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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
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+ 4+ + + +
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493rd MEETI NG
+ 4+ + + +
FRI DAY, JUNE 7, 2002
+ 4+ + + +
ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND
+ 4+ + + +
The ACRS net at the Nuclear Regulatory
Commi ssion, Two White Flint North, Room T2B3, 11545
Rockville Pike, at 8:30 a.m, D. GCeorge E
Apost ol aki s, Chairman, presiding.
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PROCEEDI NGS

8:30 a.m

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: The neeting w |
now cone to order. This is the second day of the
493rd neeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Saf eguar ds. During today's neeting, the Conmittee
w Il consider the follow ng: Proposed Rulemaking to
Endorse National Fire Protection Associ ation Standard
805; Ceneric Resolution of Voids in the Concrete
Cont ai nnent; Future ACRS Activities; Reports of the
Pl anni ng and Procedures Subcomm ttee; Reconciliation
of ACRS Comrents and Recommendations; and Proposed
ACRS Reports.

This neeting is being conducted in
accordance with the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Commttee Act. M. Sam Duraiswany is the designated
federal official for the initial portion of the
meet i ng. We have received no witten coments or
requests for tine to nake oral statenents fromnenbers
of the public regarding today's session. Atranscript
of a portion of the neeting is being kept and it is
requested that the speakers wuse one of the
m crophones, identify thenselves and speak wth
sufficient clarity and volunme so that they can be

readi ly heard.
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Before we start, |I'm very pleased to
announce that our own Dr. Powers was el ected Fel | ow of
the American Nucl ear Society recently.

(Appl ause.)

MEMBER KRESS: Wel| deserved.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S: Vel |, deserved.

MEMBER POVWERS: Thanks, Tom

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  The next topic or
the first topic is --

MEMBER ROSEN: Do you want to tell the
Menbers about the picture at 3 o' clock?

CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI' S:  Yes, at 3 o'clock
we will have our picture taken and at 1:30 there is
cake in the room next door celebrating sonebody's
bi rthday who is 29 years ol d.

(Laughter.)

VMEMBER WALLI S: Doesn't give us nuch
choi ce, does he?

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  The first item of
the agenda is the Proposed Rulemaking to Endorse
Nat i onal Fire Protection Associ ati on 805,
“Performance-Based Standard for Fire Protection for
Li ght Water Reactor
Electric Generating Plants.” M. Steve Rosen is the

cogni zant nenber.
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St eve?

MEMBER ROSEN: Thank you, M. Chairnman.
We had an exciting subconmttee neeting on June 4th
here inthis room It was well attended, scheduled to
last all day and contrary to the expectation
yesterday, that we did, in fact, stay all day and into
quite late hour |ast night on another subject, the
Fire Protection Subcommttee was able to wap up its
work in half a day.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  Does this reflect
on the chairman of the subconm ttee?

(Laughter.)

MEMBER ROSEN: | think it reflects
somewhat on the chairman's ability to run an effective
neeti ng, yes.

(Laughter.)

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  So not ed.

MEMBER ROSEN: I'"'m referring to the
subcommi ttee's chairman.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: | under st and,
ot herwi se, we would not be having this discussion.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER ROSEN: We did, in fact, discuss
two topics at that neeting, not one as we have here

t oday. W talked about the Fire Protection
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Associ ation's 805 standard, but we al so tal ked about
NElI 00-01, the Resolution of Circuit Fail ures docunent
that NEI is working on. That is not a topic of

today's neeting, but | thought 1'd just nmention that

t hat was di scussed at the tail end of t he
subcommi tt ee. We'll cone back to the subcommittee
| ater on.

The NFPA 805 is a standard that the
Conmittee has reviewed before and was critical of in
the basic sense that the previous versions did not
really nove towards risk informng the fire protection
rul es which, as you know, are very prescriptive. The
new standard is different and noves in a significant
way to react to coments that this Conmittee nmade in
1999 and I'lIl let the presenters tell you about that
and then 1'l1 concl ude.

So if we can go ahead with M. Wi ss.

MR. HANNON:  This is John Hannon i n Pl ant
SystemBranch Chief. Wiile Eric is setting up, let ne
i ntroduce Suzie Black is with us this norning. She's
the recently appointed Deputy Division Director for
DSSA. O course, I'mwth the Plant Systens Branch
and as nentioned, we're here this norning to brief you
on the status about risk-infornmed performance-based

rul emeking in the fire protection area.
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We, as nentioned, had the opportunity to
brief the subcommttee earlier this week and | ook
forward to getting your conments and advi ce as we nove
forward in the rul emaki ng process. W believe this
vol unteer rul emaking sets the stage to inprove the
coherency of our regulations in the fire protection
area and to the extent it is adopted by |icensees, has
the potenti al to enhance our efficiency and
ef fecti veness.

Wth that, let ne nowturnit over to Eric
Wei ss who will conduct the briefing for the staff.

MR, VEISS: Good norning. |'mEric Wiss,
Chief of the Fire Protection Section. On slide 2, |
have a brief outline of the nature of today's
briefing.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR VEISS: On slide 3, let's begin.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR.  V\EI SS: As you know, Appendix R is
essentially determnistic regulation. Qur existing
fire protection regulations have sonme rather
prescriptive requirenments and the National Fire
Protection Association wundertook the task of
developing a risk-informed perforned-based fire

protection standard for the existing fleet of |ight
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wat er reactors.

I n February of 1999, the ACRS conment ed on
t he devel opnent of that standard and was critical, in
part, because risk assessnment as not allowed to alter
the basic requirenents in many aspects. | want to
assure you that the staff has kept this in their mnd
and we believe that we' ve been able to resolve that to
sone extent which I'Il describe in the nature of our
rul emaki ng whi ch endorses the standard.

We issued a conprehensive reg guide on
fire protection, Reg. Guide 1.189 recently, and anong
other things that Reg. Guide | ays out the criteria for
an adequate fire protection program

NFPA 05, as a risk-infornmed national
consensus standard was i ssued in February of 2001 and
it was devel oped in accordance with the approval of
t he Ameri can Nati onal Standards I nstitute which neans,
in part, that the makeup of the conmttee that
devel oped this standard had to neet the ANSI
requi renents for balance on the commttee.

Slide 4, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. VEISS: The rule to endorse NFPA 805
is consistent with the National Technol ogy Transfer

and Advancenent Act and OMB Circul ar A119 in the sense
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that these laws and directives require federal
agencies to use national consensus standards in lieu
of agency devel oped or specific criteria when they
serve the needs of the agency.

NFPA 805 takes advantage of the advances
in PRA and fire science since Appendix R was issued
sone 20 years ago. There have been substanti al
advances in fire nodeling and in PRA since then and
this is a rule that permts us to nove into a risk-
i nfornmed perfornmed-based area.

W can always accept exenptions to our
existing regulations at any tine on whatever basis
i censees choose to justify those exenptions. They
can certainly be risk-informed perforned-based, but
this is a rule that will permt |icensees to nove
forward in this area w thout exenptions.

Bef ore proceedi ng further, | want to point
out that Appendi x R and NFPA 805 achieve fire safety
through slightly different methods.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR VEISS: On slide 5 is a Ven diagram
which is not conprehensive in its depiction of the
differences, but nore illustrative. | have a few
exanpl es of this VEN di agramto show you t hat Appendi x

R has a pl ant capabl e of going to cold shutdown wi thin
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72 hours follow ng the event, but it does not apply to
all shutdown nodes.

Conversely, NFPA 805 requires fire safety
in all operational nobdes and does not require the
plant to go to cold shutdowmn. It in effect requires
a hot shutdown because it requires a safe and stable
condition. There are other differences, but | just
wanted to make that point, that it achieves fire
safety in different ways.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | guess the word shut down
is mssing after achieving in NFPA -- in the mddle
there, "the plant from achieving shutdown" -- it has
to achi eve sonet hi ng.

MR VEISS: Yes, "Safe and stable
shut down. "

MEMBER WALLI S: Oh, "safe and stable
shut down. "

MR VEISS: Yes, it says condition.

MEMBER WALLIS: [Is missing fromafter the
word "achi eving."

You can't achieve the fuel. You can't
achieve the fuel in a stable condition. | nmean it's
got to achi eve sonething. Achieving shutdown it nust
be.

MR. VEISS: Slide 6, please.
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(Slide change.)

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: | just want to ask
a question. Wiy now NFPA does not address the path to
col d shutdown?

MR VI SS: Wl |, these standards are
designed to achieve fire safety in different ways and
| think everyone on the Comm ttee knows t hat nost PRAs
end at about 12 hours followng the event. It would
be difficult to show a risk advantage. In addition,
I'm sure the Conmmittee knows that there are nore
systens avail able for maintaining hot shutdown.

MEMBER POVERS: I think one of the
notivations was particularly if you have a passive
pl ant |i ke an AP1000, you real ly have troubl es driving
everything to cold shutdown and in the event of an
of f-normal event and | think people recognize that.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: kay.

MEMBER PONERS:. And they were sayi ng get
to a safe and stabl e condition.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: Condi tion, rather
t han --

MEMBER PONERS: W th the AP1000, it may or
may not be cold shutdown and it certainly won't be
cold shutdown for some tine period after the event.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Ckay.
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MR. VEISS: One of the chief advant ages of
NFPA 805 is that it allows licensees to maintain
safety through nore flexible, efficient and rational
processes. In other words, to use engineering as
opposed to neeting strict deterministic requirenents.

W expect that this rul emaking will reduce
the nunber of exenptions and submttals, in part,
because the structure of the rule is such that
licensees can adopt the nmethods w thout making
submttals. It allows the use of risk insights, fire
nodel i ng, science and engineering that's consistent
with NRC s outcone goals and it allows licensees to
focus their fire protection programon the nost safety
significant issues.

MEMBER WALLI S:  The previ ous net hod didn't
al | ow use of science and engi neeri ng?

(Laughter.)

MR. VEISS: The previous nmethod required
t hat you nmet certain strict determnistic
requi renents. For exanple, suppose a |licensee goes
into a plant and discovers that a fire wap that was
supposed to provide 1-hour barrier protection is no
| onger capable of providing that one hour of
protection. Let's say for the sake of argunent that

it's worth 40 m nutes. Well, then the licensee is
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confronted wwth a choice. They have to restore that
to the 1-hour condition or they have to apply for an
exenpti on. Under an 805 process, they could use a
fire nodel and engineering and say in this particul ar
area we can show that we only need 40 mnutes. W
don't need an hour. And so engineering could
substitute for the replacenent of the nmaterial and
that's the point I'"'mtrying to nmake.

Qobvi ously, engineeringisinvolvedin both
aspects, but there's nmuch nore flexibility associ ated
with being able to apply a fire nodel or use PRA as
opposed to neeting a strict determ nistic requirenent.

(SI'ide change.)

MR. VEISS: On slide 7, NFPA 805 allows
the transition of the existing Appendix R |icensing
basi s, including the exenptions and the General Letter
86- 10 equi val enci es. So for the nobst part, a
licensee's existing licensing basis would transfer
over. It allows future changes to the plant to be
either determnistic or risk-inforned.

And at this point if the Committee wll
permt nme, I'mgoing to put up a diagramout of 805 on
the overhead projector. Let's see here if |I can get
this right.

This is Figure 2.2 out of NFPA 805. At
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the top, one enters the process and has certain basic
requi renents one has to neet, but on the left hand
side there's a set of determnistic requirenents, a
deterministic path and on the right there's a
per f or med- based path. Thank you.

There's the determnistic pathandthisis
t he performance-based path

The determnistic requirenents as |'l|
outline in a nonent are very nuch like what's in
Appendi x Rright now. To go back to the hypotheti cal
exanple that | was using a m nute ago where at sone
point in the future a licensee discovers that fire
wap is no longer good for an hour, he still has
avai l abl e to hi munder the 805 process the option of
going to the determnistic path and restoring that
wap to the 1-hour requirenent. He isn't required to
do the analysis for the perfornmed-based nethod.
That's an option. He can go either way.

MEMBER ROSEN: So to clarify that, first,
the |licensee adopts 805 and does what he needs to in
the regulatory franework to do that. And t hen when he
finds a problem he can use either a risk analysis or
the old determnistic basis. So there's two choices,
one bi g choice and then a potential for a whole | ot of

little choices.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

399

MR VEISS: | think that's correct, yes.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Well, actually,
there i s no choi ce because right now they' re supposed
to conply with Appendix Rand that's a starting point.

MEMBER ROSEN: Right, but for a |licensee
it ends up with a whole bunch of possible future
choices, not excluding using as Eric says the old
determnistic basis, if he wants to.

CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  That's right.

MEMBER ROSEN: So he gives up really
not hi ng.

CHAl RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: I'd like to
understand in this diagram if one follows the
so-called determ nistic approach, how can one to a
ri sk-informed change eval uati on?

MR. VEISS: The determ nistic approach is
not a risk-infornmed perfornmed-based path

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, but you see
the way the boxes are, it inplies |I can one of two
things inside the big box, but then I can go on to
ri sk-informed change eval uati on

MR VEISS: One can evaluate -- Ed, can
you hel p ne out here?

MR. CONNELL: Sure. O course, as you are

all famliar --
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CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: T dentify yourself,
pl ease.

MR. CONNELL: This is Ed Connell fromthe
staff.

There are several determi nistic options
i ke under 3@& of Appendix R You can put 1-hour
sprinklers, 1-hour 20 feet of separation or 3 hours.
All  of those, while under Appendix R space were
considered equivalent, they are not necessarily
equi val ent when assessing the risk. So if you nmade a
change under a determ nistic approach, you still have
to assess the risk inpact of that. W would expect it
woul dn't be significant, but consistent with the
ri sk-informed process, whenever you nake a change, you
assess the risk, whether you' re using a determnistic
approach or performnmed-based approach.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  So this diagramis
a bit msleading, is it?

MR. CONNELL: No, it's exactly accurate.
| f you make a change under the determ ni stic approach,
you still do a risk change eval uation

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Now where i s that?

MR. CONNELL: It's at the bottom

MEMBER SHACK: It's what you were just

poi nting out, George. Both of themlead to that box.
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MR CONNELL: Right.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: No, only one | eads
to that box.

MR. CONNELL: No, both.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: How can the
determ ni stic approach Il ead to that unless you put an
extra line there behind the --

MEMBER POVNERS: George, once you have set
up your fire protection thing, you ve done the
anal yses, be they perforned-based or determnistic,
t hen you have to do an overall risk assessnent of your
fire protection system

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Where does it say
t hat ?

MR,  CONNELL: The only risk assessnent
that's required is that they -- when you nmake a change
to the plant, from whatever it is today, okay, you
make a change to the plant, whether you're using a
per f or med- based approach or a determ ni stic approach,
okay, you change it fromone determ nistic approach to
anot her determ nistic approach, you still have to do
a risk change evaluation. You' ve got to |look at the
change inrisk as resulting fromthat change, if there
is any.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: My point is that
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this di agram does not convey that. O course that is
what you have to do.

MEMBER POVERS: But George, that's not the
i ssue. The issue is whether you -- whether the
standard is acceptable. GOay? | nean you have to
reach this diagram in the context of the standard
which is once you have done any kind of change, you
still have to do an overall risk assessnent and see
how t hat changed the ri sk.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  We just said with
Steve that you have an option. But it seens to ne
that if you decide to stay in the determnistic
approach, you cannot really justify a change.

MEMBER PONERS: Yes, you can. | nean --
| changed the way | have ny stand pi pes, okay?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ri ght .

MEMBER POVERS: | did that with a
conpletely determnistic analysis, they have to be so
hi gh and so big, things like that.

Now | do an overall risk assessnent of ny
fire protection schenme. How did that change change ny
risk?

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI' S: And what | ' msayi ng
is that this diagramdoesn't say that, but anyway, if

everybody else wunderstands it, | suppose I'm a
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mnority of one.

MEMBER PONERS: |f you're relying on just
t he di agramw t hout under st andi ng the way t he standard
is witten, okay, then that doesn't conmunicate to
you. But within the standard, it seens to nme it makes
perfect sense.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  So even at the top
you have already done a risk assessnent.

M5. BLACK: Ceorge, can | point out that
there's an arrow going into the large box and the
| ar ge box contai ns both the paths.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ri ght.

M5. BLACK: And then there's another arrow
com ng out of that |arge box.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ri ght .

M5. BLACK: If you look at it that way,
then either side -- | agree, it's not the best draw ng
inthe world to depict it, but there's an arrow there
that comes out of the big box that includes both
paths. You get into the big box at the top without an
arrow going into anything in the big box either.

MEMBER WALLIS: O com ng out.

M5. BLACK: O coming out. See, that's
the flaw in the draw ng.

CHAI RMVAN APCSTCOLAKI S: | nsi de the box, |
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get the sense that | can go either way, but then when
| exit the box, | realize that | really have to do
that -- but that's okay. | nean if everybody thinks
t hat' s obvi ous.

MEMBER WALLI S: Geor ge, it's like
university admnistration. It's in the big box. It
really doesn't have arrows going in or com ng out.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: So 1.174 w1l be
somewhere there in the evaluation of the change? 1Is
t he change acceptable? Is that where 1.174 woul d cone
in?

M5. BLACK: No. This is Suzanne Bl ack
1.174 gives you the sanme criteria, basically, they're
used to acceptability, but that's -- but that one
1.174 is for |icense anendnents.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  I's what ?

M5. BLACK: For |icense anendnents, but
t he sane basic concepts are used.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: If 1 don't wuse
1.174, how can | decide whether the change is
accept abl e?

MR, CONNELL: Well, w thin NFPA 805, okay,
it says it uses CDF and LERF to neasure the risk
i npact .

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght .
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MR. CONNELL: So you look at a delta CDF
and a delta LERF.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ri ght.

MR. CONNELL: And consistent with 1.174,
the increase in risk should be smal|l; defense-in-depth
has to be maintained; and safety margins have to be
mai nt ai ned.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right. So that's
where it is?

MR CONNELL: That's all inthat little --
that's in that little box -- where it says
ri sk-informed change eval uation, all that is expl ai ned
in the text of the standard.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  So 1.174 is there?

MR CONNELL: Well, 1.174 is referencedin
the standard, but 1.174, if you | ook at the scope and
the application of 1.174, it's only for license
anendnents that are submtted by licensees to the
staff for review and approval .

Under 805, these changes would be nade
wi t hout NRC prior review and approval .

CHAI RVMAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Ot her criteriathat
woul d be used --

MR. CONNELL: The criteria is the sane.

CHAI RVAN APOCSTOLAKI'S:  Yes, so 1.174.
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MEMBER SI EBER  50-59 for fire.

VI CE CHAI RMAN BONACA: Al t hough 50- 59 does
not use the criteria. It says negligible.

MEMBER ROSEN: But it's |like 50-59 in the
sense you can go ahead wi t hout prior NRC approval.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Right, right.

MEMBER LEITCH: Once a licensee selects
one nmethod or the other, does that determ ne the
approach he must al ways take or can this be deci ded on
a case by case basis whether to use the determnistic
approach or the perforned-based --

MR. CONNELL: This can be done on a fire
area by fire area basis.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Fire area by fire area.

CHAl RMAN APOSTCOLAKI'S: I n sone areas you
are risk-infornmed and sonme you aren't.

MEMBER RANSOM How do you ever get out of
this process? It seens |like all paths |ead back to
t he bi g box.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER SHACK: That's job security.

MR. CONNELL: There's a feedback process
here which we don't have right now and if you nmake a
change, let's say you use a specific assunption in

your perforned-based approach, you assune that the
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maxi mum conbusti ble loading in this area is X val ue.
Well, a couple of years from now you increase the
conbustible loading in that area to three or four
times that X value. Under 805, that change woul d have
to be factored back into the big box, so you see that
now that |'ve nmade a change to ny pl ant, how does t hat
i npact ny previous anal ysis?

MEMBER ROSEN: W can go on, | think

MR. CONNELL: Okay, one of the essenti al
el enents of a risk-infornmed perforned-based nethod is
that it can have a change control process and as we've
just been discussing, NFPA 805 has such a change
control process.

Now, in response to a key concern of our
st akehol ders and of this Commttee, we incorporated
into the rule that risk-informed performned-based
met hods may be approved by the NRC.

MEMBER POVERS: |If NRC was | ooking at a
proposed performnmed- based change, woul d they ask for a
performance indicator? Quite frankly, I don't see how
they couldn't.

MR, CONNELL: Well, there was a separate
effort, I think you're aware of devel opi ng performance
indicators and the <conclusion related to fire

protection was therereally isn't any good perfornmance
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indicators for fire protection. So the feedback

approach in 805 really addresses the assunptions that

are used in a perforned-based analysis. | assune ny
sprinkler systemis reliable. | assune this is the
conmbustibles "mgoing to have. | assune this is the

heat rel ease rate of the geonetry of the material. So
that's the feedback process we have in 805 which is
different than performance indicator process. The
only performance i ndicator we really have is like fire
frequency and that's not very reliable for assessing

performance of the fire protection program

MEMBER POVERS: It's not especially
useful. | mean that's where I'"'mstruggling a little
bit wth perforned-based. How can anything be

per f or med- based? Maybe it is as you say that indeed
| assune ny sprinkler has this reliability and over
the course of time |I find the nunber. | get an
i ndi cation of the nunber of tines that |1've had to fix
it. |  know how often it's down because [|I'm
maintaining it just in the course of normal events,
but sonetinmes | have to fix it.

It seens to nme that you get a -- the
nunber you get out of that is not wldly reliable.
Unl ess you' ve got sone process by which | find | have

to fix nmy sprinkler system | suddenly have
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di scovered a day that | have to fix ny sprinkler
system and so now how many weeks has it been
i noperable and | didn't know about it?

MR CONNELL: Vel , of course, all the
nunbers woul dn't be very reliable. That's why we have
defense-in-depth. That's why there's a fundanenta
aspect of 805. So we don't place reliable on safety

solely on that sprinkler system W have other things

that are there. So the sprinkler system doesn't
perform as expected we still have sone |evel of
safety.

MEMBER POAERS: | will grant we have that.
I"mstill struggling with what's performance, how I
consi der sonet hi ng perforned-based in this.

MR. CONNELL: Well, the perfornmed-based
approach to 805 is you can use a perforned-based
approach to neeting the specific criteria. In the
past, we said okay, you're fire safe if you have a
1- hour barrier and sprinklers. Now we can say all
right and you have that train, it's used for DK heat
removal, let's say. Well, instead of having 1-hour

and sprinklers for DK heat renoval, we can say hey,

|'ve assessed this fire area. This is the act. |'ve
nodeled it. 1've assessed the frequency of fires in
this area. 1've assessed the damage threshold, the
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fragility of the conponents |I'm |l ooking at and this,
| don't need one hour. Maybe | need 20 m nutes

Maybe | don't need anything. Okay? This is the
approach that's an 805, to denobnstrate that that
systemis still going to be maintained free of fire
damage.

MEMBER POVNERS:. See, what | think you're
gettingtoisinreality, I echo Dr. Kress here, that
there is no perforned-based system that you either
have a probabilistic systemor a determnistic system
here. And what you've outlined is an analysis that is
essentially probabilistic and if | were Dr. Kress |
woul d sit there and say okay, what is your acceptance
criteria and for this probabilistic analysis. In
ot her words, the guy says gee, | don't need an hour.
| only need 27.5 mnutes. And Dr. Kress would say to
what | evel of confidence do you need 27 m nutes?

MR CONNELL: Well, we address that as
well in the standard. |If you're using a fire nodel
and you're using a specific fire scenario, you say
well, this is my expected fire scenario and | et's say
it was 10 gal l ons of Heptane, okay? 1've | ooked at ny
area and this is what | typically have in there.

You al so under 805 have to | ook at what

causes damage. So if 10 gallons of Heptane is your
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expected, that doesn't cause you to exceed, not neet
the performance criteria and you find out well, where
does it cross that threshold where I no | onger neet
the performance criteria. Let's say that was a 100
gal l ons of Heptane. Then you know what your nmargin
is. You say okay, this is what | expect is 10. |
don't get damage wuntil | have 100, so | have
confidence in that margi n of safety and that addresses
t he uncertainty.

MEMBER POVNERS: See, | think it's where
Dr. Kress would be really confused. Because you've
cone along and you've said okay, [|'ve done this
probabilistic thing wwth 10 gallons per mnute and |
can conclude that it does cause no damage. No you
didn"t. You concluded as a point estinate that you
don't get damage. This is in reality had you gone
t hrough and done the analysis correctly with |lots of
attention to certainty and phenonena you have
concluded to a 92 percent confidence level, | don't
get damage with 10 gallons. And then you would say is
t hat good enough?

MEMBER KRESS: And why is that good
enough?

MR. CONNELL: | guess as a surrogate for

that we find out where we do get damage and if we
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have, like |l said, if the marginis from10 gallons to
100 gallons, | think everybody would agree that we
have adequate safety margin.

MR HANNON: Dr. Powers, this is John
Hannon. | would just |like to point out that the Fire
Ri sk Research Program does have the devel opnent of
performance indicators as part of that activity.

MEMBER POWNERS: They can research unti
the cows cone hone. Everybody has | ooked at this
t hi ng and t hey cone back and say there just aren't any
good ones and great confidence in the research guys
and they may find them but the fact is we don't have
themright now and the fact is | think Dr. Kress is
correct. There is no performance in here. You either
have got a probabilistic side or a determnistic side
and when you go down t he probabilistic side, we've got
this problem what's acceptable? And doing a point
calculation is just never acceptable. Never
accept abl e.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, | think 1'd like to
try to steer us back into the slow lane and go on in
this general direction.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: The previ ous sl i de,
the last bullet said sonmething | didn't understand.

Can we go back to 7?
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What does that nmean, new risk-infornmed --

MR.  CONNELL: Ri sk-i nformed perfornmed-
based nethods. Yes, |I'mgoing to address that.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  "To be approved”,
is that what it says?

MR. \\EI SS: Yes, to be approved. "1
outline a little nmore in that, but let nme touch
briefly on it now since you bring it up. Cur
st akehol ders have nmade clear that the requirenments in
Chapter 3 contain a large body of determnistic
requirenents. It's on one of ny slides that follow
and that's in a | arge part because there aren't risk-
i nformed perfornmed-based nethods for these things
which I'"'mgoing to cover in a future slide. But the
concern was, and | think part of the concern of the
Commttee was that if this is going to be a
ri sk-infornmed perforned-based nethod, should it not
all ow the use of future risk-informed perforned-based
met hods. So we tried to build into this rul emaking a
provi si on that we coul d acconmodat e t hose net hods when
the staff approved them

| think it will become clearer |ater on.
If it's not, then pl ease ask again. But could | go on
to slide 8, please?

(Sl'ide change.)
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MR VWEISS: As | indicated before, 805
allows either a determ nistic approach or the
ri sk-infornmed perforned-based approach. There are two
paths and the deterministic requirenents read very
much |i ke what is in Appendix R right now.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI'S: So | can still conme
to you wusing Appendix R nethods and request an
exenption, correct?

MR. VEEI SS: Under any rul emaki ng you can
al ways request an exenption, but under this
rul emeki ng, if 805 becanme part of a plant's |icensing
basis, the point I'mtrying to make is a licensee
coul d say okay, I'mgoing to put in a 3-hour barrier.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght .

MR. VEISS: As opposed to saying |' mgoing
to do a fire nodel and a PRA to show what the barrier
shoul d be.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  right, but | nean
at some point you require 20 feet separation and your
| icensee can cone and argue that in this particular
case 18 feet 1is good enough and you do your
engi neering evaluation so you say it's good enough,
right?

MR. VEISS: Yes, and t he huge advantage i s

that it's no |longer an exception. It's being done
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under the 805 process.

CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ch no, | don't want
to do 805. | just want to conme to you and do it the
old way. | can still do that?

MR VEISS: Yes. Alicensee can submt an
exenption right now under Appendi X R under any basis,
under a risk-informed basis, under a perforned-based
and the staff wll review those individual plan
exenpti ons.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  Now, is there sone
anal ysis sonewhere that can tell us -- you have
approved nunerous exenptions wthin Appendi X R

MR VEISS: Not 900.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: 900, for the | ast
20 years or so. Do you have any idea what the inplied
delta CDF and delta LERF was?

MR VEISS: | can say that the issue of
the cunul ati ve effect of these exenptions did cone up.

Ed, can you help ne out here?

MR. CONNELL: Yes, in conjunctionwth the
Ofice of Research and a contract with Sandia, we
| ooked at the ten highest reported fire induced CDS
resulting fromthe | PEEE program And then we | ooked
at all the exenptions that were granted to those 10

plants. And the conclusion was that the exenptions
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granted had little or no risk significance.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: So that inplies
then that if | follow the perforned-based approach,
presumably it can ask for nmne.

MR. CONNELL: More what? You don't have
to ask for anything under the perforned-based
approach. | can.

CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI S: You say that the
| ar gest approved Appendi x R-related exenption led to
negligi ble delta CDF, right?

MR. CONNELL: Right.

CHAl RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  In the future, if
| wanted to do sonething nore serious, then | can go
to them for CDF.

MR. CONNELL: | guess it depends where you
are right now

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  That's right.

MR VEISS: Slide 9, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR \EI SS: Here's a |list of the
requirenents in Chapter 3, the fundanental fire
protection elenents and right now these are sonmewhat
prescriptive, but as | indicated before we've built a
provisioninthe rule to allow for the staff to adopt

new ri sk-informed perfornmed-based net hods shoul d t hey
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be justified.

Slide 107

(SI'ide change.)

MR. VEISS: The way the rule is structured
is that it will be an anmendnent to 10 CFR 50.48 and
adoption of the provision that puts you into 805 is
vol unt ary. This was very inportant to our
st akeholders and that's the way the rule is
structured. Licensees can choose to stay under their
exi sting Appendix R licensing basis and the question
came up in the subcommi ttee why woul d one switch over?
How many peopl e woul d swi tch over? How many |icensees
would switch over and I'm going to |let NEI address
that a little nore definitively, but I'll say
conceptually I can understand why a |icensee that has
a perfectly good licensing basis and no reason for
change m ght very well, as a matter of fact, | m ght
expect nost |icensees to stick with Appendi x R until
such time as they see an advantage to solving a
pr obl em

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: | think that's what
| just said. They feel they can get an exenption or
a change approved by the NRC easier by doing the risk
argunment, giving a risk argunent, especially if you

say that the old exenptions led to negligible delta
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CDF, if I want ny delta CDF not to be negligible now,
| have a better way of doing it because ny chances
t hat you woul d approve it under the ol d Appendi x R are
very, very small. That's all they have. This is
really the appealing feature of this which leads ne to
anot her thing. s the industry still or NEI still
saying that the industry will not use this? | nean --

MEMBER ROSEN: I think we have Fred
Emerson here who is going to address that conment,
guestion. It cane up very hard in the subcommttee

and he's got a nunber of points to make on that

subj ect .

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay.

MR VEISS: As | tried to outline before,
the existing licensing basis configuration and

procedures largely convey to the new risk-inforned
per f or med- based environnment. The way the rule would
work is that |icensees would docunent and retain the
records on site for inspection. The reactor oversight
process woul d nonitor future changes and NRC woul d be
al l owed to approve new risk-informed perforned-based
methods in the future on I|icensees, nay use the
appendi ces of 805 which are there for information.
Slide 11, please.

(Sl'ide change.)
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MR VEISS: This is one of NRC s first
ri sk-informed perfornmed-based rules, not the first,
but one of the first and NEI endorsed this rul emaking
in Septenber of 2001. We recognize the key to
successful inplementation of this approach is the
devel opnent of appropriate regul atory gui dance. NEI
has agreed to develop a guidance docunent that we
could then endorse in a Reg. Cuide. | mght also
poi nt out that NFPA 805 addresses the existing fleet
of light water reactors. There is a separate standard
804 for the advanced LWRs, but the staff has witten
t he NFPA and asked themto devel op a new NFPA st andard
to address advanced light water reactors and gas
reactors, other advanced reactors in a risk-infornmed
per f or med- based nmanner.

Slide 127

(Sl'ide change.)

MEMBER ROSEN:  Why did you limt that to
just gas and |ight water reactors?

It says "Future NFPA standard to address”

MR, CONNELL: | know - -
MEMBER ROSEN: "Advanced light water
reactors and gas reactors.”

MR. CONNELL: It's not limted to the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

420

light water and gas reactors.

MR WEISS: |It's all advanced reactors.

MR CONNELL: It's all advanced reactor
desi gns.

MEMBER ROSEN: W had a discussion
yesterday that there are advanced reactor designs in
a Ceneration 4 program that used neither water nor
gas.

MR. CONNELL: Right, and the standard --
right now, the standard is just an idea, but the
intent was to address all advanced reactor designs.

MEMBER ROSEN:  Okay.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  So | can see how
the decision whether the proposed changes are
accept abl e depends on light water reactors. This is
Regul at ory Gui de 1174 gives delta CDF and delta LERF.
Are there any other parts of the standard that woul d
be different for advanced reactors besides the
acceptance criteria?

MR,  CONNELL: Well, the performance
criteria outlined in several Comm ssion SECY papers
for advanced reactors is different than what we have
for the existing fleet for fire protection.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Can you give ne an

exanpl e?
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MR. CONNELL: ©Ch, you have to assune al
equipnent in a fire area is rendered inoperable and
re-entry for operation repair is not permtted, so the
equi val ent of 3& of Appendix R would not be all owed
for any of the advanced reactors. |It's not allowed
for the CE system 80. It's not allowed for the CE
ABWR. It's not allowed for the AP 600 and it won't be
all owed for the AP 1000.

CHAI RMAN APOCSTOLAKI S:  That's Appendi x R
type of thing?

MR. CONNELL: No. No. Appendix R, 3& is
for redundant systens |located in the sane fire area.
You're not allowed to have redundant systens | ocated
in the sane fire area with the advanced reactors.

That's why 805 woul dn't be applicable to
t he advanced reactor designs.

Most of the issues we deal with are
related to redundant systens | ocated in the sane fire
ar ea.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: But would the
advanced reactors have sonme specific features that
woul d require different approach? It seens to ne the
basi ¢ approach that you have here is --

MR CONNELL: Well, there's a different

approach Ii ke the AP600/ 1000 safe shutdown for them
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unlike the current fleet is not cold shutdown. They
don't get the cold shutdown.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: That's what it
says. Isn't that what Professor Wallis asked? That's
what this says that maintain the fuel in a stable
condi tion.

MR. CONNELL: Safe and stable condition,
right.

Yes. 805 -- | was talking about for
Appendi x R plan, the current fleet --

CHAl RVAN APCSTCOLAKI S: No, I'm talking
about 805.

MR. CONNELL: Al right, 805, yeah, that
woul d be consistent. But nost of the issues we're
relating to in the current fleet relate to redundant
systens located in the sane fire area. Ri ght, an
t hat's what nost 805 addresses, but the adm nistrative
controls, the fire brigade, all that kind of stuff, of
course, would be very simlar.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You have about five nore
m nutes, Eric.

MR VI SS: kay, slide 12 is the
schedule. W're before you today, we're scheduled to
go to CRGR on the 11th. The proposed rule is due in

front of the Comm ssion in July. The proposed rule
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will then be published in the Federal Register for

public conment for a period of one nonth. | m ght say
that we've been nmaking various drafts of this
regul ation available on the web and we inforned the
Conmmi ssi on of that.

The final would go to the Conm ssion 15
nmont hs after the cl ose of the public conment period on
the proposed rule and the final rule would be

publ i shed in the Federal Register one nonth after the

staff requirenments menorandum

MEMBER ROSEN: VWhat mekes it 15 nonths
mandatory? It seens |like an awful long tine after the
cl ose of public conments before you present it to the
Conmi ssi on.

MR VEISS: | can tell you there are sone
rules that |1've been associated with that went on for
seven years and never did see the light of day. M
first job in the Comm ssion in 1976 was to | ay out the
procedures for rulemaking and | used to be in charge
of laying out the procedure in the G een Book and what
was then the Ofice of Standards Devel opnent. In
t hose days, a rough rule of thunb was that it took
about a year to get a proposed rule out and about a
year to get a final rule out, but that was a rule of

t hunb. Controversial rules easily go nore than a
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year. This is -- this schedule that we devel oped for
the 15-nonth schedule was not developed by nere
j udgnent as ny previous comments mght apply. W' ve
actually got a very detailed schedule laid out with
what we believe are realistic, not conservative,
realistic elenments of each of the steps involved. So
| guess there is no sinple answer to your question
other than for me to show you the schedule, but | can
tell you from a feeling point of view |'ve been
i nvol ved i n four rul emakings i n my 25-year career with
t he NRC and sone have gone on forever and two of them
never saw the light of day, two of them died after
years of controversy.

MEMBER ROSEN: W don't want this to die
and neither does the Conm ssion and neither does the
st akehol ders, neither does the ACRS. But | would be
interested in having you showne this 15 nont hs packed
wth activities after nost of the mnusic has been
pl ayed.

MR. VEISS: W can certainly do that.

CHAI RVAN APCSTCOLAKI S: Vell, after the
music, they go to a restaurant --

MEMBER KRESS: Have a cigarette, coffee.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: A nice cigar.

MEMBER POVERS: Fifteen nonths is what |
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woul d call leaning forward in the trenches schedul e
quite frankly.

MR. VEISS: W nni ng what ?

MEMBER POVERS: | nmean it sounds |ike
they're fairly optimstic. Thereis alot that has to
be done. 1'd like to see the steps.

MR VEISS: We will do that. Slide 13.

(SI'ide change.)

MR WEISS: W believe that this
rulemaking is an inportant part of a regulatory
framework that will nove fire protection forward into
t he
ri sk-informed perforned-based arena. It certainly is
not the whole answer. There has to be regulatory
gui dance. There has to be inspector guidance and
i nspector training.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Regar di ng gui dance,
is there any gui dance now as to what risk methods are
acceptable? If | came to you and |I'm saying |I'm
i npl enenting 805 and | cal cul ated delta CDF this way.
Are you goi ng to check that and see whether what | did
was right or are there nethods that are acceptable or
nmet hods that are not acceptabl e?

MR. VEISS: | think maybe Fred could tel

you what they have in mnd in the early stages of the
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gui dance docunent, but one of the things that they had
broached with us was endorsing an ANS standard that's
to be devel oped.

CHAI RVAN  APCSTOLAKI S: For external
events? An ANS standard for external events.

MEMBER ROSEN: | think you want them for
fire and PRA too.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: ANS has devel oped
standards for earthquakes, fires, tornadoes. That's
what | nmean by external events.

MR VEEISS: So we see this rul emaking as
a necessary first step in providing an opportunity for
i censees and NRC to be nore efficient and effective
inthis regulatory environment. That's the concl usion
of ny presentation.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Back on Slide 9 you have
a list of fundanental fire protection elenents that
are in Chapter 3 of 805, are those determnistic
things? Could you say a little nore about that?

MR. VEISS: | think Ed could give you the
details, but pick an exanple out of the air. Fire
brigade is five people.

MEMBER LEI TCH: R ght .

MR VAEI SS: W don't have a nethod of

calculating that the fire brigade shoul d be 4.2 peopl e
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right now, but conceptually, in the future, if there
were such a nmethod and the staff approved it, that we
could incorporate that in this rul emaki ng. W have a
provision in the rul emaking that all ows the Agency to
adopt it.

MEMBER LEI TCH: But at the nonment it still
says five people.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  But | can cone to
you and show that | have ot her conpensatory neasures
that would justify having only four. | nean that's
t he whol e idea of 805, isn't it?

MR, VEISS: Yes.

CHAl RMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: | nstead of the
five.

MR. VEISS: R ght now, 805 says five and
we haven't approved a net hod of cal culating. You can
al ways apply for an exenption and Ed can speak to this
in nore detail, but I think we've accepted exenptions
on a wi de range of determ nistic requirenments, but the
i dea behind the rule is to get out fromunderneath the
exenption process because that's relatively
inefficient and to have risk-informed perfornmance-
based nmet hods that |icensees can adopt w thout making
even submittals to the NRC, sinply put it in the file

draw and then we cone around and make sure that they

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

428

use the right nethod, that the people who used it were
qualified and so forth and so on and that w Il nake
for a nmuch nore efficient process and I think a nore
rational process.

MEMBER LEI TCH: But in the case, for
exanpl e, nunbers of nenbers in the fire brigade, a
|icensee couldn't just on his own based on
ri sk-informed perforned-based, decide that he only
needed four, put that docunentationinthe file and --

MR, V\EI SS: Not without wmaking an
exenption request right now But conceptually in the
future if there were such a way, then the staff could
adopt it and then that process could go forward
wi t hout an exenpti on.

MEMBER LEI TCH: But that would be a
subsequent change to 805?

MR VEISS: Well, we have a provision in
805 that allows us to adopt these new nethods. That
was one of the stakehol der's key poi nts and we t hought
we wer e bei ng responsive to the Committee, to the ACRS

in that regard as well.

CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI S: So right -- it's
kind of newto nme. Right now, | can -- these bullets
that you have on Slide 9, these are requirenents. It

says the fire brigade has to have five people, for
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exanpl e.

MR VEISS: Yes.

CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI'S:  And | cannot use
805 as it is nowto do a calculation to show that |
can live with four because | don't have a nethod that
you have approved.

MR. VEISS: That's right.

MEMBER ROSEN: That's right. But if
sonmeone canme up with a method and it was peer revi ewed
and di scussed in the industry and t he NRC | ooked at it
and adopted it, said yes, that's correct, it's a good
met hod, then the |icensees who had adopted 805 could
use it.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: A better exanple
woul d be if you have a nunber of fire extinguishers,
fire alarmprotection, can you use 805 to assess, for
exanpl e, nore risk significant areas where you woul d
concentrate nore detection devices or suppression
devi ces?

MR CONNELL: Yes, this is Ed Collins,
Staff again. 805, as far as the things that are
related to fire protection systens and features, when
your perfornmed-based or determ nistic approach says
you need a specific fire protection feature, a

detection system a suppression system then Chapter
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3 of 805 says okay, if you're going to put this thing
in, it has to be designed, installed and mai ntained in
accordance with the applicabl e NFPA standard for that
system So that's where it gets quasi-determnistic.
In other words, you say, okay, | need this system
Under Appendix R it said you had to have this system
and you had to design, install and maintain it in
accordance with the applicabl e NFPA code. Under 805,
you deci de whet her you need it or not. If you do need
it, then you have to design and install and naintain
it in accordance with the applicable --

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  You don't have a
graded, nore aggressive --

MR. CONNELL: There is no perforned-based
risk-informed way of designing a sprinkler system
There is no risk-informed perforned-based way of
desi gning a detection system

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: There is a
ri sk-informed way of determ ning which areas --

MR. CONNELL: Whether you need it or not,
right. That's correct.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: Wi ch area is nore
i nportant than others?

MR. CONNELL: Right, whether you need a

systemor not is what 805 allows you to determine in
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a performed-based risk-infornmed approached, whereas
Appendix R didn't allow you to do that.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: This thing about
t he approved net hods, maybe | don't understand it very
wel | . I nmean in a risk assessnment, there are all
sorts of nodels and assunptions that one has to nake,
you know, in a fire risk assessnment or any risk
assessnent. And this notion of pre-approved nethods
is not clear to ne. In other words, | nodel the
susceptibility to damage of the insulation of the
cable in a certain way. | don't think that's a
standard way of doing it. Sone people mght say you
know, here's a tenperature that applies. Sonebody did
sonme experinents, so l'mgoing to use it as the limt
and the probability of exceeding it is such and such.
Sonebody el se m ght do detail ed thermal cal cul ati ons,
you know inside the insulation and go nore into the
physics. And this is just an exanpl e.

Now what does it nmean that there have to
be pre-approved nethods? | nmean that doesn't --

MEMBER ROSEN: Let nme try on this one and
seeif | have it right because that's a good questi on.
The answer is that that's what the inplenentation
gui dance will say. It will say what the nethods are

and what's all owed and what's not. And the staff w ||
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approve that guidance in a regulatory guide. |Is that
the right answer for this question?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Wl |, | don't know
to what extent you can do that. That's my point.

MR. CONNELL: Well, the appendices in 805
don't tell you howto do these things. Wat they do
is they say here are the things you need to address in
order to do them 805 allows you flexibility in
what ever the particular nmethod that you use, okay, so
there's no nethod, a step-by-step cookbook, whatever
you want to call it approach in 805, simlar to |ike
the five net hodol ogi es basically a cook book approach,
okay?

Let's say five nethodol ogies would be
enhanced beyond because it was only intended to | ook
at severe accident vulnerabilities. Well, let's say
we had an enhanced five net hodol ogy t hat coul d be used
for regulatory conpliance. That coul d be approved by
the staff. That would be in the NEI guide.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI'S: Is it correct then
to understand that if | do something that | think is
innovative, the first tine | doit, | have to cone to
you?

MR. CONNELL: That's correct.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  But after that |
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can use it, if you approve it.

MR. CONNELL: That's correct. That's the
i ntent.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: That makes nuch
nore sense.

MEMBER ROSEN: That's the idea.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  So the first tinme
| do sonet hing, you guys shoul d be aware of it and say
we like it, we don't like it, change it this way.

MR. CONNELL: That's right.

MEMBER ROSEN: And t he reason for that, of
course, was to allowthe state of the art to progress,
sonet hi ng we've --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: It puts bounds on
our --

MR. CONNELL: And the standard was written
with that in mnd. That's why we didn't prescribe a
met hod because when every six nonths or whatever we'd
have to revise the standard.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Just to understand
the limt. I was pursuing that before. | didn't
understand it, so | assunme that right now, Appendi x R
says this area has this single safety category 1
system therefore you have to have certain protection,

fire protection because it's inportant. M PRA says
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that systemis not risk significant.

And if | make changes which is the grade
the fire protection in that particul ar area, based on
t he PRA?

MR CONNELL: You'd be able under the
unbrel l a of NFPA 805, you would be able to relax the
fire protection systens and features provided,
provi ded you neet all perfornmance, goals, objectives
and criteria; provided you still maintain
def ense-in-depth, provi ded adequat e saf ety margi ns are
mai ntai ned. All that good stuff, you woul d be al | owed
to relax the fire protection.

Today, you can do that with prior staff
review and approval through the exenption process
outlined in 50.12.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes, thank you.

MEMBER ROSEN.  Okay, Eric, can you wap it
up?

MR VEISS: |'messentially done.

MEMBER ROSEN:  Ckay.

MR VEISS: 1'Il turn it back to you.

MEMBER ROSEN: Thank you very much for a
good presentation.

Now we wll hear the industry's

perspective on this proposed revision.
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Fred Emerson from NEI

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S: Now t he
performance, when we say risk-infornmed performnce,
the performance is at delta CDF, | suppose? |Is that
what the perfornmance is?

MEMBER WALLI S: Could you nove your
m cr ophone?

MEMBER SHACK: You end up then conputing
a delta CDF when you're done.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: And this is ny

per f ormance neasure, because | make ny deci si on using

t hose.
MEMBER SHACK: You nmake your deci sion.
CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S:  Ckay, sorry, Fred.
MR. EMERSON: Good nor ni ng. I'"'m Fred
Enmerson from NEI. |"'mthe Fire Protection Project

Manager for fire protection issues. And |I'mhappy to
have the opportunity to conme speak to the ful
Commttee. The presentation that | have is slightly
nodi fied fromthe one that | gave on Tuesday to the
Fire Protection Subcommittee.

Next slide, please.

(SI'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON. The topics that 1'mgoing to

cover you see on the slide. |'"d like to provide a
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little bit of background to provide sone context. I'd
like to give, provide the fundanental industry
positions that led to our support for the rul emaki ng,
the current -- mnute or two on the current rule
| anguage, indicate what we're going to cover in the
i npl enenti ng gui dance and cl ose by trying to address
a topic that the subcomm ttee addressed or wanted sone
additional anplification on on how do we nove forward
and who's going to use the standard or the rul e when
it becomes a rule.

Next slide, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: Eric described the fact that
t his was devel oped by an NFPA Commttee. If was their
Technical Committee on Nuclear Facilities and it
conprised a several year effort. The industry and the
staff were both heavily involved in this activity and
a lot of good effort was put forward on both sides to
try to make this a useful standard.

When t he final product was approved by the
i ndustry in the fall of 2000, the industry still had
sone concerns over what was in the final rule, the
final standard and as | wunderstand, the NRC did as
well. And these concerns were to be dealt with in the

rul emaki ng process.
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Next slide, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON. Wen the rul enaki ng becane
areality, industry agreed to support the rul emaki ng.
We had several concerns. I'd like to just spend a
second on those.

The first one was the use of perforned-
based nethods to address Chapter 3. W just spent
sone time tal king about that. W felt that there
shoul d be an al |l owance for the use of perforned-based
nmethods to address these very deterministic
requi renents of Chapter 3. Even if there were no
specific elenents available, we felt that to support
a performed-based risk-inforned standard t here needed
to be an allowance for the use of those nethods
t hroughout the use -- throughout the standard as a
whol e, whereas the standard itself and Chapter 3 now
specifically prohibits that, so we sought an excepti on
to all ow t hose.

W wanted to allow the use of docketed
| i censi ng bases as previously -- instead of previously
approved alternatives which is also currently the
| anguage of Chapter 3 because we felt that there were,
t he concept of previously approved was fairly vague.

When you have an SER covering a specific topic, the
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SER may be very general or very specific and if it's
very general, you often don't, cannot pi npoi nt whet her
sonet hi ng was previously approved or not, so we had
submtted sone alternate |anguage for staff
consi derati on.

The third concern was that we -- that the
NRC perform a review of perfornmed-based nethods
i nstead of the NFPA Technical Commttee and the staff
agreed to address that concern.

Anot her issue that | didn't nmention onthe
slide and that the subconmmttee asked ne to address
was the use of --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: I"m sorry, Fred,
why di d you have to request that |ast one? Isn't that
what the NRC i s supposed to do?

MR. EMERSON: Initially, there was a
di scussion on the staff's part of allow ng the NFPA
Techni cal Commttee to review proposal s and we t hought
t hat was incorrect.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S: O cour se.

MR. EMERSON. This is really a dead i ssue.
This has been discussed and resol ved. " m just
poi nting out what our initial --

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  So the resol ution

is that the NRC will revi ew?
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MR. EMERSON: Yes, that's correct.
Anot her issue that's not on the slide is how NEI 00-01
was to be used and Eric touched on that earlier. That
docunent is intended to be a risk-infornmed nmethod for
resolving the circuit failures issue which we've
di scussed before in front of this Commttee. This is
going onin parallel with the NFPA 805 rul emaki ng. It
wll be, we believe, wll be resolved well before the
rulemeking is final and we would like to see that
method allowed as a one nethod of performng
engi neering analysis for circuit failures as one
el enent of a licensee's risk-infornmed program

W understand that that will be allowed
within the regulatory framework for 805.

Next slide, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: W agreed to develop the
i npl ementing guidance for the rul emaking. Wth a
nunber of issues, the fact that this is a relatively
new area for rul emaki ng, adoption of a risk-inforned
met hod, we're noving forward in parallel with the
staff in the development of this inplenenting
gui dance. Sone of the nmethods for resolving issues
that come up and nmeking this an acceptable and a

useful rule, some of these m ght have to be resol ved
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in the rule language directly and these are issues
that we' ve discussed in the past. Sone of themmay be
resol ved by putting information in the statenents of
consideration for the rule and sonme of them can be
addressed in the inplenmenting guidance.

So the i npl enenti ng gui dance i s one of the
vehi cl es for addressing i ssues as they come up during
the next 15 nonths or 18 nonths, | guess.

The i npl enenting gui dance, we expect the
NRCwill utilize in a Regulatory Guide once they have
agreed to it. The guidance is being devel oped by a
mul ti-discipline contractor team which addresses the
various areas of fire protection that need to be
addressed in a new rule. That includes classic fire
protection and safe shutdown, PSA, etcetera.

The rul e | anguage, as | said because the
rul e | anguage i s being devel oped in parallel with the
i npl enenti ng gui dance, issues will come up and both
are going to be vehicles for resolving these
di fferences.

| think it's fairly safe to say that both
the industry and the staff are interested in com ng up
with a clearly understood rule and with clearly
understood i nplenenting guidance to support it and

we're looking forward to getting this in place to
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risk-informed fire protection regul ation.

Next slide, please.

(SI'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: Let ne just make sure I'min
sync with the slides ont he screen. The fundanent al
i ndustry positions are the four that I've |aid out on
the screen here and |I'm going to spend each of the
next four slides, I'mgoing to elaborate on those a
little bit.

Next slide, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: So what -- you
didn't explain. Let's go back to 6.

MR. EMERSON. Back to 6, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Li censees shoul d be
able to use tools whether or not they transition to
NFPA 805. What does that nean?

MR EMERSON: It neans that the intent of
this rule was so that a l|icensee could choose an
alternate |icensing basis.

As Eric pointed out, |icensees have had a
licensing basis with which they've been confortable
for the last 20 years or so in fire protection. And

i f they choose, for whatever reason, not to adopt this
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alternate |icensing basis, we feel very strongly that
they should still have the ability to use

ri sk-informed performed-based tools in a structured
regul atory environnent. So we would like to see the
nmet hods that have been crafted over several years in
the Technical Commttee available to |icensees who
choose not to use a different |icensing basis.

CHAl RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: The way the
standard is raised, the nmonment | use risk-inforned
ri sk methods, |I'min NFPA 805.

MEMBER SHACK: You can use it as the basis
for an exenption.

MR. EMERSON: That's correct.

MEMBER SHACK: That woul d be the vehicle.

MEMBER PONERS: It seens |ike it should be
absol utely noncontroversial. |If you want to use risk
bases to change something in your fire protection
program and you're within -- you're currently in
Appendi x R as your licensing basis, it's a perfectly
acceptable thing to do.

MEMBER ROSEN: But the extent is in 50.12
and it may be nore difficult to do that if you have
805 out there.

MR. EMERSON:  You can use risk tools now

to support exenption requests. Wat we don't have now
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is aregulatory structure for processing that.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  But if | use this
met hod, don't | then have to showthe CDF is | ess than
t he val ue of -- howwoul d that be different fromusing
NFPA 805? | don't understand.

MR. EMERSON: Again, the difference
bet ween what we have now and what we're proposing for
a licensee that doesn't have -- that isn't going to
adopt the alternate licensing basis is he needs a
structure and we think the staff needs a structure too
for the acceptance of risk analyses to support
exenption requests. Right now the beauty is in the
eye of the beholder. | don't think -- | can't speak
for --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: My point is that if
the staff devel ops that kind of guidance it would be
an NFPA 805.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: No, he's talking
about the criteria versus the application. Wat that
means i s you can right now go i n Appendi x Rthat gives
you the criteria that you have to apply or 805 which
isarisk-inforned criteria. I'mtalking about -- it
says if sonebody is using still Appendix R criteria
can use PRA --

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  To do what ?
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VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: Well, to make
changes from -- anendnments, whatever to justify
changes to its own criteria.

MR. EMERSON. GCeorge rai ses a good point.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  The only way it can
be justified is to conpare it to 1174 whi ch neans you
are usi ng now 805.

VEMBER POVERS: CGeorge, 805 doesn't say
anyt hi ng about this stuff.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S: 805 says if you use
a risk method, you are using ne.

MEMBER PONERS: No, you're not.

CHAl RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S: That's what it
says.

MEMBER PONERS: No, it doesn't.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  What does it say?

MEMBER POVWERS: | would |ove to see you
find that | anguage that says --

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Tell nme how it
would be different if | used risk methods to do it
wi thin Appendi x R that would be different from 805?

MEMBER PONERS: If | don't |ike sonething
in 805, | nmean in Appendix R nice prescriptive
regulation, | don't want to do that any nore, | can

devel op a probabilistic argunent that says changing it
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to sonmething that | do like and | can develop a risk
basis on that and cone to the staff and ask themto
approve it and never say a word about 805.

MR. EMERSON:. George's concern i s one that

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: What |'msaying is
don't nention 805, but that's what you're doing.

MEMBER SIEBER: No, if you use 805, you
don't have to apply with an approved nethod. You
don't have to apply for the exenption. You just go
and do it, nake a record and then once a year, |like
50. 59 changes, they cone in and --

CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI'S:  The first tine you
have to come to the staff.

MEMBER SIEBER: First tine, yeah

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: And that' s | i ke the
first time what Dennis is tal king about. Al 1I'm
doing is I'mdeveloping a risk argunent. Then | have
to show --

MEMBER SHACK: No, ever tinme you want an
exception --

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: That's the only
di fference.

| can't imagine that's what they want.

MEMBER S| EBER: The basic rules for 805,
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you know, separation, barriers and that kind of stuff,
where you have to end up after the fire is over are a
little different.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes. Ri ght now,
whether | like it or not, | conply with Appendix R
with exenptions. So the starting point is the sane
for everybody.

MEMBER S| EBER: Ri ght.

CHAI RVAN APGOSTOLAKI S: I want to use a
risk argunent now. | don't like it that they want ne
to have this cable up for 10,000 feet. "1l do it
only for 6, 000. I"'m going to use a risk argunent.
That neans automatically I'Il have to have sone
baseline PRA, otherwise, | can't place it in context.
| have to use sone nodel to calculate a difference in
risk fromthe 10,000 to 6, 000.

MEMBER SI EBER: That's right.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKIS: | have to have a
delta CDF. I'll have to argue that ny
defense-in-depth is not suffering very nuch, right?
The usual arguments. And | don't nention 805.

MEMBER S| EBER: Ri ght.

CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Then | want to do
an 805. Tell me what | would do different? | would

do the same thing.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

447

MEMBER SI EBER:  You woul d do two things.
You would apply to use 805 in your plant and that
woul d probably be easily granted.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S: I f the net hods have
al ready been approved.

VEMBER S| EBER: Well, they approve the
met hods. You pick fromanong t he net hods t hey approve
and then for the very first tine that you use it, you
say |'musing -- you send docket and say |I' musi ng 805
to do this and this and this. Here's ny --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: So for the very
first tinme, they're the sane.

MEMBER S| EBER: Ri ght.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTCOLAKI S: There's no
di fference.

MEMBER S| EBER: There's another step for
805.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Except for the
ultimate state.

MEMBER S| EBER. You have to get approva
to use it.

MR. EMERSON. Thi s di scussion points out
that the fact that there will be a spectrum of areas
where the licensee will fall into, ranging from ful

Appendix R to full 805. And we, in devel oping our
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i npl enenti ng gui dance are trying to structure it so
that wherever the |icensee finds hinself in that
spectrum he has a consistent set of guidance so that
he can nove farther al ong.

VEMBER POVERS: Let nme understand. My
readi ng of what the staff said was that one is either
805 or one is not, that one can't go through and say
"' m 805 here. This part of 805 here and for the rest
of it I'"m Appendi x R

MR. EMERSON. | would say in ny viewthat
hasn't been conpl etel y worked out yet, howthe parti al
cases wi || be handl ed, whether you use a decl arati on.

VEMBER ROSEN: It seened to be pretty

clear tonme there's a nonent in tine when the i censee

sends a letter in that says |I'madopting 805. |If you
don't have -- and the staff says okay, in a very
si npl e process. If you don't have such a letter,

you' re not under 805. That's very clear.

MEMBER S| EBER: But the transfer --

MEMBER ROSEN: You can still wuse the
nmet hods, but that may be endorsed in the 805 process,
but when you do and you want to nmake a change you have
to ask for an exenption.

MR EMERSON: So there are certain

fundamental things you have to do to put yourself in
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t hat canp.

MEMBER S| EBER:  But to nove from Appendi x
R to 805 is supposed to be a bunpless transfer. In
other words, if you conply with Appendix R, you
automatically conply with 805 and you use 805 when you
want to nake a change and you do that by area by fire
ar ea. So you may have a plant that is 90 percent
Appendi x R and 10 percent where you have nodel ed, 10
percent is the fire area that you have nodel ed.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: | don't think that
there is such a thing as conplying with NFPA 805.
There is nothing to conply with. It tells you what to
do if you want to make sone changes.

MEMBER POAERS: George, there are a bunch
of things in 805 you have to conply wth.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Li ke what ?

MEMBER PONERS: Eric gave us a whol e slide
of them

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  These are al ready
conplied wth.

| already do that.

MEMBER POVNERS: And you're going to have
to conply tonorrow and the next week and the week
after that.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght .
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MEMBER POWNERS: And so there's a lot in
805 you have to conply wth.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  |f | say today, |
have nmy plant that's operating. | declare as of noon
today, | conply with NFPA 805, but I'mnot going to do
anything to ny fire protection, am| going to change
anything? No. Unless | decide to change sonet hi ng,
NFPA 805 doesn't do anything to ne.

MS. BLACK: This is Suzanne Bl ack.
Actually, 805 applies in all nopdes of the plant
operation, whereas Appendix R only applied for the
operating node. So there are certain things that you
woul d have to consider in putting your fire protection
plan up front before you started to use 805.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: I f | want to change

somet hi ng.

M5. BLACK: If you want to change
somnet hi ng.

CHAI RVMAN APOCSTOLAKI'S:  If | don't want to
change anything, | don't have to change anyt hing.

MEMBER POVERS: George, if you said |
don't want to conply with 805, [|I'm currently in

conpliance wth branch technical position and today I
declare | am805, there are a | ot of things we have to

do. One is that you have to do a site safety
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assessment .

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS: |If | don't plan to
go to the NRC and nmake sone changes, | don't have to
do any of that.

MEMBER ROSEN: Yes, you do. |If you're in
conpliance with 805, vyou've done a site safety
assessment .

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: | woul d be crazy to
say I'"'min conpliance with 805 when | already have
approval of Appendix R if | don't plan to change
anyt hi ng.

MEMBER ROSEN: No, not crazy. I think
you' d be crazy like a fox, nyself, because although
you will have to |ook at fire protection provisions
duri ng shut down whi ch i s the expansi on t hat Suzi e j ust
ment i oned, you now have a world of flexibility to undo
the prescriptiveness of Appendix R where it doesn't
make any sense.

CHAI RVAN  APCSTCOLAKI S: Undoi ng neans
changi ng sonet hi ng.

MEMBER ROSEN:  Yes.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: And i f | don't want
t o change anythi ng, nothing happens.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You still have to --

MEMBER SHACK: You get an up front cost.
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MEMBER ROSEN:  Yes.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: Only if | want to
change sonet hi ng.

MEMBER SHACK: No, if you went with 805.

MEMBER POAERS: Wy are you denying that
you have to do a site safety assessnent?

CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S:  Because the whol e
purpose of this, it seens to nme, is to justify
changes.

MEMBER PONERS: No, it's not.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay.

MR. EMERSON. You can also use it to put
yourself on a position to address future issues as
wel | wi thout being subject to Appendix R directly.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  And future issues
agai n neans changes, right? It mght | ead to changes.

MEMBER ROSEN: Reveal ed probl ens and t hen
you have sone flexibility. R ght now, you don't have
any.

It's not sonething you want to do by
volition, but the battleship in the desert is an
anal ogy which is you find sonething, you don't know
how the battl eship got there, but you find sonething
and now the question is it acceptable.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght .
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MEMBER ROSEN:  And under Appendix R, it

may very well not be, but under this NFPA 805, you get
a chance to do a rational engineering analysis and so
it really doesn't matter.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: | agree with that,
because that's al so change fromwhere I am

MEMBER WALLI S: Ckay, so we'll agree there
i s sone change then.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Huh?

MEMBER WALLI'S: Can we nove on, Ceorge?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: W can al ways nove
on.

VMEMBER ROSEN: Not if you, as the
Chai rman, is asking questions.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Ch, cone up.

MEMBER ROSEN: Fred, |let's see whether or
not George will ask questions.

Go ahead to your second bullet.

MR. EMERSON: Again, this slideindicates,
Slide 6 indicates the industry positions and if | can
wor k ny way t hrough the next four slides, I'll address
each of those.

Slide 7, please?

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: The use of risk i nformati on
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is a fundamental elenent. There's a fundanenta
reason why we're supporting and participating inthis
rul emeking i s because we would like to see a | ot nore
ability to use in a structured and regulatory
envi ronment, risk and performance tools.

We just talked about whether the tools
shoul d be useful for all licensees or not and it's a
strong tenet of our position that they should be.
They shoul d be able to avail thensel ves regardl ess of
what |icensing basis they choose to put thensel ves
under. And a structured process for doi ng that needs
to be in place for both ends of the spectrum

We see this as potentially an evol utionary
process where a licensee may choose to use 805 to
address certain specific issues that he's dealing with
at his plant and so he will change his |icensing basis
to allow hinself to address that specific issue, but
he may al so see other issues down the road where he
finds it advantageous, so there nay be a transition
process associated with his adoption of it and we
woul d |i ke that to be a seam ess process wherever he
chooses to place hinself in that spectrum

CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S: Thi s issue rel ated
to what the Comm ssion said sone tinme ago that okay,

the risk-informed approach is an alternative,

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

455

voluntary alternative, but you can't just pick and
choose. You can't say here, I'"'mgoing to do risk
here " mgoing to do sonething else and it seens to ne
that's what you're arguing here or how is it
different?

MR EMERSON: There's been a lot of
di scussion over what cherry picking is and whether
this constitutes cherry picking. On whet her you
shoul d adopt -- you could adopt 805 on a fire area by
fire area basis or on an exenpti on by exenpti on basi s.
If you didn't want to adopt 805.

And there's the extent -- | think there's
a fair anount of agreenent between the staff and the
i ndustry now that partial use in sone fashion is
acceptable and by partial use the industry has
consistently stated that we shoul d be able to use the
tools as needed within the current environment, not
necessarily to change one fire area to be the 805 and
the rest of them be Appendi x R

MEMBER POVERS: This continues to be a
source of confusion to ne because | read words that |
find acceptabl e whi ch says 805 is an i nt egrat ed whol e.
Thou shalt not adopt it pieceneal.

But | keep seeing these words that say

partial use. |If you're just tal king about tools, |'ve
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got no troubles about that, don't even know why it's
an issue, but that's between you and the staff.

Is it very clear that if you are 805, you
are 805? You're not Chapter 2 of 805 and sonething
el se for everything el se.

CHAI RVAN APCSTCOLAKI S: Vell, what he's
saying is yes. |If you're in 805, you' re in 805. But
he's also saying if you are in Appendix R, in sone
parts of it you can be risk-inforned.

MEMBER POVERS: And has that ever been a
guestion? | nean for the last four years has there
ever been a question about that?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: | don't know. Has
t here?

MEMBER ROSEN: No. Absolutely not. Any
time you want to ask the staff for an exenption from
Appendi x Rrequirenents, you can. And 900 cases of it
are --

CHAl RVAN  APCSTOLAKI S: Usi ng risk
i nformation?

MEMBER POVWERS: Ni ne hundred cases of
them no risk informati on was ever used. Most of them
are
-- | just can't -- it doesn't fit.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Can you use risk

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

457

information for thislittle fire area and for the rest
of the plant Appendi x R?

VMEMBER ROSEN: If you go through the
exenption process, | think so.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  But the exenption
process doesn't allowrisk? Does it allow for risk?

MEMBER S| EBER:  Sure.

MR.  \\EI SS: This is Eric Wiss of the
staff. The staff is prepared to entertain an
exenption on any basis, whether it's risk or
per f or mance- based or whatever. And that's not to
prejudice the outcome of the review. W can't say
sinply because one puts risk at the top of the page
that the exenption is going to be granted, but |'m
sure the staff would entertain an exenption on any
basis and give it careful consideration.

MEMBER POVERS: And if the basis cane in
on risk they have a regulatory guide to help them
assess that. It's one you're reasonably famliar
wi th.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: And ny point is
that if that's the route you want to take, you're in
805.

MEMBER PONERS: No.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S Ckay.
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MEMBER SHACK: Can you explain to us --
|"msort of perplexed |like Dana, it seens to ne. The
tool is available. Sure, they're available. Wat is
the point of contention here? That's what [|'m
m ssi ng.

MR. EMERSON. The poi nt of contention was
when we first started tal king about rulemaking to
adopt NFPA 805, there was sone discussion as to
whet her partial use was all owed, whether you could --
a licensee who chose not to adopt the standard could
make any use whatsoever of the tools and from the
begi nni ng we' ve been proposing that the |icensee who
chooses to maintain his existing licensing basis
shoul d not be shut out fromthe use of the tools that
have been crafted i n NFPA 805 just because he chooses
not to adopt it as an alternate |icensing basis.

So what we' ve been worki ng on i s ways t hat
he can use those tools on a structured environnent.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: | guess it's too --

MEMBER SHACK: The magi ¢ words, structured
environnment, | guess is the point of contention.

MR. EMERSON: So if a licensee chooses not
to adopt 805, but he sees a use for risk tools to
support an exenption request, that he understands the

bounds on his use of the tools and the acceptable
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nature of his use of the tools when he submts that
request and that shoul d be consistent with the way the
tools are used by the |Iicensee who does choose to go
to 805. So that at sonme point if he chooses to nake
atransition, the process, if he's used are consi stent
fromone to the other.

VEMBER ROSEN: Fred, we've been keeping
you from noving forward, but let's just see what we
can do in the next few m nutes.

MR. EMERSON. Ckay. Slide 8, please?

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON. This really isn't an issue.
It's been a fundanental tenet from the begi nning of
our discussion of 805, but it's never been an issue
with the staff who have always agreed with this
contenti on.

Slide 9, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON. The transition process is
obviously of great interest to any |licensee who is
going to be contenplating changing |icensing bases.
The transition needs to be rel atively unconplicated or
as unconplicated we can make it and still maintain an
accept abl e regul atory process.

The nmere fact of a transition does not
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either make the licensee nore safe or | ess safe. And
all that neans is that he has a different regulatory
envi ronnent in which to consider changes to his plan.

It's critical that the process, the
transition process be well wunderstood by both the
licensee and the staff. The |icensee has a cl ear idea
of where his licensing basisis whichl'll touch onin
a mnute throughout the transition process. The
i censee knows what he has to submt and what he can
retain; when a |icense anendnent is required and when
it isn't. Al those sorts of things need to be
addressed very clearly.

Now unconpl i cat ed doesn't necessarily nean
easy. And we would expect on the industry side that
a licensee would have to do a fair ampunt of work to
identify his current |icensing basis and how he stacks
up agai nst provisions of 805 that he woul d either |ike
to take advantage of or bring forward an alternate
approach for, but nonetheless, it wll be a fair
anount of work for the licensee to put hinself in 805
space. What he has to submit may not reflect the
amount of work he has to do, but we want himto be
t horoughl y prepared.

Slide 10, please.

(Sl'ide change.)
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CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  Even after the | EEE
work, there would be a |ot of work?

MR. EMERSON: Well, as | say, the |licensee
needs to -- he needs to have a thorough understandi ng
of his current licensing basis and he has to have a
t hor ough under st andi ng of what al t er nat e appr oaches he
m ght have to make to adopt 805. For instance, he has
to consider all of the fundanental el enments of Chapter
that Eric had on his slide. He wants to know how his
current licensing basis stacks up against each of
t hose el enents. He may choose to say okay, | can
agree with what Chapter 3 says so in this particul ar
-- inone particular -- for one fundanental el enment he
may say Chapter 3 is okay. For another, he may say |
have ny own licensing basis well|l established that I'd
like to bring forward in place of this and that's al so
all owed by the standard. O he may have a third
method that he'd like to propose in which case the
staff has to review it, but he needs to consider al
of those things to see how-- what the | evel of effort
will be for himto nove to a different |icensing
basi s.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Wl |, but what 1'm
saying is that the fact that the |icensees have

al ready done an | PEEE woul d be a significant --
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MR. EMERSON. That's a significant help,
yes.

MEMBER POWERS: Do you really think so?
It seens to nme that when we went through the
functional fire protection inspections that |icensees
were spending on the order of a mllion just to get
their licensing bases in order, even though they had
done an | PEEE.

MR. EMERSON. Al I'msaying is that --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: It works if they
hadn't done the | PEEE

MEMBER POAERS: | don't --

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  The first step is
al ways - -

MEMBER POVERS: | don't think the | PEEES

that were done were either unduly | aborious or very

hel pful .

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ei ther what ?

MEMBER POAERS: Undul y | aborious or very
hel pful .

MEMBER ROSEN: | think that's besides the
poi nt .

VEMBER POVERS: Yeah, it's the thorough
understanding of the Iicensing basis and that's a big
j ob.
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MR. EMERSON:. One of the nobst inportant
points of the transition is that the licensing basis
has to be clearly understood. If you're tal king about
partial inplenmentation in any form if you're just
tal king about selected use of it, if you' re talking
about a transition process that changes through tine

VMEMBER POVERS: You keep choosing this
word that | just don't understand.

MR EMERSON: What's that?

VEMBER PONAERS: Thi s "parti al
i npl enent ati on".

MR. EMERSON: Let ne --

MEMBER POVERS: | think you need to say
805 is or it is not.

It's an integrated whole. You can't use
hal f of it.

MR,  EMERSON: You may choose to put
yoursel f under the rule with 805. You may not use it
in all areas of your plant i mediately. You may use
it initially for changes in only a few areas of your
pl ant. But you have pl aced yoursel f under 805. Both
the licensee and the staff need to understand where
you' ve chosen to apply that throughout the process,

since it won't be an instantaneous transition.
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CHAl RVAN APCSTCOLAKI S: Isn't that what
that big box with determnistic and probabilistic --
| mean that's what it does.

MR. EMERSON: That's the process of
anal yzing a change once you have placed yourself in
this area.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ri ght.

MR. EMERSON. So that when you inpl enent
a change, you can sel ect a technique.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: s there a good
exanpl e somewhere with specifics as to what exactly
you nean? | will not be in 805, but I'mallowed to
use the tools? | don't understand that.

MR. EMERSON: Well, the exanple is if you
want ed an exenption request to address a fire barrier
so you discovered your fire barrier and you're in a
certain fire area was not what you thought it was --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Ri ght.

MR. EMERSON:. But you t hought you had good
grounds for leaving it the way it was instead of
making a repair, you could -- or neking a design
nmodi fication, you could utilize 805 tools to support
an exenption request instead of nmaking the design
change.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: kay, so that
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exenption request now would require ne to calculate a
delta CDF, would it not?

MR. EMERSON: It may well require that.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  Well, there's no
ot her way.

MEMBER POVERS: Yes, there is.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Li ke?

VEMBER POVERS: Any way -- on the sane
basis that 960 exenption --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Then |' mnot usi ng
ri sk information.

MEMBER POVERS: It didn't say anything
about using risk information.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTCOLAKI S: That's what he
says, the tools are risk tools.

MEMBER ROSEN: Not necessarily. There's
fire nodeling. You can nodel the effect of the fire.
It's not a risk analysis. It's an engineering
anal ysi s.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: That's what you
mean?

MR. EMERSON. That's one possibility you
could use risk or you could use fire nodeling.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Those t ool s ar e not

used in Appendi x R?
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MEMBER ROSEN: Fire nodeling, no.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Okay, now | ' ve got
my exanple. But the nonment you get into risk though
it's a different ball gane.

If by tools you nean sone code that
cal cul ates thermal fluxes, okay, fine.

VMEMBER ROSEN: That's just one of the
t ool s.

MEMBER S| EBER: But then it's a risk
anal ysis, another tool, right? But used outside of
805 for an ordinary submttal for an exception.

CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI S: | di sagree.

MEMBER ROSEN. What's where you di sagree,
but the risk anal ysis sinply says yeah, there could be
abigfire hereandit could burn everythi ng down, but
it doesn't matter, here's why.

The stuff that burns down is not risk
significant. It doesn't help nme get the safe
shutdown, either hot or cold. That's typical of a
ri sk anal ysis.

It's very conplicated. Please go ahead.

MR. EMERSON: Agai n, the fundanental point
here is that the licensee and the NRC both need to
under stand what the licensing basis is throughout the

transition process.
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Slide 11, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  But you' ve got to
play devil's advocate now. Are you saying that if
don't want the transition, | don't have to have a
t hor ough under standi ng of ny licensing basis?

MR. EMERSON. No, | didn't say that.

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: You didn't say
t hat, okay.

MR. EMERSON: The |icensee should --

MEMBER POVERS: But the truth of the
matter is that based on the sanpling of four plants
that right nowit is a struggle to coil together what
the current licensing basis is because in many cases
this is now a 21-year old assenbly of information.

MEMBER ROSEN: But Dana, sone plants have
i nvested i n desi gn basis docunents and have their fire
protection design basis well docunented.

MEMBER POAERS: Well, | know four of them
t hat do. And you're hinting to ne there my be a
fifth, but I know four that definitely got theirs in
order. But | also know it took a substantial effort
to do that.

MEMBER ROSEN: It did.

MR. EMERSON. |'IIl try to nove through the
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rest of the slides fairly quickly.

Slide 11, please.

(SI'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON:. The current rul e | anguage as
the staff indicated, they have put several drafts of
the rul e I anguage, nade them available on the web to
st akehol ders and we've had several interactions with
the staff to discuss these various drafts. The
current draft was put out, | think |ast week. It's
the third draft that's been nmade available. W have
sonme positive coments about it. W have sone
concerns about it, but these concerns, | would like to
downpl ay a bit because | think these wll be addressed
as we nove forward with the staff, themdevel opi ng t he
rul e, us devel opi ng the guidance and we'l|l get these
addr essed.

Slide 12, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: The i npl ementi ng gui dance i s
being witten as we speak. |'d only |ike to enphasi ze
-- |1 don't have a draft to share with you yet. 1'd
just |like to enphasize quickly the key el enents of it.
The main body of the inplenenting guidance is howto
go through the process of namking a transition. The

key el ements of that are what the process is, what the
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options the |icensee has, what gui dance there may be
for a licensee choosing to maintain his existing
licensing basis wth the possible use of 805 tools or
gui dance for how to adopt a new licensing basis. And
then lastly, how to mamintain configuration control
over his licensing basis once he has nmade the
transition.

Slide 13, please?

(Slide change.)

MR. EMERSON: The appendices in the
i npl enenti ng gui dance are basi cally how one | ooks at,
interprets or uses the provisions of NFPA 805 itself,
how you do the -- how you look at the program
fundanment al s, how you establish perfornmance criteri a,
identify fire hazards in your systens structures and
conponent s and how you woul d do an eval uati on agai nst
the performance criteria.

Overall, our schedule for conpleting the
i npl enenting guidance is in parallel with the rule.
As | said, we'll have a first draft of the NRC staff
later this month. We'Il|l have a second draft after the
Conmi ssion has i ssued their instructions to the staff,
maybe later this fall. And the third draft in the
spri ng.

Slide 14, please.
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(Slide change.)

MR. EMERSON: The next several slides |'ve
identified some potential barriers, hurdles. These
all fall into the category of things that need to be
consi dered and worked out as we nove forward with
devel opi ng the rul e | anguage and the gui dance. They
need to be addressed, as | said, either in the
| anguage, in the statenents of consideration or inthe
i npl enenti ng gui dance.

One of the areas is where a |Ilicense
anmendnent nmay or may not be required for a submttal,
for either aninitial or subsequent submttal. Oneis
the definition and use of the current |icensing basis,
if one makes the transition, to what extent can the
licensee bring forward elenents of his current
Iicensing basis to repl ace el enents of 805. Those are
several technicals issues. We've had on-going
di scussions with the staff on exenptions -- I'msorry,
exceptions to the rule that nmay or nmay not --
exceptions intherule to the standard that nay or may
not be necessary and again, we're continuing to
di scuss these with the staff.

Slide 15.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON. Because 805, |'musing 805,
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requires sonme new el enents that are not currently part
of Appendi x R, areas |ike nonitoring and shutdown and
| ow power nodes, we classify these as potential
hurdl es, only because we haven't dealt with them
before and we wll have to be able to do that
successfully to create a successful rule and matching
i npl enenti ng gui dance.

Slide 16, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: The benefits we see, we see
an al |l owance for the use of risk nmethods and resol ving
current fire protection issues that neither plant
specific or generic issues that the |icensee may be
confronting. W see it as being able to address the
four NRC organi zational goals or pillars of
mai ntai ning safety and increasing public confidence
and reducing regqulatory burden and increasing
efficiency and effectiveness. W see this as being
able to address all of those.

W see it being able to focus fire
protection prograns on things that are nore
ri sk-significant. Ri ght now, we don't have that
capabi l ity under Appendi x R, applying resources where
they nake the nbst sense. W see it as providing a

consi st ent nmet hod for supporting exenpti ons,
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devi ati ons, 50.59 and 86-10 eval uati ons and we see it
as providing, as requiring a seanless transition
process fromthe determnistic to the risk-inforned
regul atory franmework.

Al so, we see the use of risk nethods. |If
you integrate a consideration of fire risk into
overall plant risk that will help us resolve issues
for fire protection interests and other plant
operating interests are conpeting and it allows us to
eval uate both on an equal basis, on an equal risk
basi s.

Slide 17, please.

(SI'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: The subconmittee, when |
spoke on Tuesday asked ne to hazard a guess as to how
many | i censees m ght adopt this rule, so what |'d like
todoistolay out a scenario and this is really what
| think the way it will unfold and how |Iicensees w |
consi der and use this.

First, we -- | see that we need to
conplete the current efforts that are on-going to
i nprove our ability touse firerisk. |If the ANSfire
PSA standard developnent, | think that will be a
useful fundanmental point to buttress the use of risk

information and | think the EPRI and research effort
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torequantify fire PRAs and i nprove our ability to use
fire risk techniques will also help there.

Secondly, | see a few plants and we saw an
exanple during the subconmittee neeting of one
utility, at least one, not the only that would be
considering using this rulenmaking. The plants that
are nost likely to | ook upon this favorably are ones
that are used to using risk techniques in their norma
pl ant operations. And have established PRAs t hat t hey
can and have relied on. Those will be the plants that
are nost |likely to adopt this first. | see themusing
the tools and the 805 basis for successfully and in a
few eval uations and then continuing to expand their
use of it as they have successful regulatory
appl i cati ons.

Slide 18, please.

(SI'ide change.)

MR. EMERSON: Once the rest of the
i ndustry sees successful use and successful regul atory
interactions, using risk tools in the fire area, |
t hink nore and nore plants will nove to adopt this and
they' ||l see the benefits. The benefits, | think, wll
be too obvious to ignore and | think you'll see plants
improving their own risk tools and their ability to

use themin this structured environment the 805 wll
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afford.

So again, | eventually expect to see nost
plants using this to sone degree and | put a big if
t here.

Slide 19, please.

(Slide change.)

MR, EMERSON: | think it depends a | ot on
what the staff and the industry can acconplish in the
next 15 or so nonths as we devel op the rul e | anguage
and the inplenmenting guidance. W can nmake this a
clear rule, a useful rule and a rule that's soundly
supported by clearly understood guidance. If we're
not successful, we can create a rule that's nore
difficult to apply and is less attractive to soneone
who i s considering taking advantage of it. So that's
the challenge ahead of us now is to create an
effective set of conbinations --

MEMBER WALLI S: Are these generic
statenents or have you identified barriers and
hur dl es?

MR. EMERSON: There are sone barriers and
hurdles that | listed on the previous slides.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Yes, those are the ones
you |isted before?

MR. EMERSON: I'"'m sure there will be
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things that conme up that we haven't foreseen

MEMBER POVERS: The probleml| have i s when
| conpare your |ower hurdles to your list of hurdles,
one of those hurdles was dealing with the shutdown
node of operation. Don't you nmean surnount hurdl es?

MR. EMERSON: That mght be a nore
accurate way to state it.

MEMBER PONERS: | don't think you want to
say oh, well, let's just take the shut down
requi renents out of 805.

MR EMERSON: No, that's not what |
i nt ended.

That conpl etes ny presentation.

MEMBER ROSEN: Does the Conmittee have any
further conmments on this subject?

MEMBER POVWERS: Yeah, are we discuss
associ ated circuits?

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, we didn't intend to
do that.

Dana asked whether we were going to
di scuss associated circuits, the NEl docunent, the
di scussi on the subconm ttee had on that, NEI 00-01 and
we did not intend to go into that today. It's not as
fully far along, Dana, as 805. There is clearly a

link between the two. Utimately, | would hope that
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NEl - -

MEMBER POVERS: Well, where do we stand?

MEMBER ROSEN: WII, in fact, be one of
t he net hods adopt ed by the Regul atory Gui de and that's
t he |i nkage.

MEMBER PO/AERS: Wher e does the staff stand
on associated circuit analysis? W' ve suspended
inspecting onit. Are we still in suspension?

MR. HANNON: Yes, this is John Hannon. W
currently have the hiatus on the inspection in place
and are | ooking to resune inspection sone tine in the
March tinme frame of 2003, given we can reach a
consensus on the appropriate approach including the
ri sk-informed aspects with the stakehol ders.

MEMBER ROSEN: Are there any other
Comm ttee questions? If not, seeing none, | turn it
back to you, M. Chairnman.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: W didn't really
di scuss the standard itself, did we, the contents? It
was all process stuff.

MEMBER ROSEN: | think we discussed it in
general terns, but the --

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI' S: But what it exactly
does was not di scussed.

MEMBER POAERS: Well, we've been through
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CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Two years ago when
we rejected it.

MEMBER POAERS: W didn't reject it. W
just said we didn't anticipate that many peopl e woul d
work with it. Now we're told that eventually all of
themare going to do it.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: It was not
risk-informed at the tine.

Anyway we'll break until 10: 30.

Yes? Certainly, cone in.

MR.  GUNTER Paul @Qunter, Nucl ear
| nformati on Resource Service. The issue of public
confidence, | think, is what I1'd like to speak to
because as an onl ooker into the staff neetings onthis
process, | think that -- as well as the ACR neeting,
| think that we get a sense that -- of a clear warning
that there's going to be a lot, even nore problens in
context when this enters into the inspection and nore
importantly the enforcenent process. | can't hel p but
think that what we are seeing is, in fact, another
overlay to a very conplicated |abyrinth that we've
seen since the original introduction or even the fight
over the introduction of Appendix R and now we're

about to have another overlay on this whole
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conplicated, but very significant contributor to core
damage frequency. And the public confidenceis really
| ooking for areas where we can trust that there's
going to be enforcenent. And frankly, we don't see
t hat happening right now. And nore particularly, our
concern is that this is just going to confound the
whol e i nspection process.

| guess what | would like to get sone
sense of from staff is how -- just to speak to the
issue of how this is going to nmake the inspection
process nore efficient and nore particularly how we
can get out of a linbo of argunment and contest to
effective enforcenent.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Any reaction from
the staff?

MR VEISS: Yes, this is Eric Wiss. W
recogni ze M. @unter's concerns. Let ne say this. W
know t hat we have a challenge in front of us, but we
also a vision for howthis will work and we recogni ze
that training is needed. W're conducting quarterly
trai ning of inspectors now That's one of the things
we've instituted in our branch. We're prepared to
give the inspectors tools and training in this area
and without going into a lot of detail, let ne say

part of the vision for how this would work is that
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i nspectors are good at certain things. They' re good
at determ ning whether approved nethods have been
used, whether the people that use themare qualified
to use them the inspectors are good at determ ning
whet her the configuration that was in the design was
i npl enented properly in the plant and all of those
t hings have yielded big inprovenents in safety and
mai nt ai ni ng safety.

And we' re prepared to neet that chal |l enge.
We think that 805 will nake the process nore efficient
when we can construct a set of inspection criteria
that tied to those types of things.

Conversely, | can see that if we do a bad
job, if we ask the inspectors to go out and duplicate
the analysis that's being done in fire protection,
that woul d not be efficient. W recognize a chall enge
and | think we can nmake it nore efficient by
constructing the inspection process appropriately.

CHAI RVAN  APCSTCLAKI S: Any  further
comments? Okay, we'll recess until 10: 35.

(O f the record.)

CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Next item is
generic resolution of voids in the concrete
contai nment and this is under the strong | eadershi p of

Dr. Bonaca.
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VI CE CHAI RMAN BONACA: Thank you so nuch,
M. Chai r man. In March 2002, the subcommttee on
License Renewal in Florida City to review the SER of
Tur key Point application for license renewal. During
that neeting, a nenber of the public expressed
concerns with voids identified in the containnment
wal l's of Turkey Point during the steam generator
repl acenent in the 1980s.

At the neeting, we requested that during
the April, full ACRS neeting, the staff presented to
ACRS the follow ng: (1) if and how the issue was
resol ved at Turkey Point; and second, howthe |icensee
and the staff had addressed the generic inplications
of Turkey Point findings including communications or
generic inplications at the other plants.

At the April neeting, the staff and
licensee nmade a convincing case that the issue was
properly resolved at Turkey Point. However, they
didn't have sufficient tine apparently to find howthe
i ssue was conmuni cated or addressed generically and
t hey asked for nore time to provide this information.

Yesterday, we received a nmeno from Gene
| moro, the Division of Engineering, who is here. You
have a copy of that neno, which | believe convincingly

provides, first of all, the tracing of the
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comuni cations that took place and al so addressed t he
issue of the fact that there isn't a generic concern
with the void in containment. | will let you -- 1"l
now | eave the neeting to Gene Inbro. He'll give us a
presentation on these issues.

MR. | MBRO Thank you. It's a pleasureto
be here to address you and hopefully resolve this
i ssue, provide you with a little bit of background.
I'"'m the Chief of the Mechanical Engineering and
Structural Branch in NRR  Wth ne is Kamal Manoly,
he's a Section Chief in the Structural Section and we
wanted to talk to you, as Mario said, about assessing
the generic applicability of the construction defects
that were found at Turkey Point during the steam
generator replacenent activities during 1982.

First slide.

(SI'ide change.)

MR, | MBRO. Just by way of background and
maybe a little refresher for us all, there are, of
course, regulatory neasures in place to |ook at
construction defects and actually to control
construction. | nmean first of all there's the
licensees’ QA and QC program with conplies wth
Appendi x B and which includes, of course, witten

procedures and process to identify conditions adverse
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to quality and corrective actions.

In addition to that, is also a reporting
requi renent in 50.55(e), 10 CFR 50.55(e) where the
hol der of the construction permt is required to
report construction deficiencies that would create a
substantial safety hazard. And superinposed above al
of this is the NRC s construction inspection program
that was identified or outlined in our Inspection
Manual , Chapter 2512 and for the later plants, of
course, this included a construction resident. There
was direct observation of construction activities
probably during -- for whatever vintage plant we're
tal king about and they |ooked at evaluation of the
I i censee and contractor perfornmance and t hey eval uat ed
the licensee's control over the activities and of
course they talked to people involved with the
process. So it's kind of a nmulti-layer control here
of construction activities that we just wanted to
poi nt out.

To respond to the issue at hand in terns
of whether or not the defect found at Turkey Poi nt had
generic applicability we started out to do --
basically revisited what was done by the region, at
| east in part, back during the 1980s, early 1980s tine

frame of the steam generator replacenent. W did a
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search of NUDCCS dating back as it says on the slide
to 1968. W looked at a lot of 50.55(e)s. W
identified nine areas where defects were found in
concrete structures by the Q¥ QC programand were, in
fact, corrected. So | think this provides us with a
| evel of confidence that each QA QC programin terns
of identifying issues and correcting themand the NRC
oversight was effective in providing sone confidence
that these structures do not have significant voids.

Just as a little bit of a background,
al so, nost of the voids that were found were | ocated
in congested areas of rebar and that would be
typically around penetrations or where the base mat
j oins the containment shell.

VEMBER LEI TCH: Did you say that nine
voids were actually reported or were these
deficiencies in the programthat QA found?

MR. IMBRO No, nine voids were actually
reported, nine different instances of voids were
reported and these were corrected.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Sone of themduring
construction?

MR | MBRO  Yes.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: And sonme of them

after construction, for exanple, Turkey Point?
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MR. I MBRO Yes, exactly, exactly.

VI CE CHAI RMAN BONACA: Was accidentally
f ound.

MR I MBRO Yes.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: Because they
changed - -

MR. | MBRO The steam generator.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: Hat ch openi ng.

MR I MBRO  Yes.

VI CE CHAl RVAN BONACA:  So now we see what
happens when they're doing that at Davi s-Besse.

(Laughter.)

MR. I MBRO Good point.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: It's al so backed
out containnment, isn't it?

MEMBER S| EBER: Different kind of
contai nment at Davi s- Besse.

MR I MBRO Yeah, |'mnot sure who's the
AE, but I'lIl take your word that it's Bechtel

MEMBER S| EBER: Davi s-Besse is a thernos
bottl e type containment so the strength of it cones
fromthe liner which is pretty thick there.

MR | MBRO Okay. In addition to the
programmatic activities that | just described, there's

also for containnent a structural integrity test
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performed and the structural integrity test 1is
basically to provide assurance, additional assurance
that the performance of the contai nnent confornms with
the analysis, so what the structural integrity test
does is they pressurize a containment to 15 percent
above design pressure. The rebar is instrunented.
The instrunmentation is concentrated primarily around
the areas where there are discontinuities in the
contai nnment, for exanple, around penetrations or like
the equi pment hatch, for exanple, and other areas
where there's a discontinuity in structure, either
because of an opening or a change in thickness and
they neasure at the point where they pressurize the
contai nment to 15 percent above desi gn pressure, they
measure the strain in the rebar and they conpare it
agai nst the AAE analysis. And if the analysis and the
strain neasurenments are reasonably close, then that's
an additional point of confidence.

For Turkey Point, | think this was --
Turkey Point did have a structural integrity test. It
passed the structural integrity test. So the rebar,
measured strains of the rebar were pretty nmuch as
predicted and that would indicate that first of all
the void was relatively small and there was no issue,

excuse nme, no issue with the contai nnent perfornmance
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or the contai nment being able to performunder design
conditions at design pressure.

MEMBER POVNERS: Do we have a data base?
It says okay, we run these strength tests and it's
been done with voids of various sizes so that we know
what the effect of voids of various sizes are.

MR IMBRO | don't know that answer.

MR, MANOLY: This is Kamal Manoly. I
don't know of any data base, in particular. It's
sonmething that utilities or AAEs do follow ng the
design to ensure the range between the design val ues
and the neasured values are very close, not so much
that it has to be way below, but wthin the
cal cul ation of accuracy.

You don't assune these voids when you

desi gn concrete.

MR IMBRO Well, I think in direct answer
to your question, | nmean the answer is | think no
|"mnot 100 percent sure on that. | don't think the

staff has ever done an evaluation to determne the
effect of the size of the void on the variations and
strain.

MEMBER POWERS: Vll, | guess the
contention is well, the voids nust be small, because

the tests cane out so well and it's not clear to ne
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that the tests test for voids.

MR. MANCOLY: You're testing for behavior
of the structure at design and you assune a
honmogeneous structure, so if you do have nmajor
di scontinuities the cross section wll behave
differently.

MEMBER SHACK: Yes, but it would be nice
if sonmebody put a void in the analysis, did the
anal ysis and said --

MR. I MBRO Actually, in fact, please, go
ahead, |I'msorry.

MEMBER SI EBER My way of |l ooking at it is
alittle bit different. | don't think the structural
integrity test tells you very much about voi ds because
when you pressuri ze the contai nment, basically all the
rebar and the concrete and everything el se goes under
t ensi on.

MR, MANOLY: Yes, but in that penetration
you get a | ot of bending.

MEMBER S| EBER: Bendi ng i ntention, but the
concrete cracks. And so -- and concrete isn't good in
tension. It's great in conpression.

Soif there's avoidthere, it's the rebar
that's holding the containment together because it

does performwel | --
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MR. | MBRO Absol utely.

MEMBER SI EBER: -- tension and bendi ng.

MR | MBRO The other point | think I
wanted to make too is particularly with respect to
Turkey Poi nt. Bechtel at the tine that this
construction defect was di scovered, didreanal yze with
the void in place and they found that even with the
void in place that none of the allowables were
exceeded and the deflections were all --

MEMBER SIEBER: | woul d expect that.

MR IMBRGO | don't know if | could add
anything nore to that.

Go to the next slide.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. I MBRO Recognizing that this -- al
this occurred in 1982 or thereabouts, sonme 20 years
ago, there was -- we did search our records and we did
find that there was an LER witten by the |licensee at
the time of the steam generator replacenent which
identified the voids for the containment that were
found both for Units 3 and 4.

This was evaluated by the region at that
time, although none of the specifics are provided in
the report as to what they did, but they did consider

whet her this had generic applicability. And si nce
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there was no further generic action taken, | think
it's reasonable to conclude they felt there was no
generic applicability and | guess a conjecture, maybe
there are a couple of reasons. First of all, the void
was quite small, relatively speaking. And also, the
fact that the Bechtel analysis denonstrated that the
stresses even with the void as found didn't invalidate
the anal ysis or cause allowables to be exceeded.

So there was a trail that was the LER was
witten. The region did follow up on the LER  The
LER was cl osed out and a regional inspection report
and the inspection report by our indication says
specifically that this LER was eval uated for generic
applicability.

MEMBER POWERS: Wien we do anal yses for
severe accident phenonena, things Ilike direct
contai nnent heating, we construct a distribution of
| oads on the containment and then we construct a
fragility curve for the containnent. | think what
you' ve discussed here speaks to the issues of
contai nment performance at its design level. Wuld
any of these things, voids and what not, affect this
fragility curve that | ooks at the performance of the
cont ai nment wel |l above the design |evel?

MR. | MBRO Well, | nmean, | think the
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answer is yes. To what degree, | can't really cite.
Maybe that's sonething that my need to be
i nvestigated at sone point, the fact that there is a
potential for voids in contai nnent al beit at | east not
causing an issue at a normal design condition for for
severe accident conditions, yes. Maybe that's
sonet hing that needs to be | ooked at.

MR, MANCLY: But only, | think, if you
have major significant voids and we just -- | don't
believe that there is mmjor significant voids in
structures that have seen all this programatic
activity because you've got several I|ayers of
oversight. So we have sone voids, but | don't think
you're going to have anything really --

MR. | MBRO Well, | nean, | think M.
Powers' point, Dr. Powers' point is a valid point,
that yes, there are voids, even though they my be
sone relatively small size. That still should be
factored in or could be factored into the severe
accident fragility curves.

MEMBER PONERS: It's pretty clear we know
that little voids nust not affect those curves very
much because we do experinents on nodel concrete
cont ai nments. They undoubtedly have little voi ds when

they place the concrete. I don't think they do
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anything really that dramatically different fromwhat
they do in reactors. So little ones, we know, are
already built into our experinental data base, so it
is a bigger void that you' d be worried about.

The question that comes back to nme next
with is what's a bigger void and I don't know any
better than you do.

MR IMBRO Thisisalittle bit beyond ny

area. |'mnot very know edgeable in this part of this

VI CE CHAl RMAN BONACA: | f | renenber, the

one at Turkey Point, there were 9 -- how many cubic
feet?

MR. IMBRO The voidwas -- | think it was
at its widest point there was 9 feet wide. It went

the whole length of the -- the thickness of the wall

and it was -- varied in size froml guess a maxi mum of
about 17 inches to 6 inches. So there was -- | could
do the arithnetic, | guess.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: That's an area
where the thickness --

MR. | MBRO Maybe sonething |ike 20 cubic
feet or sonething --

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Then t he t hi ckness

of the wall there is probably --
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MR IMBRO It's about 8 feet, 7.5 feet |
think is the nunber.

VEMBER S| EBER: One of the issues that
m ght or m ght not be inportant is that concrete, even
though its contributionto the strength is not as nmuch
as the rebar, its shielding effect is pretty
substanti al .

MR. | MBRO Yes, of course.

MEMBER SIEBER:  And | was invol ved, not
responsi ble for it, but involved in a project where we
built tanks that |ooked |ike containnments to store
really hot resin in and you could map where the voi ds
wer e.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER PONERS: In fact, that's a common
way to look at voids of anything is just to zap it
w th gamma rates.

MEMBER S| EBER: That's right. And it
really showed up. | nean you coul d draw t hemout, but
in case of an accident where the concrete is mssing
and all you have is liner and rebar, the radiation
field on the outside may be substantial which could
i npact, dependi ng on where it i s, sonme operations, for
exanple in say the aux. building or penetrations --

has anybody consi dered that effect.
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MR IMBRO No. W haven't. |'mnot sure
that that was consi dered.

MEMBER S| EBER:  Ckay.

MR IMBRO Just as a quick wap up, we
believe that there are substantial programmtic
controls out there that woul d prevent | arge voi ds from
formng, first of all, and then if they did, they
woul d be detected from several nmeans. And | think
that our conclusion after revisiting again, well,
first to back track a little bit. The Region did
evaluate this back in 1982. There's a docunentation
that via the LER and the Bechtel analysis and al
those things that were present at that time, probably
supported the Region's conclusion that this wasn't an
i ssue that needed to be pursued generically. W' ve
| ooked at it again now with new eyes, again 20 years
after the fact and we've reached the same concl usion
that we really think that this i ssue does not need to
have any generic further | ook.

MR, MANCLY: One thing I'd like to add
also in the SIT, structural integrity test, you do
mappi ng of the cracking. So if we have big areas of
voi ds, the pattern of cracking will change.

MEMBER S| EBER:  Yes, it does.

MR. I MBRO Any further questions?

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

494

MEMBER RANSOM  \What were the |licensee's
correction action that you nentioned here?

MR IMBRO The |icensee, when the voids
wer e di scovered, they excavated the concrete down to
solid concrete at Turkey Point and they regrouted it
again, so they replaced the concrete that they found
was m ssing. They excavated the solid concrete and
punped fresh concrete in to fill in.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Then t hey exchanged
sonme in the next contai nment and they found voids in
the sanme |ocation. That's why we asked those
guestions about genetic inplications.

MR IMBRO That's right. GCkay, if there
are no further questions, thank you.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: Any additional
guestions? | think we've received answers as far as
tracing the fact that there was an LER i ssue and t here
was a review performed by the region and | think that
we got the informati on we needed.

Any additional questions from Menbers?

MEMBER SI EBER: | just woul d comment t hat
it was a pretty conprehensive report. | was glad to
see that.

MR. I MBRO Thank you.

VI CE CHAl RMAN BONACA: Yeah, it's a nice
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sunmary.
Thank you very nuch for the presentation,
wel |l informed and thank you for the search and M.
Chairman, |I'Il turn the nmeeting back to you.
CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Thank you very
much.

VI CE CHAI RVAN BONACA: You have an
addi tional 45 m nutes.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes, we very much
appreciate that. | think we're ahead of schedul e now
al nost .

Ckay, the next business is ACRSactivities
and so on, so | don't think we're going to need a
transcript any nore.

(Wher eupon, at 10:58 a. m, the proceedi ngs

wer e concl uded.)
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