlooked that
particular statement. I know that’s the way the agency is
operated. But I don’t and I haven’t seen that explicitly
called out. And as I’‘ve said, maybe that’s an oversight on
my part.

However, this statement is essentially the way we
have operated historically. It is also the =-- presently,
the way that we irtend to operate. This statement was given
to, I think it was the Regulatory Information meeting that
was held here in town the earlier part of this year.

Essentially, the PDA deemed a standard,
preliminary design acceptable for incorporation by
reference, an individval facility license applications,

construction permits and manufacturing licenses only, and
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providing that the approved design be used and relied upon
by the staff and the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards in their reviews of any such applications.

That’s directly out of =-- that particular
sentence, that statement is directly out of the Rulebook.
MR. MICHELSON: That second sentence was not ouc

of the rule, is it?

MR. DONATELL: Well

MR. MICHELSON: Did it say "standard preliminary
design?" What is a "standard preliminary design?"

MR. DONATELL: That was used because of the
inclusion, in Part 52, relating to a preliminary design,
where it essentially says that the applicant can apply for a
preliminary or a final design period.

MR. MICHELSON: Wait a minute, it’s not in Part

52.

MR. DONATELL: Yes, it does say that.

MR. MICHELSON: I don’t see, and applied for a
preliminary?

MR. DONATELL: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Where?

MR. DOUNATELL: 1It’s in the first part of the rule.

MR. MICHELSON: If it does, then 1’11l stand
corrected.

MR. DONATELL: Well, let me -- hope I’m not too
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much of a liar.

MR. MICHELSON: It talks about the FDA but not tle
PDA. Well, why don’t you find it later.

MR. DONATELL: I’m pretty sure it is =--

MR. MICHELSCN: I‘ll assume ~-=- if it’s =--

MR. DONATELL: =~- if it’s in there it says,
preliminary requirement. It also gives the applicant the
ability to apply for one -- an essentially complete design
or a major part thereof, I think.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but only -- and it says two
thinge: Either if it’'s an FDA already, then you’ve got to
go back and re-review it -~

MR. DONATELL: That’s correct.

MR, MICHELSON: =~ and if it’s an FDA for
certification on an application, then you review it before.

MR. DONATELL: Absolutely correct. And the
separation is, a PDA is an optional approval, if you will;
it’s an optional application.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s the part I didn’t remember.

MR. DONATELL: Then you make the jump and you say,
all right. If you’re going to come in for an FDA, you have

> tell us at the front-end, whether or not you’re ng for
design certification. If you’re going for design
certification, then what you have is a review related to

FDA/design certification. 1If you’re not going to design
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certification from FDA, two separate reviews. All right.

And I think you can make a logical connection
going backwards that says, if you came in for a PDA, with no
intent to go to FDA or design certification, then if you
come in for FDA or design certification, you get a whole
reviewv.

MR, MICHELSON: You might make it logically, but
show me the words.

MR. DONATELL: They’re not there. Okay. Now.

MR. MICHELSON: I don’t think those words are
there.

MR. DONATELL: PDA, what does it mean? We’'re
faced with something here that =-- you.’ve got Part 50, which
is still in existence, and we have Part 52. I think Part 50
is pretty explicit, at least to the point that a PDA
construction permits, manufacturing licenses, two-step
process, it’s a PSAR-type review; I think that’s realistic.

The next qguestion is: If the PDA is referenced in
an FuA application, what does it mean? Okay, that’s a
question. I would have to believe today, if we were to
issue a PDA, and a year from now there was an application
for an FDA, one thing that occurs when there’s an
application, is something called an application review, or
an acceptance review,

The relationship of the PDA, and this is just
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another check point, maybe another QC hold or something.
But, the relationship of the PDA, the existing document, age
and content during that acceptability review, would have to
be taken into account before acceptance of the application
or the final design approval. Just bring that to your
attention. I believe this could be a fairly ==~

MR. MICHELSON: That’s not in the regulations, but
1 guess you could dream it up as an office procedure or
something.

MR. DONATELL: Well, it is, and it’s always been
done.

MR. MICHELSON: We’ve never done a certification
yet, so it hasn’t always been dona.

MR. DONATELL: Every application that has come in,
however, has gone through an acceptance review =--

MR. MICHELSON: Yes,

MR. DONATELL: =-- prior to acceptance of the
application.

MR. MICHELSON: That'’s right. On two-step
licensing, that was the case. We’re not dealing with two-
step licensing.

MR. DONATELL: Well, that’s correct. And I also
can’t say -- I can, one, that acceptance review wilil happen,
I feel confident in that. Wwhat the content of that

acceptance review would be, I can only guess at really,
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because that'’'s the future. I’m just assuming because we're

a diligent agency, that it would probably incorporate that
information.

[§lide.)

MR. DONATELlL: Some further v rds on Appendix O.
i have extracted some wvords out of several parts of the
rule. Essentially what this says is that when the review is
completed the staff will make a2 determination of
acceptability It will get published in the Federal
Register, an SER or a report of some kind. A report will go
to the PDR and “his determination of acceptability will be
subject to conditions as may be appropriate.

Those are words directly out of Part 52.

once that is done, again, same words we used

before, utilized, relied upon by the Staff and the ACRS. Any

facility license application referencing and &pproved design

unless there exists significant new information which
substantially aft. ‘he earlier determination or other
good cause.

MR. MICHELSON: Are you presenting this now as a
suppor% for someilning?

MR. DONATELL: No. What I’m trying to say is =-

MR. MICHELSON: Because this is all true for an
FDA all rigri.

MR. DONATELL: This is
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MR, MICHELSON: For an FDA.

MR. DONATELL: It is extracted right out of Part
52, okay? Part 52 tells you that you can go for
preliminary, a final -~

MR. MICHELSON: Part 52 doesn’t tell you you go
for a preiiminary and then a final. That'’s Part 50 that
tells you that,

MR. CARROLL: It says you can.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’m not even sure it says you can.
That'’s what you’ve got to show me. That'’s the argument we
went through earlier today and they said, no, it’s not in
Part 52, it’s back in the Appendix to Part 50 and it got
incorporated inte Part 52 and it wasn’t sure it was
anybody’s intent even to ever talk about a preliminary
review.

MR. CARROLL: Well, no. I think Charlie said it
was the intent of the drafters of Part 52 to allow people to
get a PDA determination on a proposed design.

MR. MICHELSON: Sort of a hearing along the way.
That should have been provided for then in Part 52,

MR. DONATELL: Appendix O, which is now Part 52 =~

MR. MICHELSON: Wait, wait, Appendix O was Part
50.

MR. DONATELL: It is however now Part 52. It has

been incorporated in Part 52. It really is no longer part
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of Part 50 and ta.king to the drafters of the rule, the only
reason that Part 50 -~ there was some discussion early on as
to whether Part 50 should be kept in light of Part 52. The
idea was, gee, this is a new process. We still don’t know
where it’s going. We still have to make famility for a two-
step license and business as usual so Part 50 stayed in
existence but Appendix O 1s in fact part of Part 52 and it
does state freliminary or final design.

I assume and I think it is a correct assumption
that these statements o.t of Part 52 then apply to a
preliminary design.

MR. MICHELSON: That is where the lawyers will
have to tell us.

MR. DONATELL: And in pointing these things up,
these are things that are really directed toward 1 think
comments that vou’ve made in the past because of the
uncertainty as to what a PDA is and what kind of latitude or
lack of latitude the Staff has if a PDA is in fact issued.

Information requests regarding an approved design
have to be evaluated pvior to issuance to ensure that the
burden placed on the Applicant is justified, approved by the
EDO and in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(f).

In accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(f), for me this is
kind of a tough transition but --

(Slide.)
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MR. DONATELL: +~~ the salient points of 50.54 say
that, one, when regquested the Licensee shall submit written
statements under ocath or affirmation related to whatever the
reason for the reguests are.

Based on that the Commission will determine if
license should be modified, suspended or revoked, verify
Licensee compliance with the current licensing basis, and
again these are the same words out of Part 52.

This is one, the reguest has got to be justified:
two, it’s got to be approved by the EDO.

MR, MICHELSON: what is a license under =-- if we
move this over to Part 52, what is a license?

MR. DONATELL: That is exactly the transition that
lawyers are going to have to make that I can’t make.

MR. MICHELSON: The thing was not thought through
when we accidentally moved it.

MR. DONATELL: Part 52 carries us over to this and
says this is applicable ani then it says this, and then you
get words like Licensee in the thing and you are not looking
at the traditional license~holder.

MR. MICHELE 'N: I think what you are telling me
now is that you really think that a PSAR does have stature
and that you can’t really change it.

MR. DONATELL: What I am trying to tell you is the

way the rules -~
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MR. MICHELSON: PDA I should have said,

MR. DONATELL: == the way the rules are written,
all right?

MR, MICHELSON: You better bring the lawyers when
you ccme to full committee on this cne so they can explain
whet it means.

(Slide.)

MR. DONATELL: 10 CFR Part 50.109 specifically
says that it applies to approved designs. It doesn’t say
preliminary and it doesn’t say final.

MR. MICHELSON: Which section are you citing?

MR. DONATELL: 50.109, backfitting.

MR. MICHELSON: No question on the backfitting.

MR. DONATELL: It applies.

MR. MICHELSON: 1If you moved it over, yes. That'’s
why we want to be careful what we do, so we don’t worry
about backfitting.

MR. DONATELL: All I've included here, this is
word for word out of the exceptions allowed on 50.109. I
just bring it to your attention for your consideration and
your concern on what kind of latitude under the rules that
you may have with this.

MR. MICHELSON: How do you do a cost-benefit
analysis?

MR. DONATELL: Well, you have arked that question
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and the answer is, we don’t really knc .

There'’s two things we'’ve got ¢o look at here.
Until it is done, until frankly the Agency is faced with
having to do that, I am not sure what the answer is going to
be but if you’re looking at one the simplistic thing that
says it’s pen and ink for changing the drawing. It’s the
other side of it that says if I change this, what does that
rean as far as the cost, final cost, of that particular
plant should it be built.

MR, MICHELSON: That’s where we start getting into
arguments as to whether it has to do with anything if it
were to have been built,

MR. DONATELL: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: There are no rules, no guidance,
as far as 1 am concerned.

MR. KERR: Mr. Chairman, we’re spending a lot of
time talking about procedure and I think the time is -~

MR. DONATELL: 1I’m done.

MR. KERR: == the time is well spent but I have
problems with the substance of this SER myself.

MR. CARROLL: I think a lot of us do.

MR. KERR: I would be very reluctant as an
individual to endorse publishing this SER in any case
because I think it is cbsolete because it gives the

impression that this is something that one would entertain
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as a safety review of today is I think a mistake.

I don’t want to be specific, but there are a lot
of things in it that I think are about 10 or 12 years old,
and I think we've learned a lot since then, and I think a
Safety Evaluation Report issued today ought to reflect what
we've learned over those years. And I don’t think that'’s
going to do it.

MR. CARROLL: Let’s move to that in a minute. But
Lauren, that’s what you wanted to tell us about, the process
issues, 1s that right? What you just presented completes
your ==

MR. DONATELL: Right. That’s my presentation.
That is correct.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. And does anyone have any
other things they want to bring up in the area of process,
before we move on to substance, if you will?

MR. MICHELSON: Well, the review process, I’'m
trying to recall, did we have subcommittee meetings in which
all 25 chapters of this SER were covered?

MR. DONATELL: Yes. And I say that with a caveat.
The introduction was not covered; the conclusions, which is
Chapter 25, was not covered.

MR. MICHELSON: Did we schedule subcommittee
meetings? I didn’t probably get to all of them, I guess,

but I don’t recall some of this ever being discussed in
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subcommittee meetings. Maybe it was covered and I just ;

didn’t realize it.

3 MR. DONAPTELL: Yes. We have covered all the
. 4 chapters, SRP review ==
5 MR. MICHELSON: So all the substance has been 1
6 covered once, at lcast -~ i
j
% 7 MR. DONATELL: Yes, sir. E
5 8 MR. MICHELSON: =~ you're saying. I don’t recall ?
: 9 it. But that’s fine. |
d 10 MR. CARROLL: That is correct.
11 MR. MICHELSON: The last subcommittee meeting
12 before the other was about a year -- i
\' 13 MR. CARROLL: March. March of this year.
% id MR, MICHELSON: Yes. But before that one =- ﬁ
-i 15 MR. CARROLL: We had a little series of them,
’ i 16 MR. MICHELSON: Yes, over the last seeral years.
s 17 MR. DONATELL: We actually started in Septembe. of %
1 18 ‘89. And this is the fifth subcommittee meeting in that z
; 19 series; it’s in September of '89, |
“f 20 MR. CARROLL: We had one in September, one in
:i? 21 November, one in January, one in March.
; 22 MR. DONATELL: The previous four substance
23 presentations.
24 MR, MICI"LSON: Okay. So you've covered all 25

25 chapters, sooner or later?
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MR. DONATLLL: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. CARROLL: Some of them predate me.

MR. MICHELSON: So procedure was the only thing
left, then. Procedure was the only thing left. We should
have covered our problems with substance long ago.

MR. DONATELL: All of the items were covered by
primarily Westinghouse presentations over the course of four
subcommittee meetings from September ‘89 to March of 1990.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. But as I recall, you didn’t
have your SER at that time on a lot of this.

MR. DONATELL: VYou had draft SERs. As 1 mentioned
on cne of the other slides, you had the input on the PRA
from Brookhaven and the draft CER, you had two draft SERs on
the SRP issues. You had all of these in your hands prior to
the time that I came onboard and realized that you hadn’t
had any presentation -~

MR, MICHELSON: How about these 25 chapters here?
We didn’t have the SERs on all these 25 chapters until quite
recently.

MR. DONATELL: That SER is a compilation of the
two previous SRP-type draft SERs and the draft SERs on the
PRA. The PRA was presented to you by Brookhaven from our

Research people, and the individual technical chapters

covering the systems for the SRP review were done in, I
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think, three out of the four meetings, full days, by
Westinghouse.

The conclusions section was not covered. And
maybe that'’s what we're here to do today to some extent at
this point in time. But the material was presented.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I guess I didn’t go to all those
meetings.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Any more on process before we
get to Bill'’s issue here?

{No response. )

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Well, let’s talk about the
issue that Dr. Kerr has raised.

1 guess what you are saying basically, Bill, is
that this is a document that stands so much time history in
terms of when pieces of it were written that you are having
trouble bringing yourself to believe that it is something

you would be able to approve as a quote "Safety Evaluation

Report."

Is that a fair statement?

MR. KERR: Yes, That'’s a tair statement.

MR. CARROLL: Do others have thoughts on that
subject?

MR. MICHELSON: 1 agree. I’ve got quite a few
questions,

MR. CARROLL: Yes, I do, too.
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MR. MICHELSON: 8o it must be that it went over my
head when it was presented, when and if it was presented.

MR. WILKINS: I felt a little ambivalent., I
wasn’t really prepared to make as strong a statement as Bill
has made. But I certainly have to agree that there are
areas that seem to me that "obsolete" is as good a word as
any to use in tae context. But I wasn’t all that sure as to
whether it needed to be up to date or not.

MR. CARROLL: Well, one way out of that dilemma,
obviously, is to say that in the PDA, or the forward that
you propose, Bill. This is what this thing is. 1It’s not an
SER in the sense of SERs that are issued at the time an OL
is given, for example. It’s a different beast.

If the proper description of what this document is
were presented in some form, would that make some of your
concerns go away?

MR. KERR: 1If something like that were said, I
don’t know what purpose the exercise has. I guess if it
were said we are publishing this document, it has no
significance, I wouldn’t object to that.

MR. CARROLL: 1 guess Charlie Miller’s statement
earlier this morning, and I think, as echoed by
Westinghouse, was a lot of review has taken place over a
long period of time. Both the staff and Westinghouse want

to tie a knot around it and say here is what we’ve done, for
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whatever it'’s worth.

MR. KERR: As | said earlier, the control systen
which is being propcsed is probably a good control system.
And I like the fact that it is integrated rather than
apparently making the artificial distinction that we have
all made too many years between control and safety systems.

But I 4d in here that the review that was done
by the staff was done in 1979, unless I misinterpret what'’s
there.

I do not believe that a review done in 1979
reflects what we now know and the experience we have had
since that time. And we have learned a lot.

MR. SHEWMON: Did Westinghouse have an integrated
system in 19797

MR. KERR: No, I am not being critical of
Westinghouse. I don’t know what Westinghouse ==

MR. SHEWMON: What makes me doubt what you’re
saying or at least wonder abcut it is that I suspect the
control system is different than it would have been designed
in 1978 or ’9, if it is an integrated system, and therefore,
I question your statement that the final review was done in
t979.

MR. KERR: I am gquoting. I’m not trying to attest
to the veracity of the statement. The SER says that.

MR. SHEWMON: Maybe we should find out where =--
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maybe should find ~ut where.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The technology =-- the digital
technology that was used in both the protection system and
the control system, the microprocessors, and you know, the
optical deta links and that kind of technology was developed
and was submitted as part of the 414, Now, I’m just talking
hard data.

As a result of that 414 review, the staff issued a
NUREG, and I really don’t know what the number of the NUREG
is that relates to the verification and validation that is
required to gqualify that type of a system, from a software
point o1 view., And I think the staff feels that that
document that they issued at that time is still applicable;
that’s the only think I can summize. Although, I'm not 100
percent sure about this.

But the control system, and even the hardware has
changed from the late ’70s, because the design of it was
actually was not completed until about ‘86 and the first
application of this hardware, in full, is really the seismic
protection system in England.

Now, pieces of this technology have been backfit
to, for instance, some of the TVA plants, and some of that
hardware is finding its way in backfit applications. But, I
think the basic, fundamental approach to verification and

validation has not changed. I == but there’s somebody from
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the staff here that -- can address this?

MR, SHEWMON: Before we get that, the report
you’re ta:xing about, the 414 submittal and review was 1978
and '797?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: 1t was the late ’'70s, 1 think.

MR, SHEWMON: Fine, thank you.

MR, JOYCE: 1I’'m Joe Joyce from Instrumentation =--
Branch. Dr. Curtis correct, with respect to the timeframe?
In 1976 we reviewed an application called RESAR-414. We
spent quite a bit time reviewing that., And at that time, in
August ‘78, t th the Subcommittee and the Full Committee of
ACRS have concerns about RESAR-414.

At that time, the staff put together a task force
consisting of six people, with consultants from Oakridge and
Canada. We concluded, based -- this was on 414 -~ not RESAR
SP/op. At that time, we put out the NUREG that was
referenced. This NUREG 0493 is called Defense in ==
Diversity, RESAR-414.

The conclusions of the task force at that time,
questioned common mode failure, guesticned inteyrated
protection system, and there were a number of items that
were talked about in NUREG 0493.

We also gave RESAR-414 a PDA. The PDA was based
on NUREG 0493 and they had to conform, part of the FDA,

demonstrate that the system, through tests and through means
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of software verification for the FDA stage.

Now, with respect t( ==

MR. CARROLL: Now, this PDA you are referring to
was broader than just the control =ystem. It was a PDA for

MR. JOYCE: The PDA for RESAR-414 included the
integrated protection system. The integrated protection
system consisted of Chapter 7 == 1 through 77, RPS
engineering safety features and control systems.

MR. DONATELL: You have copy of the PDA for the
414, that was part of the package?

MR, JOYCE: With the respect to this application,
when we got in the review of the SP/90, Westinghouse had
quoted 414 quite a bit throughout the document and built the
SP/90, based on the 414 in the area of instrumentation and
control. They said "it’s the same as."

As far as our review, it was the same as the 1414
design. As part of our review and the conclusions in our
SER, basically said that, come FDA stage, we are going to
revisit the topics and issues in accordance with NUREG 0493
and we also added a new IEEE standard, which was called
verification and validation of the software that was going
to be used for the SP/90 design.

MR. CARROLL: New, meaning 19827

MR. JOYCE: Yes, sir.
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MR, CARROLL: What he’s been telling us can be
found on page 714, 715,

MR. JOYCE: I have my SER -~ our branch SER in
‘88,

MR. CARROLL: No, I’m talking about in this
presentation here.

MR. JOYCE: VYes, sir, it is. That’s correct.

MR. CARROLL: So, what you'’re telling us is that,
instead of getting a current submittal from Westinghouse,
you base this on 414 review and put in the caveats that,
when this gets to an FDA stage, you're going to look at it
again, and -~

MR, JOYCE: We hiud a submittal from Westinghouse
that was called the SP/90; but when you open up the document
and you start looking at the 1&4C areas, very strong
resemblance ©of the 414 design,

And as part of the guestion that we go back and
revisit the guestions that were sent to Westinghouse and the
answers, were the same thing that we had con 414. And, based
on the meetings that we had at Westinghouse, the staff
concluded that SP/90 and the integrated protection system on
the SP/90 was going to be a mirror image of 414; therefore,
the criteria that was applicable to RESAR-414, at thc time
of the PDA, was also applicable to the SP/90, with the

addition of some other open items.
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MR. CARROLL: 8o, where does that leave you, Bill?

MR. KERR: ¢ does not disagree with what I said,
which is that we have not learned anything since 1979.

MR. JOYCE: I guess I don’t appreciate your
comment with respect to learning anything. Learning
anything. We upgraded the SER. If you looked in 1979, Dr.
Kerr, we were down here on RESAR-414 a nunber of times, as
you well know. And we documented the review of the
integrated protection system,

One guantum step, if I may, from the RESAR-414 to
the SP/90 was insertion of IEEE standards 7432, which is
called Verification and Validation of Software for the
integrated protection system. That was not incorporated
into the RESAR-414.

MR. CARROLL: That'’s not what it’s called, by the
way.

MR. JOYCE: 7%1432? You're correct. That’s right.
That’s the guts and the iagredients of that document is V&V.

MR. CARROLL: Co.‘rect. All right.

MR, JOYCE: With respect to learning, yes, we did.

MR. KERR: The point I am trying to make is that I
think we have learned a good bit since 1979 but the SER does
not reflect it.

MR. JOYCE: Well, sir =~

MR. KERR: It says that the review was based on a
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review done in 197§,

MR, SHEWMON: Does that make it wrong? Does it
make it irrelevant?

MR. KERR: It makes i. obsolete as far as 1 am
concerned, Paul.

MR. SHEWMON: How is it wrong and irrelevant? 1
am not sure what obsolete means with regard to whether it is
relevant or correct.

MR. KERR: Let me take an example. We now have a
process that is used in the regulation of existing plants
which pucs pressure on, it’s not in the regulation but it’'s
part of the SALP process. It puts pressure on operators to
decrease the number of automatic scrams that occur.

2 great mary automatic scrams occur because of the
malfunctions in the contrel systems.

This document says that the Staff reviewed the
non-safety systems onlv “u the extent of determining that a
failure in the control system did not disable the safety
systenms.

Now if on the ore hand we are in effect regulating
existing plants based on the number of automatic scrams that
occur, we are in effect saying you better make those non=-
safety systems more reliable.

Here we have a review which the only thing that is

done about non-safety systems is to say that a failure in
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the control system doesn’t disable the safety system,

I think we’'ve learned something since that sort of
review process was valid but I don’t see it reflected in
this SER.

MR. JOYCE: If I may, you'’re correct. 1It’s not
reflected in the SER. What is the Staff’s review criteria
for reviewing non-safety systems?

If you look at the Table 7-1 and look at the
comment that has - 7 stars along side of it, it tells you
what our criteria is for the control system.

You touched on it a little bit with respect to the
coentrol systems failures. These failures probably are
getting back into the safety system and causing the safety
system not to be performing safety functions.

MR. KERR: That’s right. 1 think in the light of
the way you are regulating operating plants today that that
criterion is obsolete.

MR. JOYCE: Well, sir, at the present time in 1990
in my knowledge we do not have a criteria that says go off
and review non-Class 1A systems instead of criteria. S8ingle
failure and seismic independence generalizations ==

MR. KERR: I think they should have.

MR. JOYCE: I agree. I agree.

MR. KERR: All right, that’s all I'm sa’ing. I

think that this review is obsolete.
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MR. JOYCE: But, sir, in order for me to update
this SER to reflect 1990 -~

MR. KERR: I am not trying to criticize =~

MR. JOYCE: ~~ the criteria is not on the books
yet so we can’t stick into the SER and say go do it.

MR. KERR: But somebody ought to be doing
something about it. I* ought to be!

MR. JOYCE: Once again you are correct. At the
present time and as of two years ago we sent over a user'’s
need to research. There’s 27 items on there. If you read it
you’ll go in there and find some of the bullets that talk
about the items you just discussed.

MR. KERR: I think it is the job of ACRS, if the
rest of the committee agrees with me, when we are doing
something that is that obsolete to say so.

Maybe this will move the Commission or the Staff
or somebody to do something about it.

I recognize the constraints under which you
operate and 1 don’t appreciate them as well you do because 1
don’t have to live with them, but =--

MR. VAN DE VENNE: 1If I may add a point here, that
the design does address the concerns expressed here in that
the control system is redundant and is designed such that*
one single tailiire does not cause a trip. It addresses many

of the trips tha%t are caused by testing, by facilitating
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testing and all of these things, so the point is we probably
have a design that is up-to-date. It just simply hasn’t
been reviewed because it’s not currently a review base but
you will see exactly the same design by the way as part of
the AP-600. Maybe at that time you’ll have an
opportunity ==

MR. CARROLL: Also 1 guess to meet the EPRI
requirements document you sit in for less than one spurious
scram a year, is that right?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The goal of the protection
system and the control system is on the order of ten to the
minus two for a year but there’s other spurious scrams that
do occur which are not related to the design of the
protection system.

MR. CATTON: But if you just reference 414, how do
you expect to have more than an obsolete =~

MR, VAN DE VENNE: I think the description of the
SER does talk about the automatic testing features. It does
talk about the redundancy in the control system in all of
these things,

There are references to 414 because it was
reviewed and it provided a usable link between the two from
a review point of view, but I believe that even the '76
supplemental had some ¢ . these features, automatic testing,

and so0 in the design but the Staff is basically say.ng that
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Plan., We haven’t really reviewed it back then and we’re
still not reviewing it.

MR. JOYCE: I don’t know if that is thoroughly
correct. I think what the Staff said is with respect to
online testing but online testing that there were sonme
excellent features and improvements that were made from the
414 to the SP/90.

Number one was a watchdog timer that was
incorporated so as the automatic testing gets huing up in a
loop or something the watchdog timer will go off and do
certain things with respect to conservative trips.

.4ere were features that were built in there but
if you did a one-for-one with respect to online testing, go
look in the Standard Review Plan or even 279 you’ll come up
short,

That does not necessarily mean that the Staff did
not take specific positions on online testing and scftware
development and other issues.

MR. CARROLL: All right. I guess one of the
issues the committee has been concerned about and I believe
we’ll be having our first software V&V subcommittee meeting
shortly is that issue.

Could the same comment be made about the use of a

standard that is dated 19827 Have we not learned something
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since then in terms of what is needed for proper V&V
software?

I think the Canadians learned something last
January about glitches in software, did they not?

MR. JOYCE: That'’s true. They did -- and we have
learned scmething but if you look at criteria, acceptance
criteria, at the present time IEEE Standard 7432 has been
endorsed by NRC through Reg Guide 14152,

MR. CARROLL: This is the 1982 standard.

MR. JOYCE: Yes, sir.

Tha*t standard right now is under revisicn by the
subcommittee, 6.1 of the IEEE standard -~ 6.6, excuse ne.

We have -- and there are other tcols. There are
other tools since 1982 that you use for software development
rather than just verification and validation,

As you mentioned the Canadians are using reverse
engineering. That is a technigue that they found out to get
themselves out of the box that they got in towards the end
of the licensing process of Darlington, so there are other
tools that the Staff is looking at and are applying to our
advanced light water reactor iesigns.

MR. CARROLL: Do you see a conclusion that, in
your 7.1.2.67

MR. JOYCE: No.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.
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MR. JOYCE: And if I did, I wouldn’t know what to
put in there.

If I had to rewrite the paragraph today, would I
quote other standards without them being endorsed by NRC? I
can do that. I can list all of the extensive practices
within industry, both IEEE standards, other documents that
are used by Westinghouse, other NSSS suppliers, small
vendors, Foxboroughs, that they used as good engineering
tools or software development tools.

But I would certainly get beat about the head and
shoulders by my management if I endorsed it.

MR. CARROLL: So you’‘re really saying that when
you get to the FDA stage -~

MR. JOYCE: This will be revisited in detail.

MR. CARROLL: And that is what the second part of
the conclusion states. But it doesn’t really give me any
indication as to what is concerning you at the present time,
or whether you -- One interpretation is that everything is
just fine and dandy in September, 1990; and 1 just want a
caveat in there, because something may happen.

In reality, I guess I sense that you feel that V
and V is something that is pretty important, and we need
better acceptance criteria for the way it’s done, and so
forth. And there’s no clue to that in what you'’ve written

as a conclusion.
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MR. JOYCE: Yes there is. 7.4.3.2 is a clue.

MR. CARROLL: 1In what sense?

MR. JOYCE: 1In the sense that it’s a structured
methodology for software development, the life cycle of
software. And this has been endorsed by Reg. Guide 1.152.

MR. CARROLL: Yes. But you are saying we've
learned something since 1982, as reflected by the fact that
that IEEE committee is in the process of revising that
standard.

MR. JOYCE: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: And I guess I get no sense that
there is » problem here, from what you’ve written,

MR. JOYCE: 1If you are asking me do 1 feel
comfortable with what is written, the answer is yes.

Because I still believe in the structured methodology for
designing of software. And 7.4.3.2 is a bare-bones minimum
acceptance criteria for that. And can we make improvements?
Yes.

MR. CARROLL: All right.

MR. SHEWMON: Bill raises an interesting gquestion,
as I read through here, in my own specialty, which has to do
with the steel they build the pressure vessel out of.

Anybody would be criminal to put a vessel in
service now that would just meet these criteria, because

best current practice is a lot better. They talk about 75
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foot pounds, which was maybe what you wanted to do to
protect yourself when things could be lot worse 15 things
ago, but it ought to be twice that now.

And there is sulfur control, which may be implicit
in this, but it is never called out that they will use best
current practice on it, which they should,

I don’t know whether to, you hope that the vendor,
indeed, and the licensee would, amongst themselves, insist
on getting best current practice, but the NRC would let them
get by with some pretty crappy stuff.

MR. CARROLL: We commented on this in our ABWR
letter, and I believe we asked Lauren and Westinghouse to
look at that latter. We stated in that November ABWR
letter, we find that while GE is committed to follow
cpplicable code standards and regulatory guides, they have
developed internal specifications for materials used in the
fabrication of the pressure boundary components, that have
net been submitted for NRC review. So it sounds like that'’s
the same situation here.

MR. SHEWMON: One hopes it is.

MR. CARROLL: 1Is it?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: We haven’t bought a vessel in a
long time. I’m not a materials expert.

The only thing that I know about the vessel, I’'m

not a materials expert, but that it is a forged vessel, and
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that all th. ‘omponents in the primary loop are forged.
Piping is forged, the elbow: are forged, the channel head is
forged, the pump is forged.

MR. CARROLL: The issue is that, and GE did the
same thing, is the commitment to codes and standards that
are obsolete.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Oh,

MR. CARROLL: And at least once we started talking
to GE about it, they said oh, well, we would never buy a
vessel to that code. I mean, you couldn’t even buy steel
like that today.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: That'’s true.

MR. CARROLL: Of course we have our own internal
requirements that we'’d use.

But, as wve pointed out in the letter, they were
never submitted to the NRC and the staff hasn’t even looked
at them. That’s Paul’s point,

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Well, it is a dangerous point,
because, you know, we have used more than standards. And
then it turns out that they are not really reviewed. I
mean, in other issues, for instance, on the safety
classification, we used the latest, most up~-to-date
standard. I don’t remember what it was. And that caused a
problem, too, because it wasn’t reviewed and approved. And

then it becomes an open item,
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S0 there is always this balancing act that you
have to go through to expedite the review,

But yes, I presume that we would buy whatever the
latest technology is, because at least from past experience,
there is hard.y any difference of cost between that, because
most suppliers can do better that what is in here.

MR. SHEWMON: You would probably have to pay them
extra to put all trat sulfur back in,

( Laughter. )

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Probably. Yes. We’'ve had at
least one occasion where that happened. Yes. That was many
years ago. That was 15 years ago.

MR. CARROLL: But you believe, Paul, from your
reading of productions that deal with materials, that that
same general problem exists here?

MR. SHEWMON: Yes. Some. Yes. And partly, you
know, hey say we will meet the requirement of 75 foot
rounds. And that is an absolute minimum that was put in
when Appendix G came in that was, I don’t kncw, 15 years ago
or something, 20. And now there is implicit in here, they
do specify that there will be vanadium. And it’s never
spelled out. But that means it has to be well deoxidized,
that they’ve got a fine-grain practice, is why vanadium is
there. And I suspect it implies low sulfur, or else, again,

tne sulfur was combined with it, But I 7¢n’t know enough



about steelmaking to be sure that is true, and the NRC
doesn’t em* oy anybody who knows more about it than I do,
which says something.

MR. CARROLL: We’re in deep troub.e.

(Laughter. )

MR. WILKINS: Mr. Chai:man, it seems it seems to
me that what we'’re sayint here is that the country as whole
has a lot of information that the NXC has not yet
incorporated in its review criteria, and 1 h ve some

sympathy for what the gentlemen whose name I missed says

about .nss He’s got to do it the way ~- he’s got to go by

the book, and if h- :» pens to know so. »thing that’s not in
the book yet, all he can do is perhap~ call it to the
attention of his ..upervisors and superiors, but until it has
been endorsed -- I think that’s the technical language,
isn’t it -- until it’s been endorsed by the NRC, 'e’s not
allowed to review these proposals against it, but until he
reviews it against it, there’s no reason for the vendors to
make submittals against it.

MR. CATTON: That’s not always the case. At the
thermal hydraul ic area, best estimate capability has been
approved. Yet, the vendor insists on Appendix K, and I
can’‘t believe that he uses Appendix K.

MR. MICHELSON: He doesn’t want to have to redc

analysis.
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MR. CATTON: I don’t know what the reason is, but
it certainly is obsolete by any measure.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: At the time the analysis was
done, there was no best estimate.

MR. CATTON: But Westinghc'ise is pusning very hard
for getting the best estimate capability blessed and has
done so in some areas, and I can’t believe that you don’t
look at this new beast with your best estimate.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: We have looked at that with the
ABWR issue.

MR. CATTON: So why don’‘t you tell us about that,
instead of this Appendix K?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Because it’s not going to be
reviewed by the staff.

MR. CATTON: Well, it will be reviewed by the
staff if you ask for it.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: No, no.

MR. CARROLL: Yes, because it’s in =-- You made a
very important point earlier this morning. The staff is not
going to put any more effort into this thing.

MR. MICHELSON: I don’t think he meant any more, I
think why didn’t it come in that way and why wasn’t it
reviewed that way, not today if it came in.

MR. CATTON: Westinghouse is the organization that

usea to preach about these best estimates. We listened for
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hours to your representatives tell us why Appendix K was no
good, and yet you insist on bringing Appendix K in for your
reactor.

MR, VAN DE VENNE: 1I’'m just saying it’s a matter
of timing. The analyses were submitted in 1983 or ‘84. At
that time, first of all, we didn’t have the bast estimate
methodology, and second, it really wasa’t approved. We
didn‘t want to make this -- well, it was infeasible at that
time, and we have refrained from making a lot of changes
throughout the process beccuse each time you put in a
change, it’s going to really extend the review. That
doesn’t mean that best estimate is not useful.

The other point is that, for a new plant, Appendix
K shows a lot of margin, and the best estimate is really
applying to old plants that have very little margin and that
can really use it. 1In our particular case, best estimate
methodology doesn‘t really buy us anything better than a
lower peak clad temperature for an event that’s not ==

MR. CARROLL: I used to think it buys us something
with regard to people getting out of a mindset of
conservative kind of analysis. For example, in programing a
simulator, I would sure as heck like to see my operators see
a best estimate mcdel of what’s going to happen, rather than
a conservative one.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: But the AP 600 submittal will
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have best estimate technology. So I’m saying it’s a matter
of schedule and timing, really.

MR. CATTON: What it means is that Professor Karr
is absolutely correct. 1In almost every area, this whole
businzss is obsolete.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The design =-- you know the
point is -~

MR. CARROLL: We heard about the materials, we
heard I & C.

MR. KERR: Look, 1 didn’t 1y anything about
Westinghouse, because 1 was talking about the SER.
Westinghouse may be even more obsolete for all I know. I
did not comment on that and did not mean to.

MR. CARROLL: 1In the case of the ECCS analysis, if
somebody wnhre to belly-up to the bar and buy one of these
things, you’d probably do a best estimate analysis in
support of the FDA, is that correct?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: We generally use the analysis
that’s the latest analysis that’s available at the time that
we do the analysis. That'’s our, you know, =-- we have
generic programs to develop advance codes, and by the time
they become available, the othe ones, by definition, are
obsolete and we use the new ones.

So it depends on the schedule and the timing as to

what you use, because you really cannot -- you Kknow, best
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estimate analysis is a very long drawn out process, I that
TRAC is what a five-year development program?

MR. CATTON: Well, you know what I’m concluding is
that it really depends on whether you’re buying or selling.
We use to hear Westinghouse come in to talk about Appendix
K, they argued that tresy really should do best estimate in
order to get people to kind of relax a little bit about
Appendix K,

MR. VAN DE VENNE: We do, Lut what I’m saying is
if we resubmit this SP/90, it will have Appendix K, and it
will have best estimate.

MR. MICHELSON: You mean by resubmit, you mean tu
go for an FDA?

MR. YAN DF VENNE: Yes, for an FDA, we do all the
accident analysis with best estimates with whatever the
latest code we would have, we would use for an FDA.

MR. MICHELSON: But you can’t use a code that'’s
not licensed in a formal submittal letter.

MR. CATTON: I asked you a while ago, and I never
did get the information about steam generators and how you
did your analysis, and you told me you used the blessed
method of EPRI. I called EPRI. EPRI refused to give me any
information and said you guys weren’t suppose to use that
code. How does all this fit together?

MR. SHEWMON: I don’'t know.
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MR. CATTON: So, I’ve been able to get no
information on how you do your analysis of the steam
generators.

MR. SHEWMON: I thought you said blessed, with an
L in it or did you say best, and if it’s blessed, why is it
out of vashion? I think it should be withdrawn or
something.

MR. CATTON: Yes, blessed. Wait a minute,
Westinghouse told us that the EPRI methods for doing the
steam generator analysis were the best estimate and that
that’s what they used, but EPRI says they can’t, and I'm
really confused.

MR. WILKINS: What does can’t mean?

MR. CATTON: That its their propriety code and
other people called Westinghouse can’t use, at least not,
and not bring it into this arena. As a result, EPRI would
not give me any information about the methods.

MR. CARROLL: And the subject you’re talking about
Ivan is flow-induced vibration?

MR. CATTON: Right, that’s correct, and what I had
seen that Westinghouse was doirg was a method that'’s just
physically not right. They were using single phase
potential flow through this array of tubes, and that’s just
not correct. As a matter of fact, it’s kind of nonsense.

MR. WILKINS: 1Is it at least conservative?
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1 MR. CATTON: I don’t know. They don’t know
‘. 2 either.
3 I am pretty perplexed about how you handled the
4 thermohydraulics in a number of these areas. I also you
5 asked for your -- some information on how you address the
6 fluiC structural vibrations guestion, and I never got any
7 reports. That rejuest was two or three subcommittee
8 meetings ago. Maybe we can blame Med. You did ask them,
9 didn’t you?
10 EL-ZEFTAWY: Yes.
11 MR. CARROLL: Perhaps we can go on to another
12 area.
. 13 MR. MICHELSON: I want to raise ancther question,
14 which I believe Westinghouse has come prepared to talk
15 about, or the staff or somebody. 1 asked that somebody be
16 prepared to talk about it. And that is the == in this
17 particular Westinghouse design, the diesel engines are on
18 the same floor with the control room, and, in fact, I guess
19 down a very short hallway from the contrel room. I was
20 woandering, first of all, have we ever licensed a plant for
21 construction in the US with an arrangement similar to this?
22 r, wb~t’s the closest proximity we ever got to the control
23 room w.ch a diesel engine and its auxiliary fuel and all the
(. 24 other things? The staff was supposed to come prepared to

25 tell us the answer, and Westinghouse was forewarned that we
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were going to ask.

MR. DONATELL: Westinghouse was forewarned that
they should address those issues.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: I don’t know whether there are
other plants in the US that have this particular
arrangement. I guess this issue has been raised before.

MR. MICHELSON: It has been raised on ABWR and
they’re going back to look because, clearly, you’'re going to
have to do a very careful analysis of the suitability of
that high concentration of flammable materials in such close
proximity to the control room. You’re going to have to show
what kind of doorways and what the whole design basis is
that says that that’s a safe design. I find none of this
discussed in the SER. I find none of it really discussed in
the SAR. But did this diesel engine end up next =-- in that
location from the very beginning, in 1983 =--

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: == or you can tell the evolution?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Yes, it was.

MR. MICHELSON: It must have been -- but you know
of no plans just prior to ‘83 that had it that close?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Like I say =-- I really have not
== I know there are plants that have the diesel generators
adjacent or very close to the control room, but they’re

generally in a separate building and -~
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MR. MICHELSON: Oh yes, with a heavy =-- very heavy
walls between and no doorvays.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: =~ probably reduce the
concerns.

MR. MICHELSON: O©Oh yes, yes. Oh, you could do it,
I think, if you put the right kind of walls around and the
right kind of doors and == but you == I find no description
of any special precautions other than the usual three-hour
door. A three-hour door is just not going to cut it in a
case like this; it may even allow the fuel oil to run under
the door, depending on whose rating of three hours used. It
seems to be something that nobody was concerned about, and I
just think it sticks out like an area that has tc be
carefully defende2 1f you’re going to do it. If you’re
going to put an engine and its fuel that close to the
~antrol room.

MR. CARROLL: So you found nothing, Carl, in
Chapter 8 or ¢ on this subject, which is the electrical.
And nothing in Chapter 9 in the fire protection =-=?

MR. MICHELSON: No, no. Nothing in Chapter 9.
Doesn’t even address it. I had a number of other questions
on Chapter 9 on fire protection. Let me just ask as a
sample. You claim in the SAR that three-hour fire barriers
are always provided between opposite trains. Then it

proceeds to describe the cable tray separation arrangement,
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which I think is the standard S5-feet vertical, 3-feet
horizontal. Now, to my knowledge, that’s not a three-hour
fire barrier, if that’s all you do. Can you address that,
please?

MR. BURNS: Yes, we said that’s not acceptable.

MR. MICHELSON: You said that one == oh, you did?
Maybe I missed it. You said the 20-foot separation is not
acceptable. This is just plain cable tray separations, not
the 20~-foot. The 20-foot you did turn down, and I’m not
raising it. But it does say that you only use three-hour
rated fire barriers between trains and equipment. Now, how
about a cable tray. How much separation does it take on a
cable tray of opposite trains to give you a three~hour
rating.

MR. NOTLEY: A three-hour barrier. No separation,
not -~ we’re not talking about physical separation of
trains and egquipment.

MR. MICHELSON: But the des:y . here on the SAR
talks about the standard three-hour and five-hour cable =--
3-foot and 5-foot cable tray separations =--

MR. NOTLEY: The only place that we have

MR. MICHELSON: =-- between trains.

MR. NOTLEY: -~ discussed spatial separation as
being acceptable is inside containment, where it has to be

opened to allow for equal calibration of pressures.
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MR. MICHELSON: I didn’t have any problem inside
because you had another good answver for it.

MR. NCTLEY: On outside containment, we said a
three~hour barrier, and distance is never claimed to be
equivalent to a three~hour barrier.

MR. MICHELSON: Then, a three-hour barrier means
you have to separately wrap or do whatever it takes to get a
rating or does it mean concrete automatica 'y? Well,
nothing in here says concrete is the only three-hour
barrier.

MR. NOTLEY: Oh, that’s right. Anything that they
can show by test is equivalent to a three-hour fire rating
we’ll accept.

MR. MICHELSON: So, your physical separation is
not concrete walls necessarily, it might be a wrap.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: May I maybe put up a little
overhead that I did?

MR. CARROLL: Did you anticipate that there’d be
questions about fire protection?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: This is the main electrical
floor. We have to switch gear and the batteries of the
inverters and some electrical associated with the diesel.
And the basic arrangement is that this is train A and this
is train B. And there is no question of any question of any

cable trays of A or B being in the same area, because there
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is a barrier here, which is a three-hour barrier.

MR. MICHELSON: Once you leave this nice cabling =~

MR. VAN DE VENNE: You don’t leave it. You go
into containment, okay. And that is really the safety~-
related cabling. The other safety-related cabling stays in
this red area, everywhere.

MR. CATTON: On different floors.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: On different floors. It goes
down and up.

MR. MICHELSON: Now, you’re saying that blue goes
all the way from the ground floor to the top of the
building?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: See, that wasn’c clear from
anything I read --

MR. VAN DE VENNE: That is the intent.

MR. MICHELSON: Scmewhere I would have found that
out if -- okay ==~

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Now, the only piace where some
cables cross this red)blue barrier is in protection systems
with fiber optic data link between the various channels that
go across there.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. Now, how do you power

equipment outside of that red and blue area? That -- you’re
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saying there’s no safety related function performed outside
of those two defired boundaries.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The only safety related
function that is outside these barriers is the essential
cooling water; the essential service water pumps, which are
located, of course, somewhere else. And there are two
tunnels that connect the piping to the building, and the
intent is to have the cables run in these concrete tunnels.

MR. MICHELSON: That bit of philosophy would have
been nice to have kind of pinpointed somewhere -=-

MR. VAN DE VY~ 'E: And the other area that is =--

MR. CARROLL: 1Is that philosophy described in the
SER?

MR. KERR: He hasn’t seen the SER.

MR. CZRROLL: I was asking him.

MR. NOTLEY: We asked early on. We were not
satisfied with what Westinghouse had said initially, and we
pointed out that we would not accept spatial separation;
that we wented clear three-hour barriers, and they came back
and said tlis is our intent.

MR MICHELSON: There’s no reason then for three-
hour barriers Lecause there’s no crossing of the trains,
except maybe in some very isclated cases, except maybe in
some very isolated cases, other than inside a containment.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: You need three-hour barriers
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here because you’re connected to a non-safety area. You
need a three~hour barrier here because you’'re between cable
trays --

MR. MICHELSON: Cable tray separations, right.

MR, VAN DE VENNZ: =-=- or cable tray separations.
There are, however, a few isolated instances where special
provisions will have to be made. For instance, spent fuel
cooling pumps are powered by Class 1-E power. They’re
really not as widely separated, <o there will be individual
cases where we would have to use the concrete barriers and
be very careful, which is r-ally part of the detailed
design, I believe, to show that thos. are acceptalble.

MR. MICHELSON: Let me ask the staff. Does

Does the staff know how close the cable trains are
together; they’re all one train?

MR. NOTLEY: Not if they're all one train?

MR. MICHELSON: Why do we discuss in the SER then
this cable tray separation, which I guess was part of what
through me off. I’ll have to find it now. I read it, but I
have to find it again. I don’t remember whether it was in
the electrical part or in the fire part. Yes, it’s either
in 8 or 9, and I don’t remember which part I saw it, but it

went into great detail about it and it says, well gee, that

means they must have two trays.

MR. CARROLL: How about on top of page 9247 1Is
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that =~

MR. MICHELSON: 9247 That’s the part he said they
object to and -- they didn’t even need to include any of
that. They should have included a definition of this one
boundary and that there are no trays that cross without a
concrete wal' between, which is what you’re saying here.

MR. CARROLL: The staff is not saying that there
aren’t some exceptions.

MR. MICHELSON: You give the general rule and then
you indicate what exception you have ¢+ take to it. But
that wasn’t the approach.

MR. NOTLEY: We were dealinG with the separation.

MR. MICHELSON: I have no problem with that, if
it’s served all the way from top to bottom. I’m sure when I
go back though, I’ll find several other places where they
describes that the fire wall -~ only had to be certain of
the walls within that room because tne other walls were non-
safety and so forth. But that blue as a barrier wall all
that way, is that right?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: That is correct.

MR. WYLIE: That is on page 813, Carl.

MR. MICHELSON: So, I guess it’s just a matter of
not knowing what -- yes, that’s where the three hours -- a
minimum of separation redundant cable trays will be three

feet between trays will be three feet Letween trays,
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separated horizontally ana [ive feet vertically and so on.
And the cable spreading areas, and I wasn’t sure where this
cable spreading area was, but [ assume it’s like that blue
area. And then it said in those areas, you had to have a
minimum separation of one foot.

The whole thing led me to believe that this is the
days when we were putting both trains in the same room and
so forth, And the words are that way. These are obviously
not up-to-date words or -- or what you’re telling me is not
fully correct.

They talk about cross-overs and what you do when
you’‘ve got == you don’t worry about any of this stuff it’s
all train A.

MR. CARROLL: It sounds like the electrical has
borrowed some generic words of this section.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. This is the way Sequoyah #nd
all those old plants were designed.

MR. CARROLL: Sure, sure.

MR. MICHELSON: And we’ll not ever do it again,
but I read the same words, mindset brings me back to the
same thing.

MR. CARRMNLL: Loren, have you yot somebody from
the electrical branch that can -~

MR. TREHAN: We have to comply with the guidance

of the plant. The guidance we have to render the IEEE 84
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and Reg. Guide 1.75, this criteria are set in IEEE -- Reg.
Guide 1.75 doesn’t say anything, but we endorse IEEE 1.84.

They say that in the cable spreading room, where
the cables go from anywhere, go to the cc. trol room, you
have to pass the cable spreading room. The separation is
one foot horizontal, three foot vertical is acceptatle.

MR. CARROLL: Yes, but suppose a plant dcesn’t
have that configuration? Why do you say =-- talk about it in
your SER?

MR. TREHAN: They have to comply with that. They
have to have one foot and three foot separations.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but, if you re going to
design == I think what we’re trying to do is cdesign plants
that don’t have to have all that mish-mash crossover. The
IEEE wrote this a long time ago, when they =-- when there
wasn’t anything to do but to try to sort this out and get
some physical separation between cable trays. But we don’t
have to do that anymore.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: There still is the isrue, I
think, that’s being discussed here, which is tha:¢, in the
control room, clearly, train A and B come together.

MR. MICHELSON: 1In the control rocom.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: 1In the control room.

MR. MICHELSON: Right.

MR. MICHELSON: And maybe that’s where that
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applies.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. 1In the control room; but
that’s not ~- this just talks about =--

MR. CARROLL: The writeup talks about in the cable
spreading area.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Which is really part of the
control room.

MR. MICHELSON: Where on the drawing?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: This room does not have a cable
spreading area.

MR. CARROLL: It has a cable spreading area then?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Below the floor, that is where
the cables run. It is a small space.

MR. MICHELSON: You do not have this five and
three foot in that floor? Does your spreading area have the
three and five foot separation under the control room ==
that the =-- that the -- I thought you were just using a =--

MR. VAN DE VENNE: It’s mostly -=- most of it is
the fiberoptic data links that are being used to get into
the control board. And when you get into the control becard,
you’re talking about inches, basically, of separation.

There are plates and steel plates and that kind of stuff
too.

MR. MICHELSON: I just think that this is, again,

a carryover of the old days. This is an old writeup and
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it’s being shoved into this evolutionary plant -- total
obsolescence.

MR. CARROLL: Well, no. I think I’m beginning to
understand that what they’re talking about here is the
control room and the spreading area under it, to the extent
that there are cable trays in those areas. I guess there
are some.

MR. VAN DE VEMNE: There are some. Well, it'’s
most conduit, I believe. But there are really not cable
trays, but there are -- the conduits that carry the cable
that connect the control room to the rest of the plant =~
and they would have to be -~ meet whatever rules there are
for a common area. And this -- the control room, by
definition, is a common area; we don’t have a control room A
and a control room B. We have a common control room.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Now, but this paragraph
certainly %alks about cable spreading and control room. The
first sentence, however, talks about other plant areas,
where there are cable trays. Are there such areas? Other
than ==~

MR. VAN DE VENNE: There are, outside of what we
would call the dedicated safety area, which are these areas
here, which include the CCW, Component Cooling Essential
Chilled Water, the ECCs, the Emergency Feedwater, all of

those systems, there are a few places where you use Class 1-
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E power.

And the one I can think of right now, is the spent
f.el cooling pumps, which are -~ historically are Class 1-E.
The -- maybe the post-accident samplina -=- we don’t
have a post-accident sampling room A and a post-accident
sampling oom B. And I presume that there are some == but
very few cables that are train A and train B.

MK, CARROLL: There you propose a separation
between redundant cable trays of three feet horizontal and
five feet vertical.

MR, VAN DE VENNE: Well, I don’t think that we
have ==

MR. MICHELSON: That won‘t give you a three-hour
rating, though. That won’t give you a three-hour fire
rating, which it says in -- elsewhere that =- you know,
opposite trains have a three-hour fire barrier between them,
and that three foot and five foot, that was my original
concern, that won’t give you a three~hour barrier.

MR. TREHAN: But that’s a different issue.

MR. MICHELSON: No, it’s all the same issue. 1It'’s
all physical separation and the ability to accommodate a
fire.

MR. TREHAN: I do not know if there’s a fire and
how you achieve that by separating the two areas.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: There are two issues here, I
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believe that shouldn’t be confused.

If we look at these fire areas, which I will call
A and B or red and blue. It is clear that if you have a
major fire in this area, you want to keep this division
totally free of fire, because you are going to need it for
cold shutdown. And so, there is very rigid separation here.

If we were, fcr instance, talking about a post-
accident sampling room, where I may have some valves that
are train A and some valves or some monitors that are train
B if, by chance, I got a fire in there, it really is of no
consequence because I’m not really postulating an accident
or a large LOCA coincident,

S$o I think the philosophy is slightly different
between those two cases and we do not want to escalate the
requirements.

MR. MICHELSON: Unfortunately, the standard design
is only going to be a few words and a few lines on paper.
We’re not going to have the details. Presumably it costs
too much to develop. So we judge on the basis of words, and
a few drawings. But that’s the name of this game.

So your words here in 951.21, which is under
"Protection of" -~

MR. CARROLL: That’s not his words.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’'m sorry. I’m going to quote

from it anyway. 1It’s called "Protection of Safe Shutdown
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Equipment.”" And the first sentence says: "The applicant
will use three-hour rated fire barriers to separate safe
shutdown equipment from the remainder of the plant and from
redundant systems and components out of primary
convainment."

So it is used for two things. One is to keep the
safe shutdown equipment separated from the rest, and to
keep, and redundant systems and components.

And I expect a three-hour barrier between
redundant cables.

If this is the governing criteria, then, if you've
get Train A and Train B cables, I’'ve got a three-hour
barrier between them.

And then I went over here and read about these,
ckay, if I got redundant cable trays three feet and five
feet is good enough. And I said, gee, the two don’t match.
I know that’s not good enough for three hours. It’s good
for about five minutes. Not for three hours.

So, you know, they are going to have to deal with
words, and whatever drawings you provide. And that’s all we
can talk about.

Now, you can put into words, though, some good
principles. And this principle just didn’t come through to
me. But it’s a good principle. But you have to show me a

few details.
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For instance, in the control room, there’s both
Train A and Train B relay racks. How do you bring the Train
B in which the control room is a Train A area? 1It’s the
blue area. But you have a Train B relay room there, and
it’s going to have a fair amount of wires, I think, going to
it.

And how do you get from Train B over to Train A
relay, pardon me, from Train B over to the Train B relay
room?

{Slide.)

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The red here is markedly less
clear as on the other one.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, yes, you see, ynu’ve already
blown my mind, because the other one was nice and clear.
Now you’re mishmashing a little bit.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Right. Because the control
room is really the exception, and you go from there.

MR. MICHL'.SON: But right under the control room
or right over it is not an except.»n, if I understood your
other drawing.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The control room is located
really in the blue train. Okay? So there are cables that
have to come over from here that connect with the control
room, and they have to be basically in --

MR. MICHELSON: They have to be red cables.
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MR. VAN DE VENNE: =«- in a special tunnel, that is
separate from the blue area.

MR. MICHELSON: 1s that defined anywhere, this
speci~l tunnel?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: No, it’s not, but it'’s
basically =--

MR. MICHELSON: 1Isn’t that an extremely important
part of this whole =-- I mean, if the staff doesn’t know
about it, or at least they didn’t write about it and yuu
have to tell me abelvt it, and it’s not defined, what kind o
g ww

MR. VAN DE VENNE: I guess the commitment is made
that there is a three~-hour fire barrier for those cables.
And physically, as it is implemented in detail, I presume
would be maybe appropriate for an FDA certification.

MR. MICHELSON: I just focused on one little thing
that I knew a little about. And that was fire protection
and physical separation. And I had a great deal of
difficulty reading this document and figuring out what they
had in mind. And the staff didn’t help me any with their
SER, because it didn’t even mention it. So one of two
things, it didn’t know, or alternatively, they thought it
was unimportant.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Fire protection has been the

subject of twe rounds of questions and answers, and I think
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the, if you read the gquestion and answer ==

MR. MICHELSON: 1 looked at those, and those are
the traditional questions about your hydrants and so forth.
And it wasn’t this kind of question.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: There were two guestions on
spatial separation.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. And 1 agreed with =~

MR. VAN DE VENNE: And what the exceptions were.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. But see, I wouldn’t have
even given the answer. Twenty foot is unacceptable, that’s
right. Any distance is unacceptable without a barrier in
between, on redundant eguipment. Because elsewhere, you
made a commitment to a ba.rier.

MR. VAN DE vennE: Right,

MR. MICHELSON: They just should have said, just
go read your document, and do it that way. At any rate, I
just think that we are looking at something that was done
ten years ago.

MR. CARROLL: i dun’t think the fire protection is
ten years ago, is it? I mean, that is one example of
something that has been reviewed fairly recently in some
amount of detail. 1Is that correct?

MR. MICHELSON: Let me point out that they really,
an. this one bothered me, if I can find it again, they

really finally endec¢ up saying well, fire protection is
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going to the plant-specific, or we’ll worry absut it later.
And that’s fine, if you want to close it out that way.

But, if you do, and you find out your walls aren’t
in the right places or so forth, it could be a major change
to sharpen fire protection up properly.

MR. DONATELL: I think that that’s understood.
What we have here again was an application for a preliminary
design approval before anybody ever thought about level of
design detail or any of that stuff. I think a lot of the
things that Theo has mentioned, and please correct me if I’m
wrong, were not included in the application, were probably
talked about over periods of time with responses and
guestions and answers, possibly as the design moved forward
a little bit, but these are the types of things that just
come to the fore during an FDA/DC review, given that we have
appropriate guidance on level of design detail as far as
what the applicant will submit.

MR. MICHELSON: You don’t think that will affect
the plant design at that stage, then?

MR. DONATELL: ©Oh, I think during the review, yes.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’d like to read into the record
one sentence of the conclusicon. It’s the second bullet on
Chapter 25, Page 25-1.

And it says here: "The staff concludes that open

issues identific? throughout this report are not of a nature
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as to prevent issuance of a PDA since they can be resolved
during the FDA stage of review without significantly
affecting the current plant design."

And I just totally disagree with that. I don’‘t
think you can draw that conclusion. 1In the case of fire
protection, I’'m pretty sure you can’t.

MR. DONATELL: That'’s probably a point well made.

MR. CARROLL: Another example is the 02 meters
squared per megawatt thermal.

I guess we heard from Westinghouse that if that
number goes up significantly, it would involve a redesign of
the containment to get enough =--

MR. VAN DE VENNE: I understand, yes.
Significantly, I think we could accommodate an increase by
5. percent, or something like that. But if it’s .1, I think
we would have a real, anybody would have a real problem.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. But the point is that that’s
an unresolved issue at this moment, and I have a little
trouble with the staff making this rather all-inclusive
comment. I thirk you could sue them.

MR. DONATELL: I think it probably goes back to
the comments that have been made before. A lot of these
SERs, the inputs of these things, they are old. You are
absolutely correct. They’ve been around for quite a while

in some cases,
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MR. CATTON: We probably should clear all the word
processors in the agency.

MR. CARROLL: So you are sensitized to the concern
we have on that second bullet on 25.1, Lauren?

MR. DONATELL: Yes, sir.

MR. MICHELSON: I think one shculd be aware that
it is possible to use the building arrangements you have
putting the diesel engines very closely controlled, but I
think you are going to have to be ready to show a lot of
special care taken to assur=> *nhat that doesn’t become the
source of a total loss of this plant.

MR, WYLIE: Well, let me ask a question, Carl. Do
you disagree with the staff summary in 9.5.1.6? It
basically says that the staff review =-=-

MR. CARROLL: What page number, Charlie?

MR. W:LIE: 1It’s on 232,

MR. MICHELSON: That’s one where they agreed that
it’s okay?

MR. WYLIE: It doesn’t say it’s okay. It says
that the staff review at the next licensing stage would be
governed by the results of fire hazards analysis and the
fire protection requirements that are in effect at the time
of the review.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but, Charlie, that’s where

I'm trying to point out to them, they say that, and I'm



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

133

saying that if you really do » close look at the fire
protection, you may end up with some changes in the current
plant design. And they are concluding at the end, no, we
think that whatever is wrong wi 1 this design can »
corrected without changing tre cvrrent plant design
significantly. And I think ii{ would be significant, in some
of these areas.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: I tend to agree with the staff.
I think 1f we usé@ this derign to go to FDA, and most likely
take th» diesels off the aux wvuilding, %o a separate diese.
building, I don’t consider that a majnr change. Thz* 4 not
a major change. But I think fundamentally the arran,-ment
that I showed you in the blue ard the red will hold up.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, I think it will., I didn’'t
realize in reading all this that that is what you were

doing.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: 1It’s been in the design since
1983,

MR. MICHELSON: And you probably aven toid ne
about it one time and I don‘t even remember. Jut I wcula
like to read about it again and get my memory refreshed.

MR. CARROLL: I am sure it wasn’t intended, but
that statement Charlie read implies that if there are no newvw

fire liazards analyses or fire protection requirements five

years from now, then the staff is stuck with what they wrote
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in the SER, or I think a lawyer could argue that,.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: We would have to do an
snalysis.

MR. CARROLL: You would have to do a fire hazards
analysis.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: Okay.

MR. TREHAN: Ity is my thinking that when you are
doing the fire protection review, you don’t assume an
accident, But these cable trays, when you do electrical
review, you assume an accident.

MR. MICHELSON: The key problem you will have to
face up to sooner or later on an evolutionary plan, and that
is once you have got 2 fire somewhere, you have to consider
all effects of the fire, and that includes inadvertent
actuations in the next room and this sort of thing.

You have keen looking at inadvertent actuation,
for instance, as a starting pnint of an situation, and you
say oh, it’s okay, because it’s limited But if that
inadvertent actuation comes from a fire in the next room,
you haven’t even looked at those combinations. And that'’s
wvhere physical separation becomes ver' important. And smoke
moves around, unless you put some pretty firm barriers in

the way. And you haven’t even looked at it.

No, I don’t think you get a pipe break and a fire
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at the same time, although I think you can get a diesel
engine explosion and a fire at the same time. I’m not sure
you’ve accounted for those kinds of combinations.

S0 it depends on how you define accident. If you
mean Chapter 15, 1 agree. We aren’t assuming Chapter 15
accidents in conjunction with fire, or in combination with
fire. But gee, otherwise, you have to b¢ realistic about
how fires it»rt and what they can cause.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. Wheo has other issues they
would like to raise at this point?

MR. MICHELSON: VYes. Along another line, it
appears that Westinghouse is using for ventilation system,
using a common building ventilation system, And the
philosophy is if something goes wrong like a pipe break
occurs, then you use local cooling of individual rooms to
take care of the environmental requirements of tne pieces of
eguipment, and that you provide somehow isolation barriers
of this common ventilation system to keep the steam or
vhatever from getting away from the area where the pipe
break is, so it doesn’t affect these other environments.

Is that correct?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: No, that’s not entirely
correct.

It really depends on the area we're talking about.

The two safety areas that I did show you earlier, the red



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

136
and blue, have separate ventilation systems.

MR. MICHELSON: You have no common ventilation for
the building, serving no barriers?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: NO.

MR, MICHELSON: Oh. Well, th7. 45 quite different
than the SER, which you haven’t seen, s0 ==

1 4 DE VENNE: Also, each safety area is
further --

MR. MICHFLSON: Let me chase that. Let’s find out
where that is. Where was that?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: And in fact in youlr letter on
the evolutionary certification issues, that is one of the
things that you suggested.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, That'’s where we brought it
up.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: And 1 think that was suggested
from our design.

MR. MICHELSON: I picked it up from General
Electric.

MR. WILKINS: You really know how to hurt a guy.

MR. CARROLI: Take that.

[Laughter. )

MR. VAN DE VENNE: The last time I made this
presentation, Dr. Michelson said we should do it also.

MR, MICHELSON:

I will e to find it. Let's
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see, That would be in Chapter what, that heating and
ventilating? 1Is should be in 9,

MR. EL-ZEFTAWY: 9-14.

MR. MICHELSON: All right. 9-14, Okay. 9-14.
that’s the main control room. That was okay. Rea.:or
external building ventilation system. Okay. Now, the way
you wrote it, and the way I assume it is, the way the staff
wrote it, I should say -~ It is Page 15, 9-15,

It says: the reactor external building
ventilation system is designed as a general supply and
exhaust ventilation that provides heat removal and air
exchange for non-essential building areas. That’s fine.
The ventilation system will be supplemented by individual
cooling units and ventilation fans that serve the cent “al
mechani:al areas.

I read that to believe then that you had a normal
ventilation system and then a supplemental coeling system.
Okay?

Then I think it goes on in more detail =--

MR. SHEWMON: It starts at the bottom of Page 9-15
and you are now going to the tcp of Page 9-167

MR. MICHELSON: Yes.

MR. SHEWMON: The staff hasn’t found it yet.

MR. CARROLL: By way of definition, what is the

reactor external building?
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MR. VAN DE VENNE: 1It’s the building that

surrounds the reactor.

MR. CARROLL: And it does include the blue and the
red?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Yes, but the blue and the rcad
each have their own ventilation system.

MR. CARROLL: That'’s what you say, but that’s not
what the staff says.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: That is what is in the
document.,

MR. MICHELSON: And that goes on later on say near
the bottom of Page 9-16, it says: in the event of a loss of
coolant accident, the general ventilation equipment will
continue to operate normally, assuming offsite power is
still available. Ducts to areas with essential cooling
units will be isclated to erable proper operation of the
emergency eguipment.

You know, it leads me to believe that there is a
normal cnd there is an emergency, and that you isclate =--

MR. VAN DE VENNE: That applies specifically to
the ECCS pump rroms where we need to exhaust cover charcoal
because of pos:-accident recirculation.

MR. MICHELSON: You are telling me that you have

both a normal ventilation and an emergency cooling for those
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MR. VAN DE VENNE: And emergency exhaust over
charccal.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. Then that’s in that red
area and blue area shown there.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Well, that’s really below this
sphere.

MR. MICHELSON: You told me those red and blue
went all the way to the bottom.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: VYes. But it’s below that. It
goes below the sphere,.

MR, MICHEL®UN: I know what you're saying now. It
does go in underneath the sphere.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Underneath,

MR. MICHELSON: And you are saving that’s not red
and blue under there.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: It is red and blue, but it has
its own emergency ventilation system,

MR. MITHELSON: So this is indeed correct; it has
boch kinds in there.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Yes, it has bcth kinds.

MR. MICHELSON: So indeed you do have a common
ventilation system for both trains of egquipment.

MR. VAN DE VENNE: Only for ECCS equipment.

MR. MICHELSON: Oh. That’s guite a bit of

important equipment, of course.
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MR. VAN DE VENNE: It is really not safe shutdown
equipment,

MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. CARROLL: I am getting lost, here. 1I've qot
this big box called a reactor external building. Part of
that box is red and part of it is blue?

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. He’s going to show you the
drawing. He didn’t show you the other one.

MR. CARROLL: Now for the part that is neither red
nor blue, I’ve got a general ventilation system; is that
correct? For the part that'’s red, I've got a dedicated
ventilation system for red, plus 1’ve got this emergency red
ventilation system?

MR. VAN DE VENNE: It is unfortunately more
complicated than that.

MR. CARROLL: Oh,

MR, SHUM: David Shum. I reviewed this. And the
system they have is, they have normal ventilation system,
which is for normal use.

MR. MICHELSON: What does it serve?

MR. SHUM: Thi