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regulatory guide going to come out? It was never real clear
what the schedule might be.

MR. VIRGILIO: At this point, as we’ll discuss in
our recommendations, we’ve recommended to the Commission a
course of action that will include the reg guide. Once we
get approval to go forward with that reg guide, I think the
answer is going to depend, but we would estimate it would be
about a year’s worth of effort.

MR. MICHELSON: I was just trying to kind o= fit
it in to the ABWR schedule.

MR. VIRGILIO: We would envision that it would be
a parallel effort while we’re doing our review of the ABWR.

MR. MICHFEI.SON: Well, how do we know what is
supposed to be in the ABWR SAR? You won’t get it just from
reading 377.

MR. VIRGILIO: We’ll discuss that in the
presentation today, but the SAR, the format and content of
the SAR is driven by our standard format and content and the
standard review plan.

MR. MICHELSON: Let me say it differently, then.
How dy I know what body of information is supposed to be
available for review for the ABWR? 1 won’t get that alone
from reading SECY=-377.

MR, VIRGILIO: We’ll discuss that in the

presentation.



10

11

12

13

14

18

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. WYLIE: Any other comments or gquestions?

[No response. )

MR. WYLIE: 1If not, let’'s proceed.

MR. CARROLL: I guess Carl jogged something in my
memory from reading this. Are you going to discuss what's
going on on 50-59? It sounds like we’ve got an Alfonse &
Gaston sort of routine going on here between the staff and
NUMARC. Or are you too young to know who Alfonse & Gas*on
are?

[Laughter. )

MR. VIRGILIO: Thank you for the compliment.. Any
time anybody tells me I’m too young for anything now, it
brings a smile to my face. I think we can talk a little bit
about 50-59, if you’d like. It wasn’t part of the prepared
presentation.

MR. MICHELSON: But it is an integral part of this
whole plan.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes, it is,

(8lide. )

MR, VIRGILIO: Good morning. 1It’s a pleasure to
be here again. My name is Marty Virgilio., With me today I
have Gene Imbro who will be explaining and providing a
little bit more information with regard to the appendix to

the SECY paper 90-377. Rebecca Nease is also here with me
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MR. VIRGILIO: In my mind, the S8ER will, in fact,
describe and detai) what is, in fact, resolved through the
review of the application and certification.

MR. MICHELSON: Where resciutions have been
reached, is that now Tier 1 information or Tier 2
information?

MR. VIRGILIO: 1I would be a part of both., What we
propose to include in our SER, as we do our review and
document it, would be the resolution of all issues, be they
Tier 1 and Tier 2 issues. I almost envision, and we haven’t
worked through the mechanics of this yet, that the staff’'s
safety evaluation will endorse the SSAR, just in the similar
manner, the way we did it during the licensing uander Part
50,

MR. MICHELSON: My concern, of course, is to what
extent do things that you endorse now be subject to change
and under what circumstances can they be changed and so
forth, and that’s where Tier 1 and Tier 2 comes in.

MR. VIRGILIO: We will get to that in terms of the
changed process, if you can just wai* a second.

MR. WARD: Marty, would you go back a minute? 1I'm
trying to see how the Tier 1 and Tier 2 split with your
three groups of ==

MR. VIRGILIO: Okay. I will go back over that.

Tier 1, in my mind, is the to» level design criteria and key



design features that are included in the application.

MR. WARD: That are certified?

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes, and are certified by
rulemaking., Tier 2 would include the remainder, the
narrative discussion, the demonstration that those top level

criteria have, in fact, been carried forward in the d~»:ign
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process. It would be the narrative in your FEAR, what they

call 88AR for

this process,

MR. WARD: 8o it’s non-certified material in the
FSAR.

Mk. VIRGILIO: That's correct.

MR, WARD: And also all material that’s avallable
for audit?

MR. VIRGILIO: Now, all material available for

audit is that
MR.

m'

it to form our safety judgaent,

third body »f information,
WARD: That’s not Tier 2.

VIRGILIO: That is not Tier 2, unless we need

we complete our audits we’ll look back and make a judgment,

If we needed that information to suppert our safety

determination,

it will be brought forward and docketed and

either included in the application or referenced in the

application,
MR. WILKINS: 1In that case, it becomes Tier 2.
MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. It becomes Tier 2 then if

We’ll conduct audits and as
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it’s necessary for our safety judgment.

MR. MICHELSON: 1Is the SER the mechanism by which
you bring things forward and identify what tiers they're to
be in?

MR. VIRGILIO: I would envision the Q&A process,
like we did under the Part 50, would be we would ask to have
information submitted, that information submitted to become
part of the SSAR and, therefore, part of the application,

MR. MICHELSON: You’re saying that anything that
you think needs to he in Tier 2 or Tier 1 will have to be in
the FSAR.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. 1If it’s needed for our safety
judgment, it has to be in the public domain.

M, MICHELSON: 1If there were questions and
answers asked and exchanged which you decide don’t belong in
Tier 1 or Tier 2, they remain on the docket as questions and
answers, but do not have any finality to them.

MR. VIRGILIO: M™hat’s true. Or if we go out into
the field and conduct an audit and we find that that
information really did not support the safety judgment, that
we had adequate information in Tier 1 and Tier 2 and the
audit itself provided no more information, no more findings
to support our safety conclusion, then that information
would remain in the vendor’s shop, would not be drawn back

in as part of the application. It would remain outside of
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treated from the viewpoint of the whole discussion today?

MR. VIRGILIO: 1I would envision that they would
either be included in appendix to the FSAR or referenced.

MR. MICHELSON: 8o you would just retitle these
documents Appendix so-and~so ana then those appendices are
treated just like the FSAR.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. Or another way to do it might
be to include it as a response. One way we could do it,
too, would be to reference this information.

MR. MICHELSON: But the Q&As are not in this Tlier
1/Tier 2 thing unless they’re brought into it., 1If they're
brought into it, I understood from an earlier response that
they become a part of the FSAR, Now, clearly, a fire hazard
study is not just a trivial thing. 8o I assume it’s a part
of the FSAR.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes,

MR. MICIELSON: And will be treated in all
respects that way, as will pipe break studies and certain
seismic studies and so forth.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. If it’s needed for us to make
our safety judgment, it has to be a part of the application.

MR. MICH SON: 1I really am thinking of those
called for in the standard review plan. There are a number
of analyses required by the standard review plan to be

reviewed by the reviewer, but they’re not said to be a part
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something?

MR. VIRGILIO: 1I could envision that you could
reference something in the FSAR, .t it had to be publicly
available, it had to be part of tne docket, if you would.
In Part 52, it talks about the application. It really
doesn’t talk about the docket. 8o I would see that this
material had to be part of the application. Now, whether it
became part of the application by reference, it would still
have to be publicly available. It would still have to be
part of the docket,

S0 1'd see this as sort of semantics, as whether
it’s in the docket and referenced as part of the
applicati~r, but publicly available in either case, or part
of the application itself. It all has to be visible. It
all has to be available if we’re going to grant issue
fiality and consider those issues resclved.

MR. WARD: How is one going to know what in the
FSAR -~ this is going back to an earlier quer ion == what in
the FSAR, including the references, is Tier 1 and what is
Tier 27 1 guess you said you're going to have to work that
out.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. I envision that the FSAR
itself might have (o be reformatted in such a way that it
specifically calls out this is Tier 1 information and the

remainder is, by default, Tier 2 information.
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MR. WARD: S0 a reference would be cited in that
way?

MR. VIRGILIO: Jes. We could do it that way. 1
think that would be acceptable. But the reference couldn’t
be a reference to material that was held in the vendor’s
shop.

MR. WARD: 1 understand.

MR. VIRGILIO: It would have to be material that
was on the docket and publicly available.

MR. WARD: Thank you.

MR. VIRGILIO: 1 think that covers that sliaght.

(8lide.)

MR. VIRGILIO: On the next slide, what 1've done
here is demonstrated the graded approach based on safety.
When viewed collectively, the three bodies cof information
will provide the level of de.ail shown on this slide., What
we envision is greater than lLevel 2 for certain Nuclear
Island featuree. For example, we’re talking about the
reactor vessel and major primary coolant system components,
Level 2 for key Nuclear Island features. ECCS and essential
support systems would be Level 2, Level 2 for key Turbine
Island features. For example, the turbine control syatem,
we would envision, would be at that level.

Then we would see Level 4 at certification and

Level 2 at the combined operating license stage for those
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site-specific features for which information is not
currently available. This is a graded approach. Greater
than Level 2, down through level 2, to level 3 in part.

MR. WYLIE: I was just going to ask in the greater
than Level 2, is it your intent th:n in the reg guide to
identify for all areas what that meuns?

MR. VIRGILIO: The intent is on a system-by-system
basis to provide information that would show at a glance
what would be required to be developed and available for
audit.

MR. WYLIE: What I inferred when I read this was
that some of those features would be Level 1 and cthers
would be lLevel 2.

MR. VIRGILIO: No. We wculd get better than Level
2 on some features, but what we found is that to get Level 1
is neither feasible nor practical. You would almost need
custom-written procurement specifications and there would be
commercial implications. You would possibly single out 2"}
but one vendor to be able to supply that information or you
would be forcing people to build to custom specifications,
which we didn’t feel we needed for our safety judgment and
we thought it was beyond what the Commission had envisioned
in promulgating Part 52 and its desire to further
standardization,

MR. WYL1E: 8o Level 2, then, would be defined in
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the rec¢ guide to the depth cor detail that you want for that
particular system,.

MR, VIRGILIO: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: This question of site-specific
features bothers me. I thought I knew what a site-specific
feature was. Clearly, for instance, I can’t design an
intake structure for water until I know where the water is
and so forth. But I sense in looking through your document,
and I don’t think you did it on purpose, but you seem to be
excluding all emergency cooling water as a site-specific
feature. You’'re getting that as an example,

8o I'm concerned. Does that mean that you'’re not
going to design emergency cooling water piping within the
reactor building and so forth? Clearly that is nol sile~
specific, It’sz only site-specific out at the intake
structure, but it certainly isn’t site-specific back at the
Nuclear Island.

MR. VIRGILIO: 1 agree.

MR. MICHELSON: Now, the pumping will be site-
specific, but the pi»ing in the Island, certainly you can
design fully and review it fully before you ever site the
thing on a particular water body.

MR, VIRGILIO: Yes. We agree with that. When we
refer to site-specific, we were specifically talking about

the intake structure and possibly the piping connecting the
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MR. IMBRO: That is true.

MR. CARROLL: Just a nomenclature comment. I got
criticized by my colleagues the other day for calling
something between level 2 and level 1 two-plus., You've
improved on it, except you'’ve got the same problem; greater
than Level 2 theoretically is something approaching Level 3.

MR, WILKINS: I would have called less-lLevel 2.
On the other hand ==

(Laughter.)

MR, WILKINE: The semantics, the psychology is
much better this way. Hell with the mathematics.

MR. WYLIZ: Wait a minute. Now you'’ve confused
me.

[ Laughtar. )

MR, WYLIE: I think that greater than Level 2, to
me, means somewhere between 1 and 2.

K, VIRGILIO: Yes.

MR, WILKINS: That‘s what a mathematician would
say. That’s why 1 say to hell with the mathematics,

(8lide.)

MR. VIRGILIO: 1If we move on to the next slide,
we’ll shift from talking shout the level of detail to the
flexibility provided to make changes. We envision that key
elements of the design and key design criteria will be

svlidified through the rulemaking process and not he changed
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without prior NRC approval. This is the Tier 1 information.
What I‘ve just shown basically are the processes ky which we
would follow to make changes to the Tier 1 information.

MR. VYILKINS: Let me ask sort of a gquasi-legal
gquestion. 1 . applicant requests either an exemption or a
waiver, does the process of granting th¢ exemption or the
waiver onerable or subject to challenge in the same way that
rulemaking to amend certification is challengeable?

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. Yes. The answer is yes,
I1t’s the same process as we go through today for an
exemption to the rules for an cperating license.

MR. MICHELSON: Do you give it public nctice and
do you have the opportunity for the public to have a
heariny, if they wish, and that sort of thing?

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. 52.63 puts you back into
§0.12, which is the regulation we follow today for granting
an exemption to the regulations for any operating reactor,
plus it imposes a standardization criteria and it says that
the Commission shall evaluate the impact on standardization
of any changes.

But basically you’re following the %0.12 process
we use on a day-to-day basis to handle operaling reactor
exemption requests, and that goes through the environmerntal

assessment and notice and comment process,

[8lide.)
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erosion of standardization, but we believe this erosion is
mitigated by four factors. First, you still have to comply
with Tier 1. Second, there is a vulnerability for
relitigation ol issues changed. Third involves the cost of
redesign, and we believe that will be substantial and a
disincentive to changes. Fourth, industry now is developing
controls to preserve standardization in addition to these
we've discussed through the design process and through the
life of the facility.

MR. CARROLL: What does that last statement mean?

MR. VIRGILIO: Right now we have some insight in
what industry is developing. NPOC has developed a strategic
plan for nuclear power, and in that strategic plan they ha\e
outlined a number of proposals that they are going to be
following, develcoping guidelines for standardization through
the operations phase.

1 don’t know and the staff doesn’t know at this
point much more than that. NUMARC will be up this afternoon
and maybe they can provide more insights on where they’re
guing.

(8lide.)

MR, VIRGILIO: With regard to the flexibility for
that information contained in the third body, what we've
provided here in thn bullets are those controls that will

govern the changes. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, will ensure



10

11

12

13

14

1%

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

28
that the changes are done in a manner that preserves both
safety and quality. Of course, changes to this third body
of information, they’ll have to comply with Tier 1 and Tier
2 or go through the process for clanges that we just
discussed for Tier 1 and Tier 2.

MR, MICHELSON: Now, in a desian process, of
course, it’s an evolutionary thing, it’s ever-changing until
you reach final design and even then it’s changing for a
while. At the point that you do your audit, they may be
only partway through the design. At that point, after you
have done your audit, does that mean any changes thereafter
have to be documented with a 50.59 type documentation?

MR. VIRGILIO: No. We're not proposing that 50.59
apply to this third body of information,

MR. MICHELSON: They can just change it any way
they wish,

MR. VIRGILIO: Well, no. They’re . . -..ed by at
least these three bullets that we’ve shown you here. They
have to comply with Part 50, Appendix B, They have to
comply with Tier 1 and Tier 2.

MR, MICHELSON: Hopefully the whole process is
under that, if it’s safety-related components. Tier 1 and
Tier 2 doesn’t apply because -~ okay. You comply with
anything that Tier 1 and Tier 2 might have specified about

1t.
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MR. VIRGILIO: Right. But this third body of
information is just the translation of Tier 1 and Tier 2.

MR. MICHELSON: So it can be changed as the vendor
wishes, so long as he doesn’t violate any Tier 1 or Tier 2
commitments and as long as he’'s got a QA program to govern
the changes.

MR. VIRGILIO: Right. Now, you’ve alsc got the
cost of design, which is also going to be a significant
factor.

MR. MICHELSON: Just as a practical matter, the
design is still going on. After you’ve done your audit,
it’s still going on for some time. I was just trying to
find out if there was something specia.; because you'’ve done
your audit, does that somehow freeze something.

Now, if the staff looks at something at a certain
point in time and does their audit to look at it, and then
at a later point in time it’s changed again, to wha* extent
do the vendors have to say, man, what you looked out we
threw out, we’re doing something else now.

MR. VIRGILIO: We would expect them to keep
records of their changes consistent with Appendix B.

MR. MICHELSON: But it’s your responsibility to
know that what you’ve looked at and thought was great is no
longer existing.

MR. VIRGILIO: 1If we looked &* it and thought it
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was greint and furthermore needed it to form our safety
jud¢ment, that information would be captured in Tier 2 s+d a
difierent process would apply.

MR. MICHELSON: Once it’s captured, partway
through the design process and when you did your audit, you
captured it and you identified it somehow as a part of Tier
2, thereafter then does 50.59 pertain?

MR. VIRGILIO: 50.59 would pertain in the way 1
showed on the last slide in the graded approach, depending
on what milestone you were at at the time that you ==

MR. MICHELSON: lLet me ask the guestion
differently then. If you capture it partway through the
design process and say it’'s a part of Tier 2, how are you
informed that it’s changed thereafter?

MR, VIRGILIO: It has to be by prior NRC approval.
If, during the process, we're not at the COL milestone yet,
we do an audit and find some information and find that
information not only valuable but necessary for us to make
our safety judgment, it becomes part of Tier 2 and
thereafter, until we get to the COL and beyond, can only be
changed with prior NRC approval.

MR, MICHELSON: The designer then is now committed
to tell you of any changes he's made to what you’ve already
audited and picked up as part of Tier 2.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes., That’s the staff proposal.
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MR, WILKINS: Of course, implicit in that is that
when you make a decision to move something up into Tier 2,
you tel) the vendor that you are doing this,.

Mk. VIRGILIO: Yes, ve would have to,

MR, WILKINS: I would think ~ .

MR. WYLIE: 1Is this something that is going to be
covered in your reg cuide?

MR, MICHELSON: It will have to be.

MR. VIRGILIO: Not necessarily.

MR. MICHELSON: It better be.

MR, VIRGILIO: Thie is the information that’s
really covered through the review process., 1 would envision
that tris comes out of the staff’s safety evaluation.

MR, WYLIE: No. 1I’m talking about the process.

MR, VIRGILIO: 1 think we’ve described the process

MR, MICHZLSON: The commitment to inform the NRC
if you’ve made changes to what they had audited and brought
up as a Tier . regquirement, any changes thereafter, that
will be described somewhere in a procedure, 1 assume,

MR. VIRGILIC: It will be part of the rulemaking
process. S0 it will be a feature of the design
certification rul¢+. But the reg guide will further address
this issue. I think we’ve laid out the elements in the SECY

paper and if the Commission approves this process, 1 don’t
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reviewer right now is looking at this and considers that he
needs to know more information about the main feed water
system n order to make a safety judgment, they’re asking
these questions right now.

MR. CARROLL: Does the applicant understand that
in terms of information that he has to have available for
audit, that he has to, for example, have tracks on the
changes he made?

MR. VIRGILIC: As far as whether Appendix B
applies, yes, 1 believe so. I don’t think that’s any change
to anything we’ve done. Appendix B to Part 50 has always
applied to the design details that are developed to support
the safety systems.

MR. CARROLL: Yes, but main feed water isn’'t a
safety system,

MR. VIRGILIO: We’ll get into more detail on that
a little bit later, but I understand your point.

(8lide.)

MR, VIRGILIO: 1In summary, what we’re proposing to
the Commission on the last slide is that they agree with the
general approach on graded design details, graded consistent
with the system’s importance to safety, that they agree with
the staff’s approach on the content of the application, the
certification, and the changed process for the material in

the application, the material certified and the material
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held for aud.t, and we’'re asking the Commission to authorize
the development of the reg gyuide that we’ve been speaking
about this morning.

MR. CARROLL: I guess if I were you, I would ask
them to authorize one more thing, and that is a massive
effort to update the standard review plan to meet the 1990
situation.

MR. VIRGILIO: This week the staff is having
meetings and it is currently not a done deal, but it’s
certainly something that we have ongoing right now. We're
currently looking at today’s standard review plan. We’'re
looking at the regulations. We’re looking at the generic
issues that have been resolved and documented in 0935,

We’re looking at the information notices, the bulletins, the
generic letters that we’ve issued over the years, and we are
making some judgments about the need.

MR. CARROLL: How about severe accident issues?

MR. VIRGILIO: They come out of the SECY-90-016,
our paper on where we're going to go beyond the traditional
design basis for these new advanced plants. That'’s being
considered right now as we speak as to the adequacy of the
standard review plan and the adequacy of the guidance that
we’'re giving the reviewers and the industry at this point in
tire for the development and review of the acceptability of

key safety systems.
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analysis, there’s a lot of things I have to do. 1It’s not
clear that you're prescribing that level of detail.

MR. VIRGILIO: We’ll get into that a little bit
later. That pretty much concludes the prepared portion of
the presentation. Gene is going to walk you through some of
the slides, rigures and drawings that were included in the
appendix to make sure it’s clear as to what we were meaning
to say and what they’re intended to convey.

MR. WYLIE: All right. These are right out of the
SECY.

MR. IMBRO: Yes, that’s corre~t. My name is Gene
Imbro. I’m a Section Chief in the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulations, Special Inspection Branch. I put & "ot of work
into preparing the attachment to the Commission paper. 1
have with me also two of the consultants that provided us
some ipputs on the design process. There’s Jim Leivo, Tose
specialty is instrumentation and control; and I have also
Victor Ferrarini, whose specialty is . ‘7yineering mechanics,
piping analysis, seismic gualification.

MR. MICHELSON: What are the affiliations of these
two consultants?

MR. IMBRO: Jim Leivo is an independent consultant
and Victor Ferrarini is associated with Engineering Analysis
Services, FAS.

MR. CARROLL: D2 they both have industrial
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esperience?

MR. IMBRO: Yes. Mr. Leivo worked for quite a
number of years with Westinghouse and also then he worked
with NUS Corporation in instrumentation and control.

MR, MICHELSON: I guess the key question is have
any of these people designed large nuclear power plants.

MR. IMBRO: Yes., Mr. Ferrarini if -n owner of a
company that participates extensively in nuclear pipirg
analyses. In addition, I believe he’s wvorked for Grinnell
for a number of years in the piping area. There are other
consultants, of course, that parcticipated in other
disciplines. We had a consultant in mechanical systems and
also another consultant in the electrical area. Those
people were unable to join us today.

The positions that we reached are positions that

the staff is responsible for, but the consultants really did

provide us some insights into some aspects of the design
process,
[Slide.)

MR. IMBRO: I just wanted to start out with this

curve which is part of Attachment B. 1It’s basically a curve

that we developed through our visits with different
architects and an NSSS vendor. 1It’s kind of a compilation
of the experiences of industry and our own experiences.

What it really intended to show was that you can achieve a
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high degree of design finality without expending 100 percent
engineering effort,

What we’re proposing in the Commission naper is
that at the time of design certification, we have about 50
percent completion of the engineering hours, and that would
achieve design finality somewhere in the neighborhood of 80
percent. Obviously this curve is not really a fine line as
it’s drawn here. There’s a considerable band around it.

But for rough speaking terms, I think once you get
to the point of 50 percent design, when you'’re able to
prepare basically all your equipment specs or the majority
of your equipment specs, you have the design pretty well
locked in. Certainly there will be changes due to vendor-
specific information, due to as-built reconciliations, but
those changes are not really going to impact on
standardization.

MR. WARD: Gene, how is tlhat fractionr on the
ordinate defined?

MR. IMBRO: The rdesign finality?

MR. WARD: Yes.

MR. IMBRO: 1 guess it’s more intuitive. 1I don’t
really know how to calculate that number.

MR. WARD: That curve looks like somebody did it.

MR. WILKINS: When I first saw this curve, you and

some of the staff have shown it to us before, I assumed that
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eome input from industry to develop that -~ that there was
some hard data used to develop that from architect engineers
or something.j

MR. IMBRC: No. 1It’s more intuitive. It really
seems to follow, though, because past this point, you really
do expend a2 number of engineer hours. But in terms of a
standardization of the facility, the design changes are
almost imperceptible. You’re doing really detailed design,

MR, WARD: You were just telling me that, but 1 =--

MR. MICHELSON: Prova it,

MR. IMBRO: Trust me.

MR. MICHELSON: Trust him,

MR. WARD: Why?

MR. MICHELSON: Don’t ever ask us to do that,.

MR. WILKINS: Let me ask a slightly different
guestion. Over what spectrum of industry is this curve
applicable? That is, is this the nuclear industry or is it
manufacturing industry in the United States?

MR. WARD: All activity is ma.ned.

MR. IMBRO: Maybe *hat, too. But at least for the
process in this, I would be not surprised if the
petrochemical industry couldn’t develop something similar,
So I think anytime you have a 1*vge complicated design in
building a process plant, 1.:_ a paper pulp plant or

something like that, I (aink v.u've going to have something



10

1)

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

44
like this. 1 think it‘’s applicable to nuclear, k1t I think
t’s also == I wouldn’t confine it to nuclear.

MR. WILKINS: You’re giving me your philosophy
now, but you’re not really answering my guestion. Maybe you
have already. On the basis of input from what kinds of
industry did you arrive at these numbers?

MR. IMBRO: Specifically, we spoke to three
architect engineers and we spoke to Westinghouse. I guess
from the conversations with them, plus our own insights, 1
think, I think it was really pulled together through our own
intuition.

MR. WILKINS: This is the kind of curve which I
would think that schools of industrial engineering or
manufacturing enginecering or something of that sort ought to
know and ought to have a very broad base of experience and
data for.

MR. WARD: 1I’ll bet they do. 1I’ll bet if you go
to an AE, they ¥now very precisely what that looks like and
I'm just trying to find out how they define it.

MR. CARROLL: I think that’s part of the problem.
Everybody has his own definition of both engineering hours
and finality.

MR. MICHELSON: The shape is clearly correct and
it’s driven by economics. You don’t keep changing the

design because that costs you money every time you make a
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said that the Nuclear Island would be something greater than
Level 2. 80 however you want to measure design finality,
just think of it as a concept. It would be somewhere up in
here with more engineering hours expended.

Primarily, you’d be able to, for the Nuclear
Island, get up into this area because the applicant is the
NS38 vendor for the systems that the NSSS vendors
traditionally supply. They do have as-built data. They
will need dimensional data to perform their safety analyses,
80 you’ll de/initely be up here for the systems in the
Nuclear Island.

MR. CARROLL: 1Is there some logic to that, though,
necessarily? Simply because, say, Westinghouse
traditionally provides in their scope a reactor coolant pump
that they manufacture, you’re saying, hey, that ought to be
greater than Level 2.

MR, IMBRO: VYou missed a key point, though. The
systems we tried to put in a "Nuclear Island" category are
theose systems that probably have the most safety
gsignificance and those systems whose failure would require
some kind of accident mitigation actuation.

S0 we felt not only would it be available, but
it’s alsc I think the staff may need that level of
information to be able to make safety judgments for these

important safety systems. 8¢ it’s not just, hey, it’s
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available and we want it because it’s available, but I think

also the staff may require that of detall to be able
to make their safety judgments thene systems.
MR. CARROLL: 1I’m no- ire you’ve convinced me,

because there’s a wholie bunch of stuff that Westinghouse --
it was just what tie vendor manufactured or wanted to
manufacture. f%There’s a whole bunch of stuff of equal safety
importance in the NSSS that he‘s gone out and gotten
competitive bidding on; pumps, for example, or other pumps
that may be just as important,

S0 all Z’m cautioning is don’t fall in the trap of
saying just becruse it’s there, it’'s more important.

MR. IMBRO: That’s true and that’s a good point.

I think that if there were other information that we needed
that was not supplied by the N8SS§ vendor, that if we needed
such information to make our safety judgment, I think then
we would require that. Typically, the systems up in this
area are designed pretty much by the NSSS vendor.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but wlhat bothers me is in
your Level 2, for instance, unless I missed it completely in
your SECY, you make no mention of the essential AC or DC
power systems which are obviously extremely important.

MR. IMBRO: That’s in tuere, as well.

MR. MICHELSON: Maybe I’'m just not reading. 1 was

looking at Page 4 and I just didn’t see it on there, but I
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guess it must be in here.

MR. IMBRO: If you look back in the appendix in
attachment =--

MR. MICHETLSON: 1I'm looking at Page 4 of your SECY
paper. Most people will not read Appendix B.

MR. MICHELSON: The Commicsioners aren’t going to
read all through that appendix.

MR. IMBRO: 1It’s certainly there. 1 think we
tried to just track sume of the highlights to put in the
Commission paper, but I think that a lot of the detail
resides in the appendix.

MR. MICHELSON: What you're really saying, I
guess, is it was intended to be there. Whether it’s .ere
or not is another question.

MR. IMBRO: I think what we t-ied to de¢ is put

ighlights in the front tc the Commission to focus on.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’d be a little careful about
highlights when you get down to some pretty good details on
this Level 2, but you don’t hit the big ones. 1I°‘d wonder
about it if you were highlighting or not.

MR. IMBRO: It is clearly part of Level 2.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay.

MR. IMBRO: Then down in =-- we’ve termed it site-
specific kind of Level 4 basically because you really don’t

know what the site -~ eve) though you’ve designed the plant
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to a kind of generic site, there are still details of the
site that you don’t know. 8o you can really only get to
more or less the conceptual d2sign stage on things like the
intake structure and the arrangements cf egquipment in the
intake structure.

MR. MICHELSON: Again, the comment that I made
earlier, in your SECY on Page 4 you list the essential
service water as being a Level 4 conceptual design. I would
disaagree with that as acceptable, except in the intake
structure and yard.

MR. IMRRO: 1 agree with that point. I agree.

MR. MICHELSON: Those messages Jdon’t come through
the SECY. I don’t know, other people who read it, whether
they just read it in or what.

MR. IMBRO: I think a lot of this will be fine-
tuned when we develop the reg guide, but I think clearly
that was the intent. I agree with your point.

(8lide.)

MR. IMBRO: Again, this is kind of like
illustra‘ing the same thing we just spoke about. The site-
specific systems would be roughly to this level of
completion. You’d have a greater completion for the balance
of Nuclear Island and 17 irbine Island and somewhat higher
level of completion for the priority system and containment.

MR. WYIIE: Let me go back to what Carl was just
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pessibly sit down with industry and sit down with folks like
yourselves and try and undevstand what the problems are,
where the misunderstandings are, and try and explain what we
meant and understand what other peocple are saying.

MR. WARD: I think that’s a good idea, but what’c
the avenue for doing that?

MR. IMBRO: 1 think the reg guide will be. 1
think if the Commission directs us to write the reg guide,
then certainly that will go through the public comment
process,

MR. MICHELSON: But that’s a year coff.

MR. IMBRO: Right. 1It’s a year off and it will
come to ACRS for review, just like all reg guides do.

MR. MICHELSON: But in the meantime we’re going to
be plowing through an ABWR without a reg guide, and that'’s
why we’re asking some of these questions now, I guess,
because we aren’t going to ask them again until the reg
guide comes out, We’ll be done much of the ABWR by then, 1
hope.

MR. CARROLL: Not if you read appendix whatever.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, something’s got to happen.

MR. CARROLL* Appendix F or Attachment F.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. What do we do with the *R®WR.

[Slide.)

MR. IM:¢RO: I real quickly wanted to go through
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how we categorized the systems. Again, in the Nuclear
Island, we basically thought as a rough first cut to take
those systems whose failure would require some kind of
protective action or systems that formed a primary barrier,
like the containment. We included those in the Nuclear
Island, our definition of Nuclear Island, and we suggested
that they have a level of detail greater than Level 2, which
is not lLevel 1.

What it means is that possibly certain aspects of
these things you’d have dimens..nal information on, but not
all, Balance of Nuclear Island is kind of another rough
grouping., We tried to go through kind of a hierarchy of
safety significarce from highest to less, and balance of
Nuclear Island, we felt kird of those systems that were
necessary for accident mitigation, as a rough cut,

MR. MICHELSON: Now, what you didn’t mention in
this nor in the pape. was what do we do about all the non-
safety systems that might be located in what you might call
the balance of Nuclear Island? You may have an auxiliary
boiler in there for all I know.

MR. IMBRO: That’s true,

MR. MICHELSON: Where do we get that information
and to what detail does it have to be developed so we can do
proper environmental qualification specifications for

egl'ipment and so forth?



10

11

12

14

16

16

18

19

20

21

22

54

MR. IMBRO: Why don’t I put up this other slide.

(blide.)

MR, IMBRO: This is the type of information that
we think you’d have available to be able to do hazards
analysis, and this is kind of what you’re getting at. 1It’s
kind of a busy slide, so I apologize for that.

MR. MICHELSON: What kind of hazards are you going
to be referring to?

MR. IMBRO: 1It’s the traditional; high energy line
break, flooding, internal nissiles, fire, those kinds of
things.

MR. MICHELEON: Now, one of our problems, at least
my problem is unless you give me a handout, some of this
rtuff doesn’t come through with my 20/30 vision too well.

MR, IMBRO: We can make you a copy of that. No
problem, Basically, this informatior was extracted from
Attacnhment B and a lot of this design criteria is going to
be Tier 1. We’re requiring, at the completion of design, at
the time of design certification, to specify locations of
eguipment. It doesn’t say safety or non-safety. I think
we’re talking about all. Cable and conduit tray
arrangements are specified, electrical logic and schematic
diagrams, cable and raceway schedules which specify the
cable routing, the location of instrument sensors will be

specified in terms of -~ pretty much because you know where
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they’re goinc o be in tihe piping.

MR MICHELSON: When you say something specifies a
cable routing, what do you really mean? I’m not sure what -

MR, IMBRO: What I mean is that you have a good
idea of the cable tray routing themselves.

MR. MICHELSON: Do you know what tray a particular
cable will be in?

MR. IMBRO: Yes, that, too. You know where the
cable trays are and what cable is going to be in what tray.

MR. MICHELSON: And that will be available for
audit or whatever,

MR. IMBRO: Yes, that’s right.

MR. WARD: When you say you know where a tray is,
that means you know it goes through a given room?

MKk. IMBRO: Yes.

MR. WARD: Or it goes through a particular corner
of that roem or what?

MR. IMBRO: You’d probably know to within feet, a
couple of feet where the trays are going to be. You’d know
that they’re going through this room against a certain wall
type thing, 8o you’d know pretty specifically where the
cable trays are going to be routed, and that'’s something
that people traditionally do up front when you design a

plant, because vhen you think about space considerations,
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the one thing you want to block out space for right away is
cable trays. 8o even up front you pretty well know where
the cable trays are going to be located.

Cable routing is pretty much computer~done anyway.
Once you get your schematic diagrams dcocne and you know what
wires are going from where to where, then the cable routing
really falls out of that.

MR. MITHELSON: When you tell us about these
things, are you saying that this is the kind of informaticn
that’s available before certification?

MR. IMBRO: Yes,

MR. MICHELSON: Thank you.

MR. WYLIE: You sinw, for exazple, in your design
on B,1:,1, you show location of cable tray, conduit, HVAC
supports. I don’‘t know how exactly 1’d take that.

MR. IMBRO: I think we meant that the supports
wouldn’t be necessarily specified, but the general routing
would be. You didn’t necessarily need to go through that
detail.

MR. WYLIE: That was my question. Are you talking
about routes?

MR. IMBIO: No. Supports.

MR. WYLIE: You’re talking about supports.

MR. IMBRO: For the cable tray and conduit.

MR. MICHELSON: I misunderstood. My question was



10

11

12

13

14

16

By

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

57
do you know which cable is in which tray?

MR. IMBRO: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: You do.

MR, IMBRO: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s routing.

MR. IMBRO: Right. We have the routing., I think
Page B.1.1 really talks tc location of supports of the cable
trays and conduits. You know where the routing is going to
be. You might not have gone down through the detail of how
you’re going to actually support them and hang them, but you
know where they’re going to be.

MR. WYLIE: Let me ask a general auestion, then.

1 note again back on B.1.1 you’ve got building layouts.

some of the first drawings you’d make on a plant are the
general arrangement drawings which shows the buildings, the
structures, the components, the piping down to a small size,
the duct works., Everything is shown. I 1 not dimensioned,
necessarily. 1Is that what you mean by building layouts?

MR. IMBRO: Yes. 'They arrangement of the
buildings, the size of the rooms, the general #rrangement
type information.

MR. WYLIE: "id I miss it? I didn’t see general
arrangement drawings shown.

MI IMBRO: I think it may not be specifiea there,

but building layout was really intended to locate the
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MR. MICHELSON: They can he done to varying
degrees of detail, of course.

MR. IMBRO: That'’s right.

MR. MICHELSON: For instance, if 1 have an
electrical inverter, do I know where it’s located before 1
certify the plant?

MR. IMBRO: Yes, but I think you wouldn‘t find
that type of information on a GA. A GA usually doesn’t get
that detailed.

MR. MICHELSON: No. But some drawings, whatever
you want to call that layout drawing, is going to have to
show me where the inverter is, where the motor control
centers are and things of this sort,

MR. IMBRO: That’s where we’re saying locations of
equipment tr pe specified up front, because you rezlly need
that.

MR. MICHELAON: Equipment, 1in your definition, how
small a piece of equipment are you going to locate?

MR. IMBRO: It may be as small as an instrument,
as a transmitter.

MR. MICHELSON: 1Is that what you mean by location?

MR. IMBRO: Absolutely.

MR. MICHELSOli: That’s pretty detailed.

MR. IMBRO: But I think you need to do that to be
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8o specifying this level of detail up front I
don’t think places a tremendous burden on the industry
because I think this type of thing is traditional.

MR. MICHELSON: But tae problem with your SECY
paper .s that you remain silent on what you do about smaller
pipes.

MR, IMBRO: 1I’m going ito tell you that now.

MR, MICHELSON: You‘re going to tell us.

MR. IMBRO: Yes. I think the design criteria as
specified up here is really going to control the routing of
the other piping. My philosophy on hazards analysis --

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. The criteria will control
the routing, but it won’t tell me where they are, it won't
tell me what room they’re in and so forth.

MR. IMBRO: That'’s right.

MR. MICHELSON: Criteria aren’t written that way.

MR. MICHELSON: How do I know where this four-inch
water line -~ it might even be a hot water line for all I
know right below the high en2rgy cutoff.

MR. IMBRO: 1It’s a good point. I think that this
type of information will allow you to get a real good head
start on doing a hazards analysis. I don’t think it’s going
to be the complcte answer.

MR. MICHELSCON: Then you remain silent also on

non-safety piping that might be more than six inches.
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hazards analysis at that point?

MR, IMBRO: Well, I think with this type of
information, I think you can go a long ways in doing hazards
analysis. You might not be able to fill in all the holes
and I guees what I’'m suggesting is maybe you don’t have to
do that at the time of design certificaticn, that maybe sonme
of that can be done later. You have a controlled process
because you'’ve specified criteria.

Also, again, for these piping that we’re acking
people to route within reasonable tolerance, we've asked
chat preliminary stress analyses be performed and those will
-- since we really don’t have any arbitrary intermediate
breaks anymore, basically you’re going to have breaks at
terminal ends or breaks at high stress locations.

MR. MICHELSON: You’‘re going to have breaks in
less than six-inch piping, I assume,

MR. IMBRO: Sure.

MR. MICHELSON: But you’re not going to talk about
those until I don’t know when. In other words, it’s not
clear why you drew your line at six inches there, other than
you’re trying to reduce the amount of detail engineering
that needs to be done.

MR. IMBRO: That’s right, because a lot =--

MR. MICHELSON: But you cannot go in and take your

breaks because there’s a lot of pipes that are below six
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MR. IMBRO: I agree that there’s work that needs
to be done and a lot «f pipe ie smaller than six inches and
that all needs to be looked at, but I don’t know that == I’nm
not sure that it all needs to be done to that level of
detail at design certification. Somebody needs to do it
sonmetime.

So basically what I was trying to say is you’ll
know to a reasonable accuracy what your break locations are
going to be. You basically are going to know your targets.
You have criteria that control the design process. E£o
you’re able to do, at least 1 feel, a reasonable hazards
analysis. Again, it doesn’t address all those small piping.

MR, MICHELSON: It doesn’t address a number of
other things either that you can’t do without more
information., You can’t do your fire hazards analysis
pruperly either.

MR. IMBRO: I think you can get a good handle on
that because you know the locations of equipment and you
know the cable tray locations and you know how much cable is
in each tray. 8o you have a reasonably good idea of what
the fire loadings are in the rocem. I think even as a part
of the general arrangement drawing, you’re gocing to start
thinking about specifying fire areas and fire zones.

You have all these other things to consider, too,
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I wanted to ask a couple of questions about the preamble
material in SECY-377. The particular statement that
bothered me, and maybe you can clarify, appears on Page 6
where it says "The level of detail to be developed will not
exceed that normally contained in procurement specifications
and construction and installation specifications."

Of course, it’s quite obvious that those kinds of
specifications, as you well know, do not contain such
details as where things are routed and so forth and, yet,
the level of detail you need must include where eguipment is
located, not just what the piece of equipment is specified
to be. So the statement threw me a little bit because
clearly it’s more than just what’s in your specs. Much
more.

MR. IMBRO: Yes.

[Slide.)

MR. IMBRO: I just kind of picked this sort of at
random, maybe because 1 had a mechanical systems background
anyway. But it just kind of is a way of illustrating how we
developed or what kind of information is on here and how to
read the table.

MR. CARROLL: What page is that?

MR. IMBRO: 1It’s about 1-40 or something like
that, more or less. Thirty-six, 1-36.

MR. CARROLL: B=-1-36,
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1 MR. IMBRO: Right. 8o what this is going to tell
. 2 you is that this table is developed for the mechanical
3 systems discipline. It addresses that portion which deals
4 with the balance of Nuclear Island as we'’ve defined it in
5 Attachment C. It basically has a list of engineering
6 products down the side.
7 It tries to break things down as to when in the
8 design process these engineering products become available,
9 So you’d have things that come about in the conceptual
10 phase, preliminary phase, on the next sheet it goes into
11 detail, and final.
12 Complete at design certification means that it’s
. 13 completed to the extent you can do that without vendor
14 information, without as-built data, because obviously you
15 don’t have that at the time of design certification.
16 The next one, technically achievable, was our
17 intuition or a guess from our own personal industrial
18 experiences and talking with industry, things that could be
19 done without those twe constraints of no vendor-specific
20 information and no as-built data.
21 So the consensus was that if it has an X in this
22 column, that it was possible to develop this type of
23 information. Tier 1 is indicative cf just that; that we are
. 24 placing something in Tier 1, it’s a high level cri*eria, it

25 would become part of the desiyn certification rule. That
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pretty well locks it in.

Our intent was to put as much as we could into
Tier 1, primarily to drive standardization to the highest
degree that we thought was possible. Obviously we are
thinking that there are many safety benefits, although
probably unguantifiable, that can be gained by
standardization. I think by putting as much inte Tier 1 as
we thought was reasonable, that would control
standardization., The balance would be contrclled by the
fact that by completing 50 percent of the design, you're
probably going to have $500 million invested in tue design
at that point and I think economics would not dictate that
you change the design to any great degree.

MR. WARD: Wait a minute, Gene. Could we talk a
little bit about this? You said that you want to put as
much into Tier 1 as you can or as is reasonable.

MR. IMBRO: Yes.

MR. WARD: 1Is that something you’re negotiating
somehow? How do you decide what's reasonable? What sort of
a process?

MR, IMGRO: I guess it’s kind of in the eye of the
beholder, I suppose. I mean, what’s reasonable to us may
not be reasonable to industry.

MR. WARD: Whose eye has been used so far?

MR. IMBRO: The staff’s.
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1 MR. WARD: Now, what does it mean, for example, on
. 2 the next page, on 37, there are some ~-- well, let me first
3 ask you this, On this page, when you have an X in the first
4 two columns and you haven’t put =-- let’s look at the first ‘
5 one there where you don’t have an X in the Tier 1 column, |
6 List of evaluation and studies. Why haven’t you put an ./ in ?
7 the Tier 1 column there?
8 MR. IMBRO: I think generally it’s those things =~
9 you have to recognize that, and I’m sure you do, that when
10 things are put in Tier 1, it’s very difficult to change, It
11 requires rulemaking proceedings. So what we included in
12 Tier 1 were those things that we thought were possible to go
. 13 through the design of the plant and not change. For
14 example, things like functional design criteria type of
15 things.
16 You know you’re going to lock those in up front.
17 You really want to lock those in up front. For example,
18 even on down here, list of evaluations and studies, I think
19 you’re not really sure of everything that you’re going to
20 have to do. You have a real good idea. 8o it wouldn’t be -
21 = I think it wouldn’t be reasonable to ask people to commit
22 to something that then they may have to change later,
23 because it’s such an involved process to change anything
. 24 that’s a commitment and a Tier 1 commitment, because it’s

kind of embodied in the DC rule.
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S0 we tried to take the criteria type things that
really controlled design and, to a large degree, say we
think these should be Tier 2, we don’t think these should
change, they’re kind of generic things that could apply
uniformly across the design of almost all systems,

MR. WARD: I'm trying to understand the
philosophy. You’ve put in the Tier 1, first of all,
apparently all those things that you think are necessary to
support a meaningful hazards analysis. 1Is that right? 1Is
that a fair =--

MR. IMBRO: No, not really. I don’t know that
we’'ve == I don’t know. I guess I’d have to go back and
look. I’'m not sure that all those things I put on the last
pag: were Tier 1., I think there’s a spectrum of them. Sone
would be Tier 1, particularly the criteria. Locations of
equipment, I don’t -ecollect if that’s Tier 1 or not, but I
don’t think so. Certainly it’s something that would need to
be completed at design certification.

So those things that we talked about on a couple
of slides back were really probably ==~

MR. WYLIE: I think location of equipment was Tier

MR. IMBRO: Maybe within a defined area.
MR. CARROLL: Within specified tolerances.

MR. IMBRO: Yes.
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MR. CARROLL: 1Is your language on Page 37.

MR. WYLIE: Let me ask you a question related to
what Dave’s driving at. If it’s not indicated within Tier
1, is it necessary then in Tier 27

MR. IMBRO: Yes. It would be in Tier 2. Let me
answer it this way. Some of it would be in Tier 2 and some
of it probably would reside in the third body of information
that was available.

MR. WYLIE: So it’s indeterminate then as to where
it 1s:

MR. IMBRO: Yes, But as Marty said earlier,
whatever is in the application is either Tier 1 or Tier 2.
If we feel it’s necessary to bring in the application to
make a safety judgment, then =--

MR. WYLIE: What difference does it make whether
it’s Tier 1 or Tier 2, like this equipment list, for
example?

MR. IMBRO: Probably not a whole lot of
difference. I think it needs to be available. I think
people need the information to do a hazards analysis, for
example.

MR. WYLIE: Your Tier 2 stuff is going to be
available, right?

MR. IMBRO: Yes.

MR. WYLIE: For certification.
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MR. IMBRO: But remember what really comes in Tier
2 is pretty much controlled by standard format and content
in Reg Guide 170, because we'’re not really saying that the
application has to be anything -~ at least the FSAR =~ needs
to be anything more.

MR, WYLIE: There’s a whole rack of stuff over in
the electrical area that is not indicated it’s in Tier 1.

So I just wonder where it is.

MR. IMBRO: I think a lot of probably would be in
Tier 2 or in the third body of information.

MR. MICHELSON: Along ihat line, on Page B-1-9,
you ¢on’‘t start doing cable tray arrangements until the so-
called final phase, in which case it’s already bucyond design
certification according to the table.

MR. IMBRO: I think that’s talking about
construction drawings. If you look up further =--

MR, MICHELSON: I couldn’t find, though, where
cable tray arrangement drawings, construction drawings may
mean now you’‘re getting into the supports and so forth.

MR. IMBRO: 1I don’t really want to get into all
this.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’d like to get -- let’s use
electrical.

MR. IMBRO: Okay. Page B-1-8, B-1-8 is in the

preliminary phase and about three or four entries down it
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drawings.

MR. MICHELSON: You'’re going to do those? Those
mean really det.iled drawings, where the cable trays are
going to be, where the conduits are going to be.

MR. IMERO: With a reasonable accuracy.

MR. MICHELSC'': The next item then is where is
your pull schedules? How do I know what’s in the cable
trays, which you indicated earlier that I would know?

MR. IMBRO: Yes,

MR. MICHELSON: 1 found those under construction
all right,

MR. IMBRO: B=-1~7, cable and raceway scheduln.
It’s toward the bottom of the page.

MR. MICHELSON: That will be where you will tell
me which cable is in which tray and the conduit and so
forth.

MR. IMBRO: Right. Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Some of these titles, you know, we
have to be sure we understand what they mean.

MR. WYLIE: But you don’t know whather that is
part of Tier 2 or whether it is information available for
audit. You really don’t know.

MR. IMBRO: I think to that level of detail, it’s

probably information available for audit.
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MR. WYLIE: Okay. I’m not suggesting it be in
Tier 2.

MR. IMBRO: I don’t think you need te include the
cable arrangement schedule in the application.

MR. WYLIE: I’m just trying to find ocut where it
is.

MR, MICHELSON: But you would need to know it if
you‘re trying to do a local fire analysis.

MR. IMBRO: Exactly.

MR. WARC: I'm trying to figure out what this
table means. Why, for example, haven’t vou put another
column in there that shows what’s Tier 2?7 We’re left with
some ambiguity here. If you don’t have an X under the Tier
1 column, you don’t know where it is. 1s that just so what?

MR. IMBRO: No. It isn’t so what.

MR. WYLIE: Because you’‘re going to treat each of
these three categories differently. If I look at the
flexibility charts =--

MR. IMBRO: Tier 1 and Tier 2 will be almost
treated the same until a time that a COL is issued.

(Slide.)

MR. VIRGILIO: What we did is we took an ECCS pump
and tried to divide up some characteristics associated with
that pump to show you what would be in Tier 2. We recognize

the table is lacking that column, the distinction between
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avajilable for audit and what’s in Tier 2. What we’ve done
is we’ve said Tier 1, and if I could put a definition to
what we’ve put up there, I would say it’s the principal
design basis and criteria, principal design features, and,
as Gene pointed out, then we looked at the details of the
design and made some judgments about how much more we could
push intc Tier 1 principally to foster standardization.

But we started out with the definition of it was
the design basis and criteria and the principal design
features. Then we shoved a little bit more in there to
foster standardization. If you look at what’s submitted and
not certified, we’ve provided some details there., That's
Tier 2. That stuff is in the application.

If I were going to put a definition te Tier 2, 1
would say it was that information that we needed to ensure
that the design conforms to the design reguiremer . and
provides adequate safety. These are typical details, if you
would go back to an SER that we would have written under the
Part 50 process, that we would have used to support our
judgments that that top level criteria, in fact, had been
translated into the design, and that design provided
adequate safety.

MR. WARD: What you just said makes sense to me,
but is that documented? You said if you were going to put a

definition to this, and then you defined it, 1Is that
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definition documented?

MR. VIRGILIO: I think it’s between the lines in
the SECY paper, if it doesn’t come out expressly and state
it, It was clearly the intent as we started down this path
and it will be where the reg guide will come out in terms of
-- 1 envision the reg guide to help us make that distinction
between what'’s in Tier 1, what’s in Tier 2, and what'’s
available for audit.

MR. WARD: You seem to have some crisper
definitions in mind and 4o forth, but we almost have to drag
them out of you and I just wonder why.

MR. VIRGILIO: The last time we were here, we
tried to work with definitions and then people said but I
need examples. So we've gone to the other side of saying
here are the examples that define the definitions we have
tried in the past, that people said I can’t see it without
the details,

You’re right. Maybe this paper is absent some of
the crisper definitions, but we thought we were doing better
by providing the details that would demonstrate those
definitions.

MR. MICHELSON: Put in both and I think you’ve got
it. You’ve done some defining in here. You just haven’t -~

MR. WILKINS: No, they really haven’t. They could

just say that doesn’t conform to your definition.
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MR. WYLIE: Maybe we ought to take a break now.

MR. MICHELSON: Let me ask one more question on
mechanical. 1It’s just beyond mechanical on Page 51, B-~1-51,
there’s a section called engineering mechanics. 1In looking
through the listing, I have to go all the way down to the
detailed phase to find out when you do your hazards analyses
on missiles, pipe whips and line breaks. I find that you do
it after design certification.

The design certification column was not X'‘d,

MR. IMBRO: Page 517

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. Page 51,

MR. MICHELSON: 1Is it somewhere earlier and I just
missed it? It’s not quite conforming with what I think you
told me earlier, unless =--

MR. IMBRO: I think what that'’s trying to say, and
I guess you have to a little bit read between the lines.

MR. MICHELSOV: 1I can’t read between any lines
here.

MR. IMBRO: I understand. 1It‘s probably our
fault. We need to do state it more clearly. But I think
what that tried to say was that you won’t be able to fully
complete the hazards analysis at the time of design
certification, which we talked about before.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I don’t think that conforms with

your basic commitment here to satisfy all sufety questions
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before certification.

MR. IMBRO: I think you can satisfy ==

MR. MICHELSON: All to me means all. That'’s your
words, not mine.

MP. IMBRO: Okay. That’s what we said,

MR. MICHELEON: Yes.

MR. IMBRO: But I think that from a safety point
of view, if you have the design progressad to a reasonable
degree of completion and then have criteria and have a
controlled process to control the rest.

MR. MICHELSON: Then you better go back and
explain to the Commissioners who will read this that you
don’t really intend to do all the things needed to assure
that all safety questions have been closed.

MR. IMBRO: I think that does resolve the safety -
- well,

MR. MICHELSON: You’re going to leave some open.
You’re going to leave some open till later walkdowns and
whatever. Maybe that’s in there. 1 didrn’t find it in here.

MR. IMBRO: There are a lot of things that can’t
be done up front and I think there are a lot of
reaconciliations that need to be done. I just don’t think
that it’s reasnnable or even feasible to get all this detail
and ==

MR. MICHELSON: Perhaps then you better change
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your words, which are the words, I thinX, out of Part 52.

MR. IMBRO: All right,

MR. MICHELSON: I think that you’re building
yourself a box if you really aren’t joing to satisfy all
safety queistions before certification.

MR, WILKINS: It seems to me it’s even more
serious if it.’s not reasonable or perhaps even if it’'s
unreasonable, it’s not feasible to answer the questions that
you’re cuov.tted to answer, then this whole process is just
going to fall flat on its face.

MR. IMBRO: I would not paint it that black, 1
ttink we’ve gone very far in specifying a high degree of
standardization, I think that from a safety conclusion
point of view, I think we will be able to reach safety
conclusions without that excruciating level of detail.
Maybe that’s a difference of opinion we share.

MR. WYLIE: Let’s take a break and be back at 35
after.

[Brief recess.)

MR. WYLIE: We will resume the meeting.

MR. WARD: May I ask a question?

MR. WYLIE: Sure.

MR. WARD: 1Is that what we’re doing now?

MR. WYLIE: Yes.

MR. WARD: Okay.
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MR. WYLIE: Question and answer.

MR. WARD: I don’t know if this is a question or a
comment. We seem to be still struggling with the definition
of, of course, finality, what that'’s all about, and
particularly worrying about how important non-finality is.
It’s been one of the grand traditions of the NRC, AEC
before, that it goes ahead and makes decisions and then it
puts in place some sort of what I used to call the
confirmatory activity to follow up and maybe there’s only 90
percent confidence in that decision and to get up to 95 or
99 percent confidence that the decision is right before
whatever action is taken is taken, there is some
confirmatory work.

There is some benefit to that sort of a process,
but you haven’t been explicit about doing that sort of thing
in this program. I wonder if that would be useful to do
that. D¢ you see what I’'m driving at?

MR. VIRGILIO: 1If there’s a confirmatory portion
to this program, in my mind, it’s the ITAACs. It is the
method by which we’ll ensure that the design details that
we’ve certified are translated into the as-built plant.
That’s really the followup. But we have tried to disconnect
that from issue finality.

What we review and approve as part of the

certification is, in fact, what is going to be ==~ they’ll be
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the matters that are resolved, unless, and you go back to
Part 52-103, ess somebody can bring forward information
that, in implementing the ITAACs, you can demonstrate that
the acceptance criteria has not been net. Then you've
opened up the guestion again and you’ve got opportunity for
hearing.

Now, I recognize that these issues are not
resolved and there are matters that are being discussed in
the Courts now, but if you look back at Part 52,
particularly at 52-103, that’s where you get your followup
and that’s where you get your confirmation and that’s where
your vulnerabilities are to a second hearing if the
acceptance criteria is not satisfied.

MR. CARROLL: So you carefully checse your words
when you said issue finality. That'’s distinct from as-built
design finality, isn’t it?

MR. VIRGILIO: VYes. That’s the way the program
was conceived,

MR. CARROLL: Issues have been finally resolved.
Now the question is have you really built the plant that
way.

MR. VIRGILIO: That'’s correct. 1Ic opens up the
issue of finality if you can demonstrate that the plant
hasn’t been built in accordance with the acceptance criteria

outlined in the ITAACs,
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MR. WILKINS: But that doesn’t open up the
guestion as to whether those criteria are valid, does it?

MR, VIRCILIO: The guestion of whether the
criteria are valid -- what ig in Tier 1, what is in Tier 2
and the ITAACs, all that materia) 1s the subject of the
first hearing.

MR. WILKINS: Yes, and that’s behind you and not
subject to attack again.

MR. VIRGIY”.:: Yes.

MR. WILKINS: But on the other hand, it can be
alleged, perhaps accurately, that the plant was not built in
accordance with those criteria.

MR. VIRGILIO: That’s the provisions of 52-103.

MR. WILKINS: I’'m speaking purely as a taxpayer, a
citizen, that’s good, that'’s the way it ought to be.

MR. VIRGILIO: We think so, too.

MR. WYLIE: Other gquestions? Carl?

MR. MICHELSON: No.

MR. WYLIE: You don’t have any questions?

MR. MICHELSON: I asked all my guestions.

MR. WYLIE: My goodness.

MR. MICHELSON: Not all of them, but all of them
worthy of asking.

MR. WYLIE: Go ahead.

MR. WILKINS: 1I’m trying to formulate this so that




10

11

12

33

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

85
it makes some kind of sense. I’m not sure I can do it. You
have to make == NRC has to reach a determination that the
plant will operate safely if it is built according to what
we know with the Tier 1 information as supported by the Tier
2 information that’s in the application,

In the course of making that decision, you have
available to you some informaticn that’s in the vendor'’s
files that you can look at and audit., 1If you look at it and
decide that it is necessary for you to look at it, then you
pull it out and call it Tier 2.

What was disturbing me a little bit this morning
was that I thought I heard Gene say that you might not be
able to make that determination. Now, he didn’t say that,
so let me be very careful. That'’s what I deduced from what
he said, because I think what he said was you wouldn’t have
all the information needed to make all the determinations.

If you can’t make all the determinations in every
regard, then how do you know it’s really safe?

MR. VIRGILIO: I think that what you would do is =
- in my mind, I’'d go back to 52-47 and it talks about
interface criteria. 1If there are situations where we cannot
form our safety judgment and make final conclusions because
the design isn’t complete, there are provisions in the
regulations that allow us to use what we would call

interface criteria.
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In my mind, that translates to the old open items,
These are issues that we will take up later and the later is
at the COL stage.

MR. CARROLL: Wasn’t it more restrictive than
that, though?

MR. VIRGILIO: More restrictive in what sense?

MR. CARROLL: It could only apply to interface
criteria. You made it sound like you could have a whole big
launury list of open items without restriction. You didn’t
mean that, did y~?

MR. IMBRO: No. I don‘’t think that’s the case. 1
think what we’re saying is we’re going to have the design
completed to a sufficient level of detail that we should be
able to judge whether Tier ) and Tier 2 criteria were
appropriate.

You know the criteria specified up front, you have
a good idea of how they‘re being implemented and what they
mean, and, based on that, you should be able to achieve
issue finality, and I don’t think it’s going to be a
difficult undertaking for all of these items.

MR. WILKINS: I can understand this interface
criteria, that makes sense to me, Then whatever happens on
the righthand side of the interface later has to fit with
those criteria.

MR. CARROLL: But 1 thought I heard Marty --



MR. WILKINS: I thought 1 did, too.

. 2 MR. VIRGILIO: Let me just go back to the
3 regulations. The interface regquirements to be met by those
4 portions of the plant for which the application does not
5 seek certification, these regquirements must be sufficiently
6 detailed tc allow completion of the final safety analysis
7 and design-specific probablistic risk assessment required by
8 the above paragraphs.
9 MR. MICHELSON: What part of the plant aren’t you
10 seeking certification on?

11 MR. VIRGILIO: The full scope. We’ve discussed

. 13 MR. MICHELSON: Maybe have a total
14 misunderstanding then of what we’re doing.
15 MR. IMBRO: 1It’s only the site-specific portions
16 that you need to develop interface criteria for.
17 MR. MICHELSON: The rest of them, it isn’t a
18 question of partial scope. It’s full scope, I thought.
19 MR. IMBRO: Would also say at the time of the
20 combined operating license, you need to bring that up to the

21 same level of completion as the balance of Nuclear Island.

22 MR. MICHELSON: Maybe I do have a question, then,
23 just to hear it from a little different viewpoint., 1’11 try
. 24 to ask it a little differently. There is the question of

there will be a large number of components in this plant
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vhich will reguire some kind of environmental gualification.
What do you have in mind as to where that qualification
might be specified or what stage of the process it might be
specified, keeping in mind these basic ideas will have
everything up to the procur.iment and construction
specification stager

MR. IMBRO: Environmental gqualification, if I’'m
recollecting correctly, is Tier 1.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, the criteria clearly are
Tier 1. Are the qualificacions on each component Tier 17

MR. IMBRO: I would expect that by the time you
got to the 50 percent engineering point, you know what the
environments are going to be, you know where your breaks are
going to be, you know what the pressures are going to be.
You know it to sufficient detail to be able to do a bounding
analysis,

MR. MICHELSON: We aren’t talking ==~

MR. IMBRO: And then you can qualify it to that,
to within that envelope.

MR. MICHELSON: But you clearly believe that
environmental qualification of all equipment must be
specified before certification.

MR. IMBRO: Yes.

MR. WILKINS: Carl is very good at asking

questions, and I must say I wish I could ask them as
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could be put into standard review plan guidance perhaps that
addresses these new sophisticated control systems.

MR. WYLIE: 1Is that the intent?

MR. IMBRO: I don’t know that it’s really been
thought through that far yet, quite honestly.

MR. WYLIE® 1t seems to me that'’s an important
area and one that needs to be addressed.

MR. CARROLL: Just to follow up, Charlie, that
paragraph seems tc indicate there’s a lot of credibility for
the evaluation performed by the staff of RESAR 4/14. Do you
know when that was done?

MR, WILKINS: 1 do.

MR. CARROLL: I do, too. 1 guess the obvious
guestion is haven’t we learned something in that time span.
It makes it sound like that's the standard by which we're
going to judge things.

MR, IMBRO: 1 think we were just trying to make
the point that this is not a novel concept, that we’ve asked
people to do prototype testing for innovative concepts
before. I don’‘t think we're going to use the same criteria
that we used to judge RESAR 4/14.

MR. CARROLL: Do you know if you have any criteria
that'’s better than you used to judge RESAR 4/147

MR, IMBRO: 1I’'m not really an expert in that area.

I can’t answer that.



10
11
12
‘I’ 13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

®

25

93

MR. CARROLL: The answer is you don’'t,

MR, IMBRO: Maybe not.

MR. CARROLL: As best 1 can tell. That’s a big
deficiency in this whole program, because all of these
plants are going to use that kind of instrumentation,

MR. MICHELSON: Did RESAR 4/14 use multiplexing
for reactor protection, local transmittere out in the
building for reactor protection?

MR. CARROLL: That'’s my impressicn.

MR. WARD: You said it did for reactor protection?
We've got an expert back there.

MR. LEIVO: Ken Leivo., 1t was eleven years ago,
but the system did use fiber optic links between analogue
channels.

MKk. MICHELSON: But from out in the building to
the control room or just within the contrel room?

MR. LEIVO: 1 don’t believe it did.

MR, MICHELSON: I’'’m not sure. My recollecticn was
it did not. That is the new plan, though, to do local
transmission from various parte of the building into the
control room using these cables. So it becomes a problem of
protecting the environment around these local transmitters
which in many cases might be in more harsh environments than
they would in the control room.

MR. WYLIE: Any other questions?

T om v T e i e oy L e
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MR, WARD: Charlie, let me.

MR. WYLIE: Sure.

MR. WARD: 1In this SKM we got after we met with
the Commissioners, they seem to want us to zero in on two
guestions, What information an application should be
codified in a manner that it can’t be changed without an
amendment or an exemption and, two, what process should be
used for changing the design below that level of detail. Do
you think that we heavd enough to understand what the
staff’s proposal on that is, do you think? 1 guess we have.

MR. WYLIE: 1 think so.

MR. WARD: You are more knowledgeable abouc this,
and I just want to make sure we have.

MR. WYLIE: I think so.

MR, MICHELSON: 1I’d like one clarification in that
regard. Does the staff envision changing 50.59 to more
clearly fit to this kind of a process? 650.57 wasn’t quite
designed for what you're going to use this for., Are you
going to change 50.59, in other words?

MR. VIRCILIO: No. We'’re not going to change
50.59, but at cne point in the process, and that is at the
time we issued the design certification, we’ll include in
the design certification 50,59~1ike provisions.

MR, MICHELSON: You will kind of reword it as a

part of the particular rule for that particular design.
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MR, VIRGILIO: Yes.

MR, MICHELSON: That would be fine.

MR. CARROLL: That'’s a clarification l've recently
gotten; that they don’t intend to use 50.59, per se. They
intend to develop language that'’s similear to or based on.

MR, WILKINS: Until after the authorization.

MR, VIRGILIO: Let me make sure that’s clear.
Between the design certification and the COL, what we're
proposing is that you have the same processes controlling
both Tier 1 and Tier 2. That’s the amendment, the
exemption, or the waiver. Now, once you’'ve been granted the
COL, we propose to include in the COL language roughly
equivalent to what is in 50.59 today, and we do that because
of certain provisions in the rule itself that are best read
to imply that 50.%9 is applicable to a licensee authorized
to osperate.

S0 we re making that distinction. We feel like
there is a gap in Part 52 and we’'re trying to cover that gap
by puttiryg in the COL itself the 50.59 words. We don’‘t
intend tv change them. Right now. as a parallel effort
that'’s not a part of thiz, we’re implementing or we're
allowing industry to implement the NSAC-125 document and
we're conducting audits and inspections to get feedback to
determine if that’s the right approach.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s my concern., Does that
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document now in its interpretations apply equally to how we
would change these designs and the COL thereafter?

MR. VIRGILIO: For those portions, remember not
Tier 1, Tier 1 is going to be controlled by the rulemaking
process, but for the Tier 2 information, 50,59 and ite
current provisions are what we consider adeguate to control
safety.

MR, MICHELSON: But not the NSAC-12%
interpretations.

MR. VIRGILIO: 1It’s sort of a separate effort from
this that’s ongoing. We’re right now collecting information
with regard to the implementation of NSAC~125 through
inspections and audits. I imagine it’s parallel, but it’'s
not a part of this effort.

MR. MICHELSON: You will go back to the original
0,59 words or interpretations for this purpose, is that
right?

MR. IMBRO: After the plant begins to operate,.

MR. MICHELSON: After the COL.

MR. IMBRO: I think the way the rule is crafted,
even though they’re issued a combined operating license,
there’s still, I guess, an opportunity ~- the Commission has
to make another determination as to then whether they are
allowed to operate. Once they’re allowed to operate, once

that final determination is made, that occurs after COL,
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then 50.59 will apply.

MR. MJHELSON: When authorization for operation
ocours, tusn it «#ill be 50.59 covered.

MR. "MBRO: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: Before that it will be per the
change in the certification and a waiver or whatever.

MR. IMBRO: Yes.

MR. CARROLL: I have a question., When we met with
the Commisszioners las* month, Chairman Cerr alluded to or
made sort of an offhand comment that ma:be all this isn’t
really going to work, maybe what we need is an FOAX
approach, first of a kind., We didn’t follow up on that and
I'm not sure 1’'m accurately quoting the good Chairman, but
can you give us some insight as to what he was alluding to
or what his thinking is on this?

MR. IMBRO: My only speculation would be, and, of
course, I’'m not inside the man’s head, but I think that what
he was saying is maybe that you could build a plant as a
first of a kind and then once you went through all the
evolutions, then certify it and then make it fixed as ¢
certified plant.

MR. CARROLL: So the follow-on plants could be.

MR. IMBRO: Yes., 11 inferred \hat'’s what he meant,
but that’s my own interpretation.

MR, MICHELSON: The first of a kind would be two-
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step licensing.

MR. IMBRO: Yes. That is my speculation.

MR. CARROLL: I guess the guestion is who would
belly-up to the bar and expose themselves to that. One
other issue, Gene. 1 guess a meeting ago or so, you made a
presentation to us on design basis documentation. 1 made
the point that I think you ought to say in all of this some
very clear words that people ought to be very conscious of
design basis documentation isgues in proceeding through this
process.

I guess 1 haven’t found the worde I'm looking for
yet,

MR. IMBRO: They’re probably not in there and
addressing it in that regard. 1 think that we did make a
conscious effort to try and put as much of the design and
the criteria documents in Tier 1 and I think that will help
to a great de¢ree to keep the design basis intact. But, no.
We didn’t really address it from that context. I think it's
necessary, it’s a good idea.

MR. CARROLL: Would you think about putting some
words into the reg guide on that subject?

MR. IMBRO: We certainly could consider that.

MR. CARROLL: 1I’l]l remember you were considering
‘t when we look at the reg guide.

MR. WILKINS: Tell me again what the timetable for
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they approve this, it may alter the course that we're o
right =, If we were on the course that we're current'y
proposing to the Commission, I could envision coming ba:k to
you in maybe nine months or so with something a little bit
more detailed.

MR. WILKINS: Nine months from the starting point,

MR, VIRGILIO: From the Commission approval point,
That'’'s a very optimistic schedule.

MR, WILKINS: It sounds like it to me.

MR, VIRGILIO: The importance of this matter in
the eyes of the Commission, 1 could see we would put the
resources against this in order to do it in an expedited
fashion.

MR, MICHELSON: 1In the case of the ABWR, since it
does have to ge on in parallel without knowledge of
necessarily what you have in mind, how do you assure
coordination between what you’re doing and what the ABWR
people are doing? Presumably you should be in sort of lock
step of some sort.

MR. VIRGILIO: 1Iterations and review by the
technical staff. I look at it as right now they are
conducting audits for the two reasons that we talked about
earlier today: principally for the reason to gain insights
on the design details, We’ve been to the vendor shops.

We’'ve seen some of the material that they have audited.



13

14

1%

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

That would certainly help us in fostering a reg guide that
would say what types of information do we want for these
particular systems.

I would imagine there would be an awful close link
between the technical reviewers who are doing the review of

the ABWR, the AP-600 and the other applications that we have

before us, and the development of this reg guide,

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, because clearly I would think
that whatever ABWR comes up with will have to meet the
regulatory guide. 8o we don’t want to find out late in the
game that you'’re not meeting tiie guide. You make sure it's

kind of developed as you go along.

MR. VIRGILIO: And the only way that this could be
developed successfully is wit a lot of very tight
coordination between the pecple doing it.

MR, MICHELSON: Now, you’re in a different
organizational unit than the reviewers, is that right? Are
you in this new division that they formed or are you in
another division?

MR. VIRGILIO: 1I’m in another division, that'’s
correct.

MR. MICHELSON: 8o there is an inter-divisional
coordination that’s required. It’s not just between
branches, it’s between divisions, even.

MR, VIRGILIO: That'’s correct.
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MR, WILKINS: But it’s still all in NRR.

MR. VIRGILIO: That's correct.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s that one saving grace.

MR. CARROLL: You keep mentioning ABWR, Carl, and
I agree that that'’s ==

MR, MICHELSON: Not the only one.

MR, CARROLL: That'’s the head of the pack, but I
think the same words that you have in Attachment F about
ABWR sound like they equally well apply to CE System BO~
Plus,

MR. IMBRO: I am not that familiar with the CD
System 80-FPlus.

MR. CARROLL: We asked them what level of detail

they had gone to and obviously they’re not to the level of

detail you’re recommending.

MR. MICHELSON: Tha" might change their mind,

MR. CARROLL: Yes. Appendix F is going to ruin
GE’s day.

MR. WYLIE: Any other comments?

[No response. ]

MR. WYLIE: I’d like to thank the staff for their
presentation. I think at this point we’ll call on NUMARC to
make their presentation. Bill Rasin?

(Slide. )

MR. RASIN: Thank you, Mr. Chiairman. Somewhat
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different from the agenda that I saw when I came in today, 1
will be the only presenter., 1 do not have any of the
lawyers or the vendor technical people with me. Most of
them are off oxygen now, but they’re not guite up to travel.

[ Laughter. )

(8lide.)

MR. RASIN: What I would like to do i1s review very
briefly the industry position on level of detail which we've
consistently prvsented, make a few comments on SECY-90-377,
and then tell you where we are at this point in time.
Obviously we’re not ready to go through the tables and the
detail that Gene and the staff did.

(8lide.)

MR. RASIN: As we have said before and certainly
the lasc time we were before you, we see the Tier 1 part of
certification as FSAR Section 1.2 scope of information,
amplified to a level equating that in a current SER.

MR. CARROLL: What'’s an example of a current SER?
Would that be Comanche FPeak?

MR. RASIN: Comanche Peak or Limerick. 1I’m not
too familiar with Seabrook. I would say any recent
generation SER, and the level of detail we would certainly
se¢ varying with safety significance.

(Slide.)

MR. RASIN: We believe that the design must be
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sufficiently detailed to enable the NRC to complete their
safety evaluations, assure construction conformance can be
attained, and to prepare their inspection plans and
schedules for their review of the construction process
subsequent to COL.

We believe that the statement from Part 52 is what
we have been saying all along and that the issue of detall
will have to be resolved in each certification rulemaking.
I think our view is I guess somewhat similar to the staff’s
in that we’ve tried to express our thoughts through
definitions to date and that hasn’t worked for us either.

The staff has made un attempt at detail beyond
what we have t: ied to do and 1 guess we will try that route
as well as ree what works., We are concerned that we're
trying to do all of this definition up front to a higler
degree than we think was intended or warranted by Part 52.

(8lide. )

MR. RASIN: With regard to SECY~-90~377, the staff
has made a tremendous effort in a short period of time and 1
think gone a long way up the curve on understanding the
design process, how it’s conducted, and what happens at
various stages. 1 think in that respect they have made a
real contribution to the discussion of this issue with the
information they’ve put forward.

In reading the text of the document, we note the
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acceptance of the two-tier approach, the flexibility
provisions. We certainly see a philosophy of a graded
approach to the level of detail, although we don’t
necessarily see that carried through in the tables. We gee
the philosophy that the level of detail should equate to
what we have been saying:; the FSAR as-built minus as-
procured information.

However, again, we don’t see that necessarily |
carried over into the tables,

MR, WARD: Bill, when you say you ncte the NRC
acceptance of these items, by that you mean this is
essentially what the industry proposed and now you're saying
the NRC has accepted those proposals? What do you mean by
acceptance?

MR. RASIN: Well, acceptance in principal in the
SECY. Obviously that has not been accepted by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. We believe what the staff has
accepted is philosophically close to what the industry has
been proposing as what we see as the most feasible way of
implementing Part 52.

MR, WYLIE: But you don’‘t agree with the way that
the staff has done it.

MR. RASIN: Well, let’s go on into now some of the
things =~-

MR. CARROLL: Before you take that off. You have
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fallen into the trap of using 50.59. You should say using a
50.59 approach or something like that.

MR, RASIN: Yes. 1 stand admonished., You're
guite correct.

MR. CARROLL: Just so we get rid of that.

MR. RASIN: We have no problems with that concept.
The way the staff conceived that is the way we understood,

[8lide. )

MR. RASIN: The level of detail, I think, that has
taken us aback is the new standard of feasible and practical
and whether this is proper to be the new regulatory standard
of the day. Whether, in fact, those tables are feasible and
practical is something that we’re studying very hard right
now, we may or may not agree with the feasible or the
practical part of it.

We do acknowledge that it certainly is a valiant
attempt to define that. Neverthelese, we don’t see an
exposition of a commensurate safety benefit to justify this
feasible and practical standard as opposed to a reasonable
assurance of protection of the public health and safety, and
that’s something that is of great concern to us from a
regulatory philosophy point of view.

MR. MICHELSON: But you don’t disagree with the
need for the staff to be able to complete its safety

evaluations, which I assume means what the standard review
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plan prescribes.

MR. RASIN: Absolutely.

MR. MICHELSON: 8o whatever information needed to
perform what the standard review plan prescribes would have
to be provided, and you don’t disagree with that,

MR. RASIN: We do not and I think you will see
that further on. We see new and substantial requirements
suggested in the SECY for design certification certainly
beyond what we have seen in Part 52. The independent design
certification or verification or audit, kind of a third-
party audit concept is in there, and we certainly need to
understand that a little bit more and we see that no where
in the regulations today.

This new Category 3 or Tier 3 or whatever you want
to call it, available for audit information, being specified
to a great level of detail and admittedly well beyond what's
needed for the safety determination is also a concern and
that ties back to the feasib'e and practical.

The prototype testing clauses I think we need to
understand a little bit more. We are concerned to see them
show up and the way we read them is not necessarily
consistent with the way we read Part 52, &o we’ll have to
explore that a little more, as well.

MR. W' 1E: What bothers you there, Bill?

MR. RASIN: Again, I think it’s going to be a
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matter of interpretation and degree. We thought we
understood the statements in there regarding prototype
testing for advanced plants. To what degree that applies in
part to sections of our evolutionary plants we have to
understand a little bit more.

MR, WYLIE: The “ay 1 read that, it was mainly
vhere this was something i .w that had never be=n used before
in a plant, and not necessarily had anything to do with
evolutionary plants.

MR. RASIN: Yes. And the gquestion is new to what
degree. 1 don’t know., We’re just concerned we don’t
understand that, If the entire instrumentation system of
the plant needs to be mocked up in a prototype as part of
the design approval process, 1 guess we have some pretty
serious concerns.

MR, WYLIE: 1I didn’t read that into it,

MR. RASIN: Well, let me say that, as you are well
aware, in industry, we already read the staff’s documents
from the worst possible perspective and imagine the worst
possible things. 1It’s a natural tendency on our part.

MR. WILKINS: Time tes'ed.

MR. RASIN: However, experience shows us that over
the long run, that’s usually the most correct
interpretation.

MR, CARROLL: Back to the independent design
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certification bullet, “hat issue jumped out at me when I was
reading this thing on the plane yesterday, but 1 can’'t find
it, 1In what context was ‘hat used?

MR. RASIN: Maybe the staff could better answer
their own document, but we saw in there the implication that
an independent third-party audit kind of review vould be a
regquirement for the certification process.

MR. CARROLL: I thought I did, too, but 1 can’t
find it anymore.

MR, VIRGILIO: Page 14,

MR. CARROLL: Page 14.

MR, VIRGILIO: Under the section entitled
"Description of the Standardization" portion at the bottom
of the page.

MR. CARROLL: You are refar' .y, Marty, to the
statement "The staff audit of th! e. 4n detail will most
l1ikely involve integrated des.... inspections or independent
design verifications."

MR, VIRGILIO: Yes., That is correct. That is the
second reason why we wanted the information available for
audit, to provide us assurance that the top level critervia
in Tier 1 and Tier 2 had been translated properly into the
design details. This is our safety review of the process,

MR. CARROLL: The independent design verifications

you’'re talking about will be done -~ what does independent
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mean, done by who?

MR. IMB}I'O: It could be either a third party group
or else a group within the organization that’s off the
project that has some independence,

MR. CARROLL: 8o you do envision the applicant to
do this.

MR. IMBRO: Yes. 1It’s kind of ¢n eithz.sor. 1It'’s
nothing different than we have done on an' of the NTOLs
post-Diable Canyon. 1In fact, ev.n Diablo Canyon, I think,
had an TDVP,

MR. CARROLL: You better believe it 1id.

MR. IMBRO: It probably wae the grandcaddy of them
all.

MR. MICHELSON: That'’s not guite a certification,
That'’s just a verification.

MR. RASIN: Yes. Our problem is it’s not a
regulatory requirement and seems to be becoming one. That
as a general practice, we need to think about it and have
some more discussior as to what’s intended there.

[S8lide.)

MR. RASIN: The finality statements, depending
upon | one reads them, they’re either very happy or very
concerned, and we still have an even number of lawyers
looking at them. So we’re at #n indeterminate state right

now, But we’re concerned that if we’re misinterpreting
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MR. RASBIN: No, sir. That'’s total of the four
projects., Obviously the ABWR, the CE, it’'s a little easier
to determine that number than it is for the passive plant
designs at this time. Also, the passive being less far
along might allow you some other options. For any of the
other designs, it’s a significant sum of money.

MR. WARD: But that’s additional over what'’s the
base?

MR. RASIN: That'’s additional over the baseline
that is being spent right now, which I’'m not sure 1 can
guote you a good number on that. All totalled it probably
is in this order of magnitude across the four.

MR. WARD: So this is about doubling the design
development costs.

MR. RASIN: This would be a doubling of the design
development costs at first approximation,

MR. WARD: All right.

MR, RASIN: Mention was made of a first of a kind
engineering and if you'’re familiar with the NPOC plan, you
know there was a block on first of a kind engineering that
we were looking at getting the funding for from industry and
some from the Department of Energy. We see the tables in
the SECY as bringing most of that first of a kind
engineering work up now into the certification process and

we think that there wil) be extremely low probability of
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being able to finance this additional work absent an order,
and as the industry has clearly maintaine? that without
certification, there’s not going to be an order.

8o we find ourselves in a little bit of a Catch-22
right now trying to understand this better, with the
Commission beginning to acknowledge the kind of costs that
will be imposed by this feasible and practical standard. We
really wonder what the viability of this process has become.

Schedule extensions, preliminary estimates, again,
are for the evolutionary designs to comply with this, if the
money were avajilable in a very short period of time, on an
extension of three to five years and the completion of the
certification of those plants., The passive is a little bit
less certain now. Again, it’s in an earlier stage of design
and you can always do some efficiency things, but clearly
the schedule there and the funds available will be impacted
by the delays in the evolutionary plant,

MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave this slide, let
me ask a question. You seem to be concerned about the =-
this is a guestion of how far the design goes in the
practical sense as opposed to what'’s required for meeting
the requirements of the standard review plan, which I think
you said clearly you're in agreement with.

This estimyte of doubling the costs, was that on

the assumption that for $250 million you would have been
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1 able to meet all the requirements of the standard review
. 2 plan?
3 MR. RASIN: BSomewhere on that order. Well, no.
4 Over all four designe I think we’re probably talking more
5 than $250 million. Again, I don’t know the exact number
6 there, but it’s somewhere, for all four, on the order of
7 $500 million.
8 MR, MICHELSON: But you thought you had already
9 estimated everything it took to meet the standard review
10 plan,
11 MR. RASIN: That'’s correct.
12 MR. MICHELSON: And that this question of ==~ what
. 13 do they call it ~- practical and feasible or something?
14 That was adding another $250 millionr to the level of effort
15 required before certification. That was a thought you seen
16 to be -~
17 MR. RASIN: 1It’s $500 million across the four
18 designs.
19 MR. MICHELSON: Yes., For four designs, yes,
20 MR. RASIN: Right.
21 MR. MICHELSON: 1t comes from the first bullet
22 where we asked them about what that $500 million meant, and
23 I gathered that half of that roughly was contributed because
‘ 24 of this additional thought of ==
25 MR. RASIN: No. The whole $500 million is because

Z
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of the practical and feasible.

MR. MICHELSON: All $500 million is to make this
thing practical and feasible.

MR. RASIN: Yes,

MR. MICHELSON: Whatever that means. I find your
argument escapes me a little bit, but I guess you’d have to
spend a lot of time explaining what == if you already meet
the standard review plan in all respects, then these
niceties you're saying still cost $500 million to get it up
to what the certification seems to require.

MR. RASIN: 1If you accept the staff’s -~ not for
certification, but if you accept that between the submission
and the available~for~audit category done to the detail
specified in those tables, you are taking almost all of the
balance-of~plant and Turbine Island systems to a lLevel 2 of
design detail, which is well beyond where we are,

MR. MICHELSON: 1 thought the argument given was
r1hat we would only go in to audit those things reguired to
determine the safety and acceptability of the plant., Are we
going in and auditing things that are beyond determining
safety and acceptability? I thought the intent was we go
into the details to determine whether something is safe; for
instance, on environmental qualification, if you need to
know mcre of the details, you go into this material that'’s

for audit.
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But that was for the purpose of making a safety
determination and not because it was nice or feasible or
wvhatever.

R. RASIN: 1 think that’s a fair statement with
regard to the audit, but if you read the SECY, that material
is to be developed and available for audit at the front end
of the process.

MR, MICHELSON: To the extent needed to make
safuty determinations.

MR. RASIN: Yes, and maybe that’s where we need ==«

MR. MICHELSON: Those are the Part 52 words.

MR. RASIN: We agree that'’'s Part 52 words. The
SECY does not say that, It requires Level 2 of detail on
what we would censider even minor Turbine Island systems as
the available~for-audit category up front,

MR, MICHELSON: Maybe that’s just a need for
clarification of what the staff intended for thies material
available for audit., Was it to assure standardization or
was it to make your safet, <terminations or both?

MR. IMBRO: Both.

MR. VIRGILIO: The reg guide is going to foster
development of more information than we’ve had in the past,
and what we audit and what we include in Tier 2 is what we
needed to make our safety judgment. The remainder is there

and it fosters standardization., The alternate is to do this
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ever asked for to do safety reviews, but we’re not really
suggesting that the whole Turbine Island need to be
generated to a Level 2.

I think wher: the secondary plant can present
challenges to the primary system, than maybe Level 2 detail
is appropriate, and where other aspects of the turbine
building, like the turbine drains -- that can cause a
turbine upset, too -~ don’t really impact or present a
cliallenge to the reactor system, then maybe they don’t need
to be Level 2. But we didn’t really cut it that fine as a
first cut and we said, hey, we might require as much as
Level 2 for the turbine building and I think we were saying
that for certain aspects we would and certain aspects maybe
we wouldn’t, and we haven’t really parsed it that fine right
now.

MR. CARROLL: Back to my main feed water example.
fou’re saying you may not require a lot of very detailed
stuff, like where vents and drains are on the system.

MR. IMBRO: Probably not. Offhand, I would say,
no., We don’t really care about that,

MR. CARROLL: How about feed pump lubrication
systems?

MR. IMBRO: I think, though, that the inrormation
that’s available to audit, what it kind of forces people to

is it drives the design to kind of a higher degree of
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standardization, and from that standardization you have the
benefits of shared operating experience, shared insights
from the PRAs. A lot of benefits can be accrued just from a
human factors.

8o just by making the design standard, even though
we may -+~ 1 guess what I’m saying is we may go in and we may
not audit the systems in the turbine building, even though
we may have required them to be to a higher level than would
normally be reviewed to the standard review plan, strictly
to get a hiyher degree of standardization and take advantage
or capture those unquantifiable benefits that are gained by
standardization,

S0 the fact that we drive the design higher, 1
think, to us, improves the reliability of the turbine plant.
But we may not necessarily go in and -- because there’s
really no criteria in the standard review plan that exists
to audit secondary systems.

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s not clear to me at least how
far apart 52 really was asking you to go beyond assuring
that whatever was proposed was safe. In some areas you’'re
clearly asking for quite a bit more tc be developed up
front. Do you have a basis to beli.ve that Part 52
justifies this?

MR. IMBRO: In answer to that, I would say that

since -- the way Part 52 is written, it really includes the
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Turbine Island in there. The reason that was done, 1’m told
by the people who crafted the rule, was that, again, the
fact that Turbine Island secondary plant has presented a lot
of challenges to the safety systems and it was felt that we
needed to take advantage somehow of the benefits from
standardizing that, and we wanted to know some of those
design details up front because they were important.

MR. MICHELSON: 1f they were important to safety,
you did ~- there’s no queetion cf justifying them up front
if they’re important to safety.

MR. IMBRO: Right,

MR. MICHELSON: 1It’s the ones that aren’t
important to safety that I’m really questioning. To what
extent does Part 52 allow you to go in and ask for more
design on the basis that you get better standardization that
way?

MR. IMBRO: None. There has to ke a connection to
safety clearly. We can’t just go in and require
standardization just because it’s nice.

MR. MICHELSON: Those are judgmental areas then as
to whether improving standardization is improving safety,
where you can’t pinpoint a particular safety concern about
it.

MR. IMBRO: That’s right.

MR. RASIN: We believe that that is correct, that
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that is the reason that the tables are presented the way
they are, and we believe the staff is trying to respond to
the views of certainly at least one Commissioner that this
exercise should promote the highest degree of
standardization for whatever reason.

We are concerned, however, that -- 1 mean, it’s
easy to say, well, more standardization is more safety;
that’s a belief; that’s & judgment; but there’s not a
gquantification that goes with it and we really don’t
understand the connection there, when the determination has
been made through Commission policy that the overall level
of future reactors does not need to be, by regulation, safer
than the existing generation of reactors.

Now, the policy statement encourages industry to
do so. We’ve taken up that challenge in the EPRI
requirements document., Furthermore, we’ve taken up the
challenge of standardization and high degree of des‘gn
completion to make an efficient construction proces., and
that’s all called out in the EPRI regquirements document.

We believe that the maximum benefit of
standardization is really an economic one that accrues to
the industry, and, as such, should be left to the industry.
So we're not necessarily in opposition to a lot of the sanme
goals. However, we’re strongly in opposition to including

all those goals under the regulator and having them posed



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

124
and enforced by the regulator for what we think are rather
tenuous connections to safety.

[Slide.)

MR. RASIN: Let me tell you what our conclusions
are at this point in time. 1I’d say we have an awful lot of
work to do ahead of us. We believe that the Commission
should not approve SECY~90~377 as currently written,
particularly because of the concept of feasible and
practical, and we see that as a new regulatory reacuirement
clearly beyond 52 or anything else that we have dealt with
and we see no substantial tie to safety for very substantial
additional costs.

We believe that if this SECY is endorsed in its
present form, as we understand it, that clearly the NPOC
strateqy plan is in jeopardy and we’re very concerned about
the progress we’ve made in the renewal of the nuclear
option.

We do intend to provide detailed comments to the
staff and the Commission just as soon as possible on the
SECY and we certainly think that this document is a major
piece of work by the staff and a major step forward, and we
think it probably can form a pretty good basis for our
discussions and interactions to cenclude this issue.

We realized that this position will cause somewhat

further delay in the final decision and that concerns us.
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However, we believe that if the ,FCY is implemented as
written now and as we understan( i:, that, as a minimum,
we're going to have delays of rany years, if not a real
reduction in the whole program and the whole effort.

I believe that’s where we are right now. We're
working hard. I’m sorry we don’t have the gr:ater detail
t¢vailable to go through the charts and discuss it at that
point. 1I’d say that the vendors in particu.ar are back
working very hard on trying to understand that and trying to
come up with what we hope will be constructive comments and
input.

MR. CARROLL: When do you think that information
will be available?

MR. RASIN: That’s a source of discussion between
the vendors and 1. They’re hoping to have a Christmas
vacation. I’m not so sure that’s warranted. We believe
that we cannot ask for a substantial delay. We’ve got to do
this as quickly as we can and we will proceed to do that.

MR. CARROLL: So you’re hoping they’ll be complete
by the end of the year?

MR. RASIN: Yes. That’s my hope. I don’t have
complete commitments yet, but we’re pretty close.

MR. MICHELSON: I thought the Commission decision
was scheduled for next week. Do we have any new infcrmation

on when it’s going to reach a conclusion?
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MR. VIRGILIO: We’'re meeting with the Commission
this Fridayv, but I would envision that we would not have a
conclusion at that meeting. It would ke sometime thereafter
and I have no way to judge when that would be.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’m just trying to guesstimate
whether the Committee has to write their letter in December
or whether we can wait for NUMARC couments or how we do our
schedule, 1It’s not clear, because we were originally told
that the Commission was going to vote on this thing, 1
thought, next week.

MR. WYLIE: It sounds like to me that a lot of
dialogue does need to be done.

MR. RASIN: Obviously we will ask that they not.
That decision is the Commission’s to make based on whether
“hey feel they hLave enough information or not,

MR. MICHELSON: Are you suggesting that maybe you
would be interested in coming back to tell us more in
January?

MR. RASIN: 1If you invite us back, we will come
back when we have our more detailed comments, whether that'’s
before or after the Commission decision. If it’s after the
Commission decision, I don’t know.

MR. MICHELSON: 1I’'m assuming it’s probably
delayed, but I was just wondering.

MR, WYLIE: It would seem to me that there’s a lot
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MR. WILKINS: That’s a procedural matter and I’'m
going to end up getting the staff and industry mad at nme.
Why haven’t you guys talked about all this earlier, and have
you, and dces 90-377 represent the best position that the
staff can come up with in light of what NUMARC has already
told them, and that the staff is well aware of these
concerns of NUMARC and, nevertheless, has prepared 90-377
the way they wanted.

MR. MICHELSON: You don’t understand the process.

MR. WILKINS: That’s clear,

MR. MICHELSON: But the staff will tell you what
it is.

MR. WARD: That’s probably a great strength. §So
go ahead.

MR. MICHELSON: It might be.

MR, WILKINS: I think I’ve formulated my gquestion
reasonably well,

MR. VIRGILIO: I would like to say we have been
working with industry. We raised this as a policy issue to
the Commission in the spring and we’ve offered up a couple
of options and now a nroposed solution, That’s where we are
right now. The proposed solution would foster additional
interaction between us and the industry. 8o I would say if
the Commission would endorse the reg guide, we would then

again open vp lines of communication and sit down in
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developing the reg guide, if not through the public comment

process, which the reg guide will receive, and get industry
insights.

MR. MICHELSON: But the process that I think you
didn’t indicate is that when these SECYs are produced, they
don’t go to NUMARC. 1In our last meeting, NUMARC had not
seen it yrc,

MR. CARROLL: They have this one.

MR. WILKINS: This one is in the public domain.

MR. MICHELSON: I haven’t quite finished. On this
one here, you got it in a little sooner. However, NUMARC
has got to have a finite time to digest it. How much time
has NUMARC had since they received this?

MR. VIRGILIO: The paper was released, I believe,
on the day that it was sent up to the Commission, and that'’s
not a staff decision.

MR. MICHELSON: Ninth of November. So NUMARC has
had some time to look at it, then. Nearly a month.

MR. RASIN: We’ve had meetings of our appropriate
group to try to understand it and then sent the vendors back
to do some homework. Let me say that we certainly have had
interactions with the staff and we think very good
interactions. I have a little bit of egg or my face in that
after 241 and the staff went off to do some nore work, and I

made the recommendation that we not ask for a formal comment
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period on the next SECY because we thought we had a pretty
good understanding of where we were going and we thought we
were still operating under the reasonable assurance of
public health and safety.

The problem with this SECY is that it really blew
us out of the water because we’re now talking about a whole
new standard of regulatory requirements and interactions and
we are a little taken aback by that., Our concern with the
process is we'’ve been proceeding now for a couple years
working and interacting, thinking we understood Part 52, and
now all of a sudden Part 52 and the aims that people hav.
for it are taking on a whole new light, and I guess that
concerns us greatly from a regulatory stability standpoint.

We don’t seem to be in a very stable environment
and one guestions whether the whole process can work
anymore.

MR. WARD: What are you going to learn from the
vendors that’s ditferent, that could alter a position that’s
taken now? The lines are pretty well formed, I think.
You’re claiming that this new standard is going to push the
cosl of design certification, is going to double the cost of
the design certification for these four projects. You've
made some judgment or somebody has that that may very well
mean the whole program is no longer feasible.

What is more detail going to do? 1Is it going to
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tell you == just confirm that or feed back something to the
staff that says, look, you can get a lot of what you want
for only a tenth that cost, maybe we can work out a
compromise?

MR, RASIN: I think it will be that kind of a
approach. First of all, we need to look at two things: one,
the extent of the table; do we agree with the feasible part
of it. The practical is probably tied in as much with money
as anything else, but the feasible, can we go that far.
There are some guestions as to can you go that far without
nameplate data, which is excluded, and we’ve asked the
vendors to take an honest look at that.

From the cost standpoint, as we get a better
breakdown on that, sure, we should get a little better feel
for what each particular page costs. The other column that
we’re taking a look at is the Tier 1 column to see whether
that’s in about the right ballpark from, again, a
feasibility point of view. Then finally what the whole job
is going to take given the definition given in thosz tables.

We’ll also try to take a closer look at
correlating those tables in our own mind with the standard
review plan sections to see where that ends and how far
beyord that we’re going and «#hat tie to safety there might
be in that delta.

MR. WARD: If we go back to this curve that Gene
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Imbro showed earlier for the percent of engineering hours or
the percer.. design finality versus engineering hours, where
is the disagreement? Do you disagree on that curve or is
the problem that you see the staff as now requiring you to
go farther up that curve to satisfy the design certification
requirements?

MR. RASIN: I think it’s the latter. We agree
that the curve is shaped about as it is. We agree without
specificity that the costs are in the ballpark. What we
don’t agree with is the distance up the curve that’s being
required for what purposes.

MR, CARROLL: Are you saying that guite right?
Don’t you mean -~ you’ll probably agree with them you should
go up the curve this far for some systems. Where you
disagree is you don’t think you should go that far for other
systems and components.

MR. RASIN: Sure. I think the curve he was
looking at is total design for the plant. We very much
agree with the graded approach. Clearly some systems
require a very high degree for the staff to make their
findings.

MR. CARROLL: Is the NPOC strategic plan a public
document? 1Is it available?

MR. RASIN: It is a public document. 1It’s

available. There was a press release in conjunction with
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the Nuclear Enecgy Forum in November.

MR. WARL: We were sent every other page of the
summary in the mail.

MR, CARROLL: That’s the one.

MR. WARD: We just had to figure out what it was,

MR. RASIN: We thought such an astute body could
fill in the in between material. However, we’ll be happy to
give you your own bound volume.

MR. MICHELSON: 1 haven’t seen the corrected copy.

MR. CARROLL: Can we get that after this meeting?

MR. MICHELSON: I suspect it wouldn’t be an
unreasonable regquest?

MR. WARD: That was just the summary.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes. I think that’s the question,
is where is the basic document, the fully-worded. 1I’d like
to get a copy of the fully-worded one.

MR. WARD: I think you’re about to,

MR. RASIN: We have some bound volumes of that
here we’d be happy to leave with you and we’ll send you some
more for the rest of the members.

MR, CARROLL: You thought somebody might ask that
question.

MR. RASIN: Well, Adrian thinks of these. 1I don’t
think of these things, vt fortunately I have people that

do.
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MR. MICHELSON: 1I’d like mine bound already.

MR. CARROLL: You mean we’re getting one with all
pages?

MR. RASIN: 1T hope so.

MR. CARROLL: 8o what does it say? It says
basically that we need some form of standardization and
licensing stability in order to keep the nuclear option
viable, is that what the thrust of it is?

MR. RASIN: Well, it does. Perhaps I'm not
prepared now, but I could give you a very quick presentation
on the contents at some time if you’d lik=. Basically,
there’s a figure in there that gives a pretty good summary.
There are a number of building blocks that we see as the
specific programs and tasks that need to go on.

If you turn to Page 1.3 in the summary and look at
that building block summary figure, Figure 1~-1, you’ll see
that’s a basic overview of the program. You’ll notice that
the title of the document is "Strategic Plan for Building
New Nuclear Power Plants in the U.S8.," and the goal is to
have a new plant ordered and in operation by the end of the
century.

NPOC has challenged the industry and all the
various organizations that serve the industry to accomplish
that and each has been given specific responsibilities in

the different areas. These building blocks show the area of
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concern and the assignment of responsibility made to each
group. You can NUMARC is assigned predictable licensing and
stable regulation. We are assigned a project on defining
enhanced standardization beyond the design; to determine the
extent and the policies the industry should follow to attain
and maintain standardization.

You can see the box of the ALWR utility
reguirements document assigned to the EPRI Utility Steering
Committee. And each one of these blocks then has a section
in here which defines the mission, the milestones and the
schedule dates that NPOC set for the industry.

It’s because of these detailed milestones and
schedules that you can see that we believe that this plan is
totally off track if, in fact, the feasible and practical
standard stands up. You can also see a block down there
that says first of a kind engineering, and that was the
follow~on work that the industry intended to do beyond the
design certification where we were trying to put in place
the money and the resources to go from the design
standardization to the first of a kind engineering which
would make an order with a pretty fixed price and
construction schedule feasible.

We believe it’s much of that work now that’s been
drawn up into the design certification block by the detailed

requirements in the SECY. But if you look at the plan, it
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pretty well assumes that the certification is going to be
one of the activities that’s going to allow us to
confidently go on with the first of a kind engineering.

8o we'‘re kind of concerned reassessing the whole
lay of the land right now as we try to get our comments
together on the SECY.

MR. CARROLL: What is USC?

MR. RASIN: USC is the Utility Steering Committee
chaired by Ed Kintner. The group has been in existence
since about 1985 overseeing the whole ALWR project.

MR. CARROLL: And EEI Accord?

MR, RASIN: EEI Accord is the industry
organization of senior executives; in fact, it’s all CEOs:
that has been assigncd the task of interfacing with
government and all branches on behalf of the industry on the
low and high level waste issues.

MR. MICHELSON: Are we finished with this subject?
I have a couple of more detailed questions on NUMARC work.
One of the questions I have is what was your interpretation
of what site-specific design might have meant?

MR. RASIN: My own impression from reading that
document is that I believe that site-specific and plant-
specific has been confused somewhat in those tables. Site-
specific I really see as those details relating to the site,

the ultimate heat sink and such things that need to be
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brought back into the standard design.

I interpret some of the details in the staff
tables; again, this is my impression; as being more
appropriately titled plant-specific than site-specific, and
that, again, will be part of our comments.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, perhaps it’s premature then
to ask, but I will anyway. For instance, like the emergency
cooling water systems are clearly part of that site-
specific, It depends on where your cooling water is coming
from. Parts of it, though, appear to be non-site-specific
because they’re the routings within buildings and the
devices to which they are piped to serve and so forth. They
are part of the design basis.

Is that kind of your impression, too; that site-
specific really meant from the building boundary on out to
where you’re getting your water clearly depends on the site?

MR. RASIN: Yes. I think I would generally agree
with that, and within the building to defining more detail
at later stages seems to be more of a plant-specific
guestion than a site-specific.

MR, MICHELSON: Another problem that comes up is
how much of the so-called non-safety-related equipment does
one have to detail for certification purposes, keeping in
mind that this is equipment that might be located in the

reactor building or in the control building or other
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buildings which are part of your Nuclear Island or Turbine
Island complex. Did you have any thoughts about that?

MR. RASIN: I’m not sure 1 can comment on that
offhand. We can probably give you a better answer to that
after the vendors finish their review and we come and talk
to you again.

MR. MICHELSON: When you do your preparation of
responses, one of the things I would like to see discussed a
little bit is this question of what amount of information
does it take to determine the environmental qualificatien
requirements for equipment, because these environments are
influenced by non-safety-related equipment, as well as
safety~related.

You have to know where big water pipes are
running, even though they aren’t safety-related water pipes.
You have to know a number of things. You have to know about
ventilation arrangements, fire protection arrangements, a
number of things, and to what extent does this have to be
detailed so that one can do a determination of the
environment so he can appropriately specify the equipment.

MR. RASIN: Yes. I will make one comment in that
regard. In a number of areas like that, and you’re probably
familiar with this from your review of the EPRI requirements
document, in that there’s been some approaches taken there

clearly in the realm of over-design to promote
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and so forth., Some types of events, though, are not as

easily boxed in, such as floodinyg events or water pipe
breaks. You can’t box L ir into the room. It will
burst its way out in most cases if you tried to box it.

80 you have to have quite a bit of understanding
of what all might become involved in the event and to do
that you have to know where safety and non-safety equipment
is and determine that it’s jeopardy from the flood is not
going to prevent safe shutdown of the plant.

This requires a lot of detail.

MR. RASIN: It requires some detail, and I’m not
sure -~ it’s difficult just from listening to the
discussions whether we’re on the same wavelength all the
time or not,

MR. MICHELSON: Well, the standard review plan, of
course, is what I fall back to and I look to say, well, what
dces the standard review plan require you do. Clearly we
have to have enough information to perform it.

Now, as you are well aware, this is still a
problem in existing operating plants. We’‘re going back and
patching it with the IPEEE program, for instance. But we’ve
got to walk through these designs on paper. We can't c¢o
into the plant and walk through the design. Su it reguires
that that information that we now get from a physical walk-

through be available for a paper walk-through. That’s a lot
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MR. RASIN: Perhaps so, but 1 think that’s got to
be moderated by certain of the design principals in the
plants. As 1 said before on the fire, if you'’re willing to
take a loss of a complete fire area, then I think you could
make your analysis based on a general arrangement diagram,
knowing what is in the room without having it specified down
to where you've designed the pipe hangers.

MR. MICHELSON: But you need to know both safety
and non-safety equipment in the room to the extent of what
effect it has on non-safety equipment that mIght, in turn,
reflect back into other portions.

MR. RASIN: That’s correct.

MR, MICHELSON: You can do it, there’s no doubt.

MR, RASIN: That’s correct.

MR, MICHELSON: We already have all the rules to
do it with. We have them on existing plants. But we find
out we didn’t really carry out the rules too well, and
that’s what the purpose of walkdowns are; yet another check
ot see if we really caught it.

MR. RASIN: That'’s correct, but I would point out

MR. MICHELSON: These walkdowns have to be done on
paper now instead of in physical plants, and that’s the

level of detail we have to have to satisfy the standard
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review plan, I think. You need to give some thought as to
how that would be handled. 1 realize it probably is not
possible to have that amount of detail. 8o how do we
approach this question? How do we satisfy it? What part do
we leave for some other program later to finish up? I just
don’‘t see it articulated anywhere.

MR. RASIN: Those are all good questions. Again,
I would say that those are many of the same reasons that the
industry undertook the EPRI requirements document program,
because we wanted to make sure we took into account all we
learned and did it in a way that satisfied taking care of
the problems and didn’t get us into the one~by-one licensing
morass that we'’ve experienced.

MR. WYLIE: Any other comments or questions?

MR. CARROLL: Are you happy, Bill, with the
situation with respect to how all this would be reviewed,
the emphasis on the standard review plan, or do you agree
that you need more guidance, that the standard review plan
ought to be updated to reflect 19907?

MR. RASIN: That is an interesting question. I
would say basically we are satisfied that the industry has
the experience to respond to the standard review plan. As
to whether the standard review plan needs to be updated to
add some of the things that the staff mentioned in their

presentation, I think is mostly up to the staff.
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Obviorsly if they propose modifying it, we will
comment on 3¢, If they put it in place, we will comply with
it.

MR. CARROLL: For example, severe accident issues,
Would you feel better if they were dealt with in some
fashion or other in the standard review plan?

MR. RASIN: Again, to the extent that they’'re
dealt with in the regulations, if the staff feels that that
would facilitate the licensing process, then that might be
beneficial for all of us. We’d have to look at the
specifics. I would not suggest that we put an entire
section in the standard review plan dealing with severe
accidents beyond what’s given in the regulations since the
standard review plan is supposed to be the mechanism for the
staff to make a judgment whether or not the regulations have
been met.

So 1 would not suggest we expand the role of the
standard review plan.

MR, MICHELSON: There are problems in that some
things aren’t even covered by the standard review plan that
are now becoming quite important. For instance, the chilled
water systems control the environment in much of the plant.
Most of these improved light water reactors are not even
covered by a standard review plan.

We had many Subcommittee meetings with the staff
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over the years about chilled water systems and this was one
of the revelations, that there isn’‘t even a plan on how you
review a chilled water system. The only plan was, well,
you’d use a service water system., That’s the closest we've
got.

There are many unique control problems with
chilled water systems that are just not covered adequately
by looking at a service water system standard review plan,
I think in electronics we get into the same problem, that
these are old standard review plans for relay type logics
and so forth and not for solid-state fiber optic control
systems,

MR. RASIN: 1I’m sure that there are examples like
that. I guess the only thing I won’t subscribe to is the
general philosophy that we should make sure everything we
can ever think of is covered by the standard review plan.
Aside from that, I guess, we’re willing to comment on
whatever the staff proposes.

MR. WYLIE: Any further comments?

[No response. ]

MR. WYLIE: Thank you, Mr. Rasin, You will be
available Thursday?

MR. RASIN: If you would like, ves, I will.

MR. WYLIE: We would like that. 1 guess we could

go off the record.
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practical.

MR, KICHELSON: 1In Appendix B, you’'re just trying
to tell me that you think that is achievable, that level of
infore on that ycu needed for safety.

MR. VIRGILIO: Yes. We’ll try to highlight this
again in our meeting.

MR. MICHELSON: That would be very important to
highlight to the Committee so we don’t get crossed up on it,

MR. CARROLL: 1 guess 1'd also like to hear some
more discussion about what you envision the independent
design verification process is all about and what it applies
to.

MR, VIRGILI1O: Again, that helps get to the secona
reason why we'’re fostering that material to be available for
audit. The first reason is being that we want to =« it will
allow us to examine in detail specific features of the
design, but the 1DIs and the IDVPs help this second reason,
and that is to ensure that the Tier 1 and Tier 2 criteria
have been properly translated into the design details. It’'s
a check on the process.

MR, WARD: 1 heard what you just said and 1
understand the distinction., However, if I go back and
listen and remember what Gene was saying when he was going
through the table, and he said something to the effect that

vhen you made decisions about whether to put an £ in the
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box, in the column under Tier 1, that you were influenced in
doing that by trying to encourage standardization, even when
there wasn’t obvious or clear safety benefit.

MR, VIRGILIO: No. There has to bs the clear
safety benefit for that to be a Tier 1.

MR. WARD: I thought he said something different.

MR. IMBRO: No. I think the rule is clear that
there has to be a safety benefit. 1 think what we’re doing
is we're redefining safety from strict Chapter 15 design
basis accident approach to include safety as viewed by the =
- in addition to design basis accident philosophy is to get
safety benefits from standardization.

§o to the extent that the standardization drives
your safety benefits, then it’s within the context of the
rule.

MR. WARD: It sounds like the same thing, to me.
You’'re assuming that standardization has a safety benefit
and that’s just intuitive. There really isn’t any basis for
that., So you’re pushing toward standardization not to be
capricious, but because you think it has a safety benefit.

MR. VIRGILIO: Exactly, yes.

MR. IMBRO: 1 don’t know how to guantify it. I'm
not sure.

MR. MICHELSON: That’s not guite what I thought 1

heard a little bit ago. Maybe you think it’s the same, but
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let me indicete what I thought 1 had heard. That is that
there is a certain level of information needed to make a
safety determination on a particular item, maybe whatever
that item was in the listing, and that that level of
information that you think you need also can be achieved
under this pr« cess.

You’re not asking for information that can’t be
available at the time of certification. It is achievable at
the time of certification. That’s all I thought the X
meant. But it only related to information you needed to
make your safety determination, not other things that might
even make it safer yet or something.

MR, VIRGILIO: That'’s correct. m

MR, MICHELSON: That message doesn’t come through
very clearly and I thought those two answers =--

MR, WYLIE: 1 think you could argue, though, as to
whether a lot of these Tier 1 items are necessary to make a
safety determination if they are available as Tier 2 itenms,

MR, MICHELSON: This wasn’t related just to Tier
1, anyway.

MR. VIRGILIO: The reg guide is going to foster a
body of information that would support audits in any area we
wanted to do an audit to a level commensurate with the
safety significance. We'’re only going to audit a part of

all of that design information. And then there’s a subset



i0

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

161
of what we audit that might be needed to support our safety
judgments. So it’'s cascades, if you will,

Not all the information that we're going to ask be
developed will, in fact, be necessary to support our safety
judgments.

MR, WYLIE: But why do you need Tier 1 at all?

MR, VIRGILIO: Tier 1 is what solidifies the
design details.

MR. WYLIE: That'’s your standardization.

MR. VIRGILIO: By rulemaking. It will be the
guarantee of standardization.

MR. WYLIE: That’s just standardization.

MR. VIRGILIO: It is the guarantee, and the rest
of it is ==

MR. WYLIE: But as far as doing your safety
analysis, all your Tier 2 and audit information is all you
need., Sure it is.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, Tier 1 gives you the
criteria that you’re now determining.

MR. VIRGILIO: 1I‘d go back to the definition that
I tried to use earlier.

MR. WYLIE: You could write criteria in Tier 2 as
far as that goes,

MR. VIRGILIO: Tier 1 in my mind is the principal

design criterion basis and it’s the principal design
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features and we've also pushed additional infermation into
Tier 1 just for the reason you cited. 1In order to foster
standardization.

MR. WYLIE: That’s the only reason, yes.

MR. VIRGILIO: But it’s necessary for our safety
judgments,

MR. WYLIE: Well, a list of major components, for
example, is in Tier 1 now.

MR. VIRGILIO: We'’'re not going to put things 1in
Tier 1 that are not directly tied to our safety judgments.

MR. WYLIE: I have a hard time figuring a list of

major components is necessary for a safety evaluation. They

can be in Tier 2,

MR. VIRGILIO: 1In scome cases, they might be. But
I think we’re talking about principal design features.

MR. WYLIE: And if you add to that list, then
you’ve got a problem,

MR. MICHELSON: Your answer prompted another
guestion, I guess, which they always do. 1It’s not clear to
me whether you prescribed to the applicant all the things
you’d like him to do and then you go in and audit a portion
of those, or whether you go in and tell him here is an area
1 want to see your calculations on, then he sits down and
does them and you look at them. Which way is it?

MR. VIRGILIO: We’re proposing the former. But
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the second is an option that we proposed early on which was
rejected. We could go on an ad hoc basis and on a system=-
by~system basis make judgments about what do we need, and
then foster the development of that information.

MR. MICHELSON: Where does it say or specify that
you are, indeed, going to ask them to complete details in a
number of areas? Ie that what this table was meant to do,
to say that these are the areas we expect you to do your
detailed work in and then we'’ll selectively audit?

MR. VIRGILIO: 1It’s the first cut and the reg
guide will finalize that,.

MR. MICHELSON: I wasn’t guite sure that was how
it was being used, but that indeed means he’s got to do all
the work because he doesn’t know which onet you're going to
audit. Okay.

MR. WYLIE: Let'’s now go off the record.

(Whereupon, at 12:23 p.m., the Subcommittee was

adjourned. )
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