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+ 4+ + + +
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+ 4+ + + +
The neeting was convened in Room T-2B3 of Two
White Flint North, 11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland, at 8:30 a.m, Dr. Gaham B. Willis,
Chai rman, presiding.
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GRAHAM WALLI S Vi ce Chai rman

RI CHARD S. DENN NG ACRS Menber

F. PETER FORD ACRS Menber

THOVAS S. KRESS ACRS Menber
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STEPHEN L. ROSEN ACRS Menber - at - Lar ge
WLLIAM J. SHACK ACRS Menber

JOHN D. S| EBER ACRS Menber
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PROCEEDI NGS
(8:16 a.m)

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLIS: This is the second
day of the 517th Meeting of the Advisory Conmittee on
React or Safeguards. | am G ahamWllis. |1’mgoing to
chair the neeting this norning.

Qur Chai rman, Mari o Bonaca, is at the Navy
Yard representing the ACRS at the retirenment cerenony
for Admral Bowran, who is stepping down from in
charge of the submarine fleet and noww || be Chairnan
of NEI.

During today’ s neeting, the Conmttee will
consider the following: status of early site permt
reviews, assessnent of the quality of selected NRC
research projects, Ground Li cense Renewal Subconmittee
report, future ACRS activities, report of the Pl anning
and Procedures Subconmittee, reconciliation of ACRS
comment s and recomrendations, and the preparation of
ACRS reports.

A portion of the neetingwill be closed to
di scuss safeguards and security matters.

This neeting is being conducted in
accordance wi th the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Commi ttee Act.

M. Sam Duraiswany is the Designated
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Federal O ficial for the initial portion of the
nmeeti ng.

We have received no witten coments or
requests for tine to nake oral statenents fromnenbers
of the public regarding today’'s sessions.

A transcript of a portion of the neeting
is being kept and it is requested that the speakers
use one of the mcrophones, identify thenselves, and
speak with sufficient clarity and vol une so that they
can be readily heard.

W will nowproceed with the neeting. The
first itemon the agenda is the status of early site
permt reviews. 1’°d ask ny esteened coll eague Tom
Kress to guide us through that please.

MEMBER KRESS:. Thank you, M. Tenporary
Chai r man.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER KRESS: | refresh your nenory that
several are planni ng on taki ng advant age of rul es t hat
allowthemto cone in and essentially bank a site for
a new reactor of unspecified design and concept.

And in order to do the site suitability
assessnments that have to be done before we can approve
a site, they're using a concept that you renenber as

a plant paranmeter envelope which tends to take a
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nunber of reactor types and designs that they know of
and use the various elenents of that that effect the
sitesuitability criteria and use boundi ng val ues from
this matrix of plants and so that the final result
woul d al |l ow you t o use any of these particul ar designs
on the site because they’ ve al ready assessed the site
suitability based on the boundi ng val ues.

W wote aletter on this and approved or
agreed with that as an appropriate way to do a site
suitability evaluation. And | think now the staff has
received at least three applications for such early
site permts.

And today they' re going to -- and they’ ve
al so devel oped, | think, a review standard on how to
go about review ng these.

So today they’ re going to give us a status
report on where they stand on this process and on
these three applications. And | don’t think we're --
thisis abriefing and a status report. W’re not due
to have a | etter unl ess sonebody has a burning desire
to have one.

So with that, I'Il call on Laura Dudes of
NRR to introduce us to this.

V5. DUDES: Thank you. Good norni ng.

| ' m Laura Dudes, Section Chief from New Reactors.
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Good introduction. | was going to say
simlar inthat this is our first foray into actually
usi ng our Part 52 ESP process.

W' re about a year into this technica
review. W’'re identifying issues, working through
those. And | think we’ve had a pretty good year. And
| know the staff is going to give a status.

A coupl e high level things to keep in the
back of your mind as we're going through this that
have struck me over the past year.

First and forenost, these ESPs have a
mandat ory hearing associated with them This is the
first tine we're actually going through a mandatory
hearing for a Part 52-rel ated product.

I n addi ti on, j ust for everyone’s
information as I’mgoing to reiterate or be the news
service for today, sonething we’ve been waiting for or
| ooking out for in New Reactors in quite awhile, a
press release was released yesterday from the
Department of Energy indicating that they' re going to
fund two potential CCL applications com ng out soon.
So these ESPs and the reviews are very inportant.

Wth that, I'"mgoing to turn it back over
to M ke Scott.

MR. SCOIT: Good norning. Can everybody
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hear ne okay? kay, great.

As Laura said, I'’'mMKke Scott. | amone
of three Project Managers at the NRC for review of
early site permit applications. | amthe Project
Manager for the North Anna Dom ni on application.

To ny left is Raj Anand. Raj is the
Proj ect Manager for the Grand Gulf ESP application.

And to ny right is Nan Glles who is the
Project Manager for the Cinton Early Site Permt
appl i cation.

As you’ re probably aware, all three of the
ESP applications that we have are for sites that are
adj acent to existing operating reactors.

Next slide. The purpose of the
presentation this norning, as was referred to al ready,
is to brief the Conmttee on the status of the
application revi ews.

As Laura nentioned, we are in a new
process and sone interesting issues have arisen as a
result of the reviews. And we are going to discuss
three of those, the three that perhaps have gotten
nore staff tinme recently than the assorted nyriad
guestions that have come up during the reviews.

W' re also going to discuss with you the

future m | estones for the reviews, including Conmttee
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i nvol venent, and that now is very near term W'l|
talk to you about that.

O course, we’'ll answer your questions and
comments. As also was stated earlier, we are not
seeking a letter from the Conmittee at this tine.
W re only a few nonths away frombeing in that
position but this is, at |east from our perspective,
is a status update only.

Next slide. W plan to talk about, as |
nmenti oned here, review status i ssues, nlestones, and
t hen answer your questions. And here’s what we assune
woul d be a good tinme allotnent for that.

As | nmentioned, we have received three
applications. W received two of themon the sane
day, Septenber 25th of 2003. And Grand Gulf cane in
about three weeks |ater on Cctober 17th, *03.

Because of resource constraints, the staff
informed the applicants at that tine that we were
going to stagger our reviews, that is we would do
North Anna first because they had basically provided
us the information as to when they were going to cone
in and cane in on that date.

And then we were going to do the dinton
review two nonths later. And the Gand Qulf review

two nonths after that.
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So all the review products essentially
would follow two nonths fromthe first one and then
two nonths to the final review

W are now nearing conpl etion of the draft
safety evaluation report for the North Anna ESP
application. As you can see on the slide, we are
schedul ed t o provi de t hat docunent to the applicant on
Decenber 20th of this year and we are on schedule to
do that.

Next slide. W have identified sone
i ssues, as | nentioned earlier.

MEMBER KRESS: On that draft SER --

MR SCOIT: Yes?

MEMBER KRESS: -- is that the next itemon
our list to review?

MR SCOTT: Yes, it is.

MEMBER KRESS: And we’ll reviewit in this
Decenber time frame?

MR SCOTT: No, alittle later than that.

And I will -- 1"lIl have the dates here in the slide
show as we go through. W’re actually planning -- we
will issue the docunent to the applicant on Decenber
20t h.

And there will be a 14-day hol d period for

proprietary reviewby them And then we will issue it
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publically and we will get the docunent to you. And
t hen about a month | ater, we’ll ask for a Subcommi ttee
review and then a full Conmttee review

MEMBER KRESS: (kay.

MR SCOTT: The issues that we'd like to
talk to you about this norning involve tornado w nd
speeds, seism c analysis, and energency planning.

Next slide. W do have a review standard
at RS-002, which we have briefed the Commttee on. W
issued it final in May of 2004.

And one of the subjects that it addresses
is tornado wi nd speed. And we found sone |et’s say
di fferent gui dance out there regardi ng how to handl e
tornado wi nd speed anal yses for siting.

Regul atory Guide 1.76, which is a fairly
ol d docunent, calls for a 360-m | e-an-hour desi gn w nd
speed, tornado w nd speed east of the Rocki es.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Is that the speed
of the wind or is that the speed of missiles that are
propel | ed by the w nd?

MR SCOIT: | believe that's the
rotational speed of the wind but |I can get -- Brad' s
noddi ng yes. Ckay.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: It’s just the w nd.

So if you have a mssile propelled by the wind, you

NEAL R. GROSS
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have to conpute its speed sonmehow or other?

MR. SCOIT: Brad would you step forward?
You're going to plunb the depth of ny know edge
qui ckly so |’ve got Brad Harvey who is our reviewer
for tornado wi nd speed today.

MR. HARVEY: Yes, |’m Brad Harvey, NRR

The m ssiles. | believe, are assuned to be
a certain percent of the wi nd speed.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: A certain percent
is?

MR, HARVEY: Seventy percent.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI' S:  Seventy percent?

MR. HARVEY: Yes.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: kay.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay? Thank you, Brad.

As | mentioned, Reg Guide 1.76 has one
figure. W have a 1988 Interim Staff Position on the
same subject that had either 300 or 330 nmi|es an hour
east of the Rockies, depending on the specific
| ocation. Basically the eastern United States was
di vided i nto several regions. And dependi ng on where
your region was, you d have either 300 or 330 m | es an
hour .

And, of course, RS-002 says that the

applicant can provide any tornado wi nd speed that it
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can justify that is based on site-specific analysis.

There is other information out there,
however, SECY-93-087, which was a SECY related to
advanced react or desi gn, accepted use of 300 m | es per
hour for a design of advanced reactors.

So we had several different nunbers out
there. O course, all of the applicants that we have
now are east of the Rockies so they would all fal
under the InterimStaff Position, either in the 300-
or the 330-mle-an-hour range. However, as was
nmenti oned here, we have the design docunent, design-
rel ated docunent SECY-93-087, which accepted use of
300 miles an hour.

So we got into a di scussion about what the
ri ght guidance should be. The staff here -- next
slide -- developed a SECY paper in response to
Commi ssion direction that said that the staff would
reeval uate naxi mrum tornado w nd speed based on new
i nformation.

And the staff also recommended to the
Comm ssi on devel opnent of a ri sk-i nforned approach for
tornado wind speed analysis. That SECY is now in
Commi ssi on revi ew.

When the results of the re-analysis are

avai l able, they will be information to be used in the
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early site permt reviews.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: How do you risk
informa wind speed? Do you have a spectrum of w nd
speeds and probabilities and things like that? O
what ?

MR SCOIT: That's correct. diff -- or
Brad, can you give us sone nore remarks on that?

MR. HARVEY: Brad Harvey here once again.
Ri sk informed is not exactly ny specialty but you are
right, a certain probability of a certain wind. And
you look at that effect on the plant. And at
particul ar structures and conponents. And if they
were to fail, what the consequences would be to the
systems -- to the reactor.

MEMBER KRESS: You assune the probability
of one that the tornado will hit the plant?

MR HARVEY: No, there’'s a certain strike
probability based on historic data for the region --
site region.

MEMBER KRESS: At the site?

MR. HARVEY: So we woul d | ook at a nmaybe
two degree latitude/longitude square centered on the
site in question and | ook at the history of tornado
occurrence within that and conme up with a strike

probability.
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MEMBER KRESS: Are tornados |like

| ightening? They don't strike twice at the sane
| ocation? | was being facetious. Just ignhore ne.

(Laughter.)

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Is there a -- when
you tal k about 300 -- between 300 and 360 mles per
hour, which has been talked about, what is the
sensitivity of -- presuming delta CDF, if that’s the
ultimate metric, what is the sensitivity to that range
in mles per hour?

MR. HARVEY: Well, | think you re | ooking
at the kinetic energy of the mssile that is being
propelled and that’'s, | believe, a function of
vel ocity squar ed.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: kay.

MR. HARVEY: So it is quite sensitive to
smal | changes because you are | ooking at the velocity
squar ed.

VICE CHAIRVAN WALLIS: Well, the rea

point is presumng there is a damage threshold. And
it may be that 300 is bel owthe damage threshol d, 360
i s above --

MR. HARVEY: Yes.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  -- in which case

it’s acliff rather than a conti nuum
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MR. SCOIT: What -- if you look at this

froma |licensing perspective, what the concern from
t he applicant’s perspectiveis they would liketocite
one of these standard designs on their site. And they
would like to say well if the design tornado w nd
speed for the site is 290 and the plant is designed
for 300, then we're good to go.

So when it is the other way around, when
they design the plant for 300, when the vendor has
designed the plant for 300, but the design tornado
wind speed of the site is 360, then additional
analysis is needed in order to certify that or to
deternmne that the site is acceptable for that design.

And so clearly the applicant’s interest is
that the design nunber bound the site nunber. And
dependi ng on how the issue is ultimately resol ved by
t he Commi ssion, hopefully this will not turn out to be
a maj or issue at ESP stage.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI'S:  This is of a detail
but when you say maxinmum speed, is that very
conservative because this is the naxi nrum speed ever
recorded anywhere? O is it a --

MR SCOTT: There is a confidence -- |'m

sorry -- there is a confidence level onit. Brad can

NEAL R. GROSS
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VICE CHAIRVAN WALLIS: So it is a

percentile of sone sort?

MR SCOIT: Yes.

MR. HARVEY: W’'re looking at like ten to
the mnus seven per year probability. So it’s
actual ly beyond what the naxi mum recorded w nd speed
because you’ ve got naybe 50 years of historic data but
you're looking at ten to the m nus seven.

VICE CHAIRVAN WALLIS: So it’s very
conservative?

MR. HARVEY: Yes.

MR. SCOIT: Any other questions on that
subj ect before we nove on?

(No response.)

MR. SCOIT: kay. The next subject we’'d
like totalk to you about is seismc analysis. Two of
the three applicants, that is North Anna and d i nton,
advanced what they've referred to as a performance-
based approach for determ ning the safe shut down
eart hquake for the site.

The goal of that approach is that the nmean
annual frequency -- is to have a nean annual frequency
of ten to the mnus fifth of unacceptabl e perfornmance
of SSEs as the result of seismically-initiated events.

Thi s met hodol ogy, whichis newto the NRC
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is described in a draft ASCE standard.

Next slide. The problemthat we have with
it is that, of course, we have not reviewed the
acceptability of this new approach. W have infornmed
the applicants, the two involved applicants, that
addi tional reviewtinme woul d be needed to discuss this
approach. And I'mgoing to ask diff Minson to step
up in a mnute and give you a few details about what
t he approach invol ves.

After we inforned the applicants that this
new approach woul d require additional reviewtine and
woul d have potential schedul e consequences, one of
them North Anna, was subsequently revised to use the
staf f-approved nethod that’s al ready avail abl e in our
regul atory gui des.

The i npact on the Cinton review schedul e
is still under discussion because Cinton, at this
poi nt, has informed us that they intend -- or Excel on
has informed us that they intend to continue with the
per f or mance- based approach.

ciff, are you here? Wuld you pl ease
step up and give us a thunbnail on the perfornmance-
based approach?

VR. MUNSON: The perfornmance- based

approach is basically -- after you ve already
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conpleted the seismc hazard analysis, whi ch
characterizes all the seismc sources, it’s a nethod
to determine the SSE, the final SSE for the site.

So once you’ ve conpl et ed about 90 percent
of all the work, then the last 10 percent is this
per f or mance- based approach which differs from our
current approved nmet hod, which is a hazard-consi stent
approach. This performance-based approach instead
targets a performance goal

And they have set a perfornmance goal of

fives tinmes ten to the mnus five, the onset of

i nel astic deformati on.

MEMBER KRESS:

So --

O for SS?

MR MINSON: O for the SSE

MEMBER KRESS: O for safety systens --
MR MINSON: Right. Rght. So --
MEMBER KRESS: For a given design that is

al ready certified, have they identified all the SSEs
in the certification?

PARTI Cl PANT: Speak into the m ke, Tom

VMEMBER KRESS: Do we know what all the

SSEs are for a design that is certified? As part of
the certification?

MR. MUNSON. The safety-related SSEs are

in the design cert, yes.
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MEMBER KRESS: GCkay. So you know what

they are applying this criteria to?

MR. BAGCHI: Not necessarily. M nane is
Gout am Bagchi .

MEMBER KRESS: Could you use the
m crophone pl ease?

MR. BAGCH : M nane is Goutam Bagchi
I’'m with the Division Engineering, Mechanical and
C vil Engi neering Branch. The applicants for ESP have
not defined which plant they are going to build nor
have t hey defined whether or not the future plant yet
not certified will be considered for the site.
Therefore, we don’t know the structures.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, it could be any nunber
of them dependi ng on what they actually deci de on.

MR. SCOIT: That’'s right. So what they
are doing now is they're defining the SSE for |ater
comparison --

MEMBER KRESS: | see. So this is
somet hing that would have to be confirned | ater,
right?

MR SCOTT: The site SSE does not need to
be confirnmed later but it needs to be conpared with
t he design SSE at the conbined |icense stage.

MR. BAGCHI: One thing to keep in mnd is
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that the standard, the SSE standard that has proposed
this per f or mance- based appr oach uses generic
acceptance criteria for the design of structure
systens and conponents. So they’ re based on
acceptance criteria related to the yield strength and
al  owabl e stresses in consensus standards out there.

Therefore, when they say that onset of
el astic deformation, that is the generic set of
di scussions. And any new design that is going to
follow from the certified process or a brand new
design that is reviewed under Part 50, they’ re going
to have to use those criteria. So it’s not unknown
factor.

MEMBER KRESS: | thought elastic
defornmati ons were a continuum \Wat do you nmean by
t he onset of it?

MR. BAGCHI : Onset nmeans at the cl ass

event, it has not gone beyond yield. There is no
permanent set. It’s within the elastic range.
MEMBER DENNI NG | think he m sspoke

MEMBER KRESS: Oh, it’s still --

MR BACGCH : It’s still within there.

MEMBER KRESS: -- within the onset of the
el astic?

MEMBER DENNI NG  Yes, he neant inelastic
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onset .

MR BAGCH : Yes, inelastic.

MEMBER KRESS: |Inelastic, okay. | just
m sheard probably.

MEMBER DENNING No, | think he -- you
really did nean the onset of inelastic --

MR BAGCHI : Yes, sir.

MEMBER KRESS:. (kay, okay. | wunderstand
then. So what we will have is a given site will have
some probability of having a seismc event of a
certain magni tude and a design certificationthat wll
have a design-basis earthquake. And if the two are
t he sane, you' re okay?

MR. BAGCH : O the design bounds the
site.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes. Now does that assunme
that the design that is certified has used this
inelastic criteria?

MR. BAGCHI : Certified designs have used
t he standard revi ew pl an acceptance criteria. W have
reviewed that in some detail. Piping design, of
course, has been postponed to date but we know t he
acceptance criteria for that. Oherw se, the
structures -- all the mjor structures have been

designed. Their capability beyond the SSE has al so
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been exam ned.

MR. SCOTT: To clarify one point, while a
COL applicant may come in referencing and ESP and
referencing a design cert, they don’t have to cone in
referencing either or both.

So what we m ght see is an ESP appli cant
who cones in with a CO., not having a certified
design. They nay have one that has been submitted to
the NRC or even not subnmitted. Conversely, they can
come in with a certified design w thout having gone
t he ESP route.

So there are all kinds of forks in the
roads and options here they may use.

MR MUNSON. | just want to clarify one
thing. | think I msspoke and said five tines. It’s
one times ten to the mnus five is the depth.

MR SCOIT: It was on the slide.

MR. MUNSON: Right.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

Any ot her questions on the performance-
based approach? Wen you're in the review process,
under the current way things are going, you will see
that in the Cinton application.

And you will see it in the North Anna

application also as an additional pi ece of
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information. But the staff will be stating in its SER
t hat we have not reviewed that approach because North
Anna is relying on the Reg Guide 1.165 approach that
the staff has approved.

MEMBER KRESS: Does the ten to the m nus
five ever come froman expected core danage frequency

that is better than ten to the mnus five for new

pl ant s?

MR MUNSON: |'mnot aware of that. Do
you have -- that one tines ten to the minus -- that’s
the --

MR. BAGCHI : The background for that --
again, ny nane is Goutam Bagchi. |I’'mthe staff
nmenber , Di vi si on of Engi neeri ng, Mechani cal
Engi neering Branch -- that ten to the mnus five

real ly canme fromconsensus st andard, ANS standard, the
hazard, and the perfornmance had been di scussed in
t hose standards. And that’'s where we derived these
nunbers, target nunbers from And it is not
i nconsistent with the Comm ssion’s safety goal s.
MEMBER KRESS: Yes.
PARTI CI PANT: 1'd also like to nention
that it’'s used in DOE Standard 1020 for all DOE
facilities, this perfornmance-based approach sothey’ ve

al ready approved it. So we’'re a little bit behind
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themin that sense.

MEMBER KRESS: | guess if one assuned that
you exceeded the elastic limt on sonme of these safety
conponents, that you could assune a conditional

probability of one that you' re going to go to core

damage?

MR BAGCH : No, sir.

MEMBER KRESS: No.

MR, BAGCHI : No.

MEMBER KRESS: It’'s less then?

MR, BAGCHI : No.

MEMBER KRESS: Well, even if you did
assurme that, you'd still have a CDF of ten to the

m nus five.

MR BAGCH : Yes, sir.

MEMBER KRESS: But just for seismc
events.

MR. BAGCHI : Right.

MEMBER KRESS: So, you know, | was trying
-- if you have a conditional core danage of .1, then
you're probably in the range that is consistent with
t he safety goal s.

MR BAGCHI: | think it is close to .1
because if you -- these are elastic ductal behaving

structures.
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MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MR BAGCH : And even reinforced concrete
code require ductal detailing and so on. Therefore,
there is a significant range beyond the elastic limt
that these structure systems and components can go.
And nothing is going to happen.

My personal experience has beenthat it is
at least .1.

MEMBER KRESS: (kay.

MR. BAGCHI: But there nay be sone
conponents, nore fragile conmponents, that nay have
some specific limt. But that’s the plant
consi deration, not normal robust structural elenents
or mechani cal el enents.

MEMBER KRESS:. Thank you.

MR. SCOTT: One other aspect of the
seismic analysis that we'd like to bring to your
attention is discussed on Slide 10. The safe shutdown
eart hquake at rock sites nay exceed the certified
pl ant design safe shutdown earthquake at high
frequenci es because rock sites effectively transmt
hi gh frequency ground noti on.

And applicants for a conmbined | icense w ||
need to deal with this issue. |If you flip the page to

Slide 11, vyou'll see a typical presentation of
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spectral accel eration versus frequency at a rock site.
And the black Iline would be the design nunber, Reg
GQuide 1.160 nunber. And the red |line that you see
there would be a typical rock site SSE. And you can
see the high frequency exceedance there.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Very strange unit
of accel eration.

MR. MUNSON: Sorry about that. It should
be G sorry.

MR. SCOIT: Thank you.

So we have this issue at this point. It’s
not sonet hing that we see being resol ved i n ESP space.
The SSE for the site, we viewis what it is. And the
ESP will be issued stating that the applicant,
assum ng the applicant has satisfactorily defined the
SSE, the ESP will be issued on that basis.

But as you can see, there remains the
i ssue here of the fact that the design does not bound
at high frequencies, the SSE. Now the question is is
what consequence is that. That’s an issue that needs
to be resolved at COL.

Ciff, can you speak anything else to
t hat ?

MR. MUNSON: The red line, the SSE, woul d

be what we’re calling the demand right now. So we’'re
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defining the demand based on the seismc source
characterization for the ESP site. At CCOL, they’ Il
have to show that they have capacity at that high
frequency to handl e that demand.

So generally the only structures -- system
structures or conponents are electrical relays or

contacts that m ght have natural frequencies as high

as say 20 hertz or so. Most other -- all other
structures will be well below between one and ten
hert z.

So we general | y are nost concer ned bet ween
one and ten hertz. And there are a few conponents, as
| nmentioned, that have hi gher natural frequencies that
m ght be effected by these high ground notions.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Excuse ne. Does that
nmean that then the applicant woul d have to satisfy the
maxi mumin both regions? That is the Reg Guide in a
| oner frequency region and then the higher -- or does
it mean -- or does it nmean you woul d adopt the whole
red curve?

MR. SCOIT: It means that where they have
an exceedance, they' re going to have to denonstrate
that the equi pnment can w thstand that.

MEMBER DENNI NG Exceedance of the Reg

Gui de?
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MR. BAGCHI : Can | address that? M nane

i s Gout am Bagchi agai n.

The response factor for the site is the
response factor that the conbined operating |icense
will have to be issued to. At that point, the
certified design, or if it is a new reactor design,
has no validity. What applies to that application is
the ground SSE. That's the response factor that you
see inred. It is not a question of envel opi ng both
of them

MR. SCOTT: Another way -- again, you can
| ook at this froma |icensing perspective. 1t would
be i deal fromthe applicant’s perspective if the black
line conpletely envel oped the red line.

And then the analysis at the COL stage
woul d show that the certified design, as is, neets the
site or is conpatible with the site. The fact that
the black line does not conpletely envel ope the red
line neans that additional analysis is needed at the
COL st age.

One of the objectives at the ESP st age, of
course, for the applicant is to resolve as many
guestions now as they can and achieve finality on
t hem

So an issue that needs to be further
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addressed at COL is clearly not their preference. But
inthis case, for arock site, we viewit at ESP stage
as sonmething that needs to be resolved at the CCL
st age.

MR MJUNSON:. And | want to just stress
that this is for hard rock sites only along the
eastern coast. For say sites in the Gulf region or in
the Mdwest that are covered by soil, we won't see
this type of high frequency ground notion.

MR. SCOTT: Any other questions on seismc
bef ore we nove on?

MEMBER KRESS: Are any of the three sites
consi dered rock sites?

MR SCOTIT: Yes, North Anna is a rock. |
believe dinton -- no?

MR, MUNSON:  No.

MR SCOTT: dinton not.

MR MUNSON: dinton and Grand @Qulf are
soil sites.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

Any ot her questions?

PARTI Cl PANT:  Just how nuch of the
certification does this bring into question? W had
this issue the other day that, you know, you change

somet hi ng and everythi ng was then open to litigation.
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Does this open the whole design certification up if
you do this or it’s a very limted, narrow scope of
t hi ngs you have to denonstrate?

MR SCOIT: The latter is correct. | nean
the specific subject at hand is what is opened up.
It’s issue by issue, itemby item

MEMBER RANSOM How i s vul canic rock
treated? |Is it considered rock?

MR SCOTT: | would assume so. Do we --

PARTI Cl PANT: \What was the question?

MR SCOTT: Wul canic rock, how is vulcanic
rock treated as a rock site?

MR MUNSON: Well, this is fromNorth Anna
basically. This is a gneiss, which is a metanorphic
rock. | don’t know of any sites that are sited on
vul cani ¢ rock

MEMBER RANSOM  They’'re general ly | ayers,

| guess. | don’t know.
MR. SCOTT: | don’'t know either. | guess
we don’t have anot her response to that. It certainly

doesn’t apply to the three that are out there now,
t hree ESP applicati ons.

Any ot her questions?

(No response.)

MR. SCOTT: Gkay. The third and fina
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issue that we’d like to talk to you about this nmorning
is energency planning. Al three applicants have
sought what is called a major features review.

And just to give you a little background,
Part 51 allows several options regardi ng energency
pl anning. An ESP applicant can conme in and
denonstrate that there are no significant inpedinents
to devel opnent of energency plans. That’'s, if you
will, the mniml approach. They also have to provide
sone ot her information.

But for purposes this norning, they can
ei t her denonstrate there are no significant
i npedi ments -- the top | evel approach is they can cone
inwth conplete and i nt egrated energency pl ans at the
ESP st age.

And the rule allows for what we woul d
refer to as a mddle approach of defining mjor
features and seeking NRC acceptance of those mgjor
features.

Al three applicants, as stated here, are
seeking acceptance of major features. The rule,
al though it discusses major features, it does not
define the term The termis defined in a draft
gui dance docunent that the NRC and FEMA devel oped for

revi ew of emergency planning information at the early
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site permt stage. That docunent is Supplenent 2 to
NUREG 0654. And we refer to it as just Supplenent 2.

There have been concerns in the industry
regarding the finality associated with acceptance of
maj or features. Again, finality is an overriding
objective for an ESP applicant. They are attenpting
to resolve as many i ssues as they can at the ESP st age
so that those issues are not subject to additiona
review and litigation potentially at the COL stage.

So the question has arisen, well, what
kind of finality do we get for a nmajor feature. A
maj or feature is basically a higher | evel description
of the maj or aspects of energency planning. There are
not necessarily conpl ete details underneath t hat broad
subj ect .

The industry also has had concerns with
the | evel of detail inthe staff’s reviewrelating to
maj or features, particularly wth our review of
previously-filed information.

Finally, there has been concern expressed
regarding the staff’s reviewof state and | ocal pl ans,
which are not directly within the control of the
appl i cant.

MEMBER ROSEN. Excuse ne. Wen you say

t hey’ ve had concerns with the | evel of detail, do you
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mean too nuch or too little?

MR. SCOIT: There has been concern that
we’ re asking too nany questions, too nmany RAlS.

Next slide. As a matter of fact, we are
in the process now -- the staff is in the process of
devel oping a -- the final process, hopefully, of

developing a letter to the industry to discuss this

issue. And we are neeting with the industry next week

to di scuss our position on the issue.

What you see before you reflects where
we’'re planning to go with this letter at this point.
NRC and FEMA, as | nmentioned, have established
Suppl enrent 2 as the review standard applicable for
maj or features of the energency plan. And the staff
believes it needs a review standard in order to
acconplish a consistent, thorough review.

The ESP applicant, we believe, can obtain
finality on the description of the najor feature. But
here again, you have to bear in mnd that although
they’Il have a finality on that najor feature, for
exanple, they my get a nmjor feature that the
acceptable method for informng individuals in the
area of an energency is sirens. And if the staff
could accept that sirens are an acceptabl e nethod,

then that would be final
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However, the reviewat the ESP stage m ght
not get into the details of the sirens, how nany
you’ re goi ng to have, how powerful they woul d be, what
t he power supply would be, the nyriad of details. And
the finality at the ESP stage on the description would
not nmean finality of the nmany details of
i npl enent ati on underneath that description

So the staff’s viewon this is that there
can be finality but that the value is |imted because
of the fact that the details have yet to be provided
and revi ewed.

MEMBER KRESS: You're just kind of
defining what you nean by finality in a sense.

MR. SCOTT: What we’'re up against here is
this is a fairly unusual subject. |f you think about
it, when we evaluate seisnmc, for exanple, we get the
full site seismc analysis. And we review it and we
find it acceptabl e or not what the applicant has done.

In the case of energency planning where
t he maj or features approach is used, we’re not getting
the final information to conplete our review. So
we're getting a partial level, a md-level detail if
you will. And so that --

MEMBER KRESS: But these sites already

have plants on them and an energency plan in place.
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And | would have thought that had all the detail in
it.

MR. SCOIT: That’'s correct. Wich brings
us to the other point -- let’s see, where is this? |If
you | ook at Slide 14 --

M5. G LLES: If | nmay nmake one point.
That may be true but these applicants did not choose
to subnmit conplete and i ntegrated energency plans for
the ESP sites. That was an option to them

MEMBER KRESS: | see.

MR. SCOIT: So to expand on what Nan was
saying, if you look on Slide 14, it says consistent
wi th Comm ssion policy, previously filed information
will generally not be reviewed in detail. Nowthat’s
if the applicant clearly invokes that previously-filed
i nformation.

MEMBER KRESS:. Yes, okay.

MR. SCOIT: And the bullet that you see
there on Slide 14 is consistent wth Conm ssion
gui dance to the staff as a result of their review of
RS-002, the early site permt review standard.

So the staff will generally not review
such information in detail. The staff will use its
di scretion regarding the need for additional review

I f we | ook at something and our top-Ilevel |ook finds
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a problem then we would look into the details of it.

This has been, quite frankly, a sticking
point with the industry regarding the reviews that
we’ ve done so far because we have sent out a nunber of
requests for additional information, sone of which
relate to the existing plans.

MEMBER ROSEN:. Can you tell us -- maybe
you don’t know but can you tell us why the industry
woul d be reluctant to provide you with the details of
an existing plan or to sinply reference an existing
plan for the site, which the Agency knows everything
about there is to know?

MR. SCOIT: One of the applicants did

reference -- Dominion did reference their existing
plan. | could not speak to the notivations of the
other two. 1’1l look at my colleagues and ask if you

would like to remark on that.

M5. G LLES: Again, | would just be --
this would just be conjecture but |I think that it’s
not sinply a matter of submitting the current plan
because the current plan, of course, only addresses
the current reactor. And the current plan would not
address a new reactor for which they have not chosen
a design for which, of course, there will need to be

changes to the existing energency plan.
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So | can, you know, |’ m guessing that
perhaps they did not to do the work at this tinme to go
t hrough updati ng those plans to include a new reactor
for which a design has not be chosen.

MEMBER KRESS: |Is there anything | urking
in the background about the concept that sonme of the
new desi gns probably don’t need an energency plan?

MR SCOIT: That’'s not on the table at
this point.

MEMBER KRESS: That’'s not part of it?

MR. SCOTT: No. And the question is
whet her you provide the existing plan or whether you
come up with basically the sanme type of information
from anot her source.

In either event, the applicant still needs
to show how the existing information, the existing
energency plan woul d be adapted to the presence, as
Nan was referring to, of additional reactors on site.
The information needs to be up to date. It needs to
be applicable to the new site as well.

And we’ ve determ ned that they don’t need
torev up the old plan solely for that purpose, for,
if you will, a hypothetical reactor at this point.
What they can do is provide us additional information

to show that the existing plan could be/would be
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adapted to the new pl ant.

This is an ongoing issue right now, as I
nmentioned. W’'re attenpting to reach closure on it at
this point but the staff is still working, as |
nmentioned, to get a letter out to the industry to
state our position on this.

The final bullet on page 14, the state and
| ocal plans will be revi ewed when the applicant seeks
approval of mmjor features. This sounds fairly
obvious if you look at it.

I n order to approve sonething, we have to
review it. |If they send in an application, if the
applicant sends in an application that seeks major
features related to offsite aspects of energency
pl anning, clearly the staff has to review those
offsite features in order to approve that -- to accept
that maj or feature.

It’s a chall enge for the applicants inthe
sense that they then need, if there is an RAl rel ated
to an offsite plan, they need to work wth the
muni ci palities involved to get the issue addressed.
And so they have parties who are not, let’s say, as
notivated as they are to expeditiously address
concerns. And so that, perhaps, is part of the reason

for this being discussed.
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MEMBER KRESS: Is this likely to put the

ener gency pl ans associated with the exi sting plants on
the side in sonme sort of jeopardy? You know if they
come in with a new |look at the thing and find that
condi tions have changed since the earlier plants put
in their plan --

MR. SCOTT: | think our energency planning
staff would tell you that right now the revi ews have
not identified problens per se with the energency
pl ans. They have identified questions.

And should the questions turn out to be
probl enms, then they staff would need to work with the
Iicensed plants to correct what ever di screpanci es were
found. W are not at that stage at this point.

Any ot her questions on emergency pl anni ng
bef ore we nove on?

(No response.)

MR. SCOIT: kay. Coming nmlestones, |
prom sed we’ d tal k to you about where we’re going with
this and where we are going to be seeking Committee
involvenent. As | nmentioned to you, all safety site
reviews are on schedul e.

And here before you on Slide 15 are the
expected dates when we anticipate conmng in to the

Comm ttee asking for a Subcommittee review, followed
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by a full Comrmittee review, followed by an Interim
Letter to the Conm ssion based on the review of the
Draft Safety Evaluation Reports for the three
appl i cati ons.

MEMBER KRESS: So we’'re going to see quite
a bit of you guys in the next three or four nonths?

MR. SCOIT: Yes, sir, you are. And this
isnt the end of it. If you flip to Slide 16, then
we'll be back five or six nonths | ater seeking review
and the final Commttee Letter to the Conm ssi on based
onits reviewof the final safety eval uation reports.

| didn’t put details onthis slide but you
can see basically the second half of the year, we’'re
going to be conming in for the other ones.

Now | do need to nmention that -- as |
nmentioned a few m nutes ago, for the dinton review,
dependi ng on how the seisnic issue plays out, we nmay
have to change that schedul ed date for the final SER
W don’t anticipate that that will change the date for
your review of the draft safety eval uation report.
Those are fairly solid dates at this point.

So to conclude, Slide 17, safety reviews
are on schedul e, on track. They’ ve been chall engi ng.
W’ ve exerci sed a new process. W' ve exercised a rul e

that we hadn’t used before or let’s say a subpart to
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a rule that we hadn’t used before.

W’ ve exercised review gui dance based on
that regulation for the first time, the review
standard. And we have identified sone interesting
chal | enges.

One of the nost interesting things we're
having to address is this is a part-way there revi ew.
You have sone issues resolved, others not.

Sonetimes you have site-related issues
that because there is no specific design, as was
referred to the plant paraneter envel ope, sone of
those issues need to be deferred to the conbined
l'icense.

So what you will see when you get these
draft safety evaluation reports are, simlar to design
certifications, you'll see COL action items, itemns
t hat we coul d not take on now because the information
to resolve themis not available now And so they
have been deferred to the COL.

You' || see other things, we'll have permt
conditions. W anticipate having permt conditions
that will be nmentioned in the safety evaluation
reports that the staff will propose be included in the
permt.

So we’re noving ahead with these things.

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

43

And we’re having a ot of fun doing it. And having a
| ot of chall enges.

We think that there are a | ot of |essons
| earned here that will be useful to future applicants.
Whet her someone conmes in for an ESP or not, if they
cone in for a COL with or without an ESP, these ESPs
wi | | have been valuable to identify and resol ve siting
i ssues that, of course, the Agency has not gone
through in a long tine.

MEMBER KRESS: How will you disposition
these lessons learned? Put themin the review
standard or have an addendumto it?

MR SCOIT: Sone of themw Il result in
changes to the review guidance. Qhers are nore
process oriented that may or nmay not fall within the
scope. W’'re witing things down and keepi ng track.

MEMBER KRESS: Witing them down right now
and decide what to do with themlater.

MR. SCOIT: That’'s right. That’'s correct.

MEMBER KRESS: That sounds |ike an ACRS
appr oach.

MEMBER FORD: Are all of these early site
permts for a single reactor unit?

MR SCOTT: No. [I’'Ill use Dom nion as an

exanple. Dom nion is seeking approval for a certain
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negawatts thermal to be put on the site. They talk in
terms of two units. And a unit mght be one fairly
|arge reactor, like an AP1000. It mght be two
ACR700s. And it mght be a | arger nunber of gas-
cool ed reactors.

As was nentioned earlier, they come in
with a PPE t hat says well we coul d possi bly put one of
the foll owi ng designs there, and there are |Ii ke seven
of them or sonething entirely different that hasn’'t
even been thought of yet.

MEMBER FORD: Well, |ike the emergency
planning, is it a function of the nunmber of units that
they m ght put on asite? O just the total negawatts
on the site? O --

MR. SCOIT: Well, the enmergency plan, ny
take on that is that it is not strongly dependent on
whet her you have five reactors or four reactors on the
site. The neasures that would be taken woul d be
essentially the sane.

MEMBER KRESS: Just assune they’'re
i ndependent basically.

MR. SCOTT: You would assunme, | guess you
woul d assune - -

MEMBER KRESS: You assune one of themis

going to go. You don’t assune all of them are going
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to go.

MR SCOTT: | believe that woul d be
correct.

MEMBER ROSEN:  |I'msorry but | mssed the
begi nning of this but does an early site permt only
apply touse with a certified design or can you use an
ESP separate?

MR SCOTT: An ESP, think of an ESP as a
prelimnary stage to get to a COL. And there are many
ways to get to a CO.. You can get there with an ESP.
You can get there without an ESP. |[|f you cone in
wi thout an ESP, then all site issues are open to be
resolved at the COL.

You can conme inwith a certified design or
not, an ESP-certified design, either, or both, or
none. So there are just all different options.

The ESP is one first stage, one possible
first stage to get to COL. As Laura Dudes nenti oned,
perhaps, or certainly the DOE has just awarded cost
sharing to two consortia who are planning to devel op
conbi ned license. W don’t know whether those
conbi ned |i cense applications will reference an ESP or
not .

One of the --

MEMBER ROSEN: That's the opposite of the
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guestion | asked.

MR SCOIT: |'msorry?

MEMBER ROSEN: That’'s the reverse of the
guestion | asked.

MR. SCOIT: kay. Maybe --

MEMBER ROSEN: But it is an interesting
answer nevertheless. You said that people could cone
inwith a COL application --

MR. SCOIT: Right.

MEMBER ROSEN:  -- w thout an ESP

MR. SCOIT: Correct.

MEMBER ROSEN: And that’s the case, |
t hi nk, you just tal ked about for the --

MR SCOIT: That’s one case.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- consorti a.

MR. SCOTT: Right. Wll, nowlet ne
clarify. There are two consortia that have received
t hese DCE awards. One of themis Dom nion --

MEMBER ROSEN:  Yes.

MR. SCOTT: -- for North Anna. Presumably
they would cone in and reference the ESP. The ot her
is NuStart Energy, which is a consortiumof a |arge
nunber of utilities. And we don’t know what site they
have in m nd or whether it would be a site that woul d

have an ESP. So we just don’t know the answer to

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

47

t hat .

There’ s certainly norequirenent that they
come at COL with an ESP. But | guess | didn’'t answer
your question, which was --

MEMBER ROSEN.  Which was if you do cone in

for an ESP, do you then have to use a certified

desi gn?

MR. SCOIT: No, no you do not.

MEMBER ROSEN: Ckay.

MEMBER KRESS: Let nme ask you what m ght
be a weird question. As | recall, one of the plant

paranmeter envelope itens is a source term

MR, SCOIT: Correct.

MEMBER KRESS: And now | can envi sion one
that was a suitable site for an AP1000 or a current
1,000 negawatt Lefco plant of |adder design which is
a fairly healthy source term

Then | can envi sion an applicant wanting
to put sonething |like a gas-cool ed reactor -- nodul ar
gas-cool ed reactor that has say the power |evel was
such that would take ten such nodul es to achieve the
source terns that you' re tal king about.

But they m ght argue I’mgoing to put 20
nodul es on because they don’t all go at the same tine.

And 1'm | ooking at the source terns for one nodul e
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only. And it’s well within this plant paraneter
envel ope.

s that an issue that is likely to arise?
O have you dealt with that?

MR. SCOIT: There’'s a couple of things
actually tied up in your question. The one is well,
what’s the use of a PPE.  Well, as you nentioned, the
applicant cones in with the source term

And we eval uate that source term | ooking
at the site atnospheric di spersion characteristics and
reach a concl usion regardi ng whether the LPZ and the
EAB are appropri ate.

If they come in at COL with a plant that

has a hi gher source term then it has to be | ooked at

again. |If they conme in with a | ower source term then
it doesn't.

MEMBER KRESS: | don’t know whet her
nodul ar -- that plant has a |l ower or a higher source
term

MR SCOTT: Well, | know. But here’'s the

ot her point you raised was nultiple units and risks
posed by nultiple units.

And that is an issue that 1is being
addressed by the staff. And I'’mnot well versed on

what the status of that is.
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| mean in general, risk space that is
bei ng addressed. W are not addressing it per se in
t he ESP.

MEMBER KRESS: It hasn’t come up in ESP
yet.

MR. SCOTT: Not directly.

MEMBER KRESS: It might be if sonebody
that conmes in with a nodul ar plant to put on the site.
You mi ght have to ook at it and deci de then.

MR. SCOTT: Right. But because -- the
other thing to bear in mnd about this PPE, and |
nmentioned it a couple mnutes ago, is although they
cite, for exanple, Dom nion cited seven or so desi gns,
they’re not saying we’'re restricting ourselves to
these seven designs. They' re saying these are
representative designs and we derived our reasonable
PPE from t hese desi gns.

And the staff has said that the only
criteria we'll apply to review of those PPEs is are
t hey reasonabl e.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MR. SCOIT: So the applicant said | can
come in with something entirely different that’ s not
even in nmy PPE now.

And our response to that is is that's
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true. |If it’s bounded by your PPE, you're fine. And
if it’s not --

MEMBER KRESS: You have to do anot her.

MR. SCOIT: It’s open to review and
anal ysis and so on.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, that’s the only
| ogi cal way to approach it.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

MEMBER KRESS: (kay. Are there any other
guestions?

(No response.)

MEMBER KRESS: |If not, thank you for the
briefing. 1t’s very hel pful.

MR. SCOIT: Thank you.

MEMBER KRESS: And we expect to have nore
fun with you in the near future.

MR. SCOIT: W're looking forward to it.

MEMBER KRESS: And we are, too. Thank you

very much
11 turn it back to you, M. Chairnman.
VICE CHAIRVAN WALLIS: Now, we’'re way
ahead of time. Way ahead of tinme. |I’mnot going to
allow a break for alnost an hour. It seens to ne that

we could have sort of a work --

MEMBER KRESS: Have a | ook-see at sone of
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the letters naybe?

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | was going to --
yes, | was going to address your letter on AP-1000.

MEMBER KRESS: (kay.

VI CE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: W can di spense
with the transcript now W don’t need the transcript
any nore.

MEMBER KRESS: Just for a little while.
W' Il need them back, don't we?

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  No, we don’t need
t hem back. W’ re going to be working on producing
reports.

PARTI Cl PANT: We are done.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: We're done with the
transcri pt.

MEMBER KRESS: W’ re done, okay.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  What | propose is
we take sort of a five-mnute working break and that
during that break you |l ook at this letter, this letter
t hat has been prepared. And anything el se you need to
do.

And that we try to give himenough input
so that we essentially have a finished letter by ten
o’ cl ock.

So we'll take this break and we’'ll cone
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back at 9:30 and we will work with Tomto try to have

a finished letter by ten o' clock. Then we'll take a

real break. Having got that far, we’ll

| ong the second break needs to be.

consi der how

Anyway, we will take this short break and

we'll dispense with the transcript.

(Wher eupon, the above-entitled neeting was

concluded at 9:12 a.m)
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