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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
+ 4+ + + +
ADVI SORY COMM TTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
( ACRS)
+ 4+ + + +
526t h MEETI NG
+ 4+ + + +
FRI DAY,
OCTOBER 7, 2005
+ 4+ + + +
ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND
The committee net at the Nuclear
Regul atory Commi ssion, Two Wite Flint North
Room T2B3, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 8:30 a.m, WIIliam
J. Shack, Vice Chairman, presiding.
COW TTEE MEMBERS:
W LLIAM J. SHACK, Vice Chairman
GEORGE E. APOSTOLAKI S, Menber
MARI O V. BONACA, Menber
RI CHARD S. DENNI NG, Menber
THOVAS S. KRESS, Menber
DANA A. PONERS, Menber
VI CTOR H. RANSOM Menber

JOHN D. S| EBER, Menber-at - Large
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ASHOK C. THADANI, Deputy Executive Director
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P-ROCEEDI-NGS
(8:33 a.m)

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: The neeting will now
come to order. This is the second day of the 526th
neeting of the Advisory Conmttee on Reactor
Saf eguar ds.

During today's nmeeting the commttee will
consider the following: |icensee responses to the
bul | eti n on energency prepar edness and response acti on
for security-based events, NRC staff's responses to
the ACRS l|etter on the proposed Revision 4 to
Regulatory Guide 1.82 entitled "Water Sources for
Long- Term Recircul ation Cooling Following a Loss of
Cool ant Accident,"” format and content of the NRC
Saf ety Research Program report to the Comn ssion,
future ACRS activities, and report of the Pl anning and
Procedures Subcommittee, reconciliation of ACRS
comments and reconmendations, subcommttee reports,
and preparation of ACRS reports.

A portion of this neeting may be closed to
di scuss safeguards and security information. This
neeting is being conducted in accordance with the
provi si ons of the Federal Advisory Conmittee Act. M.
Sam Durai swany is the Designed Federal Oficial for

the initial portion of the neeting.
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We have received no witten conments from
menbers of the public. W have received a request
froma representative of the State of Vernont for an
opportunity to nmake oral statenents regarding
Regul at ory Gui de 1.82.

Atranscript of portions of the neetingis
bei ng kept, and it is requested that the speakers use
one of the m crophones, identify thensel ves, and speak
with sufficient clarity and volune so they can be
readily heard.

And our first topic this nmorning is
licensee responses to the bulletin on energency
preparedness, and Mario is going to be |eading us
t hrough t hat.

MEMBER BONACA: Yes, thank you. Good
norning. During the 523rd neeting of the ACRS, which
was on June 1st through 3rd of this year, the
committee considered a bulletin-- a proposed bulletin
on energency preparedness and response actions for
security-based events.

At that tinme, we decided not to conment on
that. W decided that we would wait for responses to
come in and hear a presentation regarding those
responses. And the presentation is here now, |

believe the bulletin has been issued, responses have

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

been gat hered and cl assifi ed.

Most of the responses have to do -- or the
bulletin, too -- wth the inclusion of security-
related terminology and nonenclature into the
energency action levels. And essentially this falls
on the part of the licensee to request for
notifications and things of that kind.

So now that we have the information, we
have -- we are happy to have M. Wiss here to give us
an overview of the responses we gathered from the
| i censees.

M. Weiss?

MR. VEISS: Yes. Good norning. Before we

begin, Nader Manish, the Director of the Energency
Preparedness Directorate, has a few opening renarks.

MR. MAM SH. Thank you. Good norni ng,
everyone. W' re pleased to have the opportunity to
brief the ACRS today.

W'll be providing you with a brief
sumary, an overall summary of the responses, foll owed
by specifics regarding the five areas that were
addressed in the bulletin and the path forward for the
staff. We'Il be happy to take any questions at the
end.

And | apologize, | do have to |eave at
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9:30 for prior conmtnents. But the staff wll be
here to address any issues that you may have.

Thank you.

MEMBER BONACA: Now, just a question
regarding the -- the neeting is being held in an
uncl assified -- at an unclassified |level. Should
there be a need for classified information, is this
the | ocati on where we can have it, if we --

MR. THORNSBURY: Yes. As long -- | don't
think it would go up to a full classified. But if
it's sensitive or even up to safeguards, we'll hold
t hose questions to the end, and then we can dism ss
any nenbers of the public to ask or answer any
sensitive questions.

MEMBER BONACA: So you will give us
gui dance when --

MR. THORNSBURY: Yes. Once they're done
with their formal presentation, if there's anything
t hat needs to be, then we can close it. Oherw se,
you know, |I'msure Eric will mention it, but the
bulletinis public, and nost of their discussionis at
a public level.

MEMBER BONACA: Ckay. Very good.

MR VEISS: Before | begin, let ne

i ntroduce M. Gregory Casto, who i s a seni or nenber of
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t he emergency preparedness staff. He was responsible
for reviewing the details of the bulletin responses
and was instrunental in witing it, and he's here to
hel p us answer certain questions in detail.

I n general, when we answer your questi ons,
we're going to be speaking in generalities. |If we get
to a discussion on a specific |licensee, that's when
woul d ask that we consider closing the neeting.

Following the events of Septenber 11,
2001, the staff evaluated the energency preparedness
pl anning basis, issued orders wth conpensatory
nmeasures for nucl ear security and safety, and observed
i censee performance during security-based EP drills
and exercises, and security force-on-force exercise
eval uati ons.

Additionally, the staff reviewed current
publ i c radi ol ogi cal protective action guidance. The
staff al so discussed security-based EP issues wth
numer ous stakeholders, including |icensees, state,
| ocal, and federal governnent officials.

Li censees have revi ewed and i nproved t heir
programs in response to: 1) orders issued on February
25, 2002; secondly, information providedinregulatory
i ssue sutmmary, RIS 2000-415; thirdly, |essons | earned

from force-on-force exer ci ses; and, | astly,
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i nformation provided in regional outreach neetings and
ot her forumns.

Al though many |icensees have inproved
their prograns, additional security-based EP actions
may be necessary. Consequently, on July 18, 2005, the
staff issued Bulletin 2000-502 titled "Emergency
Prepar edness and Response Actions for Security-Based
Events."

Li censees were required to respond within
30 days. The staff requested answers to questions in
five specific areas regardi ng security-based enmergency
preparedness. First, enmergency classification |levels
and energency action |evels; second, pr onpt
notification of security events to the NRC, third,
licensee onsite protective actions for pl ant
personnel ; fourth, enmergency response organization
staff augnmentation practices; and, fifth, security-
based event inclusion in the energency preparedness
drill and exercise program

Information in this bulletin does not
indicate that additional or earlier radiological
protective actions are required to ensure dose
avoi dance, but this bulletin recognizes that a
security-based event nmay not progress in the sanme way

as events for which licensees and offsite response
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organi zations typically plan and train.

Al'l licensees responded to the bulletin
within the 30-day tinmeframe. Al |icensees provided
answers consistent to the information in the bulletin
with few exceptions in the area of staff
augnent ati on/ enhancenents, which we'll discuss | ater.

As we go through each of the areas, |'ll
provi de additional details. No single |licensee had
all of the provisions discussed in the bulletin in
place, but many licensees had inplenented sone
enhancenents to various |levels. Licensees responded
that they plan to inplenment all of the enhancenents
di scussed inthe bulletin, with a few m nor exceptions
and sonme general conditions that | will discuss
shortly.

Additionally, NEI, the Nuclear Energy
Institute, has issued a white paper to the industry,
whi ch contains simlar informationto that i nformation
provided in the bulletin. The industry, through the
NEI emer gency preparedness and security worki ng group,
agreed to adopt the enhancenents in the white paper
and are in the process of making changes to their
program

The bull etin discussed slight changes to

the definition of energency classification |evels,
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ECLs, which included reference to security-related
events. In addition, specific security-based
energency action levels, or EALs, provided nore
details to assist the licensee in classifying certain
security-based events.

I n general , t he changes i ncl uded
additional «classification «criteria, which takes
advant age of avail abl e preoccurrence i nfornati on such
as taking control of a comrercial airliner and headi ng
it towards a plant site. The changes al so generally
escal ate the classification | evel -- one | evel higher
than the EALs currently in place at nucl ear
power pl ant s.

So an event that currently would be
classified as an alert may be classified as a site
area energency in the new EALs.

Reasons for the appropriateness to
escal ate classifications for security events include
the following: first, taking advantage of advance
war ni ng fromenhanced f ederal agency t hreat assessnent
processes such as NCORAD; second, provi di ng
anticipatory notification to state and | ocal response
organi zation of events which could have eventual
public action consi der ati ons; and, third,

denonstrating actions which wll maintain public
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confidence by keeping onsite and offsite emergency
response organi zations in front of public actions,
possi bly taken in response to perceived threats from
i nformation delivered by the nedia.

MEMBER PONERS: Let ne -- maybe | m sread
things when | read it, but | got the inpression that
a general energency was declared when the site had
been taken over.

MR. VEEISS: Yes, when you | ose control

MEMBER PONERS: And it struck nme that that
was -- was too late. Wich -- | nean, | agree with
you. Everything else seened to be a little earlier.
But that general energency seened to be later than
woul d have t hought. | woul d have thought that general
enmergency woul d be when a site takeover was i mm nent.

MR. CASTO Al right. The way the
classifications currently lead you to the path, to
general energency, your statement in part is correct,
is takeover of the plant control room But it's also
t akeover of other vital areas.

MEMBER POAERS: Right, right.

MR. CASTO. So that the control roomstil
may, in effect, have sone control over the plant, but
certain safety equi pment and systens nay have al r eady

been | ost due to the adversary activity. So it's not
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guite a conpl ete takeover of the plant when you're in
a general enmergency, but in sone cases --

MEMBER POAERS: Well, be that as it may,

didn't it strike you as a -- alittle late. | nean,
shoul dn't you -- shouldn't -- when these things are
happeni ng -- i mmnence of these things be sufficient

to declare a general energency?

MR. CASTO Well, | think we can agree
with the general thesis that things need to happen
sooner when they're evolving like this. But under the
current schene, you don't declare a general energency
j ust because you | ost the control room |[It's because
you've lost control of the plant. You know, that
woul d i nclude | oss of the renpte shutdown panel.

The general enmergency wasn't changed as a
result of the bulletin. Everything else was noved up
one noti ce.

MEMBER POWNERS: Yes. But, | nean, see,
that's -- and | agree that everything el se | ooks |ike
it has noved up a little bit, except this genera
energency. And it just struck me -- | nmean, that's
what | marked all in red when | got to that part.

MR. CASTG In the bulletin, we -- | guess
we discussed the general characteristics of that a

little bit, and what -- based on our review of the
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energency planning basis that was done prior to the
issue of the bulletin, and what we discussed in the

bulletin, is the consequences of the event still occur
inthe same progression that they always do. |In other
words, getting into a core nelt sequence, starting to
| ose your fission product barriers due to initially

| oss of the fuel cladding barrier because of fuel

heatup and all of that.

That progresses the way t hat currently our
energency planning basis | ooks at that. So when we
reviewed that, we felt that specific for the genera
energency, because those events continue to occur in
t he same process and al ong t he sane tinefrane t hat the
general energency classification, it wasn't warranted
to step that up -- say, for instance, an earlier
adversarial progression where they may be inside the
power block. W didn't feel that was appropriate.
Maybe t hat hel ps answer your question.

MEMBER DENNING |Is the reason for the
difference inlogic here -- | nean, | agree with Dana.
| mean, that concern -- but is the difference in logic
-- 1 tend to think of one of the things of general
energency is that it also triggers a response, an
external mlitary response to add protection -- you

know, to recapture the plant.
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And, obviously, if that's going to be
effective, it has to happen very early. |If its only
objective is to -- is to alert the public for

evacuat i on pur poses, then the progressionis probably,

you know, the same -- that is, you know, perhaps they
have tine, then, to -- is that the difference in
| ogi c?

MR. CASTO | think, generally speaking,

that's a good way to put it. Because the actions --
t he security-based actions or the mtigation of threat
actions are going to progress down a separate path.
They' re not based on classification.

Upon awar eness, early notification starts
to those | ocal |aw enforcenment agencies and those
ot her organi zations to start addressing the threat.

MEMBER BONACA: But right now the -- |
nmean, before security events, the general energency,
as you were pointing out, had a very specific
[imtation, which nmeans you had lost two barriers
typically. |1 mean, that's when the D rector of
Operations at the site will nake a decision. You have
| ost two barriers and your immnent |oss of the third
barrier. Okay?

So you are on the verge of rel eases, and

so | can understand nowthe logic -- the plant -- even
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if that hasn't happened, if you |lose control of the
plant, you may get into a situation and you are --
that's how you are going that way on --

MR. WEISS: Yes. The EAL schene was
concei ved of as a mechanismto protect the public from
a radiological release, which is certainly still in
play in a terrorist event. But | think you have to
bal ance that agai nst ot her considerations.

There may not be a need to evacuat e peopl e
for every terrorist event. No doubt that a terrorist
attack woul d be an event of national significance, and
that comes into play in another schenme. But what
we' re | ooking at here is the response of the plant and
their recoommendation to the offsite response
organi zations to inplenment protective actions.

It may be counterproductive, for exanple,
toinmediately junp to a general energency -- evacuate
Harrisburg -- when it turns out that the plane never
gets near the plant. It was only a threat.

MEMBER PONERS: But that's not the issue
we're confronting here. Wen you're in a general
ener gency, something has al ready happened. There is
no escape from sonet hing al ready happening. | nean,
any |level on general enmergency is going to be --

somet hi ng has al ready happened.
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MR. CASTO | think in sone cases that is

true, but, again, going back to the accident and the
consequence progression, when a general energency by
the current classifications is declared, there is
still damage to occur before -- for instance, you're
ina fuel nelt sequence. There is still tine to issue
protective actions to the public or to |ocal
government officials who then, in turn, determ ne what
protective actions to inplenent.

So there is sone tine built into the

energency planning basis currently for general

energency that -- that we're relying on.

MEMBER PONERS: Well, | think | agree with
that, but | think that's ny point as well. By the
time you have this -- this takeover, you were
essentially guaranteed sonmething is -- there's not

going to be a mtigated response capability if you
wait until takeover has occurred, because | can put
the plant in a configurationto -- that would lead to
core neltdown in a very short period of tinmne.

MR CASTO And | think that's stil
wi thin the planning basis.

MEMBER BONACA: Yes. But the point I'm
making is that that's really what -- at the site

currently, the general enmergency nmeans you have | ost
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two barriers, and you are in -- you are on the verge
of losing a third. That's why you declare a general
energency, which neans shelter, evacuate, npbve, soO
it's the ultimate action that you can take.

You al nost are relinquishing the control
of -- to the standard authorities to renove the
people, to shelter, to evacuate.

So now, in this case, in fact, we may not
have any of those things happened yet. But since you
have lost control of the site, then it's a
conservative way to say, okay, we declare the general
ener gency anyway, because it may very wel | happen t hat
we could lose -- you know, they nmay -- nay do this,
may meke it happen anyway.

So | really don't view-- | think | view
it pretty coherent with what is being done today at
the sites.

MR MAM SH: | think you've hit it right
on the nail. | think you have to think about whether
terrorists in the power block or within the control
area -- on a controlled area, you know, which is
| esser than, you know, vital area, whether that really
nmeans loss of two fission barriers and inm nent
rel ease.

And you have to bal ance that with, you
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know, unnecessarily -- you know, taking certain

actions to evacuate the public, and so forth, and

balance it with the definition of -- of general
ener gency.

MEMBER BONACA: Well, if you have | ost
control, | nean, you better assune that they are

likely totry, as a mninum to have failed all three
barriers and have rel eases. | nmean, that's the intent
of those. So --

MR MAM SH:  Well, the expectation would
be that the conditional probability of an early
release would be nuch higher. A conditiona
probability of an early release | woul d thi nk woul d be
much higher. The tinefrane could be much shorter if
-- if your objective of -- of emergency response is
evacuati on ahead of an advancing plume. | would have
an expectation that conditionally it would be -- the
timeframes may be short, and the conditiona
probability of -- of --

MEMBER BONACA:  Well, why short? | nean,
core --

MR MAMSH | don't think we want to --

MEMBER BONACA: You have lost two
barriers, and you' re on the verge of losing the third

one, so already in the current state of energency, as
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a classification, as an EAL, you have an inpending
rel ease, | nmean, because you -- you are al ready there.

So | don't understand why the attack --
t akeover of the site where no barrier has been failed
yet is likely to have an early release. | don't
under st and.

MEMBER DENNING | think we ought to save
t hi s di scussi on.

MEMBER BONACA:  Yes.

VMEMBER DENNI NG We could tal k nore about

the planning basis after this if -- if that would
hel p.

MR WEISS: Shall | go on? As you see
fromthe slide, all licensees plan to nake changes in

their classification |evels and EALs over the next
hal f-year. These changes, if revised consistent with
the bulletininformation, can be performed wi t hout NRC
approval using the 10 CFR 50.54(q) criteria.

Li censees currently have provisions in
pl ace to inplenment pronpt notification to |ocal |aw
enf orcenent agencies, LLEAs, per 10 CFR 73.55, which
requires a constantly-manned center capable of
pronptly calling LLEAs and requesting assi stance. 10
CFR 73.71 requires licensees to notify the NRC

imedi ately of specific security-related events,
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i ncludi ng hostile acts.

Li kewi se, alicenseeisrequiredtonotify
the NRC imediately following state and | ocal
enmergency nanagenent notification of emergency plan
classified events per 10 CFR 50.72. In both cases,
the definition of "immediate" is wi thin one hour.

In the staff's opinion, and validated by
t he Commi ssi on SRMto t he SECY 05- 010, notification of
a security event to the NRC shoul d be much sooner than
an hour. Pronpt notification of NRCis particularly
important during a security event to support
subsequent notifications made by the NRC to ot her
i censees regarding a potential security threat and to
i nform other federal agencies in accordance with a
nati onal response plan.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: Who is in charge in
t hese cases? Who decides these things? Sonebody mnust
be in charge.

MR WEISS: Are you referring to the
nati onal response plan?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  No. I'mreferring to
t he events you just described. You know, the |icensee
will notify, you said, the |local authorities?

MR VEISS: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S:  And then, the NRC?
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MR VEISS: Wll, we have a backup slide
that will help illustrate sone of these points. But,
in sunmary, there is a notification made by the
licensee's alarmstation --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Well, if it's backup,
can we see it now? | mean, is there any --

MR VEISS: Yes. Can you --

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: There is no backup
presentati on.

MR. WEISS: GCkay. You can see -- you can
see the situation on the top before the bulletin and
the situation after the bulletin on the bottom The
alarm station -- that the licensee would notify the
| ocal |aw enforcenment agencies inmediately. That's
the first notification that would be made under any
ci rcunst ance.

And what | was speaki ng of just before the
guestion involved other notifications. There's a
requi renent that those of us i n energency preparedness
are very famliar with that -- it's 10 CFR 50. 72 t hat
requires licensees to notify us after they have
notified the energency response organi zations. That
call comes over the ENS to us per 50.72, but that --
t hat could be an hour later.

And as a result of the bulletin, we have
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inserted a -- what we call an i medi ate or abbrevi at ed
notification early on, so that we get an early
war ni ng.

There was a delicate bal anci ng act here.
That 50.72 notification is the classic notification |
t hi nk nost of you are famliar with that woul d occur
in a radiological event. It involves a |ot of
detailed information -- you know, wnd speed,
direction, stability factor, status of safety systens,
and it's a fairly lengthy notification.

It's the ki nds of things that an energency
response organi zati on needs to know in order to make
an informed decision about a protective action
deci si on.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S:  Good.

MR VEISS: But that's time-consum ng, and
we needed to know right away, because the nodus
operandi of a terrorist is to conduct a coordinated
att ack.

W al so have this large federal famly
part of the national response plan, the HSOC and
ot hers, that need to knowright away if the -- the NRC
needs to get that information to the Federal
Government right away. |t needs to get it to other

i censees right away.

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

24

And for that reason, the bulletin asks for
t his abbreviated notification. It wouldn't interfere
wi th the operation of the plant, wouldn't involve this
ti me-consunming 50.72 notification, but at the sane
time doesn't elimnate it either. That 50.72
notification would be made in the sane tinefranme as it
al ways has, for the same reasons.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S:  The question, really,
inny mndis: who nakes the decisions and for how
long? |Is it the plant people that nake the decisions
t hroughout -- after the notification. |n other words,
| nmean, you have notified --

MEMBER BONACA: Director of Energency
Operations at the site.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS:  All this stuff, yes.

MEMBER BONACA: All these things.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S:  Who deci des these?

MEMBER POAERS: There is one person that
possibly would be in charge, and that's the plant
peopl e.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  And that's the --

MEMBER BONACA: The pl ant peopl e.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: -- the plant people
are in charge throughout the event?

MR, MAM SH: Yes.
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Even if there is a

nati onal response? Are you guys sure about that?

MR MAM SH | would say once an incident
of national significance -- it's been determ ned that
the event constitutes an incidence of national
significance, | would think that the Departnent of
Honel and Security woul d be in charge.

MEMBER POAERS: No, they would not be in
charge of this plant.

MR MAM SH:. I n charge of the response.

MEMBER PONERS: Onh, that's fine. But here
we' re tal king about the plant.

MR MAM SH: Onh, absolutely. The licensee
is in charge of the safety of the plant.

MEMBER POVNERS: Al ways.

MR. MAM SH: Al ways. But --

MEMBER BONACA: And he has a
responsi bility for comrunicating rel eases and all of
the information that the people, in fact --

VEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: Is this
deci si onmaki ng process coordinated in sone way? |
nmean, do you have sone people -- it's very strictly --
infact, | nean, it's very strictly according to these
tabl es that they have, the energency action |evels,

what kind of |evel are you declaring, etcetera.
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In fact, | mean, they are tested, okay,
and they are rated for performance, and that's a very
i nportant and challenging issue for the site. But
t hey have to handl e that.

But the only question | have here is:
now, isn't it true, however, that in a security event
one may not be able to provide you with 50.72
notification, insofar as a lot of information there?

MR VEISS: There's a lot of information
there, but it occurs -- the transm ssion of that
information occurs |ater.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

MR WEISS: Yes. And the abbreviated
notification -- the yellow box down here is -- is
before the 50.72 notification.

MEMBER BONACA: | understand --

MR. CASTO This is still required within
t he | aw.

MEMBER BONACA: | understand it is
required. That's why | had the question. What | nean
is that, today, if you have an accident at the plant,
okay, the |icensee has hi gh confidence that he can put
together a |ist of paraneters for you and conmuni cat e
them and so on and so forth.

| f you have, you know, a plant takeover
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you are not going to have that comrunication very
likely within an hour. | nean, | --

MR CASTO | think there are some
scenari os we can go over, especially with sone of the
ot her elenments inthe bulletin that hel p address t hat.

MEMBER BONACA: (Ckay.

MR. CASTO But as far as the proposed and
what's being inplenmented right now, this is the new
scheme -- the LLEA notification still required right
away, typically done by security people in their
command center at the site. Imrediately follow ng
that, or in concurrence with this out of the control
room is that very abbreviated notification
requirenent.

The event classification still required,
the notification of offsite response organization
still required within 15 mnutes of classification
the NRC notification of the energency event stil
required per 50.72 wi t hin an hour after
cl assification.

MR VEISS: | mght point out that --

MEMBER BONACA: In the current situation,
you have also the 10 CFR 73.71. Wat's that?

MR. CASTO Correct. This -- the new

notification --
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MEMBER BONACA: OCh, | see. | see, okay.

MR. CASTO -- is satisfying the 73.71

MEMBER BONACA: Ckay. The notice up here.
It is just noved. Al right.

MR. VEISS: | might point out that we
didn't come to this entirely independently. The ACRS
has a | etter on record back in | ate 2003 reconmendi ng
this. Rulemaking is being considered to change the
regulation 73.71 notification time to 15 m nutes.

In the neantine, the bulletin provided
information to |licensees to consider naki ng changes to
their program to notify NRC within 15 mnutes of
occurrence of a security event.

Sone | i censees have al ready changed t heir
procedures to notify the NRC with a pronpt,
accelerated notification. Oher licensees plan to
change procedures to adhere to a goal of NRC
notification within approximately 15 mnutes from
initiation of a security event.

Addi tional information or details could be
provided in the 50.72 notification for energency
classification, which remains unchanged. The 50.72
notification is required after the state and | oca
energency response classification -- excuse ne, after

the state and |ocal energency classification
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notification and wi t hin one hour foll owi ng
classification of the event.

Onsite protective actions are intended to
maxi m ze site personnel safety during energency
conditions. An alert or higher emergency decl aration
is generally acconpanied by procedurally described
actions for site assenbly, accountability neasures,
site evacuation, activation of emergency response
facilities, and other actions.

Al t hough t hese acti ons are appropriate for
some energencies, they may be counterproductive when
an attack is immnent or an attack is in process
Li censees have nade onsite protective action changes
through nodification of page announcenents and
ener gency response or gani zati on augnent ati on
instructions, but certain security-based scenarios
could <challenge the effectiveness of current
practices.

Informationinthe bulletindiscussed nore
speci fic actions which could be enpl oyed by |icensees
to provide a higher |evel of protection for onsite
enpl oyees. Included were itens such as specifically
designating assenbly |locations away from possible
target ed equi pnent, devel opi ng strategi es for quickly

al erting and novi ng enpl oyees, and devel opi ng net hods
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to pronptly account for site personnel follow ng a
security event.

Al'l licensees responded that they would
incorporate the informationinthe bulletinto inprove
their onsite protective action nethodol ogi es. Mny
| icensees stated that they woul d consi der devel opnent
of a tool which could be used to aid the deci si onmaker
in rapidly deciding on and inplenenting an onsite
protective action.

The enmergency response organization is
expected to be staged in a manner that supports rapid
response to limt or mtigate site danmage or the
potential for an offsite radiol ogical release. Somne
| i censees have chosen not to activate el enents of the
energency response organi zation during a security-
based event until a site is secured.

It is prudent to fully activate energency
response organi zation nenbers for off-normal hour
events to pronptly staff alternate facilities. This
wWill mnimze delay in overall site response.

During normal working hours, |icensees
shoul d consider deploynent of an onsite emergency
response organization personnel to an alternate
facility near the site.

MEMBER DENNING |I'msorry. Could you
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stop just a second? Because sone things that you said
were a little too quick for nme to fully understand.

It sounded |i ke sonme of the sites were deciding not to
-- I"'mnot even sure exactly what it was, but it was
-- | don't know if you can go back about five or six
sentences in what you were reading.

MR. WEISS: Sone |icensees have chosen not
to activate elenents of emer gency response
organi zations during a security-based even until the
site is secured?

MEMBER DENNI NG Yes. Now, are you saying
that that's an acceptabl e position?

MR VEISS: Yes.

MR. CASTO That was the current situation
prior to the issue of the information in this
bulletin. And what |icensees are in the process of
changing is addressing that area. In the bulletin --
the information in the bulletin stated that it's
prudent to staff up your energency response
organi zation at an alternate facility, and that's what
licensees are in the process of inplenenting at this
time.

MR. VEISS: And, again, |I'd point out this
is not sonething the staff cane to entirely

i ndependently. The ACRS had a letter in the sumrer of
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2004 that made this very point -- rmade the point that
t he emergency response organi zation staff was key to
maki ng t he pl ant safe follow ng the attack, to recover
t he plant.

During normal working hours, we -- we ask
that |icensees consider deploynment of an onsite
energency response organization personnel to an
alternate facility. |Is it appropriate? It is
appropriate for such alternative facilities to have
equi pnent to support energency response functions.

Many |icensees have conpleted action in
this area to various degrees. The bulletin
information is serving to provide standardization

anong the industry, and nost |icensees are working

toward that end. The staff did contact sone |icensees

to clarify their responses and ensure that there was
a clear understanding of the provisions in place or
pl anned.

W are discussing currently with sone
licensees the difference between their plans and the
rest of the industry. |In recent discussion, the
| i censees understandi ng -- understand the differences
intheir response and are in the process of review ng
addi ti onal enhancenents.

Based on t he out cone of t hose di scussi ons,
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we will report the results to the Commi ssion and any
recommendati ons for additional regulatory actions.

MEMBER DENNI NG Now, do you have any
gui dance that says that you should or shouldn't have
an alternative location, or sonething like that? |
nean, | -- where control would be taken over? It
sounded like there are different -- different ways
that the utilities would address that.

MR, CASTO R ght. And we -- we discuss
this in the bulletin. One of the provisions in the
2002 orders addressed energency response personne
activating alternate facilities. 1In this bulletin, we
provi ded addi ti onal informationto pronote consistency
t hroughout the industry as far as what that order
could be | ooked at to nean.

And all licensees -- and if you see up
here, we're down to basically one |icensee that we're
in discussion with. And they' re working toward the
enhancenments consistent with the bulletin, too, but
it's -- | think it's safe to say that all |icensees
are now consistently activating their emergency
response organizations to report to an alternate
facility. |If that answers your question.

MEMBER DENNI NG Yes.

MR. CASTO  Ckay.
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MR. VEI SS: In Bulletin 05-02, the NRC

request ed i nfornmati on on whet her the i ndustry i nt ended
tointegrate security-based scenarios intothe routine
nucl ear powerplant drill and exercise prograns.

The Nucl ear Energy Institute convened a
working group in l|ate 2004. The group has made
consi der abl e progress i n organi zi ng the i npl enent ati on
of a security-based drill and exercise program
| ndustry, with staff oversight, is currently working
on i ntegration and denonstrati on of emergency response
toterrorist events, including preparation and conduct
of integrated drills, exercising ERO s response to a
range of terrorist events.

The staff expects the |licensees to enhance
key skills through the drilling on the response to
security events. To briefly describe the program
i nvol venent -- inprovenent schedule, first and in
progress at this tine, a series of pilot tabletop
drills are being conducted to better understand the
di fferences between the current and enhanced dril
scenari os, and onsite and of fsite energency responder
interfaces. This phase lasts through March 2006.

Secondl y, the NRC-observed drills will be
conducted at every plant site over a three-year

period, from 2006 to 2009. And, thirdly, the
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security-based scenarios wll becone part of the
regul ar six-year cycle for licensee energency plan
maj or elenment denonstration with an NRC exercise
eval uated and performed during the six-year cycle.

MEMBER DENNING Are these exercises
performed within the scope of a design basis threat,
or, as we do in accident analysis, do they go beyond
desi gn basi s?

MR. CASTO They could go beyond. Typica
right noww th emergency preparedness scenari os, they
go to extrene ends and various | evels of hypothetical
occurrence. And it's to test the organizations, and
that's what we woul d continue to do with this program

MEMBER SIEBER: | think that you tried to
design the exercise so that you test all of the
cl assifications, which automatically takes you out si de
t he desi gn basis.

MR. WVEISS: Plus, there are a nunber of
conplicated factors that one wouldn't ordinarily see
in a non-security-based event. There will be
casualties, large areas of the plant that are no
| onger there. You can contenplate larger fires, and
so forth and so on, expl osions that woul dn't ot herw se
occur.

And so there will also be issues of site
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access, getting the responders onsite, so forth and so
on. And we've had -- | guess | should go back to the
script, but as | -- as | amabout to explain, we've

| earned a |l ot already, and we're | earning nore.

A successful tabletop drill was, in fact,
conducted at Di abl o Canyon this past July, and anot her
tabl etop i s schedul ed i n Novenber for the Duane Arnold
plant. The Diablo Canyon drill was effective at
identifying |essons |learned, and the staff expects
that future exercises wll be benefi ci al in
identifying both site-specific and generic issues.

The next phase is to performthe NRC
observed non-evaluated pilot drills at all sites
within three years. The staff notes that the first
such drill is scheduled for March 1st at Call oway.
The staff intends to observe these drills to ensure
that the pilot drill programresults in appropriate
changes to routine drill and exercise scenari o0s.

Response to Bull etin 05-02 i ndicates that
nost |icensees desire DHS endorsenent of the program
before they will conmit toinplenmentingit. This also
wi Il nean revision of the FEMA exercise nmanual
gui dance used by of fsite programeval uators to i nspect
state, local, tribal program objectives.

The staff is currently workingwith DHSto
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devel op exercise objectives, and wll address the
response di fferences fromthe traditional radi ol ogi cal
event drills, and is working to obtain DHS endor senent
prior to program i nplenentation.

The staff actions will be ongoing for
several years to come. Sone of the m | estones
include: 1) issue a Comm ssion paper providing the
results of |licensee responses and reconmend regul at ory
actions. This SECY is in concurrence process at this
time. Two, continue dialogue with |licensees that do
not have provisions in place or planned consi stent
with the bulletin and the rest of the industry.

The staff is engagi ng those |icensees, as
is NEI, to consider a nore consistent alignment with
their counterparts. At this point, we feel that the
outlying licensees will further enhance provisions.
But if we do not feel that we have alignnment, then we
are prepared to recommend further regulatory actions
to the Commssion to address specific |icensee
scenari o0s.

Thirdly, further reports provided to the
Comm ssion on the progress of activities, including
alignnent of licensees with the information in the
bulletin, and progress wth DHS FEMA regarding

i nprovenents to the drill and exercise program
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gui dance.

At this tinme, we feel we've cone a |ong
way in ashort timetoinitiate the pronpt enhancenent
of security-related energency preparedness issues.
Qur coordinated activities with the industry, through
NElI, and our work with DHS/ FEMA, appear to be paying
off in the form of a continuing inprovenent and
consi stently-inpl enented program

W plan to continue to drive the industry
and DHS/FEMA toward neeting the high |evel of
energency preparedness that we should all expect to
ensure the public health and safety.

That concludes ny fornal presentation.

MEMBER BONACA: | had a question. You
referenced a couple of nenbs that were -- or letters
that we wote on this issue. And now this bulletin,
and the responses to it, docunment the, you know,
i ncl usi on of energency -- of the security issue to the
energency action |l evels, and then the comruni cati ons,
and so on and so forth. And that's quite responsive.

But, you know, in part clearly we were
concerned al so about the ability of the sites to stage
-- to be able to cope with events or situations which
really are not right now considered, or were not

considered by the sites -- for exanple, fire engul fing
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certain areas and maki ng ot her areas i naccessi bl e, and
t hi ngs of that Kkind.

So | inmagine that below this |evel of
notification there are al so acti ons bei ng taken by the
sites to deal with these issues. If | renmenber, it
was a guidance letter that you were devel opi ng and
issuing to the sites to deal with these issues.

MR VEISS: Yes. | mght point out that
we're not all of NRC -- the security fol ks are doi ng
alot. day Johnson fromDNS is with us today. He's
in the back of the room and perhaps he can speak to
some of the issues that are being addressed by the
Di vision of Nuclear Safety within NSIR

The organization that | represent, the
Emer gency Preparedness Directorate, tends to focus on
ener gency preparedness as opposed to security. There
are sonme issues that tend to cross boundaries. You
al luded to one, which is fire.

You know, the Division of Nuclear Safety
i ssued an advisory regarding jet fuel fire. | think
that's what you're referring to. That's a nuch | arger
fire, a different type of fire, than what you woul d
typically expect. Wat we're attenpting to focus on
is the integration of the enmergency response

organi zations and EP, in general, with -- with what's
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going on in the security side of the house.

| don't intend to address all of that. |
think Cay and others would -- could better address
t hat .

But one way to look at it, one way that
|"ve spoken to the issue a nunber of times is that
you're famliar, | think, wth force-on-force
exerci ses, and the fact that there is an EP conponent
tothat. And the force-on-force exercises have a high
degree of fidelity regardi ng what woul d happen froma
security aspect.

EP is only about five percent of that
exercise. It's a tabletop portion. What we've
contenpl ated here in our drill and exercise programis
sort of the mirror image of that. It has a security
conmponent to it, but it's a small part. It sort of
poses to the energency response organi zations the
climate or the atnosphere that they have to deal with
that they haven't had to deal with in the past.

And now you've got -- well, the force on
force was |i ke 95 percent security, 5 percent EP. Now
what we' ve got is sonmething that's 5 percent security,
95 percent EP. And together they conpl ement one
another, and -- and it -- this has a nunber of

advant ages.
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|"msure it has occurred to the conmttee
that so nmuch of what goes on in the security area nust
remain out of the public view and <can't be
communi cated explicitly for fear of revealing
information to a terrorist organization about the
vul nerabilities of a plant.

But, conversely, you want to be able to
exercise the fire departnent, the offsite security
people, that may not have clearances, and get the
staff -- the plant staff, specifically the EP folks,
to work with themto iron out all of the details that
-- that otherwise they wouldn't have a chance to
exerci se.

So this isn't the whol e answer, but | use
this exanple to show you how what DNS does is
conpl emrented by what the Enmergency Preparedness
Directorate does. And we're working towards a common
goal, which is an integrated response that deal s both
with the security and emergency preparedness.

MR MAM SH What | would add to that is,
as Eric articulated, we're going to be engaging the
i ndustry on a continuous basis with this drills and
exercise program | would anticipate there's going to
be many, many | essons | earned that will cone out, you

know, as a result of the drills and exerci se program
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Some wi || be site-specific. Some will be
generic -- that will have generic inplications. And
we'll be in continuous dialogue with the industry to

comuni cate those generic-type |essons learned to
them so that we continue to inprove the energency
pr epar edness progranms throughout the nation.

MEMBER BONACA:  Now, | know there has been
some debate between the industry and the Commi ssion
regarding -- how do they call it -- available
resources versus added resources. | nean, licensees
have taken a position that they are not going to
i nvest beyond what ever equi prent they have onsite for
some staging, and so on and so forth. Could you
conment on that?

| understand the Comm ssion has taken an
interpretation that if it is a reasonable cost,
consi deration should be given to those. And nost of
all, I"masking that question in the context of, you
know, there may be sonme equi pnent that you need to
deal with large fire, on the site, for exanple, and,
you know, would that be considered, if it is a
necessity there, that it's a reasonabl e cost to i nvest
in it? And is there an issue there with the

i censees?
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MR VEISS: Wll, I'"'mat |east passingly

famliar with what you're referring to, but | believe
it was in response -- the issue arose in response to
an advisory that was issued by Division of Nuclear
Saf ety and wasn't organi zational ly under our control.

|"mnot really accustoned to doing this,
but | nust say that the industry, froman energency

pr epar edness poi nt of view, has been very responsive.

| think this program for -- the drill and exercise
program has been -- has been nothing short of
outstanding. |It's been inplenented rapidly, and it

has been very responsive.

So froman EP point of view, | think we're
-- we're naking great progress. | think the security
fol ks have had t he advantage of being alittle bit out
in front of us on a nunber of these issues, and now
we' re pl ayi ng catchup, but we're -- we're doing great
things right now, | think.

MEMBER BONACA: (kay.

MEMBER DENNI NG | was wondering, can we
have a brief discussion in a closed forum at this
point? 1'd like to explore a little bit the interplay
bet ween security and EP, and | don't think we ought to
do that openly.

MEVMBER BONACA: Well, we have a
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subconmi ttee neeting scheduled for the first week in
Decenber, | believe, which also sonme of the issues
fromthe security standpoint --

MR. THORNSBURY: Yes. That will get nore
to the security side of it.

MEMBER BONACA: Right. But we have the
time and the | ocation here to discuss those issues.

MR. THORNSBURY: Yes. | think if we want
to get to Dr. Denning's questions, | think, yes, now
woul d probably be a good tinme to close it for the next
20 or 30 m nutes.

MEMBER POAERS: The argunent is made that
it parallels enmergency -- declaration of a genera
energency for accidents, because the -- the contention
is made we do it for accidents when we've |ost two
barriers, and you are in inmm nent |oss of three.

It seens to nme that parallelismw Il not
break down here, because you have a deliberate ability
to wpe out the effectiveness of your nost
conservative barriers.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Why don't we cl ose the
discussion. | think it's inportant -- | think it's a
really inportant discussion, but | don't see any
reason why we don't go closed onit. |Is there any

reason you want to keep it open?

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

45
MEMBER POWERS: | nean, | didn't --

couldn't give | ess of a dam.

MR. THORNSBURY: Yes. | think to get to
the answer to Dr. Powers' question, | think gets into
t he sane questions Dr. Denning was aski ng, which will
get into the timng issues and things |ike that.

So, okay, why don't we ask any nenbers of
the public, and even NRC | guess without the need to
know, shoul d probably step out.

(Wher eupon, the proceedings in the

foregoing matter went off the record at

9:26 a.m and went back on the record at

10: 17 a. m)

VICE CHAIRVAN SHACK: 1'd like to cone
back into session.

Qur next topic is staff response to the
ACRS letter on the proposed Revision 4 to Reg.
GQuide 1.82 on water sources for | ong-term
recirculation cooling following a |loss of coolant
acci dent.

And Vic is going to lead us through this
di scussi on.

MEMBER RANSOM Right. At the |ast
neeting, the 525th nmeeting, we took up the Revision 2

to Reg. GQuide 1.82, and reconmended that it not be

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

46

i ssued for public conment, and al so reconmended t hat
cont ai nment overpressure credit to ensure sufficient
NPSH for energency core cooling and heat renoval
system punp should only be selectively granted. And
that was pretty nmuch consistent with the position the
ACRS had taken in the past.

And so Brian, | think, has sone di scussion

for us on response to that.

MR. SHERON:. Yes, thank you. |'m Brian
Sheron. |'mthe Associate Director for Project
Li censi ng and Technical Analysis in NRR | wanted to

take this opportunity to discuss with the conmttee
our approach for, you know, how we would like to
proceed on this issue generically.

This is an i ssue that cane about sonetine
ago, and | -- I'msorry, let nme just skip, because you
just -- I'"mkind of repeating what was in the letter.
| think Vic just described that.

First of all, the no-practical-alternative
criterion that | think was nentioned was devel oped
during the resolution of the BWR sunp issue back in
the m d-1990s. And at that point, basically what you
had is as-built plants. The sunp issue was raised.

Li censees had to take certain corrective actions. And

when they did the anal yses, recognized that in order
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to neet NPSH requirenents with the anal ysis nodel s
they were using at the tinme, did in fact have to take
some credit for the overpressure.

| would probably like to characterize it
as that when we -- when we granted the sel ective use
of overpressure, nanely, you know, | think we used
ternms |ike we would only use it to the m ni num ext ent
practicabl e, or whatever.

And, you know, | nean, sone plants, for
exanpl e, woul d cal cul at e t hey maybe had ni ne pounds of
over pressure, and, you know, we said, "Well, you only
need six, so we'll only grant you six." And I'll be
gquite honest, from a regulatory standpoint, that
really didn't make a | ot of sense to nme, and | wasn't
i nvol ved back at the tine.

But, you know, first off, as regul ators,
you know, our job is to determne either the plant is
safe or it's not, from the standpoint of saying we
should only grant it when there is no practical
alternative.

You know, | don't really think that's
preferred regul atory approach for sonething. | mean,
if it's needed for safety, we should require it.
That' s been t he Conmi ssion's approach. | think if you

read the backfit rule, and the like, if it's needed
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for adequate protection, if it's needed for
conpliance, then cost is not an issue.

And so fromthe standpoint of saying, you
know, | should only grant it when there's no practi cal
alternative, | think what we really need to do is --
is to rethink, you know, how we approach this.

And, you know, | wanted to point out that
we have approved nunerous requests fromboth BWRs and
PWRs in the past for contai nment accident pressure
credit. 1 think a lot of the approvals were perhaps
not even consistent with the nost recent guidance in
the ACRS letter, in the sense that, for exanple,
overpressure credit was given for |arge drys, which
you know, don't have an inerted contai nnent, and the
like.

MEMBER PONERS: It seens to ne that at
| east in one of those instances that | can distinctly
remenber where we went along with overpressure it was
done because the staff insisted that there was this
revision -- revised Reg. Guide that would nake this
all clear to us.

MR. SHERON: Ckay. And there still wll
be one, | hope.

(Laughter.)

But | think the recent power uprates that
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we have been dealing with, and | guess the one that's
in front of us right now for Vernont Yankee, have
pronpted us to reexani ne the i ssue. And what we want
to do -- what |'ve asked the staff to dois we need to

devel op a consi stent regul atory approach for all ow ng

credit.

I n other words, you know -- you know, if
a plant cones in and says, "Wll, | really only need
t hree pounds, but | have nine." And we say, "Ckay.
Vell, you only need three, so we'll give you credit

for three,”" whereas the sister plant comes in or

sonmet hing and says, "I need credit for six," and we
go, "Well, you've got nine, but we'll only give you
six." | mean, that's not really a consistent | think

def ensi bl e regul atory approach.

W' ve got 25 plants right nowthat credit
sonme amount of contai nment accident pressure to neet
NPSH requirenents, and, therefore, the long-term
cooling requirenments of 50.46. You know, in an ACRS
letter back in '77, you agreed that contai nnent
acci dent pressure credit shoul d consi der a broad range
of accident sequences, such as typically found in a
PRA.

These three BWRs -- Dresden, Quad, and

Duane Arnold -- and, I'msorry, four -- and Brunsw ck
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-- had extended power uprates and credited contai nment
accident pressure. | think Quad actually used up to
ni ne pounds, and all received favorable ACRS | etters.

And what we'd like to -- what we're
proposi ng here is basically to better quantify a ri sk-
i nformed approach. | have -- | was not at the
previ ous ACRS neetings, the subconmittee or the ful
conmittees and the like, so I'mnot sure to what
extent the staff conveyed the intent that, you know,
we did look at this in a risk-infornmed approach.

There is a RIS that's out on the street,
you may renmenber, and | think it was backed up by sone
Comm ssi on papers, which all emanated out of Call oway
some tinme ago. | think it was around 2000.

Calloway had cone in wth electro-
sl eeving, and we had determ ned that the el ectro-
sl eeving met all of the determ nistic regulations, but
under a severe accident condition this nmaterial
basically nelted at a nuch | ower tenperature than any
other repair material, soit would essentially lead to
the steam generators. Any cracks that were repaired
woul d now becone direct path to the environnent.

And so the conclusion was is that while
this electro-sleeving net all of the Commission's

rul es and reqgul ations, the determ nistic ones and t he
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li ke, the ASME Code, and so forth, when we | ooked at

it froma risk standpoint it -- it raised questions
about whether there was undue risk, which led to us
t hi nki ng about, you know, when the staff nakes a
findi ng of adequate protection, there aretwo criteria
t hat have to be net.

One is the presunption that, you know, if
you neet the Conm ssion's rul es and regul ati ons, there
i s adequate protection. But the second piece of it is
no undue risk. And typically we don't focus as much
on that, because the thought is is that if you
denmonstrate you neet the Conmission's rules and
regul ati ons, you have denonstr at ed adequat e
protection.

But notwi thstanding that, we always have
to keep in mnd that we have to | ook at the risk
aspect. And so fromthe standpoint of how to give
credit for overpressure, we believe that we should
take a risk-inforned approach to determ ni ng whet her
or not credit for overpressure is acceptable or not
froma regul atory standpoi nt, because this will al so,
you know, it'll neet that same type of criteria,
nanmely that you've net the Conmission's rules and
regul ati ons and you' ve denonstrated no undue ri sk.

Now, how do you do that? Well, our
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proposal is is that we believe that if you can
denonstrate you neet the five key principles of Reg.
Quide 1.174, for risk-informed |icense anmendnents,
whi ch is what basically, for exanple, a power uprate
is, that that would be an appropriate way to go
forward

Just a refresher, the five key principles
froml1l.174. As | just said, one is you -- obviously,
you continue to neet the Comm ssion's rules and
regul ations. \Whatever the proposal is it needs to be
consistent with the Conm ssion's defense-in-depth
phi | osophy.

MEMBER POAERS: What do you see that
phi | osophy bei ng?

MR SHERON. |'msorry?

MEMBER POWERS: Wiat do you see the
Comm ssion's -- the current Conm ssion's defense-in-
dept h phil osophy to be?

MR SHERON: Well, | nean, | would
describe it as that, you know, there needs to be, for

exanpl e, possibly nultiple barriers, or there has to

be sufficient margi ns available. | have always sort
of personally interpreted it as that, you know, |'m
not putting all ny eggs in one basket from the

st andpoi nt of reliance on any one conponent or system
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t hat keeps me from di saster.

MEMBER PONERS: In the recent years, your
staff has conme forward to us and said, gee, they
interpreted it nore in terns of a bal ance between
acci dent prevention and accident mtigation.

MR. SHERON: That's al so part of defense-
i n-dept h.

MEMBER PONERS: Trying to get away from
the concept of barriers, and especially geonetric
barriers or physical barriers. There does |ook to ne
to be different spins on what you call ed defense-in-
dept h.

MR SHERON: No. | think it's a
conmbi nation, actually. Qbviously, you don't want to
put all of your eggs in the prevention basket, because
if that fails you don't want to have a di saster. So,
yes, there should be sone -- sone enphasis on
mtigation. Al right?

| mean, the whol e defense-in-depth was
predicated on first coming up with a very highly
reliable design. Gkay? H gh quality. In other
words, the intent was prevent failures fromoccurring
inthe first place.

The second | evel of defense-in-depth was

recogni ze that even though you do everything you can
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to prevent the failures, they can still occur. And,
therefore, you prevent -- you design in ways to
mtigate those, and that's why we have protection
syst ens.

kay. And the third level is to protect
agai nst unforeseen events by putting in additiona
mar gi n, which is why we have | arge contai nnments, which
is why we have -- you know, we add buffering agents,
for exanple, to containnent sprays and so forth

MEMBER PONERS: Do we put themin the
Sprays anynore?

MR. SHERON: What ?

MEMBER PONERS: Do we put themin the
Sprays anynore?

MR. SHERON: Sodi um hydr oxi de, yes.

MEMBER POWNERS: Well, | thought we took
sodi um hydr oxi de out.

MR. SHERON: No, no, we don't. Not yet.
W're -- we'll probably be down to you on that one
soon, but --

MEMBER POWNERS: Probably ought to. It's
a waste of tine.

MR. SHERON: And then, as | said, the
ot her part of defense-in-depth, in ny mnd, is also

maki ng sure that you're not relying on any one system
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or conponent between you and, you know, a very serious
accident. You want to nake sure you have margin in
t here.

Again, maintain sufficient safety margins.
Agai n, you shouldn't be designing things right up to
t he ragged edge. You need to show that any increases
in core damage frequency or risk or offsite rel ease,
for exanple, should be small and consistent with the
Comm ssion's safety goal policy statement -- nanely,
t hat what ever you are proposing to change you need to
denonstrate from a risk standpoint that it's
accept abl e.

And then, the inpact of your proposed
change should be nonitored using perfornmance
nmeasur ement strategies.

MEMBER S| EBER: Yes. Before you | eave the
five principles, it seens to ne that what i npresses ne
the nost is the concept of defense-in-depth and the
barriers. And | personally think that one barrier
shoul d not be dependent on the integrity of another
barrier.

For exanple, the barriers are the fuel
cl ad RCS pi pi ng and then the containnent. In order to
protect the fuel clad from oxidation, or what have

you, you have nmitigating systens which go all the way
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dowmn to recirculation, where you recirculate
cont ai nnent sunp water into the plant.

In order -- if you take credit for
contai nment overpressure for the punp to have
sufficient NPSH, that neans the containment integrity
must be maintained. |If you lose that third barrier
sonmehow or other, then you can't recirculate water to
the core. And if you can't recirculate water to the
core, the conditions are set up so that you | ose
another barrier. That nmakes two -- one barrier
dependent on the integrity of another one.

MR. SHERON: Ri ght.

MEMBER SIEBER: And to nme, that -- that
sort of rubs against the concept of nmintaining

barriers that are independent from one anot her.

MR. SHERON: Yes. But -- and I'mgoing to

address that in a couple of slides here.

MEMBER S| EBER  Ckay.

MEMBER POVNERS: But it also seens to run
contrary to the concept of margin as well, because
you're designing a punp right up to the ragged edge
here, and that seems to run contrary there to the
second one on sufficient safety margins.

MEMBER SIEBER  Well, | don't -- | don't

think the initial designs were such that you |acked
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mar gi n, and the designer didn't contenplate having to
have -- need overpressure for NPS -- adequate NPSH at
the -- at the day he put his pencil to paper.

The circunstances that have evol ved since
then, for exanple --

MEMBER POWERS: Yes. Usually, it's a
power uprate.

MEMBER SI EBER  -- power uprates, sunp
cl oggi ng, and what have you, that says the head | oss
t hrough various levels of debris require nme to get
nore NPSH from soneplace. And the only place | can
get it from is to take «credit for containnment
pressure.

So that sort of happened by happenstance.
The question is, then, you know, if you' re dealing
with a problem |like sunp debris, and you' ve done
everything you canto mtigate that, and you can't fix
the punp so that it will punp better or nore with the
NPSH that's available to it, what do you all ow?

| f somebody wants a power uprate, you know, do
you say, okay, I'll just give you nore credit, and,
therefore, you have a greater capability to keep the
core cool under accident conditions.

MR SHERON: Yes, | nean, | do want to --

you know, | nmean, we have granted overpressure credit
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to 25 plants.

MEMBER S| EBER: Right. For one reason or
anot her.

MR. SHERON: Right. And what |I'mtrying
to do here is to say, you know, | think we need to
come up with a nore consistent basis upon which we
will grant that overpressure protection, at least in
the future. GCkay? And that's really the whole
prem se of what |I'mdriving at here.

So if you -- and I think I'Il try to
address sone of the i ssues that you' ve rai sed, because
we' ve raised those oursel ves.

MEMBER RANSOM One that's kind of
di sturbing is when there are practical alternatives or
-- and whet her or not these have been consi dered, such
as in extended power wuprates, to the granting of
credit.

MR. SHERON: Yes. And, really, the whole
guestion comes up to is a practical alternative. In
ot her words, this gets into the question of, you know,
well, what's practical and what's not? And that's
i ke, you know, beauty is in the eyes of the behol der.

What's practical for you or ne may be not
practical in the eyes of a licensee or sonething,

because of the cost and the like. It nmay not be
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practical in the eyes of people that |ive near the
plant. Ckay?

So, | nean, | don't like to get into that
debate. That's --

MEMBER RANSOM  Because | i ke power uprate,
it's an option that is a benefit to the Iicensee. But
it may not be necessary.

MR, SHERON. Right. But I'm-- again, |'m
trying to divorce nyself from that question of, how
much noney should |I spend, or sonething, to nmake the

pl ant safer, you might say. Al right? As opposed

to, "I need to define when the plant is safe enough to
neet regulatory requirenents.” GCkay? And if that
requires the |licensee, for exanple, to nake an
alternative -- to put -- you know, for exanple, put in

di fferent punps or sonething, then so be it.

And if they don't want to spend the noney
because it doesn't nake sense to them then they don't
get the power uprate. But | -- | don't like getting
into this debate on what's practical and what's not,
because it's -- it's something that's just -- you
know, you -- everyone has a different opinion, and you
really can't come up with any definitive criteria.

What we're proposing is we're going to

revise 1.82. W've already started to do that. Ckay?
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To clearly describe the elenents of a risk-inforned
approach for crediting contai nnent acci dent pressure.
And these are sone ideas that |'ve put down.

| mean, obviously, we coul d debate these,
but for defense-in-depth licensee should probably
show, wunder realistic conditions, that credit is
either not needed or naybe only needed for a
relatively short time. The nore | --

MEMBER POWERS: | guess that addresses
def ense-i n-dept h.

MR SHERON. |'msorry?

MEMBER POWNERS: | guess | don't quite
under stand why that addresses defense-in-depth.

MR SHERON: Well, because if this whole
thing is an artificiality of a very conservative
anal ysis method, which | think it is, quite honestly,
my understanding is a lot of this is --

MEMBER POAERS: Very often it is.

MR SHERON: Yes, and the like. And as a
matter of fact, you'll see we intend t o engage t he BWR
owner's group fairly soon about reduci ng sone of what
| would call naybe unnecessary conservatisns in their
anal ysi s nodel s.

MEMBER PONERS: It seenms to ne that --

that showing that it's not necessary based on
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realistic calculations is kind of a going-in to this
list that you' ve got here.

MR SHERON: I'msorry? |I|s --

MEMBER POWNERS: |s kind of a going-in
criterion for this list. Wat you' ve said up there,
"Li censees show that realistic credit is either not

needed or only needed for a relatively short tine," a

few mnutes -- 11 mnutes sticks in nmy mnd as one
that -- where an applicant cane in, nade a really nice
argunment that said, "It is only because of the

artificiality of the calculation that | need it.
And, in fact, even in that artificial realm | only
need it for 11 m nutes.

MR. SHERON: Ri ght.

MEMBER POAERS: And, you know, it's very
persuasive. This was several years ago that this was
done. It was a nice piece of work that he cane in,
made that argunent.

It seems to nme that argunment gets you
into, okay, we're going to consider this. | don't
think it addresses the issue of defense-in-depth,
t hough.

MR. SHERON. Well, | nean, this -- you
know - -

MEMBER APOSTCLAKIS: There is a rel ated
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thing that confuses me. The risk-inforned approach of
Regul atory Guide 1.174 applies to changes in the
licensing basis, which in this case | would guess is
t he power uprate. But | think that Brian is trying to
apply this to an individual elenment of the analysis.

| mean, when you say |icensee nust submt
PRA resul ts denonstrating they neet the numerical risk
accept ance gui delines, what does that nean now in
terms of this particular containnent overpressure
issue? | mean, are you -- is the licensee going to
denonstrate that you neet the risk guidelines for the
power uprate?

MR. SHERON:  Yes.

MEMBER APOCSTOLAKI S: The whol e thing, not
just this particular --

MEMBER DENNI NG  The pressure credit, or
is it affect associated with just the pressure --

MEMBER APOSTCLAKIS: See, that's the
confusing thing. Are you applying the risk-inforned
approach to the pressure credit or to the power
uprate?

MR. SHERON: In this case, it's just the
pressure credit.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: And that's a very

novel application.
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MEMBER DENNING Well, | nean, the risk --

but recognize it's one thing to say that it's a snal
thing for -- for the power uprate. But then, when you
parse it down into little pieces of it like, well,
here's the pressure credit piece of it, then you would
think maybe | ought to be nore restrictive in ny
1.174.

| mean, it's different from the normal
application, and | think that the -- you know, so the
answer is different as to whether you apply it to the
total power uprate with all of the --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: That's why | am
conf used.

MEMBER DENNING -- versus sone little
piece of it, whichis --

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKIS:  So | don't know what
Brian is trying to do.

MR. SHERON: Well, in reality, though,
nmean, if you think about it, if -- you know, if you're
trying to argue that the risk increase, okay, because
of overpressure, all right, inreality if they don't

need the overpressure, and you do a realistic risk

assessnment, a realistic analysis would say, "I don't
need the overpressure condition. M punps wll not
cavitate under these <conditions.” You know,
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essentially |I haven't changed the risk.

MEMBER DENNI NG Actual ly, you know -- |I'm
sorry. Go ahead, George.

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKIS: In the small risk
i ncrease, do you envision the |licensee doing an
analysis with the credit and w thout, and conparing
the risks? 1Is that really what we're tal ki ng about?
What is the delta CDF in this case? Wth and wi thout,
or is it a power uprate, the big picture?

MR. SHERON: It basically is, what is --
what is the risk from a |loss of coolant accident,
okay, under these uprated conditions?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght.

MR. SHERON: Okay? Now, if the risk
assessment, which is arealistic analysis, okay, says
that, you know, under power uprate conditions, okay,
do | get -- what is the likelihood | will get punp
cavitation, and then punp failure, let's say?

Al right. Wll, then, you bring into
account, for exanple, what is the likelihood that |
| ose containnent overpressure? An operator opens a
valve or sonething, okay, and | don't get the
overpressure. And so the contai nment pressure
di sappears. Does the punp cavitate? kay.

Froma risk standpoint, that would be the
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guestion is, okay, now, if the probability of an
operator, for exanple, opening and | osi ng cont ai nnment
is some nunber, and it produces a core nelt, then |
have to take that into consideration and say, "Wat
did that increase because | -- | required that
over pressure?"

Where if, inreality, the plant says, "I
don't care if the operator fails open" -- | mean, yes,
it's going to have an offsite release or sonething,
but if I |ose contai nment overpressure, for whatever
reason, in a realistic risk assessment | can
denonstrate that: a) the punps are going to continue
to operate, they're not going to cavitate, and |'ve --
you know, the answer is | haven't changed the ri sk.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S:  So, again, when | go
to delta CDF, | can cal cul ate delta CDF taking credit,
right, and then by not taking credit. And you are
sayi ng you have to sonmehow consi der the probability
that the containment integrity will be naintained.

MR SHERON: No. It's not a matter of

taking credit/not taking credit. [It's saying is that
when | run a risk assessnent, |I'm-- what |'mtrying
to do is understand is -- what is the risk of relying
on overpressure? Al right. 1In arealistic scenario,
okay, risk assessnent, so they -- you woul d say, "What
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isthelikelihoodthat if | |ose contai nment pressure,
the overpressure that I'm relying on here in this
conservative analysis, if | lost that in a risk --

froma risk assessnment standpoint, what does that do
to core nelt?" Okay?

And the assunption would be is that the
licensee would <cone in and say, " haven' t
significantly increased ny core nelt frequency if, for
what ever reason, | |ost containnment overpressure."”
And the reason woul d be i s because in real |ife, under
a realistic scenario, the operators would throttle
back the punps fairly quick. They wouldn't need that
hi gh cont ai nnent pressure, the overpressure. And even
if they lost containnent overpressure, you would not
predict that the core would go to nelt.

Therefore, you would argue and say that,
therefore, the risk change is either negligible or
not hi ng.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S:  So you are appl ying,
then, 1.174 to that particular issue.

MR. SHERON: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S: Not to the overal
power uprate.

MR SHERON: No. Unless we see a need to

do that. GCkay? |If you renmenber, 2000-102, which is
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the RIS on this issue, said that if we believe that
the determnistic regulations alone are not
sufficient, then we can ask the licensee to submt
ri sk information.

Now, we don't have anything right nowt hat
says we believe that the overall risk froma power
uprate, okay, is not understood enough that we need a
conplete risk-informed submittal. But we have that
opti on.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Let me look at it
anot her way, Brian. Suppose | conme in and |I'm going
to do an EPU, and | need the credit in order to neet
nmy determnistic design basis calculation

MR. SHERON: Right.

VICE CHAI RVAN SHACK: As | understand
this, what you're going to say is in those cases he
must al so submit a risk-inforned calculation that --
an EPU in that case nust be a risk-inforned -- EPUs
don't have to be risk-informed if the guy doesn't need
credit.

MR. SHERON: Ri ght.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: I f he needs credit
to neet his design basis, then you' re going to al so
ask himto do a risk-inforned application. |Is that --

MR. SHERON: That's correct.
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MEMBER DENNI NG  See, the problemthat |

have is it gets into elenents of PRA that aren't
handl ed very well. | would think that the typica
engi neer that goes about doing your analysis says,
okay, now what's the probability | don't have the
cont ai nment pressure? You know, what's | oss of
isolation failure?

Then, he does arealistic analysis, and he
says, okay, it didn't matter. GCkay? And so he has no
change in risk. But the real problemas | see it is
a phenonenol ogi cal uncertainty. That is, if you don't
have the pressure, there is sone uncertainty as to
whet her the punps will go into cavitation, and, if
they go into cavitation, whether they' |l survive that
cavitation.

So | think that's where the real el ement
of change in risk really is is this phenonenol ogi cal
uncertainty. At least that's what --

MR. SHERON. But you have to marry that
with the other pieces of it. For exanple, if you | ose
cont ai nment overpressure, which nostly likely wll
occur because either sonething fails to open or an
oper at or opens sonething --

MEMBER DENNI NG Right, right. And the

best estinate says --
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VR SHERON: Froma deternministic

standpoint, if you want to assume that as a single
failure, then from a determ nistic standpoint you
woul d assune you woul d have both trains avail abl e,
whi ch neans you woul dn't need overpressure.

I f -- and al so, you woul d al so say that in
arealistic scenario, okay, which we don't give credit
for now, okay, operators typically shortly after the
accident will throttle back the punps.

MEMBER DENNING In your little PRA
anal ysis you're going to take credit for that.

MR. SHERON: Well, yes, as opposed to when
a conservative determnistic analysis, |licensees pile
on conservatism For exanple, they sit there and they
say, "I'm going to let these punps run out
conpletely.” GCkay? |In other words, |I'Il assune
there's no throttling, even though in reality
operators would do that fairly quickly. GCkay?

|"mgoing to |l et these punps run out, al
right, and the like. And I'mgoing to -- and then,

|"mgoing to | ook and I' mgoing to say, "Wuat kind of

net positive suction head do | need under those
conditions?" And, yes, | need overpressure. And
that's --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Has anybody done
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t hi s?

MR. SHERON: Wen you say "done this," do
you nean - -

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  This kind of analysis
with the uncertainty.

MR. SHERON: |'ve got to -- | don't know
whet her Marty or, you know - -

MEMBER DENNI NG Let nme conpl ete the point

MR. RUBIN. Do you nean a detailed risk
cal cul ation? Do you nean thermal hydraulics? Well,
we i n- house have done the scoping cal cul ation that we
presented at the last neeting. For a plant-specific
detailed risk calculation, DO has been asked, and
they have voluntarily agreed to do a detailed
cal cul ation, look at all of the failure nodes Brian
has indicated of |oss of containment integrity. And
SO we're going to get a plant-specific inpact calc.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: And they will do a
ri gorous uncertainty anal ysis.

MEMBER DENNI NG  That was the point that
-- well, I was saying -- now, Brian has a slightly
different version, but | was seeing the heart of the
issue as being if the punps go into cavitation, you

know, they -- will they deliver the water, and this
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ki nd of stuff.

And that type of assessnent -- so that
there is sonme probability that the best estimate is
not -- | nean, our best engineering judgnent, we
believe they are going to survive. But there is sone
probability they won't survive due to this
phenonenol ogi cal uncertainty, and that's what people
don't do a good job of analyzing in PRA

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  And that's why |'m
aski ng whether there will --

MR. RUBIN. Yes. And would they consider

t hat and --

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S:  Woul d they do that?

MR RUBIN. -- and ny feeling is, you
know, | doubt they really woul d.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  This gentl enman wants
to --

MR. LOBEL: This is Richard Lobel from
NRR. Let me just comment not on the risk part but on
the realistic analysis. Licensees have submitted
sensitivity studies and studi es that have shown that
wi th just reduci ng one or several of the conservative
assunptions that go into the analysis they can show
that contai nnment pressure isn't necessary.

For exanpl e, there is always an assunpti on
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of the worst single failure. |[If you don't have that
worst single failure, that alone nmay nean that you
don't need credit for containment pressure.

The other thing that | talked to the
committee about before that | think it's inmportant to
keep in mnd is that not only are you saying that
t hese assunptions are conservative for these various
things, but they're all acting simultaneously. You
have the worst single failure at the worst tine that
all the phenonena are in the nost adverse direction,
that everything is at its -- everything that's tech
spec'd is at its tech spec limt. Al those kinds of
t hi ngs are consi dered.

For some plants, they may operate close to
atechspeclimt. For other plants, they may be very
far away, say, froma service water tenperature limt.
Sonme plants never get close, within 10 degrees of
their service water tenperature. But we assune -- or
t hey assunme that all these things are occurring, and
that they're occurring simnultaneously.

So t here have been anal yses t hat have been
done, not in all cases conplete anal yses and not in
all cases Appendi x B type anal yses, but wth nethods
that the licensees are very capabl e of using that show

that it doesn't take a whole lot for the BWRs to get

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

73

to the point where they don't need this credit.

So you don't have to go to a conpletely
realistic calculation. You can go to a calculation
where you' ve just rel axed sone conservatisms, or you
-- 1 think what you could show also is that if you
just treated the conservatisms in a different way, say
a statistical manner instead of just adding each
boundi ng conservatism onto the analysis, that you
probably woul dn't need this credit, too.

So in a way, we put ourselves in this --
and the industry has put thenmselves into this box.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: But you've built
that route into the Reg. Guide now. He's got to -- if
he does the realistic calculation and he conputes the
uncertainties --

MR. LOBEL: Right.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: -- he's got a way
out. So, | nean, he can do that one, whether -- even
if he included all of the restrictions that we
recommended in our letter, he still has that out,

because he then no |longer needs containnment
overpressure credit.

MR. LOBEL: That's right. Yes. Nobody
has done that yet, but it seens |ike a viable option.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: This is very
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confusing, to nme at | east. Wat you just described is
not a risk-infornmed approach

MR. LOBEL: Right.

MR SHERON: | said that.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS:  Well, how does
t hat --

MR. SHERON. That's a different approach.
That's an approach that's in the current Rev 4 before
-- before they get through nodifying it, that current
Rev 4 al ready has that approach

MR LOBEL: No. But the difference is
that what |1'm describing is what's done for design
basi s acci dents.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght.

MR. LOBEL: And which is typically the
LOCA. The LOCAis the limting case for this. So
what we're saying, | think consistently with what was
witten in your letters, is we're not only going to
| ook at the design basis accident, we're going to go
beyond t hat and | ook at every possi bl e nechani smt hat
could affect this issue.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: So you're going to
take that route of the revised Reg. CQuide.

MR LOBEL: No, it'll stay in there. But

we'll add nore guidance on considering the overal
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pi cture, the broader perspective. So we're not just
| ooking at LOCA, we're |ooking at other scenari os.

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKIS: Onh, let's cone back
to what M. Rubin said. You' ve asked Vernont Yankee
to do an analysis. That's not the kind of analysis
you asked themto do.

MR. RUBIN. They've already done that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  They' ve al ready done
that. So they're going to do a risk assessnent.

MR RUBIN. They're going to do a risk

assessnent. The risk assessnment will be based on the
typi cal success criteria approach used in PRAs. |If
t he punp needs el evated pressure -- NPSH -- you will

develop -- they will devel op t he acti on sequences t hat
can lead to a |l oss of the required overpressure that
will lead to punp failure.

That can i ncl ude human actions to vent, it
can include failures of the line, it can include
failures of penetrations, anything that can reduce
t hat overpressure that's needed for punp success will
guantified. The delta CDF and delta LERF will be
cal cul at ed and conpared to the acceptance criteria in
1.174.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI'S: It seens to ne, then,

that --
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MEMBER POAERS: Let ne ask this question

Suppose you did that. Suppose you canme in and delta
CDF is zero. Absolutely zero. It seenms to ne you're
still running up in 1.174 agai nst the consistency with
def ense-i n-dept h phil osophy, and all the cal cul ati ons
in the world aren't going to get you out of that
conundrum That is, the defense consistently --
consistent with the defense-in-depth philosophy,
trunped the risk anal ysis.

MR RUBIN. No, it doesn't. Even
t hough - -

MEMBER POAERS: Well, would the risk
anal ysis trunp be consistent with defense-in-depth
phi | osophy?

MR. RUBIN. Even though us risk anal ysts
like to think we know everything and can do all of the
eval uati ons needed, that clearly is not the case. W
do the risk contribution part. The traditional system
anal ysts will nake the call on the defense-in-depth
and the | oss of nargins.

We're often involved in discussions with
them on it, but I wll defer to M. Lobel for the
def ense-in-depth issue.

(Laughter.)

MR. SHERON: |'msorry. Let ne say Rich
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here a second, and point out that one of the prem ses
of a risk-inforned approach is there is five el enents
here. Gkay? Cbviously, one or two of themare kind
of determnistic. | nean, you know, obviously, neet
the regul ati ons and you can cone up with perfornmance
noni t ori ng.

But when you | ook at things |ike defense-
i n-depth, safety nmargin, small increases in risk,
etcetera, there is a judgnment that goes into that.
And you take all three of those and you have to kind
of weigh themand bal ance them Ckay? And the way I
woul d describe it is that if you -- if your risk
assessment is snmall, okay, if you look at safety
mar gi ns, and you have a lot of safety margins and
stuff, then maybe you don't have to push as hard and
say, "I really need a | ot of defense-in-depth, because
|"ve got this other stuff here.”

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So you're talking
about the integrated decisionnmaki ng process.

MR. SHERON: Exactly. [It's an integrated
deci si onmaki ng process, and we did that -- you know,
| don't like to bring up Davis-Besse. But when we
were debating that issue with -- you know, prior to,
you know, whether they shut down on Decenber 31st or

not, okay, it was that integrated type of approach,
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and we | ooked at all of the pieces of the puzzle.

MEMBER PONERS: Are you telling ne that it
doesn't work?

MR. SHERON: What ?

MEMBER POAERS: Are you telling nme that
the integrated decision process doesn't work?

MR. SHERON: It did work. GCkay? It did
work. What they found -- | don't want to digress on
this, but what they found at Davi s-Besse when they
t ook a | ook on February 16t h, whatever, when they shut
down, was totally consistent wth the staff's
assessnment. The only thing that was different was the
fact that the Iicensee had | eft a whole pile of boron
on the head and basically didn't tell the staff about
it.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S: There is one thing,
t hough, that --

MR. SHERON: All of the cracking that was
found in that penetration, which is what we were
worried about at the time, was consistent with the
staff's assessnment of why it was okay. There was
nothing new, nothing different, and | tell people
today that if we had the sanme information in front of
us we woul d nake the same deci sion.

VMEMBER POWNERS: | mean, what the issue is
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isl think this is what Dr. Denning is worryi ng about,
is that there are things that are beyond the current
knowl edge base that aren't taken into account in
cal cul ati ons, aren't t aken account in risk
assessments, to be really sure that this neets the
other criteria. And that's not inconsistent w th what
you' re sayi ng under Davis-Besse -- is that --

MR. SHERON: It's not inconsistent with
what -- what Mark said. You know, he's not --

MEMBER PONERS: |'mworried about --

MR. SHERON: No. W |look at the risk, we
| ook at defense-in-depth, we | ook at the margins that
are in the determnistic calculation, and we put them
together and we nake a judgnent and say, "Is that
sufficient to allowthis plant, for exanple, to take
this" --

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: But in light of the
uncertainties we have here, if you have point estimte
risk values, | don't know how val uable they will be.
| mean, you know, what Dr. Denning said earlier, |
nmean, made a very clear case that there are |arge
uncertainties there, you know, whether the punps
cavitate or not, and so on.

And | think M. Rubin said that he is not

sure that the licensee will actually do an uncertainty
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anal ysi s.

Now, 1.174 is very clear about it. It
requires an uncertainty analysis. |If we don't do it
here, we might as well revise the guide and say,
“"Don't do it."

VI CE CHAI RVMAN SHACK:  No, no. But he will
do an uncertainty. He's going to -- his success
criteria will be conservative enough that he wl|
bound those kinds of uncertainties.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: But it's not an
uncertainty analysis. W are --

MR RUBIN If I could --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S: It is bounded. This
is different. W're not bound. | nean, either we do
it or we don't.

MR RUBIN. | would say -- but what | said
before is appropriate consideration of uncertainty,
and that | would agree with the conment that if we
choose a success criteria with enough conservatismto
have hi gh confidence that that will get themsuccess,
then we're treating uncertainty appropriate in that
narrow ar ea.

Now, there are other areas of uncertainty
that do need to be treated.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Now, you mentioned
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operator actions, right? That there nay be a
possibility that you will have operators doing this
during the sequence.

MR RUBIN. There could be a nunber of
oper at or actions in the sequence, i ncl udi ng
i nadvertent venting or inappropriate venting.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: So if they conme to

you and say, "W use the EPRI calculator,” you wll
say, "Yes, that's fine." And it seens to nme that's a
m st ake, because that's an area where there are | arge
uncertainties. |It's not just the punps.

MR. RUBIN. And we may ask --

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S: It's about acci dent
conditions, and so on and so on. | nean --

MR. RUBIN. Those are uncertainties you
have to address.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: There are | arge
uncertainties. | mean, you cannot escape -- | nean,
some things you can -- you may be able to handle
conservatively, but others you may not be.

MR. RUBIN. And we very nuch agree with
you in the area of the HRA analysis, and, if
necessary, we'll ask for sensitivity studies and | ook

at the possible contributions.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI'S:  Now, we don't get to
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review these things, do we? This is -- M. Chairnan,
do we get to review cases like that? O is it the
specific licensee action?

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: | can't inmagi ne you
wanting to very often

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI S: Say agai n?

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: | can't inmagi ne you
wanting to.

MEMBER POWNERS: No. The staff reviews
i censee actions.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS:  So ny point is we'll
never get to see this.

MR LOBEL: This is Richard Lobel. This
is going to be done for Vernont Yankee, and you're
going to review the Vernont Yankee power uprate.

MEMBER POWNERS: Let nme ask a question
again on this. 1In doing the PRA where you set your
success criteria to be boundi ng enough to accommodat e
your phenonenol ogi cal uncertainties, how do you do
that? How do you know?

It seens to me | can imgi ne you putting
in a very restrictive success criteria and making a
plausibility argument to nme that that was bi g enough,
i n hopes that by just wearing ne down that |I'd buy --

| would buy into it.
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But if you're uncertain about the
phenonenol ogy, how in the world do you go about --

MEMBER KRESS: Bounding it.

MEMBER POWNERS: -- defining the success
criteria?

MEMBER KRESS: Good question.

MEMBER POWNERS: | mean, nmaybe it can be
done in specific instances, but | can't imgine
witing a prescription very effectively, | don't
t hi nk.

MR RUBIN. This is Mark Rubin again. W
will be very interested in | ooking at what we get from
the licensee. You're raising a nunber of very
i mportant questions here, and we had a lot of

t akeaways fromthis neeting, and we appreciate it.

W' Il be | ooki ng at the case t hey make for
t he success criteria. | mean, punps have head curves,
and they have -- there are vendor tests, and there are

performance tests, surveillance tests they do on these
punps. They're not under typical accident conditions.
W have to be very aware of that.

But we'll be |ooking at what case the
licensee makes. We're be referring it to our great
system experts whether it is a reasonabl e success

criteria. And PRAs are based on -- as realistic as

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

84

you can reasonably achieve, are realistically
conservative in the area of success criteria based on

t hermal hydraulic analysis. W -- you know, we do the
best we can, and we probe so we have hi gh confidence
in the decisions that are made.

MEMBER PONERS: CGeorge, there is nothing
that prevents you fromreviewing this stuff. | think
t hat was your questi on.

MEMBER KRESS: | have a nore nundane
guestion about the use of 1.174. That is, it
generally calls for a |look at the change in LERF.
Now, these scenarios we're tal king about with the net
positive suction head is not going to affect LERF.
It's going to affect |ate containment failure.

And it seens to ne |ike that shoul d be an
i nportant elenment, and rather than stick strictly to
the 1.174 guidelines, | would add a requirenent that
| ooks at late containnment failure and show that the
increment -- increnmental increase in that is smal
al so.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Can | nake one nore --
realize we have to nove on here. But as | |ook at
t hat vi ewgraph, although we've commented on the PRA
el enents of it, | think that the one thing that really

fails there is the defense-in-depth. | think that
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argurment they've got there | don't think is adequate.

| think there are adequate arguments you

can make, but | don't think that one is -- you know,
this going to realistic conditions. | don't think
that says we -- we still have defense-in-depth.

MR SHERON: Well, | nean, | think there

is a conservativeness in the calculations as well as
there is other conservatisns -- for exanple, as |
said, you know, if this |icensee or alicensee cane in
and just said, "W're going to take credit for

operator action in 10 mnutes,” which we've given in
the past to |icensees for other things -- if you
remenber, we're still giving, | think, B&Wplants
credit for operator action in three mnutes to turn
off their punps in a LOCA

If we give themcredit to throttle the
punps back, okay, we probably nmight not even be
sitting here, because they woul d probably conme in and
say, "l don't need credit for overpressure.” And if
the staff accepted that, then we'd say, you know
everything is fine, but --

MEMBER DENNI NG  Yes. And then, | think
the argunent is that |oss of containment integrity

does not tie -- you know, there is sufficient margin

there that | oss of containment is not as --
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MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: Yes. | think the

i ntegrated process, though, |I nean, takes care of
that. | mean, you can't really have rigid boundaries
and say, "Each of the principles have to -- has
criteria.” That's why they all feed into an

i nt egrated process.

MR. SHERON:  Yes.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S:  Now, of course, it's
a matter of judgnent, did you balance it correctly or
appropriately.

MR. SHERON: Ri ght.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S:  But one thing | want
to finally understand -- the risk-informed approach
will be applied to the EPU, and this thing with the
credit will be a sensitivity analysis on that.

MR. SHERON: No, we're not applying risk-
informed to the entire EPU

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: | rnust say | don't
gui t e understand how you can apply it to a particul ar
i ssue, because this is not a change in the licensing
basis, is it?

MR RUBIN. This will be a change in the
-- correct nme if | msstate, because | am not an
authority on Reg. Guide -- Safety Gui de Nunber 1. But

this Reg. Guide change will specifically require them
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to do a risk-inforned assessnment of taking credit for
cont ai nment overpressure where it's needed for punp
success, and the risk contribution of that, | ooking at
t he acci dent sequences that could result in the |oss
of that containment overpressure. And it will be
conpared to the Reg. Guide 1.174 safety guidelines.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S: Ckay. This, then,
woul d be a very interesting case to review when the
ti me cones.

MR RUBIN. Well, | should add that even
t hough the risk -- even though the power uprates are
not technically risk-informed applications, they are
all coming in with very conplete power uprate risk
assessments. It's being done voluntarily. W're
reviewing them for adequate protection rather than
specifically agai nst the Reg. Guide 1.174 gui deli nes,
but everyone is neeting the 1.174 guidelines without
any problens at all.

MEMBER PONERS: | don't think they' ve nade
any of themneet the guidelines. None of them Zero.
Wth respect to the risk. They're all point
esti mat es.

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKI'S:  And what's worse, in
some cases, Mark, this thing about voluntary --

voluntarily subm tting analysis fromthe -- ny limted
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experience, but | have seen sone of the actual
decisions, it's -- it really gives you a way out.
nmean, |'ve seen cases where the revi ewer says, "Ckay.
They gave ne this nunber. | don't quite believe it.
They may have to do sonething else to nmake it nore
rigorous.”

But, after all, this is a voluntary
submi ssion, so | shouldn't really pursue the issue.
So either you use it or you don't. | nean, this
vol unt ari ness | eaves you --

MR. SHERON: No, no. It's not -- this
isn't voluntary, George. ay? Wat we said --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Isn't that what
j ust sai d?

MR. SHERON: For a power uprate in which
a licensee cones in and says, "I neet your
determnistic rules and regulations, and |'m not
taking credit for overpressure,” all right, then we

woul d not ask the licensee to make a risk-inforned

subm ttal

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS:  Okay. | -- yes.

MR SHERON: If a licensee conmes in and
says, "I would like approval for a power uprate, and

| want credit for overpressure,” what we are saying is

t hat because of the concerns that have been raised
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here by the conmi ttee, okay, we believe an appropriate
approach to deal with that, to deternine whether it's
acceptable or not, is to nove to a risk-inforned
assessnment a la 1.174, which is to | ook at those five
el enents, try and understand what each one neans,
okay, what kind of defense-in-depth they have, what
kind of margins they have, how this affects risk,
etcetera, and we will nake a considered judgnent.
kay?

The whol e idea, again, is to put this on
a nore consistent basis, because, like | said, we've
been approving these things in the past.

MEMBER PONERS: And you are being explicit
here. You're not saying the risk anal ysis does not
trunp either safety margi ns and def ense-in-depth i pso
facto.

MR. SHERON: No. [It's one piece of the
equation, and we'll probably be down here w th other
plants that take this, and discussing it with you and
getting your input on whether you think we've got the

ri ght bal ance.

MEMBER POWNERS: | nean, it sounds |ike
you're --

MR. SHERON: There's an approach that
we're trying to take that makes it -- puts everything
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on a consistent basis. Rather than just saying, you
know -- the one | worry about is ['ve got two
i dentical plants..

MEMBER PONERS: | know exactly what you're
worri ed about.

MR. SHERON: They both have the sane risk
assessnment, and t hey both want a power uprate, and one
of them has a small contai nnent hatch, and one has a
bi g contai nment hatch. GOay? And one of them says,
you know, "Cee, is it practical to change the punps?

Yes, because | can get the punps through the hatch."

The ot her one says, "No, |'ve got to cut
a big hole in ny containment. It's going to cost ne
gillions of dollars. It's not." Do | say, fine, the

pl ant that can -- that has the big, open hatch, okay,
you have to put the punps in, and the other one
doesn't. You have to be safer than that one, for
what ever reason, only because of that one. But that's
not the way we regul ate, okay?

If it's needed for safety, we make themdo
it whether they have to cut a hole in the contai nment
or not, and that's what | want to get away fromis
that no practical alternative type of thing.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S: W' ve exhausted, |

t hi nk, the useful ness of this debate --
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MR, SHERON: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKIS: -- at this |evel
The next level will be to actually see a nodification.

MR. SHERON: Good. I'mglad you said
t hat .

(Laughter.)

The next steps. W're revising, as we
told you, the appropriate sections in Reg. Guide 1.82
to clarify the requirenents, describe |icensee
expectations for submtting a risk-informed |icense
anmendnent, to credit contai nnment acci dent pressure, if
that's what they are proposing.

W woul d propose to provide the ACRS with
this revisionto the Reg. Guide. One of the questions
| was telling Bill is that I1'd |like to understand,
does the subconm ttee, would they like to see this and
discuss it with the staff first, or is this just
sonmet hing that the conmttee can deal wth?

That will determine a little bit what
schedule we're able to do things on, and the |ike.
For exanple, if just the comrttee wanted to see it,
| think we could try to get sonething down here by the
week before Thanksgiving, which would -- then,
hopefully we could get it on the Decenber agenda.

|f the subcomm ttee wants to see it, then
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we'll have to just find out what the best schedule is
to do it.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S:  We have the chairman
of the subconm ttee here.

MEMBER RANSOM | don't know. | think the
concerns are really at the commttee |evel.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK:  Yes, we can di scuss
that this afternoon at the --

MR SHERON: Yes. | don't need an answer
now. | would just -- we would |ike to know, how woul d
you |like to proceed on this?

MEMBER POWNERS: But, | nean, the basic
strategy is not one that's orthogonal to our letter.
It says, you know, that they shoul d be consi dered nuch
nore on a case-by-case basis, and in light of all of
this information that you're going to take in.

| mean, | -- it does not sound like it's
orthogonal to our letter at all, or our position in
t he past.

MR. SHERON: But as | said, | want to put
it on a nore --

MEMBER POVERS: You want it articul ated.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S: Are you | ooking at
the first bullet there?

MEMBER POWNERS:. No, no, no. |'mjust
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saying that -- that this -- it my not require
reconsi deration of the --

MEMBER APOSTCLAKIS: That's what |'m

sayi ng.

MEMBER POAERS: | think he's just trying
to-- he's volunteering to put this down on a pi ece of
paper where he gives us sone idea, nothing -- no one

pi ece of information trunps the other.

MEMBER KRESS: We had this stuff about
practical alternatives in there, you know?

MR. SHERON: Well, | guess | amtaking --
the no practical alternative, really, is -- |I'msaying
is | think that's a very low priority on our part.
And we would like to focus it nore on the safety and
risk elements of 1.174 --

MEMBER POAERS: That's a good point.

MR SHERON: -- as the decisionnmaker.

MEMBER POAERS: | think that's a good
poi nt .

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: So you're asking us
to wite a letter that says we were w ong.

MR. SHERON: No. Wat |I'msaying is that
the staff is proposing that, based on your concerns
t hat you rai sed, okay, we understand. And what we're

saying is we are proposing a nore integral, holistic
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approach to dealingwith this, and so we' re aski ng you
to reconsider our approach and then judge it on its
nerits, and the I|ike.

MEMBER PONERS: The conm ttee has been
pretty consistent in saying credit for NPSH -- for
overpressure in NPSH should be safe, available, and
rare.

MR. SHERON: Well, | can't argue with the
-- it's the rare part | can't -- like |I said, if a
licensee cones in and they neet all of the criteria
that we lay out, then we woul d approve it. Ckay? And
that's what I'"'mreally trying to -- | can't tell a

i censee, "You can't use it," or the like.

MEMBER PONERS: Ch, | understand.

MR SHERON: What | have tell themis what
are the bounds under which I will find it acceptable,
and that's what I'mtrying to define here.

MEMBER KRESS: Since we can't fix 1.174,
| woul d suggest you wite into the Reg. Guide you're
t al ki ng about here about the | ate contai nnent fail ure.

MR. SHERON. The Reg. CGui de does have a

consideration of it. It just doesn't have a nunerica

MEMBER KRESS: Well, yes, | think we need

one.
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MR. SHERON: If | renenber correctly, the

conmi ttee rai sed that when we were down here on 50. 46.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, we've raised it
bef ore.

MR SHERON: And we said that that would
be sonet hing that we would revisit when we do revisit

MEMBER KRESS: Wen you revisit the 1.174.

MR. SHERON:  Yes.

MEMBER KRESS: But, you know, | don't
know which is going to cone first.

MR. SHERON. So, anyway, and we al so --
like | said before, we are going to continue to work
with the industry to explore options to devel op
realistically conservative NPSH calculations, in a
sense. A lot of this we think is, you know, kind of
t he i ndustry brought it on thensel ves with these very,
very conservative anal yses.

And as |'ve told people, | said, you know,
the staff has a tendency to reviewwhat's put in front
of it. GCkay? That's really what we have to do. And,
you know, if alicensee comes in with sonething that's
horri bly conservative --

MEMBER POVERS: You don't cone back to him

and say, "Try sone of these conservatisns."
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MR. SHERON. Exactly, vyes.

(Laughter.)

It's kind of hard to do that, so we would
like to encourage themto rethink thisalittle bit in
light of sonme of the concerns that have been raised.
So that's where we are.

Concl usions. You know, as | said, we
believe using a risk-informed approach is consistent
wi th Commi ssion policy. W've proposed to go forward
with this approach, and, again, we'll -- if you give
us gui dance on how you want us to cone back to you
with this, we're ready to do that.

And with that, 1'mfinished.

MEMBER RANSOM One thing that | don't
understand i s why a | ot of these questions couldn't be
answered by a non-paranetric statistical approach
folded into a PRA where you have uncertainties in the
different point estinmates, rather than just a point
PRA-t ype anal ysi s.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: That's what we've
been conpl ai ni ng about. W don't want to see a point
esti mat e.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, it could be done that
way.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S:  Yes.
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MEMBER KRESS: You know, or you could

use --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It will involve a |ot
of expert judgnent, but, you know, so be it.

MEMBER RANSOM  But even the questions of
def ense-in-depth and safety margin, all of these seem
to be just one part. You know, they're folded into
t hat sort of --

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S:  |'m not so sure.

MEMBER RANSOM  -- anal ysi s.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: W have rationalists
and structuralists, so --

(Laughter.)

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S:  No, no, no. that's
not true.

MEMBER RANSOM  Cont ai nment over pressure
isjust -- it's a fact of life. | nean, in sone --

MEMBER PONERS: The problemis it's not a
fact of life ipso facto.

MEMBER RANSOM | nean, not overpressure
credit, but overpressure itself is just a feature of
the operation of the plant -- the system

MEMBER PONERS: Not if the containnment is
open.

MEMBER RANSOM In sone situations you

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

98

will have --

MEMBER PONERS: Not if the containnment is
open. If you | eave the contai nment open, it's not a
fact of life.

MEMBER RANSOM Wl |, then, you need to
deal with the probability of containnent failure. |
nmean - -

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: And that's what
they're going to do, right?

MEMBER RANSOM -- associated with that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: That's what their
probabilistic analysis will consider.

Are we done?

MEMBER POWNERS:. Are there any nore
guestions or comments? One of the questions that
maybe 1'1l just toss out here -- it's not really
pertinent to this, but it is the Appendix J test on
cont ai nnent | eak rates, and what not, and what you're
forecasting in that particular area. Brian, do you
have any views or conments in that area?

MR. SHERON: No, | haven't really thought
about it, but it's sonething we can consi der.

MEMBER PONERS: | nean, it's com ng al ong
here. W' ve been about 10 years since Appendix J, so

t hose things are conmi ng up
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MR, SHERON: Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: And - -

MR. SHERON: Al right. Wll, let us go
back and - -

MEMBER RANSOM There was one point in the
letter that indicated | guess we wanted to see whet her
-- a positive neans for indication of containnent
integrity. And that | guess would be part of the --

MR. SHERON. That woul d be a question we
woul d ask -- hope the |licensee woul d address as part

of their risk-inforned submttal. And that's part of

that -- that last one is the nonitoring part, which
woul d be a piece of it, and that is that -- that gets
into the question of, if you are conming up with a
probability of, for exanple, loss of containnment

integrity, what is the basis for that?

You know, and are there things that you
can -- are there actions you can take, for exanpl e,
like inproving procedures, inproving training, so
operators don't, you know, inadvertently do sonething
during an acci dent?

MEMBER RANSOM As | recall the
di scussion, the thought that went into that was nore
to favor |ike sub-atnospheric containnments or inerted

cont ai nnments, ones where there are positive ways of --
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MR. SHERON: But, | nean, the fact is we

have approved a nunber of these -- the credit for
overpressure and large drives that don't have --

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK:  Thank you very nuch,
Brian. We'll get back to you on how we want to
proceed with the reconsideration of Reg. CGuide 1.82.

Qur next topic is an internal one --
format and content of the NRC Saf ety Research Program
for the Conmm ssion.

Bill? W have a nenber of the public that

would like to comment on this.

MR SHERVAN: |I'mBill Sherman fromthe
State of Vernont, and |'ve appeared before the
subconm ttee and the commttee before. | only wanted
to say that | have no conment, appreciate the

opportunity to coment.

Also, from the State of Vernont's
perspective, we appreciate very much the comrittee's
consideration, and the staff's consideration. It does
seem to be a hard issue, but froma stakehol der
perspective, we are getting, as a stakehol der, what we
had hoped for. And we are very appreciative of the
consi deration and believe that in the end we'll cone
to the right concl usion.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Thank you. And
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we're off the record at this point.

(202) 234-4433

(Wher eupon, at 11: 21 a.m, t he
proceedi ngs in the foregoing matter went

off the record.)
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