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8:30 a.m, GahamB. Wallis, Chairnman, presiding.
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P-ROCEEDI-NGS
8:32 a. m

CHAI RMVAN WALLIS: Good norning. The
neeting will now conme to order. This is the second
day of the 528th neeting of Advisory Conmittee on
React or Safeguards. During today's neeting, the
Committee will consider the following: Early Site
Permt Application for the Gand Gul f Nucl ear Station
and the Associated Final Safety Evaluation Report;
Draft Final Generic Letter, "lnpact of Potentially
Degr aded Henyc/ MI' Fire Barrier Materials on Conpliance
with Fire Protection Regulation;" Proposed Program
Pl an and Advanced Notice of Proposed Rul enaking for
Ri sk-1nform ng 10 CFR Part 50; and the Preparation of
ACRS Reports. In addition, we will neet with the NRC
Comm ssioners between 1:00 p.m and 3:00 p.m in the
Commi ssi oners' Conference Room One Wiite Flint North,
to discuss itens of nutual interest.

This neeting is being conducted in
accordance wi th the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Commttee Act. M. Sam Duraiswany is the Designated
Federal Oficial for the initial portion of the
neeting. W have received no witten conments nor
requests for tine to nake oral statenents fromnenbers

of the public regarding today's sessions. A
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transcript of a portion of the neeting is being kept
and it is requested that the speakers use one of the
m crophones, identify thenselves and speak wth
sufficient clarity and volume so that they can be
readily heard.

| would now like to proceed with our
business and the first itemon our agenda is being
i ntroduced first by ny col |l eague, Dana Powers. Dana,
pl ease conti nue.

MEMBER POWNERS: Ckay. W're going to
di scuss the Early Site Permt of Gand GQulf. This is
that we're tryingto finalize this reviewof the early
site permit and the Staff's SER on this early site
permt. W have witten an interimletter.

You will recall inthat interimletter we
di scussed a variety of items but three we raised
guestions about. W raised questions about a nore
explicit discussion of hazardous materi al transport on
the M ssissippi R ver and any threat that m ght pose
to the proposed new site.

Ve di scussed t he i ssue of t he
applicability of past weather data to prognosticate
the future. Since that time, we have had sone weat her
events in the general M ssissippi area that woul d be

of interest to know how they inpacted things.
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Al so since that time, we have been able to
do sone of our own research on whether cycles in the
@ul f of Mexico and what | can report to you i s indeed
there are cycles; that we do see cycles in hurricane
frequency in the area. The issue then becones whet her
you get cycles of very intense hurricanes or not in
the area. |If hurricane activity goes up, you al so get
i ncreased frequency of very intense hurricanes and
what | can tell you is the historical record does not
provi de enough information to resolve that issue
There are two theories on the subject. So on average,
it's about as postulated in the early site permt.

The third area t hat we had questi ons about
was t he treatnent of maxi mumw nter precipitation and
its relationship to the maxi numsnow | oad and whet her
that was a rational burden to transfer to the COL as
a site characteristic or not.

Those are the questions that we had posed
in the past and we'll turn to the speakers now to
rem nd us of the nature of the proposed Gand Gul f
site and the resolution of the issues that were
outstanding at the tinme of our interimnmeeting.
think we're going to be led off with a presentation by
CGeor ge Zinke.

MR, ZI NKE: Yes.
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MEMBER POAERS: It's all yours, Ceorge.

MR ZINKE: 1'mgoing to | et Kenneth
Hughey start with sone introductions.

MR. HUGHEY: Good norning. M nane is
Kennet h Hughey. 1'mthe Senior Manager for Business
Devel opnent in Entergy Nuclear. Randy Hutchi nson, our
Vice President, was hoping to be here today to kick
this off but other things cane up and he wasn't able
to attend.

So before | get started, | would like to
just introduce the teamnenbers that we brought today.
CGeorge Zinke is our Licensing Manager for early site
permt. He primarily will |ead the discussion today.
To his right is GQuy Cesare with Enercon Services, one
of the principal investigators for the early site
permt. Al Schneider with Enercon Services in the
back. W have Bill Lettis with WIliamLettis and
Associates is our seismc expert inthis area. G@Grry
Young, a recent addition to our team nmenbers. The
reason for Garry Young is he will be follow ng up as
our project nmanager for our COL project that we've
announced at our Riverbend site. Kathryn Sutton with
Morgan Lewis who al so has assisted us in early site
permt. Then in the back, M ke Bourgeois who is al so

a menber from Entergy on our early site permt.
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Let nme say that we're happy to be here
today. We think this is a very inportant mlestone in
early site permit. W very nmuch | ook forward to the
di scussi ons t oday, hopeful | y addr essi ng your
guestions. W would like to conplinment the Staff on
their work today to get us to this point and we very
much | ook forward to working ourselves through this
process efficiently and effectively and hopefully very
soon having an early site permt that Entergy | ooks
forward to using at Gcand Gulf with our plans for COL
comng inthe future. Wth that unless there are any
guestions for me, I'll turn it over to George and
we'll get right into it.

MR. ZINKE: COkay. The presentation today,
we'll just real briefly go over sonme general
information that you' ve seen before and at the |ast
time we were SERwas in draft and there were sone open
itens and since we | ast net there have been changes to
that status. So we'll briefly go over that and then
we'll nmove into the three subject areas that you just
t al ked about.

The next slides are just as a background
where the Gand @ilf site as you know is in
M ssi ssi ppi and sone of the characteristics are |listed

onslide four. | didn't plan on discussing this since
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this is again a repeat but just to bring it together.
The map on page five again shows the | ocati on of Grand
Qulf site on the Mssissippi River in Mssissippi.

Slide six is the early site permt
application, sonme of the details. W do have a single
unit on the site currently and that the permt was to
evaluate the characteristics of the site for
additional units. The current operator of the current
unit is Entergy Operations. Entergy is a conpany that
has nultiple subsidiaries and that's why we have a
nunmber of the subsidiaries.

MEMBER POVNERS: We've noti ced.

MR. ZINKE: Right. So unless there are
any questions on the background, let's nove into slide
seven. The DSER as issued in April of 2005. In that
there were sone open itens. Qur prinmary response was
in June and then we provided sone suppl enent al
information later in June through Septenber. The
final SER was issued in Cctober.

On slide eight, depending upon how you
want to count the action itens, you have a handout
that looks like this that outlines the individua
i tens and dependi ng on how you want to count them W
count themwith itens and sub-itens to be 31. You get

different counts because on sone of the itens there
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were ABCs. So we just counted them |In general, nost
of the itens we provided sone additional information
to the Staff and they were either closed or sone of
the issues were left to beconme either permt
conditions or action itemns.

Raj in the NRC presentation will go over
with youthe differenceinthe criteria for what's the
di fference between pernit conditions and action itens.
In basic, the action itens capture things about the
site that we and the Staff agree are i ssues are better
resolved in the context of a COL application where you
marry the site with the design rather than resolving
it with just the information solely about the site in
| ooki ng at a pl ant envel ope wi thout nore specifics of
t he design that would be put on that site.

In the area, the items that were
associated wth energency preparedness or a
characterization of the open itens was a little bit
different. Going into the process, we had
expect ati ons and i deas on what nmj or features were and
what they woul d acconplish in the early reviewin the
new Part 52 licensing process and we had | ots of
| essons | earned in that process. But basically at the
end with the open itens, we determ ned that the open

i ssues were going to have to be addressed again with
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the COL application due to their nature and that it
was nore beneficial to us to not continue to provide
nore i nformati on and resol ve the details of energency
planning in the context of a COL application rather
than in this thing called "Myjor Features for the
Early Site Permt."

Utinmtely, the Staff 1ooked at the
i nformati on that we had and within their process, they
granted nost of the nmajor features that we had
request ed and t hat one of the nmajor features given the
| evel of information that we had provided, they did
not grant one of the mpjor features. But either way,
the way we viewed it is that the full and integrated
energence plan that gets provided that we woul d
provide in the COL application is the mechani sm for
really resolving those.

MEMBER POWNERS: | think the way you' ve
properly characterized it is that this term "Mjor
Features"” is a mmjor |esson |earned that we need to
refine that alittle bit and say exactly what we nean
there just to facilitate the process for future
people. Sorry you suffered but it's a good | esson
| earned and we'll [ ook for your insights on howto
make that better in the future. But | think you put

your finger on the pul se there.
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MR, ZI NKE: Ckay.

MEMBER POWNERS:. It just needs sone
specificity and |I think everybody agrees to that.

MR ZINKE: And it was very val uable for
us to go through because we | earned a lot that will be
very beneficial as we prepare the COL application.

MEMBER POVERS: CGood.

MR ZINKE: At this point, | just want to
ask if you have any questions on specific open itens
other than there's a few that cross over into the
areas of your questions on the flooding and the
hazards that we'll get toinalittle bit. But other
than those, | didn't know you had any specific
guestions on anyt hi ng.

MEMBER POWERS: No, | don't have any
specific ones on the itenms other than the three areas
that | mentioned.

MR, ZI NKE: Ckay.

MEMBER PONERS: | don't know if any ot her
nmenbers have questions in other areas. Wy don't you
just go ahead, George? | have never seen the
Comm ttee shy about asking questions out of context.

MR ZINKE: That would be fine. W can
come back if you think of things.

MEMBER POVERS: (Good.
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MR. ZINKE: The next area we want to spend
some tinme on was that as you noted in our |ast ACRS
there was a | ot of discussion about weat her and gl obal
war m ng and the predictability of weather patterns and
since we | ast met and obviously since we submitted the
early site permt application, there's been weat her
experience inthe States of M ssissippi and Loui si ana.

MEMBER POVWERS: CGosh, has there.

MR. ZINKE: And so we wanted to talk a
little bit about the process first before we actually
talk with you about what that experience has shown us.
The early site permt application was submtted in
Cct ober of 2003. Since that tinme, we've had
di scussions with the staff about the finality of
various information that gets put intoa pernmt and in
t he context of what happens with an early site permt
once you use it in the context of CCOL application.

One of the letters the Staff put out dealt
only with environnental finality and provided the
i ndustry some gui dance on deal i ng with new significant
information and the kind of processes an applicant
woul d have in evaluating to see i f changes affect what
was previously said. 1In the safety area, although
this letter does not cover the safety, sone of the

concepts are simlar in the sense that if new
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i nformati on happens the applicant has to deal with it
and make sone judgnents and needs to have sone
processes that woul d reasonably determine if there's
new i nformation and the significance.

However, in the safety area, there
certainly are different thresholds. Wth the early
sitepermt, it establishes sone site characteristics.
So if we ever becanme aware through new information
that those site characteristics were no | onger valid,
t hen we woul d have to deal with that. Likew se, when
we use the early site permt in the context of a COL
application, we would be meking judgnents on all of
those sites characteristics and any new information
that we're aware of at that tinme that has happened
since we subnmitted and then putting them in the
context of a selected design and | ooking at margins.
Sonme of the requirenments for that really come out of
52.79 and sone of it is just logical that you have to
do that in order to prepare an application

So since that time, we've had the
hurri cane experience. Wuat |'mgoing to be presenting
to you has not been submitted to the staff and does
not formpart of the basis for the early site permt.
And | make that enphasis because sone of the ways

we' ve | ooked at the data at this point would be
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different than the analysis that we would do in the
context of a licensing application. For exanple, |I'm
going to show you sonme data, then sonme conparisons,
t hat we | ooked at versus in an application we're going
to follow the nmethods and the standards that are
provi ded for how you determ ne site characteristics.

On slide ten, we've | ooked at relative to
weat her experience  what are t he ki nds of
characteristics and paranmeters that becone inportant
with regard to hurricanes and it's things |like the
maxi mum wind gusts in mles per hour, the maxi num
precipitation rates and PVP site fl oodi ng which end up
bei ng site characteristics in the context of the early
site permt. But it also then becones inportant as to
what is the structural design of the facility you
woul d be selecting and the paraneters so you can
determ ne what your nmargins are in order to figure out
whether this new information is significant or not.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Wat does very heavy
rain do to the slope down to the river? Does it
produce an erosion or |and novenent?

MR ZINKE: As we tal ked a few nonths ago
for Gand Gul f because we're on flat ground, a | ot of
rain can flood the immedi ate area around the plant

pretty quickly and that's why the current Grand Gul f
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has a flood plan, ditches, drainage paths. So the
anount of rainfall and the prediction of that and the
mar gi ns we' d have becones inportant.

CHAl RVAN WALLIS: But if it did overload
your drains and flood over the bank, then presunably
you might produce a new canyon or sonething down
bel ow.

MR. ZINKE: Yes. That's why for the
existing Gand @lf we have things Ilike flood
protection on the doors. So it's something your
design just has to consider.

On slide 11, in our general ESP
nmet hodol ogy, we col |l ected the regi onal data based upon
the industry standards. Wat that nmeans is that the
site characteristics are not directly where you just
take direct readings fromwhat was at the site. Here
infact are industry standards that gather i nformation
in the region over tine and go through statistica
anal ysis and out of that pops out nunbers that then
beconme part of your basis.

Some of t hose standards have changed si nce
we subnmitted the application and we expect they wll
continue to change as data is gathered. That's why we
woul d again use the early site pernmit and the COL. W

need to rel ook at those and see froma standards have
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things changed that would change what the site
characteristicis and |ikew se the cal cul ati on net hods
are established in standards.

For the wearly site permt that we
subm tted, what we submitted was the max three second
wi nd gust for Gand Gulf was established at 96 mles
per hour and max one hour precipitation 19.2 inches.
Those becone i nportant as we go t hrough our experience
so you have at | east sone i dea of what ki nd of nunbers
did we see relative to what our site characteristic
is. And then how do those nunbers conpare to the kind
of thing that you see in design and structure
anal ysis, the nunber that the designs are actually
desi gned to.

On slide 12, one of the things we | ooked
at for this presentation which is beyond what the
standards would have us do is trying to judge the
hurri canes did not cone through Grand GQul f. They cane
t hrough ot her parts of M ssissippi and Loui siana. So
we | ooked at what kinds of things can we learn from
that given it really didn't come over Gand Gulf. So
we | ooked at |east for the wind and | ooked al ong the
same latitude and tried to gather data that is
avai l abl e to give us sone idea of that hurricane.

MEMBER POWNERS: This is good because in
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your application, you did a simlar thing for Cam ||l e
but it hinges very nuch on Canmille. So to the extent
that you can add to t hat database, | think you enforce
that. That was one of the things that was really
bot her some about the application is that it hinged
very much on what Camille did. Now you have sone
extra data.

MR ZINKE: Right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Let ne just ask
sormet hing of you. |Is there any physical reason why
t hese hurricanes mssed the site or is it a pure real
random event? |In other words, the next one m ght
actually hit the site.

MR. ZINKE: The steering forces on the
hurricane are independent. Generally, it's
net eorol ogical conditions in the Gulf of Mexico. |If
you |ook at the historical record and plot all of
them they're all over the street.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: So what you're saying
isthat it's really a randomevent. It could hit the
site.

MR ZI NKE:  Yes.

MR. CESARE: Totally. Just like it could
hit anything on the coast and then inland fromthat

poi nt on.
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Okay. So if it hits

the site and you have as you say there 160 miles per
hour, what happens?

MR. CESARE: The wi nd gust was at
landfall. So that's -

MEMBER PONERS: This is the contention
that's nade in the application is that if the
hurri canes sl owed down as they go over the |land and
the question they're asking is suppose that this
hurri cane did come right over the site. What kind of
attenuation do | get having travel ed that distance
over | and?

MR. ZI NKE: Exactly.

MEMBER POWERS: And in the application
itself, they drewthat information out of Cam Il e and
now we're going to look and say what additional
information do we get out of Rita and Katrina. For
that question in the past, you didn't have a |ot of
data points. Now you suddenly have two nore data
points and they seem to be supporting the general
contention that you had in Canm || e which adds potency
to the argunment here it seens to ne.

MR. CESARE: If | mght add, Dr. Powers,
to what you're saying, Hurricane Canm || e was descri bed

in the application prior to these events and it was
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described in the body of  historical weat her
information. However, the site characteristics are
devel oped on industry standards.

MEMBER POVERS: Yes, | understand.

MR CESARE: And ASCE studies and then
incorporates that with all other weather information
for max wi nd gusts and then conmes up with a famly of
curves.

MEMBER PONERS: Yes. You did a
responsible job in putting together the information
and because if you'd not witten about Camlle, |
woul d have said what about Camlle.

MR, CESARE: Right.

MR ZINKE: And course, Camlle even forns
part of the license basis for the current unit. But
with regard to your question about the randonmess,

there are sone aspects of the hurricane that woul d be

random There are still physical features but as far
as where they will hit landfall. But once they hit
| andfall, then there are sonme physical things that are

predi ctabl e about no longer is there a water source
for themto pick up water. Now you can predict they
are going to becone less in strength.

MR. CESARE: And energy fromthe water.

MR. ZINKE: And energy. And then again,
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there is sone randommess in the difference in the
hurricanes. Canmille was an extrenely strong hurricane
but conmpact. So when you | ook at the danage and how
it actuated, that's different than the Katrina which
was | ess strong but bigger, broader. And then you

| ook at the hurricanes, there are certain aspects of
the hurricane like the strength of the wind that's
close to the eye.

But then there's the aspect of the
hurri cane that deals with the water which i s now goi ng
to be nore on the edges and associated with where it's
pi cking up the water. So that's why at least for this
presentation we | ooked at different aspects of that
just to draw sone conparisons. |If we |ook at w nd
speed and the water, we figured sonme of that, we
wanted to at | east | ook at what happens al ong t he sane
latitude relative to the strength, the decrease of the
hurri cane. There are at | east some concl usions that
you m ght draw.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: This is very good but
then you have three data points and there has to be
some | ogi ¢ whi ch says now we're going to assess what's
the probability of the wind being nore than so mnuch.
|"mnot quite sure how you do that.

MEMBER POWNERS: That's where they go to
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t he end of these three standards. | mean that's hard.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: That's right. Industry
standard hel ps you with that. That's right.

MEMBER POWERS: The heart of their
applicationis really the industry standards on this.
This is nore anecdotal information that substantiates
the contention and the problemin the past was that
t hey had one data point and now we have nore.

CHAI RMAN  WALLIS: As long as it
substantiates it, it's good.

MEMBER POVERS: Right.

MR. ZINKE: And that's why | nade the

point at the beginning. Relative to a |licensing

application, I'mgoing to stick with the standards.
But for what |'m presenting here isn't from that
source. It's nore of this is kind of the information.

That's why when we get to COL application and we
actually have our docunented counts and things, it
will be based in a different way than what we're
presenting here.

MEMBER PONERS: This is information that's
goi ng to be absolutely crucial for your public neeting
on this.

MR ZI NKE:  Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: You know you're going to
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have public interest in this particular question.
Many are interested. Please continue.

MR, ZI NKE: Ckay.

MEMBER BONACA: Just a question of
clarity. The previous slide that you didn't show but
seens to show a | esser attenuation for Katrina than
for Camlle. |Is there a relationship between the
wi dt h of the hurricanes? You were saying that Canmille
was a narrower with a strong punch. |Is there a
rel ati onshi p between attenuati on and t he radi us of the
st or n?

MR. ZINKE: There ends up to be a |ot of
t hi ngs that can affect howthe strength decreases. So
it's not any one or two or three things.

MEMBER BONACA: You don't have the
speci fics.

MR. ZINKE: Right. And at |east, |'m not
aware of any nodeling that you can factor in all of
t hose things.

MEMBER BONACA: Ckay. | was just curious.

MR. ZINKE: So in conparing the three
hurri canes, Katrina was in August of 2005. At
landfall, the gusts were 160 conpared to Rita at
landfall 150. Camille in 69 was 170 which just says

that the wind at landfall were simlar but Cam || e was
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stronger. Katrina passed about 90 mles, this is the
eye, east of the site and at the sane |atitude where
Grand @Gulf or close to that sanme latitude, the gusts
were around less than 92 niles per hour. For that
hurri cane, the nmax Grand Gulf wind was 21 niles per
hour. You can see that's because the hurricane was
east of Gand CGul f.

MR CESARE: That is not an instantaneous
gust though.

MR. ZINKE: That's right.

MR. CESARE: Qur data, that's the peak
hourly average at 4:00 p.m that afternoon.

MR ZINKE: So sone of that's a little bit
appl es to oranges.

CHAI RMAN WALLI S:  The i nstantaneous gusts
are a little bit bigger.

MR. CESARE: Just to give you a frameworKk.

MR. ZINKE: For Rita, the wi nd gust
| andfall 150. It passed 160 mles west of Grand Gul f.
GQusts at that sane | atitude around 63 niles per hour.
Again, in |oose conparison for that, the hourly
average was 14 mles per hour at the G and Gulf site
which would expected just because of where the
hurri cane was.

In conparison with CamIle, it came much
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closer to Gand GQulf. It was ten mles east of
Jackson. Fromyour map, Jackson is slightly north
east the track of G and CGulf.

MR CESARE: But 60 to 70 m|es east of
Grand Gulf slightly but Gand Gul f didn't exist then,
that site.

MR ZINKE: O course, Camlle was a
stronger hurricane but nore conpact and as it passed
ten mles east of Jackson, it saw gusts in that area
of 67 mles per hour at the airport.

VICE CHAIRVAN SHACK: |s there any
significance to the one that's less than 92 and the
others that are approximately 63?

MR. CESARE: W're being faithful to the
Nat i onal Hurricane Center reports that they i ssue and
in one case, for Katrina one nonth earlier, they
characterized it as less than and in this case, they
said approximately. So we had to stay true to it.

MR. ZINKE: And again, that's part of the
reason when we would actually do official kinds of
calcs in source of the data we had to be real careful
of that. But for this intrying to get a genera
characterization, we're just trying to be faithful to
sources of data.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: There are probably
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categories that are |l ess than 92 and | ess than 80 and
| ess than so on. Isn't there or sonmething? So it's
bet ween that category and the next one.

MR ZINKE: Yes. But these are actua
nunbers not categories.

MR CESARE: But these are actual nunbers
not categories in the stations that have neasured and
this is howthey reported it. | think it's actually
wi nd nmeasured over five seconds.

MR. ZINKE: Figure 13 shows the genera
path of what Katrina did and then Figure 14 shows the
general path of Rita.

MR. CESARE: Wiat didn't nean to infer any
difference between the two in the representation
This is the best avail abl e graphic of the paths. They
go for color coded to wind velocities.

MR. ZINKE: And then in looking in -- Quy,
|"mgoing to |l et you go do the summary conpari son on
15.

MR. CESARE: Very good. Wat we then
wanted to do is trying to say had these two storns
passed exactly over the plant how would their max
vel ocity wi nd gusts conpare with site characteristics
that have been established in the application and

reviewed and accepted by the staff. For structural
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desi gn, maxi mum wi nd gusts, that value based on the
i ndustry standard that's 100 year return wind is 96
mles an hour. That equivalent, you' ve seen the
nunbers before. Nowit's just tabulated. Conpares
close to Katrina, four mles an hour difference
greater than Rita.

The maximum one hour precipitation
likewise is based on an industry standard, an HWR
standard, which we may tal k about in nore detail |ater
to the degree we talk about |ocal intense flooding.
But that establishes the nmaxi mumprecipitation for one
hour 19.2 inches.

Nowrainfall isalittle bit difficult to
characterize. W certainly nmeasure it but whether or
not the rainfall is greater or lesser at 32, two
issues. One is generally speaking on the eastern side
of the hurricane counter clockw se, it drops nore of
its rain early rather than on the west side. So what
side you neasure it on is inportant.

The other thing is what's happening in
upper atnospheres farther up in the northerly track.
| believe CamIle, Katrina had a | ot nore rain over an
ei ght hour periodin Virginial believe because of the
nount ai ns and the way it accunul at es.

However at 32° north latitude, we did get
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some data just to showyou a frame of reference to the
site characteristic. Newton, M ssissippi is on
Interstate 20 which is roughly that latitude. That's
the National Wather Service and so we show for
Katrina at Newton which is to the east of the site 1.4
inches as the maxinumrainfall.

For Rita, we actually had data at G and
@Qulf. Since Rita was to the west of the site, we used
Grand Gul f data as being the nmaxi mum nunber. It was
2.15.

| think at the site for Katrina we had 0.3
inches. Again, you can't take confort in that because
it could drop nore rain north of that.

Overall, we would conclude that maxi num
wi nd gusts for these two data points are | ess t han ESP
characteristics and the nmeasured hourly precipitation
at that latitude was | ess than PWP, well belowit.

MEMBER BONACA: But Katrina came quite
cl ose.

MR. CESARE: Katrina cane, it gets to what
you were initially tal king about cycles and there is
some information in the literature saying that the
cycl one experience is a 60 year cycle and we are in
that phase where it would be nore maxi num So you

will see storms that are close to the 100 year return
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maxs. So it's not inconsistent to have that high a
nunber for this region at this tine.

MEMBER BONACA: Although | nean it's very
i nportant sonewhat the point that Dr. Powers has made
several tines that things are changing and --

MEMBER POWERS: The situation, it seens
that the cyclical nature hurricanes is pretty well
established. If we were dealing on the Atlantic
coast, we could probably say things about how the
intensity varies within those cycles. The problemis
the historical record for Gulf of Mexico storms which
do seem to be different than Atlantic storms just

doesn't sustain enough information. So you rely on

nodel i ng.

The nodeling in this area is |ike the
nodeling in nost weather areas. |If | find a nodel
that predicts one thing, | guarantee you there's sone

pr of essor sonepl ace with a nodel that predicts exactly
the orthogonal thing. So what they've done is

probably the only thing you can do which is you take
these industry standard things and you say this is
what |'m going to go with because |I'm not expert in
weat her nodeling and | don't intend to becone one
What we're | ooking for is some context to put this in

and you're giving us exactly what we're | ooking for.
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MR. CESARE: Then what is the process that

applies apart fromthe science of the nodeling? Wat
is process that we would use and that's what we have
intended to briefly discuss here. The process is we
would at COL |ook at significant changes in events
i nformation t hat m ght i nfluence our site
characteristics.

W woul d 1 ook at industry standards if we
have based it on that industry standard and that
standard has been updated. That is to say a site
characteristic was based on the i ndustry standard t hat
is specifically charged with | ooking at stormhistory
whether it's named hurricanes or other changes in
ot her event information. That standard woul d be
est abl i shed and we woul d | ook at that.

W woul d eval uate themas required. |If we
felt like it was appropriate, we woul d di scuss those
changes in our application, the COLA's FSER The
fundanmental step then would be conpare the site
characteristic with the paraneter values that have
been established or assuned for analyses in the
sel ected reactor vendors at DCD and we woul d confirm
that the DCD is bounding and we woul d eval uate the
margins if they were close. That's a typical process

that we expect to follow at COL.
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In sunmary, the way we see this is we
establish the site val ues based on i ndustry standards.
The recent hurricane experience | ooking specifically
at wind gusts and precipitation appear to be bounded
at this point by our established site values, we
believe there's a sound process at COL that woul d | ead
us to evaluate new and significant information and
t hen we woul d consi der the reactor design and nargi ns
for the selected design for this site.

MR ZINKE: And in fact for the Grand Qulf
site, we are now in that process of having picked up
the technol ogy that we're | ooking at.

MEMBER POAERS: What did you pick?

MR ZINKE: |'msorry.

MEMBER POAERS: What did you pick?

MR. ZINKE: The GE ESBWR and at this point
deci ded that have not finished |ooking at what the
mar gi ns m ght be and obviously then that comes back
into your question of if the nmargins are real snall
and then you get into the how sure are we that it
m ght not change over the future. Then we woul d deal
with that. |If the margins are real |arge, that
concei vably that our design margin rather big, thenit
becones not as significant of an issue. But even then

if it's sonething that we've | ooked at, the standards
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that are devel oped where you would pick the site

characteristics, they are updated routinely. | think
there's been at |least one update since we've
submitted. ASCE is now "05. | think it's within the

last nmonth or two and we haven't evaluated it. W
woul d prefer not to conpare it with current ESBWR
three second wind gust because that DCD is under
current review and we haven't really studied it to
under stand what those nunbers mean. It |ooks |ike
there's a great deal of margin but we can't say that
in truth.

MEMBER PONERS: Sure. And woul dn't expect
you to. To ny mnd, what you've provided here is
exactly what | was |ooking for, just some context to
put the nunbers and the anecdotal information to
suppl ement what you had there in there and they are
important to nme. It stood out to be honest with you
inthe applicationthat we really only had the Cam |l e
thing. Now you have the Katrina and the Rita. |
think that satisfied what | was | ooking for exactly.

MR. CESARE: Ckay.

MEMBER POWAERS: Do ot her nenbers have
guestions? |1'd like to just ask for a little
clarification on one aspect of the transportation up

the Mssissippi. As | understood, you considered a
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boundi ng expl osi ve event involving 5,000 tons of TNT.

MR CESARE: Yes. That's established in
Reg Gui de 191.

MEMBER POAERS: And this produces a bl ast
wave where you took sone attenuation fromthe bl uff.

MR. CESARE: The process was we began with
the Gand Gulf Unit 1 FSER whi ch basically established
separation di stance and ot her topography aspects that
woul d give sufficient protection. The Unit 1 is 1.3
mles. The proposed site is 1.1. So we basically
said there is sufficient margin in there already that
the slight close proximty of the ESP site would
still, the separation di stance and t he t opography, the
bluff itself provides adequate protection. The staff
di d additional evaluations and probably should refer
to themfor their calcul ations.

MEMBER POVNERS: We wil |

MR. CESARE: W did, in response to
di scussions with the Staff in RAls, ook at a del ay
detonati on where we actually did cal culations on the
i quefied natural gas barge accident which is in the
appl i cation.

MEMBER POWERS:. And you concl uded t hat
t hat was bounded by the 5,000 ton.

MR. CESARE: That's a different source
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termbut we concluded its probability was very | ow and
that it should not be considered as a design basis
event .

MEMBER RANSOM Al ong that |ine, does
ammoni umni trate shi pped up and down the M ssi ssi ppi ?

MR CESARE: | would assune it is.

MEMBER POVERS: You can count on it.

MEMBER RANSOM There have been sone
catastrophic experience with that in Houston years
ago.

MR. CESARE: You're tal king about one turn
of the century, early 1900s.

MEMBER RANSOM  The World Var |l tinefrane
back in there. They had a ship that blew up in the
har bor .

MEMBER POVERS: The 5,000 ton TNT was an
attenpt to bound that.

MEMBER RANSOM It woul d?

MEMBER POVNERS: Oh, yes. 5,000 tons of
TNT is a small nucl ear warhead.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  Five kil otons.

MEMBER KRESS: For the reactor you have on
the site now, do you have a PRA for it?

MR ZI NKE:  Yes.

MEMBER KRESS: Had you ever exercised it
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at a level three node for that site?

VR. HUGHEY: Level three neaning
consequence to the public?

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MR HUGHEY: Yes, we have. For certain
events, we do have Level three events, consequences to
the public. Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: Grand Gulf is a NUREG 1150
site.

MR, HUGHEY: [It's a NUREG 1150.

MEMBER KRESS: | know that. It doesn't
use their PRA though.

MR HUGHEY: No, we took NUREG 1150 as a
starting basis when we devel oped our PRA and refined
and nodified it over the years to inprove it. But,
yes, we started with NUREG 1150.

MEMBER PONERS: G and Gulf was extrenely
cooperative with NUREG 1150 and generous in sharing
their site informati on and devel opi ng that PR

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  And it does neet the
guantitative health objectives | think as | renenber.

MEMBER KRESS: That was my foll ow up
guesti on.

MEMBER POAERS: It does not. There is no

calculation done in 1150 that's conparable to the
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requi renents for the quantitative health objectives.
Quantitative health objectives refer to all accidents
and all initiators and all nodes of operation and t hat
hasn't been eval uat ed.

MEMBER KRESS: That's why | asked if they
exerci sed their own PRA because that woul d be the way
you woul d doodl e it rather than | ooking at NUREG 1150
results. | was just curious as to how cl ose you neet
these QHOs although they're not a requirenment or
anything. They are sonme sort of a gauge on site
suitability in my mnd. But you haven't done this |
gat her.

MR. HUGHEY: |'mnot sure exactly what
you' re asking for.

MEMBER POWNERS:. He's fishing. He's
fishing for another debate.

MEMBER KRESS: They know nme too well.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SIEBER He's actually
wor ki ng on another part of this.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI S: The question though
does make sense. | don't understand why it was
di sm ssed.

MEMBER KRESS: The question is rel evant.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: It's very rel evant.

MEMBER KRESS: To early site permts. And
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|"m just curious why we don't do a Level three and
conpare the results to the QHOs and then if you're
going to put another plant on there --

(Several speaking at once.)

MEMBER POAERS: We do not currently have
the technology to do a calculation that's conparabl e
to the QHGs.

MEMBER KRESS: If you properly eval uate
the uncertainties, you nmght be able to.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S: | don't think that's
the reason, Dana. | think the reason is that the
regul ations do not require it.

MEMBER PONERS: O course not. He's
aski ng why we don't do the cal cul ati on.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S:  The Grand @Gulf PRA as
| renmenber includes internal events up-power plus
external events up-power. What it does not have is a
shut down node, right, unless you did it after?

MR HUGHEY: We did it after. W did have
the ability through special nodels and a PRA to do
shut down node.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.

MR. HUGHEY: Because we were a foll ow up
to NUREG 1150 and we were one of the first plants to

do a full shutdown npode PRA
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  So if you take all of

these results and put themtogether, do you renenber
if you neet the goals, the 10 to the m nus whatever?

MR HUGHEY: Yes, we neet all the current
safety goals. W've always nmet those. | can't say
t hough that again it would be what type of events.
For exanple, we don't have seism c in our PRA

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  You don't?

MEMBER DENNI NG  \What about fire?

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS:  Fire, they do.

MR. HUGHEY: W do.

MEMBER DENNI NG  You have a fire PRA?

MR HUGHEY: | think on fire we did
screeni ngs.

MEMBER DENNI NG You di d screenings.

MR. HUGHEY: | think we did screenings on
them |It's been nmany years since |I've | ooked at our
PRA because |'m not in the operations division any
longer. So | guess | would probably have to say that
| can't answer every question directly on that.

MEMBER DENNING If you look at the
internal events analysis, that shows significant
margin to the QHOs but | think Toms question and
Dana's question relate to the question that's not a

conpl ete characterization of all of the contributors.
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So until you have done a fire PRA and a seisnic PRA
and include a shutdown PRA, then you haven't really
totally addressed whet her you neet the QHO

MEMBER KRESS: | would settle for an
i nternal events conparisonif youreally want to know.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Well, that you can --

MEMBER PONERS: 1'd still like to stick to
early site permit. Do we have any early site permt
guestions for the speakers?

MEMBER KRESS: How far is it to New
Ol eans and Menphi s?

MR HUGHEY: From Grand Qul f?

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MR HUGHEY: Two hundred m | es.

MEMBER KRESS: A good di stance.

MR. HUGHEY: Yes. Menphis is probably 225
or so and New Oleans is right at 200.

MEMBER KRESS: St. Louis?

MR HUGHEY: St. Louis.

MEMBER AT LARCE SIEBER  That woul d be a
bit further.

MEMBER PONERS: CGentl enen, thank you very
much. Turn to the staff. Laura, did you want to
i ntroduce?

MS. DUDS: Sure. In the interest of
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ef ficiency and effectiveness as we turn towards fiscal
year 2008 and we're going to be looking at eight to
ten of these reviews, we'll do the intro while the
Staff is setting up. M nane is Laura Duds. |'mthe
Branch Chief for the New Reactor Licensing Branch

Before | start, | did want to take a
nonment to express our gratitude and our appreciation
for Med. Yesterday Jerry WIlson was expressing to ne
that Med has been with New Reactors group through
three, four design certification projects and we
really wanted to say thank you and wi sh you all the
best .

In addition, this is going to get sad
actually after awhil e when we continue to say goodbye
to these people. Sitting behind nme, Kaz Canpe has
provi ded the site hazards anal ysis for the ESPs as one
of several thousand activities and safety concl usi ons
that he's done for the Staff. So we wanted to thank
him for his help and we appreciate working and
| earning from both of you

PARTI Cl PANT (MED): Thank you, Laura.

M5. DUDS: You're welcone, Med. Wth
that, we're here today to present our final safety
evaluation for the Gand Gulf ESP application. The

Staff has conpl eted our reviewfor this applicationin
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accordance with the existing regulations and the
current guidance that the Staff is working to. | do
want to nmake the point that due to sone | ate changes
in the Dominion North Anna early site permt
application Gand @Qulf is now our lead early site
permt plant which nmeans they will be the first plant
to go through the mandatory hearing. Wth respect to
t he changes in North Anna, we expect to see the extent
of those changes in early January and we will work
with your staff to see if additional interactions are
needed.

Wth that, 1'm going to introduce Raj
Anand who is the Project Manager for the Gand Gulf
early site permit. Also Nitin Patel sitting beside
himis newto our Staff working on early site permts
and | seemto have to i ntroduce new peopl e every tinme

we're here.

MEMBER POAERS: | f you wouldn't drive them

away, you're going to have to bring in new people.
M5. DUDS: | know. And here | got
honorabl e nention in trying to hire Med yesterday but
our staff is continuing to grow and we're turning
forward. So with that, Raj.
MR. ANAND: Thank you, Laura. Good

norning. M nanme is Raj Anand and |'mthe Safety
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Project Manager for the Gand Gulf early site permt
application. | have with me Nitin Patel. Ntin wll
helpmeinflipping the slides. So let ne get started
on slide no. two pl ease.

The purpose of today's neeting is to
provi de the ACRS conmittee nmenbers an overvi ew of the
concl usions reached by the Staff in Gand Gulf early
site permt safety review and discuss the permt
condi tions reconmended by the Staff and the COL acti on
itemlisted in the final safety evaluation report.

Thi s is t oday' s agenda for ny
presentation. My presentation will be |less than 25
m nut es.

MEMBER POAERS: |If | don't interrupt.

MR. ANAND: You can ask the question
Thank vyou. The final safety eval uation report
docunents the Staff's technical review of the site
safety analysis report and the enmergency planning
information submtted by the Applicant for the G and
Qulf early site permt site.

The Applicant, the SERI, requested that
their ESP site be approved for a total nuclear
generating capacity of up to 8,600 negawatts therna
wi th a nmaxi mum 4, 300 negawatts thermal per unit. The

Appl i cant declined to submit a specific design at this
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stage but the Applicant has submtted plan design
paranmeters that are representative and the intent to
be the bounding for those reactor designs such as
advanced boi |l i ng wat er reactor, Westinghouse AB- 1000,
GE Economic Sinplified Boiling Water Reactor, IRIS
Pebbl e Bed Modul ar Reactor.

The Staff has reviewed the Applicant's
pl an paraneters from the standpoint of whether they
are reasonable. It is then Applicant's burden to nake
sure that they pick up paraneters such that when they
come in for the conbined |icense application with the
actual design that it fits within those paraneters.

| just wanted to nention that NRC Staff
was benefitted froma nunber of experts' input to the
safety evaluation report. 1In hydrology, we have had
the support from Pacific Northwest Lab. |In sone
cases, the lab did the independent eval uation of
Applicant's evaluation and conclusions. PNL al so
supported the site hazard review. In the geol ogy and
seismc area, the Staff was benefitted fromthe
support fromthe United States Geol ogical Survey and
Brookhaven National Lab. 1In enmergency planning, the
Staff consul ted extensively with the Federal Energency
Managenent Agency (FEMA). So we had a |arge team

involved in reviewing the Gand Gul f ESP application.
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The review conducted by the Staff
confirmed that SERI application conplies with the
requi renent of Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 52 which
governs the early site permt and the Part 52
references the Subpart B of 10 CFR Part 100 which
contains the citing criteria. The Staff determ ned
that the Applicant's exclusion area is acceptabl e and
neets the requirenent of Part 100 subject to the
[imtation and conditions identified in the final
safety eval uation report.

Permit Condition 1 which I wll discuss
later in ny presentation provides a reasonable
assurance that the ESP provi des for the control of the
exclusion area. The Staff independently verified the
adequacy of Applicant's dose consequences cal cul ation
fromnormal operations and concl uded t hat t he proposed
site is acceptable for constructing a plant falling
within the planned paraneters with respect of the
radi ol ogi cal effluent dose rel ease consequences from
nor mal operati on.

The Staff reviewed the Applicant's
aircraft analysis and independently verified the
assessnent of the aircraft hazards at the site. The
Staff concluded with respect to the aircraft hazards

that the proposed site is acceptable for constructing
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the plant that fall within the PPE.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER:  What woul d nake
the site wunacceptable from the aircraft hazard
st andpoi nt ?

MR. ANAND: We have contacted FAA and we
have also discussed with them if there is any big
airport comng near to the site later on and al so we
| ooked at the topography for any |ocal airports near
tothe site as well as the najor international airport
whi ch is Jackson, M ssissippi which is |ocated is 65
mles northeast. W also | ooked at the frequencies of
the aircrafts that travel in and around the G and CGul f
site.

MEMBER- AT- LARCE SI EBER  Ckay.

MR SCOIT: Jack, could | add a comment?
M ke Scott, ACRS Staff. The infallible Early Site
Permit Review Standard also contains acceptance
criteria for when you need to do further work in that
area when the flight densities are too great or the
airports are too close or whatever.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SIEBER But there are
current plants that are within the control zones of
maj or airports already existing and do they neet the
regul ati ons?

MR. SCOIT: The Early Site Permt Review
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Standard of <course is not a regulation. |It's
gui dance.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SIEBER: Right. But the
nere fact that the site may be within the control zone
of an airport probably would not exclude that site
from consideration for an ESP. |Is that true or not
true?

MR. SCOTT: | believe we can get Kaz Canpe
to speak to that since that's his area.

MR. CAMPE: Kaz Canpe, NLR  The question
of what it would take in ternms of aircraft hazards in
order for it to be not acceptable if | understand the
guestion, first of all, the aircraft hazards when
they're evaluated are evaluated in a cumrulative
fashion without picking out particular features such
as airports or airways, training routes, what have
you. All of those things are |ooked at and in the
end, all of themare aggregated into a single overal
i kelihood or probably of an aircraft crash on site.

And the determnation is then whether or
not it is within the acceptance criteria as spelled
out in the standard review plan. So if the air
frequency of an aircraft crash on site exceeds that
criterion, then you do not have an acceptance at that

poi nt and then you have to go back and have anot her
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| ook.

That ot her | ook can take several different
forms. You can refine the anal yses | ooking at the
conservatisnms. Utimately this is all done with the
assunption that there's no protection. So ultimately
you can go into taking into account the structures and
t heir physical features doing structural analysis and
S0 on, consequence analysis. So those are the things
that can be examined. But the main criterion is one
of whether or not it neets the frequency that's
consi dered an acceptance | evel.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER:  (Okay. Thank you.

MR. ANAND: Wth their evacuation time
estimates, the Applicant has shown that no physica
character stakes unique to the proposed ESP site woul d
propose a si gnificant inpedi nent to the devel opnent of
the energency plans. The Staff concluded that the
Applicant's proposed maj or features of the energency
pl ans are acceptable and neets the NRC requirenents.

The Staff had not approved the WMjor
Feature H which deals with the energency facilities
and rel at ed equi prent. The Applicant has not provided
the sufficient information concerning energency
facilities and equi pnent at this time. Therefore, the

Maj or Feature His not approved in the final safety
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eval uation report.

The St aff has concl uded t hat t he Appli cant
provi ded an acceptabl e description of the current and
proj ected popul ati on densities in and around the site
and properly specified the | ow popul ati on zone and
popul ati on center distance.

Wth respect to the Cormittee's conments
on the potential accidents associated with the nearby
river transportation, the Staff has wupdated the
di scussi on of the assessnments of the explosions, fire
and toxic chenmical released in the final safety
eval uation report.

Wth respect to the release of the toxic
gases fromthe chem cal such as anhydrous ammoni a and
chlorine in a potential river barge accident, the
Staff has analyzed the accident for the Gand Gulf
operating reactors and have estimated that the
toxicity level in the control roomis acceptably | ow
Since the design of the newreactor, the control room
is not known at this tinme. The Staff will evaluate
such accidents at the COL application stage.

The Staff has identified this as a COL
actioniteminthe final safety evaluation report. So
based on its review, the Staff has concluded that the

pot enti al hazard associ at ed by t he near by
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transportation routes, i ndustri al and mlitary
facilities, pose no undue risk to the proposed ESP
site.

MEMBER POVWERS: Your anal yses of the
transportation accident include exam nations of a
5,000 ton bl ast.

MR. ANAND: Right.

MEMBER POWERS: In that anal yses, you
conclude that a separation of 2.1 miles would be
needed. But then you argue that there is an
attenuation of that shock wave due to the bluff and
you appeal to a preceding citation that I
unfortunately have not been able to retrieve and
exam ne. Can you explain to us why that particular
citation is deened authoritative?

MR, ANAND: May | request?

MR. CAMPE: Kaz Canpe. |If you could
possi bly just repeat the last part. | didn't quite
catch the last part of your question.

MEMBER POWERS: | n essence, | want to
understand why that blast attenuates a shock wave so
that the separation that goes fromtwo mles down to
it says 1.3. | think it's actually 1.1 and the basis
for what appears to be a proceedings citation for

bl ast dynam ¢ anal yses. The title of it is sonething
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like "Way We Should Use Blast Dynamics In Safety
Assessments.” | have not been able to retrieve or
exam ne that citation. But for sonme reason, it's
deenmed authoritative and that does not smack of an
authoritative docunent to ne. So l'mtrying to
understand why is that authoritative. Wy can that be
the basis for a substantial reduction in the required
separation?

MR CAWPE: |I'mnot sure if | was
enphasi zing the authoritative aspects of it. | was
citing a reference of an Arthur D. Little study that
was made. That is not to say that that is the only
thing I've looked at. That is one of the nore
conpl ete coverages of the topic and so | thought it
woul d be appropriate to list it.

In my studying this aspect, | have | ooked
at several sources that all seem to have a general
i ndi cation of the types of reduction factors that one
can get from obstacles that are in the way of an
i ncident over pressure wave that said to ne that we
may not have it precisely perhaps but it's certainly
factors of the type that | found in this study by
Arthur D. Little and that's what was used as a basis
for concluding that it's a reasonabl e thing to expect.

I have found other calculations in
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reference to architectural studies with intentiona

threats being the focus where deliberate obstacles
were being introduced as part of an architectural
design in order to reduce the nagni tude of an inci dent
bl ast that seened to be also in agreenent w th what

this study did.

So in essence what |'msaying is | wasn't
focusi ng or picking out a singular reference and
hanging it all on that but actually | ooked across the
board and saw general agreenment and just sinply picked
this one as a representative one. 1'd be happy to
supply the copies of this if that would hel p.

MEMBER PONERS: |'m struggling with trying
to understand t he configuration that was anal yzed. |If
| ook at the |ine of sight between the center of the
transportation corridor, actually the bank of the
transportation corridor, at the bluff, do |I see the
top of the facility? | think I do. So now do |I get
the attenuation fromthe bluff over the entire height
of the facility?

MR. CAMPE: At the very least, the direct
I ine of sight would only be applicable to the incident
over pressure wave front when in fact conservatively
one i ncludes the reflective wave which is additive and

that would be traveling along the topographical
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surface and that woul d be subject to this attenuation
by the existence of the bluff. The incident wave is
one-hal f of the total over pressure that one sees on
the floor surface facility.

MEMBER PONERS: |If ny facility is exposed
to the incident, it's going to get the reflective.
It's going to reflect off the building. You're going
to get the inmpulse fromboth of themif there's aline
of sight. What |I'm concerned about is |I think the
sighting study looked at barriers to conpletely
obscure the facility and it's not clear to ne that
this facility is conpletely obscured by the bluff.
Maybe I'mwong. | just don't understand what you're
anal yzed.

MR CAMPE: | at the same tine am not
clear how a direct line of sight without taking into
account existence of bluff would necessarily still
involve a reflective over pressure wave. |'m hearing
what you're saying and | don't quite see it that way.
But | would have to | ook at that.

MEMBER POAERS: | think it can be safe to
say | don't understand this anal ysis.

MR CAMPE: Al | can say is | can try to
provide further <clarification on this particular

aspect .
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MEMBER POWNERS: (Good. Pl ease conti nue.

MR. ANAND: Thank you. The Applicant has
di scussed with you the clinmate and et hodol ogy used to
determ ne the severity of the weat her phenonena. The
Staff has also concluded that Applicant's proposed
site characteristics related to climtology and the
nmet hodol ogy used to determ ne the severity of the
weat her phenonena refl ected in t he site
characteristics are accept abl e and cont ends suffi ci ent
margin for the limted accuracy, quantity and the
period of tinme in which the data has been accumul at ed
in accordance with GDC-2 of Appendix Ato 10 CFR Part
50.

The Staff al so acknow edges t hat the | ong-
term clinmte change resulting from human or natura
causes nmay introduce changes into the nost serious
nat ural phenonena reported for the site. However, no
conclusive evidence or consensus of opinion is
avai l abl e on the repetitivity or natural such changes.

If in the future the ESP site is no longer in
conpliance with the terns and conditions of the ESP
for exanple, if newinformation shows that the climte
has changed and the climte and site characteristics
no | onger represents the sane weat her conditions, the

Staff my seek to nodify the ESP or inpose
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requirenents fromthe site in accordance with the
provisions of 10 CFR 5239 "Finality of Early Site
Permt Determnation" if necessary to bring the site
into conpliance with the Commi ssion's requirenments to
assure adequate protection of the public health and
safety.

The Staff also concluded that the
Applicant's proposed site characteristics related to
the hydrology are acceptable with the noted permt
condition and COL action itenms which are discussed
later in ny presentation. 1In addition, the Staff
i ndependently verified that the flood in the
M ssissippi River is not a threat to the ESP site.
The Staff also consulted with the Corps of Engineers
and the Staff i ndependently verified that the ESP site
is safe fromflooding. The Staff concluded that the
proposed ESP site is acceptable fromthe geol ogy and
sei sm ¢ standpoi nt and neets the requirenent of 10 CFR
Part 100.23, "The Geologic and Seismc Criteria."

As we all know, the proposed Gand CGulf
ESP site is located in a relatively low seismc
region. The Applicant has identified no active
seismc faults within the 90 mle radius from the
| ocation of the ESP site and no earthquake recorded

within a 25 mle radius since 1777.
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The Gand GQulf site is a deep soil site.
The Applicant has used the regul atory guide 1.165 for
identificationandcharacterization of seism c sources
and determ nation of safe shutdown earthquake ground
notion. The Regul atory Guide 1.165 descri bes net hod
acceptable to NRC Staff for the determ nati on of SSE.
Therefore, the Staff concludes that the ESP site neets
the requirenent of Part 100. Finally, the Staff
concluded that the Applicant provided appropriate
gual ity assurance neasures equal to those required by
the 10 CFR Part 50, Appendi x B.

The Staff review included all the
different area lists in the Slides 8 and 9. The
bol ded text referred to in the two slides refers to
the area that contains open itens in the draft safety
eval uation report. There were a total of 23 open
itenms in the draft safety evaluation report as
indicated on Slides 8 and 9. All those open itens
have been resolved in the final safety evaluation
report. The Applicant has addressed in a matrix form
the key open itens in their presentation. So | wll
not go nore into details on these open itens.

During the North Anna early site permt
review, the Staff with the assistance fromthe O fice

of General Counsel developed criteria for proper
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characterization of permt conditions and site
characteristics and COL action itens in the final
safety evaluation report. W applied the sane
criteria to develop permt conditions and COL action
itens in the Gand Gulf final safety eval uation
report.

The Staff has proposed three permt
conditions in the final safety evaluation report.
There were ten pernmit conditions in the draft safety
eval uation report. 1In addition, the Staff has
identified 26 COL action itens in the final safety
eval uation report which includes the remaining seven
permt conditions identified in the DSER | wll
di scuss the COL actionitens |ater in nmy presentation.

Here are the three proposed pernmt
conditions in the G and Gulf final safety eval uation
report. The Staff proposes to include a condition in
the early site permt that mght be issued in
connection with the application to go under excl usion
area control before construction begins under a
construction pernmt or COL referencing the ESP. The
Applicant nust obtain and execute an agreenent
providing for shared control of the Gand Gulf ESP
exclusion area including Staff's approval.

Permit Condition 2 requires the new unit
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radwaste system to be designed with a feature to
preclude any and all acci dent al rel eases of
radi onuclides into the potential |iquid pathway. The
reason we propose this permt condition is that the
Applicant has not nmade the decision as to what a
specific design mght ultimately be built at the ESP
site. Therefore, the exact |ocation of the radwaste
storage facilities and the accidental rel ease points
of liquid effluent in the ground and surface water is
not known at this tinme.

Since the soil properties such as the
absorption and retention coefficient cannot be
determined from the |location of the potential
radi onuclides release on the ground, the Staff
concluded that the issue could be best resolved if
there is no release of radionuclides for the ground
water. Accordingly, the Staff proposed this permt
condition and the Applicant is okay with this permt
condi tion.

The Permit Condition No. 3 states that the
early site permt holder or an applicant referencing
t he ESP nust performa geol ogi ¢ mappi ng of the future
excavation for safety-related facilities.

| discussed earlier that there are 26 COL

actionitens identifiedinthe final safety eval uation
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report. The purpose of the COL action itens are to
ensure that the Applicant issues and tracks and
considers these issues in the COL phase. COL action
itemidentify and highlight what is needed at the CCL
stage. This is simlar to the established concept in
the design certification. The list of the CO.L action
itens in the SERis by no neans all inclusive. They
are all listed in Appendix Ato the final safety

eval uation report.

The foll owi ng are the maj or m | estones for
the project. | would Iike to highlight the follow ng.
The Staff received the Grand GQulf application in
Cctober 2003 and the Staff issued the final safety
eval uation report on Cctober 21, 2005. The future or
the remaining mlestones are that the Staff requests
that the Cormittee provides a letter to the EDO by
Decenber 22, 2005 giving their reconmendati ons.

The Staff wll then issue a NUREG by
January 28, 2006 which will include the ACRS letter
concerning the Gand @lf early site permt
application and the Associate's and the Staff's final
safety eval uation report.

There are mandat ory hearings for the early
site permt applications. These mandatory hearings

will begin in 2006. There are not contentions
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admtted in the SSE application. The uncontested
hearing will begin upon the conpletion of the Staff's
final involvenent of inpact statenment which is due to
be published on April 14, 2006. The ESLP decision is
due in Decenber 2006. Conm ssion decision for the
Grand Gulf early site permt is expected in January
2007.

In summary, the Staff issued the G and
Qulf early site permit final safety eval uation report
on the schedule. The Gand Gulf early site
characteristics with the limtation and condition
proposed by the Staff conply with the Part 100
requi renents.

React ors havi ng characteristics that fal
within the paraneters identified in the ESP and which
neets the terns and conditions proposed in the final
safety evaluation report can be constructed and
operated w thout undue risk to the health and safety
of the public.

Staff review concludes that the issuance
of the Grand Gulf ESP will not be harnful to the
common defense and security or to the health and
safety of the public. W believe that the Staff has
done an outstanding job in preparing this final safety

eval uation report and we appreciate the Comrittee's
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efforts for the issuance of a letter so that we can
i ssue the NUREG by January 28, 2006. This concl udes
my presentation. |'ll be happy to address any
guestions if you have. Thank you.

MEMBER PONERS: Menbers have any questions
for the speaker? Thank you very much. M. Chairnan.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  Ms. Duds has a statenent
to make.

M5. DUDS: No, | don't want to be a
glutton for punishnment on this bluff issue regarding
the erosion but | just wanted to clarify and see if
the Applicant had anything to add regarding the
Staff's | ooking at the topography and identifying a
certain attenuation and accepting sonme credit for that
bluff. | wasn't sure that we could provide nore
information at this tine.

MR ZINKE: W really can't because this
was an i ssue or a subject we took different approaches
on and that's why | really can't add anything to that.

M5. DUDS: GCkay. Thank you, George.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  So we now are finished.
Anyone wi sh to anything nore on this matter? | think
we're really to take a break and we can not start
again until our next item on the agenda which is at

10:30 a.m So we are |ucky because of the great job
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done by the presenters that we're ahead of tine and
we'll take a break until 10:30 a.m Thank you. Of
t he record.

(Wher eupon, the foregoing matter went off
the record at 10: 02 a.m and went back on the record
at 10:33 a.m)

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: On the record. Please
come back into session. The next topic on the agenda
concerns potentially degraded fire barrier material s.
"1l turn to ny colleague, R ch Denning, to | ead us
t hrough this one. Rich, go ahead.

MEMBER DENNI NG Ckay. Thank you. In
March and April of this year as you're all aware, the
NRC  undert ook some prelimnary testing and
denonstrated the hazards of conformty research and
that is that you mght find out that things aren't the
way that you thought they were. So what we're going
to hear about today is a little explanation of what
actually was observed in these tests on the Hemyc/ Ml
fire barriers and then what we're really here for is
to consider the generic letter to be issued to the
i ndustry to understand exactly where these materials
are being used and to identify plans for how we're
going to do corrective actions to the extent that

those are required. Sunil Werakkody will make the
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i ntroductory statenents.

MR. WEERAKKCODY: |'m Sunil Werakkody.
I'm the Chief of Fire Protection Branch in the
Di vision of Risk Assessnent. The reason we are here
today in front of the ACRS is to personally draft a
generic letter that we have put together entitled
"I mpact of Potentially Degraded Hermyc/MI Fire Barrier
Mat eri al s on Conpliance with Fire Protection Program”
The obj ective of today's presentationis to obtainthe
ACRS endorsenent on the proposed generic letter.

| do want to before | go to the two
bullets there introduce the three people who will be
in front of you making presentations and answeri ng
your questions. First, Mark Salley who is the Team
Leader for Fire Research fromthe O fice of Research.
Mark | ed the effort to run the Hemyc testing and gave
us the results that we used to engage the i ndustry and
ask themto take the appropriate actions.

And Angie Lavretta joined the Fire
Protection section about a year ago. |In fact, our
work | oad increased because of the Henyc issues and
she's been the |lead for the generic letter on Henyc
and she'll be nmaking the presentation on the
regul atory actions on the generic letter. She wll

foll ow Mark who will provide the presentation on the
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research test results.

Then Dan Frunkin used to be a Fire
Protection engineer. He's been with NRR for the | ast
ten years. So he's cognizant of all regulatory and
ri sk kind of aspects of Henyc and other fire barriers
for NRR

Getting back to these slides, as | said
the generic letter that we plan to issue for which we
are goi ng to ask your endorsenent is going to request
that each of the licensees who receive the generic
letter identify whether they rely on Henyc and MI and
other material for the separation of fire barriers at
their plants to conply with the regulations. Then the
same letter is going to request the effected |icensees
to provide a description of the installation, discuss
whether the installationis in conpliance in |ight of
the newinformation that we will be dissem nating with
the generic letter and tell us what kind of
conpensatory actions they have taken and also tell us
if they conclude that they're not in conpliance how
they plan to establish conpliance wth the
regul ati ons.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | guess we'll get into
this when we go into the details but | had a |ot of

troubl e wunderstanding how your tests helped the
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| i censees under st and how their particul ar
configurations would be in conpliance or not. Maybe
we'll get into that in the details.

MR WEERAKKQODY: W woul d towards the
end.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  You shoul d have done
sone limted tests and there ask a sweepi ng revi ew of
everything they have to see if it's in conpliance. |
wasn't sure you were giving themenough infornmationto
figure that out. Perhaps we'll get into that.

MR WEERAKKODY: | could answer that now
or | could wait until the end of the presentation.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: Wwell, if you have a
gui ck answer.

MR. WEERAKKODY: Ckay. | have a quick
answer. W gave enough information to question
whet her they are in conpliance and sone |icensees |ike
for exanpl e Vernont Yankee, they concluded that it was
sufficient for themto go out and renew and repl ace
their material. Then you have other |icensees who
basically said to us and in fact are performng
additional testing to see whether this applies to
t hem

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: So they have to do

addi tional testing.
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MR. WEERAKKQODY: Sone |icensees are doing

additional testing. Dan, did you want to say
somet hi ng?

MR- FRUWKIN:. Yes. This is Dan Frunkin of
the Staff. Just one nore thing, the configurations
t hat we devel oped for our testing were devel oped based
on input fromthe industry. They reviewed our test
report. We incorporated many of their coments. So
with the anbunt of resources we had to do the tests,
this was as representative as possible of the
licensee's testing or installations.

VR. VEERAKKCDY: Unl ess you have
guestions, | would |ike Mark to provide the RES
presentati on.

MR. SALLEY: I'm Mark Salley fromthe NRC
O fice of Research. | have Roy Wods with nme in the
audi ence. Roy was the Program Manager for this. So
we should be able to cover everything for you. This
presentation is pared down. W could talk all norning
about the testing and we have ten mnutes to do that.
So that's about right. But | would like to give you
t he qui ck, verbal presentation and then we have sone
photos at the end that we'll show that hopeful |y what
| talk about will draw it all together.

Henyc is a fire barrier material. This
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goes back to 1980 timefrane with protecting the same
trains within the sanme fire area, the sane problem
that the Therno-Lag was used for. You all renenber
back from 92 era the Therno-Lag. This is another
material that was used to do that.

It's a very sinple fire barrier and |'I
pass a pi ece around for you all to | ook at here. Wat
it basically is is a high tenperature fabric. You'l
hear this referred as sag "welding cloth" or you'l
hear the brand names, Refrasil or Siltenp is a very
comon one back inthe "80s. Siltenp was probably the
bi ggest manufacturer of it and you basically take the
Kaowool which we've | ooked at before, a ceram c fiber
material and you sew it into blankets or pillows or
mats. You then go and install this around the raceway
and that is the fire barrier system

Wiile | have this in front of me and I'1]|
pass it around, you'll notice a difference which we'l|
di scuss and that's the color. This is brand new
Refrasil material. You'll see that it's a tan color.
This is an actual color that was w apped around where
two joints cane together. |If you picture it, this was
wr apped around. It's an actual color that cane out of
the fire test. You know the col or has changed and

that will be inportant later. But the cloth reacts

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

66

thermally to the flux from the furnace and it does
some interesting things. So it's a very sinple fire
barrier system |'Il pass it around. Ceorge.

Henyc, it's interesting too when you work
t hese problens. \Wat does Hemyc nean? W' ve thrown
the word around for years. |It's interesting that back
in the 1980s when Appendix R was first put into play
peopl e were wonderi ng how do we sol ve the probl emand
a Spani sh insulation firmby the name of Hemyc cane up
with one solution. This is the conpany that devel oped
it if youwll in Spain. Their conpany nane is Hemyc
and that's what this barrier systemhas been referred
to.

There's nothing proprietary or anything
special about it. Like |I said, it's conmercial grade
Kaowool, two inches of Kaowool, wapped with a
comerci al grade, high tenperature welding cloth. So
it's not Iike the Therno-Lag where you had this secret
proprietary mx type kind of thing. You could nake
these up in your garage and Jack could be installing
them in Beaver Valley if we were 40 years ago. So
it's nothing special, but that's where the nane Henyc
comes from It's the name of the conpany.

There's also another variety. Henyc is

what we refer to as the one hour barrier. There was
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also a three hour version and the three hour version

of the material was called MI. It's very simlar to

the Hemyc. As a matter of fact, when you | ook at the
installation procedures, the first layers that go on

are basically the one hour Henyc configuration. They
t hen put a second | ayer on where they put sone packets

of sonme material in there to absorb the energy. So

the two designs are simlar both one and three hour.

One hour is predomnant. | think there's only one or
two plants that use the three hour.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: Do these packets
absorb energy by a phase transition or something?

MR SALLEY: |I'mtrying to renenber. Roy,
do you renenber what the chenical was in the packets?
It was nonconbusti bl e.

MR FRUWI N Yes. It was hydrate. It's
a saturated salt substance with water and as it heats,
the water boils off.

MR. SALLEY: Theoretically when the packet
is broke, it |ooked |ike sand running out. But that
was t he design

Testing, it was straight up testing, full
scale testing. It was done to NFPA 251 which is the
same as ASTME 119 as far as standard tine/tenperature

curve. As far as the anmpbunt of instrunentation, how
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t he configurations were done, we used Ceneric Letter
8610 Supplenment 1. So the testing was standardi zed.
It's the sanme standardized testing we've done since
the md " 90s.

Just to review quickly, we had sone
options in here. Gaham you would alluding to how we
tested to represent industry. Let me answer that now
or at least take a stab at it. Wen we did the
installations, we followed the vendor manual pretty
much to the letter and we had the original vendor
Promatec. So we used their people.

W had continuity as the craftsnmen who did
the original work. W had as close to that as we
could get. W followed the vendor manual to the
letter. Were they said a mninumsix inch collar, we
had themcut a m nimumsix inch collar and that's how
we set the testing up.

The standard says to test enpty which wi ||
give us our worst case configuration. W did that.
We also had room inside the test deck because the
| essons we had | earned fromTherno-Lag was that if you
have a heavier thermal mass you have nore therma
inertia. It takes longer to heat up. The
tenmperatures tend to run cooler.

Based on that experience in the spare
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areas in the deck, we put the sane configurations but
we fully | oaded the conduits. And before we lit the
furnace, what we fully expected to see if we did see
failures was that the enpty ones being |lighter would
fail first and we'd see progressively as the heavy
conduits would last longer in the furnace. That's
what we were | ooking for when we started the testing.

Again, the criteria, it's the average
tenperature rise of the raceway being | ess than 250°
for acceptance with no single point exceeding 325°
Fahrenhei t above the anbient start of the test. There
woul d al so be a hose streamtest. Again we were using
t he same hose stream we used in Thernpo-Lag and it's
often used for pen seals and that's the fog nozzle
test.

The first test was conducted in March of
2005. In here we put an array of conduits. W had
two one inch, tw inch and a half and two four inch,
one being enpty, the other being fully | oaded. Again
we were trying to | ook for the difference that the
cable nmass gives us. W also had one, if you will,
typi cal sized junction box in the assenbly and one
thing we noticed about the vendor manual, again
| essons |earned from Therno-Lag, was they only

required the structural steel to be protected three
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i nches away fromthe barrier.

Now ot her vendors have used as nuch as 18
i nches and the physics being the sanme, if you heat up
the tube steel or the Unistrut you knowit's going to
conduct heat energy into the barrier system W
t hought three was awful short and we didn't want to
bi ased the tests just because of this thernmal short we
woul d |1 ose the data on the raceways. So we separated
the supports from the raceways. The raceways hung
supported outside the test assenbly and we had
separate i nstrunment ed supports so that we coul d gat her
the data to see the heat transfer back through the
material .

VWhat we saw when we did the testing was
that the raceways fromthe one to the four inch that
failures occurred between 33 and 43 minutes. The
other thing was that it was randomin the failures.
W didn't see the enpty one inch fail first and the
| oaded four inch fail last as we had expect ed.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  What does failure nmean
inatest like this?

MR.  SALLEY: Failure neans that you
exceeded the delta T max so that 325° single point --

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Wi ch doesn't nean they

all fell apart or sonething?
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MR. SALLEY: No. It nmeans thermally you
did not keep the interior of the conduit cool enough
to insure the functionality of the cable. Again, our
results were mxed. W didn't see themfailing in the
order we expected them and when we | ooked at the
assenbly what we had di scovered really for the first
time was a phenonena of thermal shrinkage.

| f you see the piece of Henyc that's being
passed around, vyou'll notice that the color has
changed. |It's changed froma tan to a white. What
happens here is when the nmaterial is going through
this change it actually shrinks and during the
shrinki ng process what we now saw was breaches in the
barrier. So at the point where it shrunk inside the
testing, we now had a breach whi ch exposed t he conduit
to the furnace which you coul d see the thermal coupl es
peg right up. And that failure was random t hr oughout
t he assenbly.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Soneone is going to ask
this sonetine |'"msure. Now we had Therno-Lag and it
failed tests and we had Kaowool which failed and this
stuff which has been installed for some tine is now
failing. One would think that all these tests would
have been done ahead of tine so that you don't put

stuff out there and then have to take it of f again and
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find sonething better. It seens to have happened
three tines now. Wat's going on here?

MR SALLEY: There's a nunber of reasons
for that, Gaham |'Il answer part of that and I|'|
| et Dan answer the regulatory part. |f you go back to
Brown's Ferry " 75.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: A long tine ago.

MR, SALLEY: | renmenber, but | guess |I'm
getting old. There was no test for penetration seals
before Brown's Ferry and after that, all of a sudden
we need this test nethod for penetration seals. This
is inportant. Then ASTM and UL and all the factory
and everybody devel oped test standards. Wen this was
installed in the "80s, again follow E-119. E-119 is
for building nmaterials and follow the section on
partition walls.

Vell, that criteriais very subjective and
open. The NRC sol ved that problem by issuing Ceneric
Letter 8610 Supplenent 1 in the md 90s as part of
the outfall of Thernp-Lag and it's interesting that
the testing bodies, the people who do this for a
living, ASTM in 95 they issued their first
standard. So | think what you're seeing on this is
when you standardi ze the test nmethod and then you go

back and | ook at these things, then you start to
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really see what happens.

Testing was performed on Hemyc in Spain.
There were sone small scale tests. Dan knows a | ot
about them He can add to it. But that's what the
original approvals were based on. Anything you want
to add, Dan?

MR. FRUWKIN:. Yes. Just that the testing
in Spain was simlar, large furnace, 10 feet by six
feet kind of scale of furnace with the standard
tenperature in a typical configuration. But we were
unaware or at |east probably the analysts or the
reviewers in the early "80s weren't considering
thermal mass. They weren't considering different
kinds of <configurations and so forth in their
analysis. So their review and this was reviewed in
the early "80s by the NRC Staff didn't take into
consideration a lot of the different factors that we
| earned from Ther no- Lag.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: It was a shrinkage
phenonena or sonething that you think would be
di scovered in these earlier tests.

MR FRUWIN It was a snaller scale test.
So the shrinkage is per foot. But one of the points
on the smaller scale test is like on building

materials if they have a ten feet of this conduit we
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put thermal couples every six inches. They put

t hermal couples at one location on the ten feet. So
if the shrinkage did not occur if they didn't put it
at a seam they might not have noticed a tenperature
rise. W got smarter. But the -- Ckay.

MR. SALLEY: Dan is absolutely right.
Standard E-119 test, you would use as few as ten
t hermal couples. Wen you | ook at the tests we run
here, we use hundreds of thermal coupl es because we're
nmeasuri ng so far al ong.

The structural steel, again to touch on
your question, G aham The vendor manual had two
nmet hods of installing the nmaterial. You could either
put the two sections together and put a collar over
it. That piece you see passing around, this is an
actual collar, a six inch collar. O you could do an
overlap joint if you picture a bell and spigot in old
case iron plunbing. So when we say we tested what
industry did if they foll owed the vendor manual, here
are the two joints. W tested both types of joints.

The third thing you could do that we saw
from a lot of the installations in the field was
people had stitched it together, if you picture a
basebal | stitched together. So we did the junction

box in that manner where we stitched the junction box
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tight like a baseball and that one gave us sone rea
problens in the first testing because --

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: They shoul d supply them
wi th zips or sonething.

MR. SALLEY: Yes, zippers would have been
good. They hand-stitched it with a nonconbustible
thread. The shrinkage really caught us off guard with
t he junction box because when t he shrinkage occurred,
now we had the seans open and when the seamis open,
the thread broke. Wen the thread broke, the fire
barrier fell off. So that was clearly the weakest
link was the stitched design.

Structural steel. |It's good that we
tested it separate. Again, if the physics hold up
here, we can see the Unistrut. It conducted heat in
at the three inch point at 22 to 32 m nutes on aver age
and the larger tube steel again, you have a | arger
cross section to heat up. So it conducts heat better.
It failed as early as 13 m nutes.

So t hi s shri nkage was sonet hi ng newto us.
W did not expect to see this. It messed up our nice
test programthat we had everything all laid out on
quite truthfully. So we had Sandia do a little extra
testing on that for us which we'll touch on here in a

mnute. But there really is a phenonena where the
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material shrinks.

The first test was conduits and junction
box. The second test, we had three tests in total,
was on cable trays. So here we had two cabl e trays,
a 12 inch and a 36. W tested these enpty because
just of the economnmy of it, the space inside to test
that. W also put in sone air gaps.

The junction box bothered us from the
first test. So we had a little bit of roomleft in
this test that we installed a junction box. W
installed it the same way but this tinme we added the
stainless steel bands that we had also seen in
industry to try to keep it together.

What we sawwas in the cable trays that we
had failures between 18 and 35 ninutes again here on
tenperature. The junction box with the banding, the
bandi ng did help keep the barrier systemon the box
this tinme. It did not fall off but we still exceeded
the tenperature at 31 minutes and the air drop | asted
approxi mately 32 m nutes.

Again, when you introduce this joint
failure, it's a randomfailure in the test. So what
you think is going to happen and what you want to say
was goi ng to happen if that joint opens up because of

the different design that's skews your results.
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CHAl RMAN WALLIS: So it failed in about

half the tinme. It was supposed to last an hour. It
| asted a half an hour.

MR. SALLEY: Yes. |If you just had to
t hrow a nunber up here

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: It sounds like a big
change. It's a big loss of properties for that to
happen.

MEMBER DENNI NG  When you say | oss of
properties, you' re going to see what's going to happen
is it just separates.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: It just opens up. So
the effect of conductivity or whatever it is really
drops or it's lost conpletely.

MEMBER DENNI NG Right. The conductivity
of the Kaowool is well known. There's no problemwth
t hat .

MR. SALLEY: Richard is exactly right.
There's a slide in the back you can | ook at and you
want to say from engi neering background this is just
Fourier's Law.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: So it's a heat |eak
really. He's created a heat | eak.

MR. SALLEY: Right. And we can solve this

in the uniformproperties and do the cal culation and
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this should all be good. But when you get that joint
novenent and openi ng here that's what gets you. Again
we saw the sane thing as we saw in the first test.

The third test was conducted in April.
This was for the three hour assenbly. Again we
foll owed the sane format. We're |ooking at an array
of conduits, one inch, two and a half and four inch.
W have themenpty and | oaded again. W're trying to
foll ow that standardized format, junction box and an
air drop. As | understand it, there's not nmuch or any
really of three hour barriers on cable trays in the
i ndustry. So our test here was strictly on the
conduits. Again we had the two steel.

You can t hat again we're | ooking for three
hours here and our failures are occurring on the
conduits between 87 and 113 minutes. So again we're
hitting that hal fway, Gaham |ike you were saying
The junction box is 122. The cable air drops 159
m nutes. Structural steel was roughly good for an
hour the way it was protected here. |t was protected
alittle further out.

Again we saw t he sane seal shrinkage.
guess we could test this 100 tines and 100 tinmes we
woul d see the shrinkage. So we're pretty confident

with that. W saw that in every test. This test had
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18 inches for the structural steel support versus the
three and the one hour design and you coul d see that
that comes up a little bit short al so.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  Now does it shrinks
because of tenperature?

MR, SALLEY: Yes.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  You woul d think that the
i nside would shrink al nost inmmediately because it's
hot and the outside would shrink later.

MR SALLEY: The outside of it is close to
the flux fromthe furnace. So that would be the first
t hi ng heat ed up.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: That's the outside
that's hot.

MEMBER DENNING It's the fabric that's
shri nki ng.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: That woul d shrink al nost
i medi ately, wouldn't it, because it's the hottest
part? It's the outside.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER:  The out si de.

Ri ght .

MR, SALLEY: Right.

MEMBER DENNI NG But you understand it's
fabric.

CHAl RMAN WALLI S: It's the fabric that's

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

80

shrinks but the fabric is on the outside. You presune
the outside is the hottest. So | would expect it to
happen al nost inmmediately on the outside and then

| ater on progress to the rest of it.

MR SALLEY: The inside. Yes.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: But sonethi ng woul d
happen al nost imediately, wouldn't it?

MEMBER- AT- LARCGE SIEBER  On the outside.

MR. SALLEY: Imediately is alittle too
gquick is what the Sandia test will tell us.

CHAI RMVAN WALLIS: Yes. It is on the
outside that's the hottest part.

MR. SALLEY: Yes. Again we saw the sane
shrinkage. Let's flip to that Sandia slide next, Dan.
Sandi a had done sone small scale test and we saw this
inthe first test. W wanted to understand nore about
this welding cloth. And they had done sone smal
scal e radiant flux tests.

A coupl e of interesting points here. Kind
of the history of it. You will hear the termsil
tenp used a lot and we use the termSiltenp if you
read how we started this out. Like | said, Siltenp
was i f you think of Kleenex. You don't say give ne a
paper tissue. | want a Kleenex. |It's a brand nane.

Siltenp was the big brand that was used.

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

81

When we did the testing we wanted to nake
the assenblies as representative as possible. So
let's use all of the sane things that industry did and
t he vendor had actually allowed a couple different
manufacturers. So we went out in search of Siltenp.
Lo and behold, Siltenp is nmanufactured | believe in
Del awar e and t he conpany t hat nmanufactured Siltenp two
years ago when the hurricane cane up this way actually
hit that conpany and took them out of business.

So the Siltenp nmanufacturer, we coul d not
buy Siltenp brand welding cloth. So we used anot her
brand that was Refroseal (PH) and we thought wait a
m nute. Maybe we got a bad material here or this
different material nade a change. So we had gotten
somre New O d Stock Siltenp fromthe 80s from one of
the |icensees and we had the material that we used in
the test. These were sent off to Sandia, put in an
radi ant panel test and what we were | ooking for was i s
t he shri nkage mneasur abl e.

So given the two sanpl es side by side with
the radiant flux on it, how did they react?
Basically, what Sandia told wus 1is around 800°
Fahrenheit is when this phenonmena wants to start
taki ng place and for all intent and purposes how t hey

neasured it, the shrinkage was uniform W were
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confortabl e that our tests were representative of what
was actually install ed.

Shrinkage again was on the order of five
to ten percent. They did a nice sinple test where
they cut scale pieces, laid themside by side, had
t hem scal ed up, photographed it as it ran.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | presune it shrinks in
bot h directions.

MR SALLEY: Yes. There's a whole science
of fabric which | know very little about and you can
get into whether they' re cross-weaved and that.

CHAI RMVAN WALLIS: So it depends on how t he
weave is related to the way it's cut and everyt hing.

MR. SALLEY: Right. The shrinkage was
fairly uniform For our purposes, we felt confortable
here and we were done.

| ndustry. Again, we put these results
out. We had a neeting in April where we shared al
this information and we shared all our test reports
with all our stakeholders mainly. They needed to
confirm that what research did is the facts of the
matter and that's good. So they ran a second test or
actually took one of ours that was |left over and put
their barriers on.

This was run i n August of this past year.
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It was basically a user group fromindustry. They had
some of the original materials from 1980s. So they
could back in their power storage warehouse, procure
the material out and run the test. They al so had done
some m ni mal upgrades that sonme of the plants had done
in their site-specific installations which they
included in the test. W thought it would come down
to instead of using a six inch collar |ike the vendor
manual some utilities used an eight inch collar. Sone
use as nmuch as a 12 inch collar.

The mnimm overlap for the bell and
spigot joint was two inches. Sone plants in their
site-specific my have gone three or four. So they
were trying to test sone of those upgrades. W used
hal f inch stainless steel banding. Sone plants used
a larger banding. So a lot of this was included to
get the feel for this in their testing. Again, they
ran their testing and the results basically were
simlar. You saw the shrinkage. Al the barriers
fail ed before their mninmum one hour rating and the
problemis there.

So in sumary, we've conpl eted our three
tests. The reports have been publicly avail able since
April. We've handed it over to NRR W' re continuing

to support. |If there's any nore testing fromthe
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i ndustry, we'll be happy to witness it. That's |
guess in sumary why we test, the inportance of
actually doing the testing is what we found here.

| would like to go and show you quickly
before I run out of tinme a couple photos here that
hopefully will bring this all together. This first
photo i s what the Hemyc | ooks |i ke before the testing.

CHAI RMVAN WALLIS: If you have a bi g enough
collar, then the shrinkage wouldn't matter. | nean it
woul d shrink but it wouldn't open up a gap.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER:  But |ayers on it.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS:  If you have a big enough
collar, it shrinks. The other one shrinks but there's
still integrity.

MR.  SALLEY: Right. You know an
interesting thing about this, Gaham [It's funny like
| said. The nore you work on it the nore you | earn.
But this material if you had done welding cloth for a
living is when you talk to the people who do this for
a living in their mnd, this is old know edge. W
make a preshrunk version. That was news to ne. All
the welding cloth |I've ever used over the years has
al ways been the tan material. | didn't realize you
coul d get a preshrunk and the way they preshrink it is

they heat it. W said "Ww. That's kind of like a
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eureka here." But when we talked with the vendors and
said why didn't you use the preshrunk version, the
answer was it's a lot harder to work because in the
heating of it apparently it stiffens it and it nakes
it much harder to sew, much harder to do and that's
why we went with the other material.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER:  Pretty good stuff
if there isn't a fire.

MR. SALLEY: Yes, it's nonconbustible. |
can say that in its favor. There's an actual piece
that canme out of +the test that it's clearly
nonconbust i bl e. Take a | ook at this photo real quick
and I'"'m going to turn around and point a couple of
things out to you. You can see a collar installed
there. O course, the two pieces butt up and the six
inch collars is three inches on either side. The
junction box is in the background there.

You' Il notice between the collar and the
junction box you can see one of the bell and spigot
joints there with the two inch overlap. Again notice
the color. It's tan. The furnace, we're | ooking
t hrough the door of the furnace before it's buttoned
up for the test.

This one is the assenbly just conpletely

one hour, our first test, just conpletely one hour.
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It's now being craned off of the top of the furnace.
It's getting ready to be trolleyed over for the hose
streamtest. Probably the nost dramatic thing about
this one is if you look in the center you'll see our
junction box and the barrier is laying on the floor of
the furnace and you can see the junction is quite
warm |It's actually cherry red there on the inside.
So that was the worst of our failures.

If you look at the next slide, here is
what you see on one of the collar joints and because
of the shrinkage, and | say the randomess of the
shrinkage, is the bands are installed by hand and t he
craftworkers say that's tight and you have to have at
least a half inch indented is the spec to nake sure
that it istight. So there is a randomess. It's not
I i ke we have torque fasteners.

What you would see is that when the
shrinkage started occurring in the main pieces of the
Henyc the collar would want to slide to one side or
the other. They wouldn't slide uniformy. They would
slide to one side or the other.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: If the collar was big
enough, it wouldn't come out.

MR. SALLEY: Hopefully one woul d think

t hat . Like | said, there are sone different
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variations. |It's interesting but |I remenber | ooking
at the vendor manual and Roy and | were when we saw
this did we do it right and we started sel f-checking
quite feverishly. And going through the vendor
manual , yes, six inches was what was used. However
there were notes that | believe Gonet had a speci al
note in the vendor manual which was odd to ne that
said we use 12 inch collars. So maybe that plant had
a little different design. But this was a typical
failure.

Agai n here's another view of |ooking at
it. You can see the raceway where it's clearly
exposed and once you expose the raceway it's
instrumented. The thermal couples pick that up in a
matter of m nutes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Does this inply that
t he cables inside also would fail?

MR. SALLEY: Yes. Wen you |ook at the
t enperatures when the furnace is 1,000° at ten
m nutes, 1,700° at one hour when you | ook at the final
tenperatures here fromthe testing, it was conmon to
see them over 1,000° which we know thernopl astic,
t hernoset, would have clearly failed.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI S:  Thank you

MR. SALLEY: Again here's another view of
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the collar. This next one here is a cable tray and
this one is quite interesting. Cable tray, take a
ook at it. The cable tray again had a two inch
overlap. So this isn't rocket science. You neasure
your blanket out so you can wap the tray with at
| east two inches. You sew the blanket up. |It's very
| abor intensive and you bring the mat or bl anket out
and you wap it around the tray. You pull the bands
and you've installed the barrier.

When you bring this thermal shrinkage in
as the material starts to constrict and shrink, you
can see that it opened the whole side of the cable
tray up. So the whole internal of that cable tray was
open to the furnace and like | said, if you go back
and | ook at the bare nunber rates and our surrogate
cables as we call them for instrunentation, the
tenperatures are all over 1, 000.

So there's sone nore sunmmary nat eri al that
|"ve put there if you would like to look at later.
You see the randomess of the failures and sone ot her
background but |'ve used nore than nmy tinme. |If there
are no questions, I'll turn this over to Angel a.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Questions? (kay.

Pl ease.

(Di scussion off m crophone.)
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M5. LAVRETTA: Thank you. |'m Angie

Lavretta. As was said, I'mwith the Fire Protection
br anch, Division of Risk Assessment and |'Il
presenting the final draft generic letter on the
Henyc/ Ml fire barriers. As far as an overview of the
presentation, it will include a little bit of the
hi story, current status, the generic letter contents,
public comrents and comrent resolution and also a
little on the CRGR review and we'll touch on the risk
assessnent and concl usi on.

As Mark nentioned, the fire barrier issue
was first raised in the 1980s wth Therno-Lag.
Generic Letter 9208 was issued which called for the
reassessment of other fire barriers types at that tine
and in the same timeframe, NEI had fornmed a fire
barrier advisory conmttee that had concl uded t hat t he
concerns rai sed for Therno-Lag did not apply to Hemnyc.

An action plan was devel oped by the Staff
to resol ve the Therno-Lag i ssues and i n 1999, upgraded
fire protection programinspections were inpl enent ed.
And also in 99, it was these inspections that began
rai sing NRC concern about Hemyc perfornmance. In
response to those concerns, the Staff initiated the
confirmatory test that you heard di scussed by Mark.

The recent background is that these tests
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reveal ed a previously unidentified failure node. W
i ssued an i nformation notice highlightingthis finding
inApril. Two public petitions were filed calling for
pronpt NRC acti on based on the results of these tests.
So we needed to pl ant-specific assessnents and drafted
the generic letter and published it for comrent in
July.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: |I'm curious about
whet her the public petitions have anything to do with
this. D d you only act because the public petitioned?

MS. LAVRETTA: No. W started this action
with the information notice. But the petitions were
significant.

CHAI RMVAN WALLI S: Just gave you added
sti mul us.

MS. LAVRETTA: It added a lot of attention
to this issue. The public neeting was held
i mrediately after the public comment period on
Sept enber 29th and the industry took the opportunity
to ask questions and to expand on conments that they
had provided. The two main areas of coment were
focused on the interpretation of the Henyc test
results and arisk inforned alternative especially for
t hose plants applying 805. And the staff was able to

provi de addi ti onal gui dance and details. The conments
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were incorporated into the final draft.

M. Neal covered this inhisintroduction.

CHAl RMAN WALLI S: Now you get to ny
guestion. Do you think that your tests enabl ed them
to tell whether they're in conpliance? Suppose they
have | onger collars or bigger overlap or blankets or
something. Do they say we're now in conpliance
because ten percent shrinkage won't cause a probl enf
|s that what they're going to do?

MS. LAVRETTA: Actually they did run their
own tests and | was able to observe with Roy and t hey
did use larger sized collars and it did result in some
| esseni ng of the shrinkage but the tenperature effects
were the sane.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  The sane?

MS. LAVRETTA: It was consistent with the
results that we cane --

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: But presumably the tube
didn't pull out of the collar, but the effects were
still the sane.

MS5. LAVRETTA: The tenperature effects
were in the same ball park

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: It's hard to figure out
why.

MR. SALLEY: | think that two points on
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that. |If the systemrenained intact and it didn't
experience the shrinkage phenonena that we canme up
with, | think you would still fall short. W had
expected to fall short and we expected to fall short
with a gradient. That's why we tested a four inch
| oaded with 100 | bs. per linear foot of copper. W
t hought that four inch would clearly pass. So we were
| ooki ng for where does the failure point occur and |
t hi nk you would come up short with the material that
way.

The second thing that | did on that,
G aham was | called a bunch of residents and | said
gi ve me sone pictures of what's out in the plants and
let nme sure that what we got is realistic. Wen
you're building these assenblies in a test lab, life
is pretty good. | mean you have to space things out
real nice because you don't want furnace shadow duri ng
the testing and you have a | ot of roomto work.

What you see in the field | ooks very
di fferent than what we tested because they had to work
around obstructions and piping and heavy four inch
tube steel supports. So | guess there could be sone
uni que configurations. W ran into that in Therno-Lag
where all the vendor stuff was a single cable tray.

But when | | ooked TVA for exanpl e and what
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was actually installed the guys got creative. |If they
needed to protect three trays, they could wap three
trays individually or you could just build one big
box. And that same creativity, | think, ran over into
Henyc and you'll see a lot of that same creative
installations that are out there.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  But there could be some
gui dance t hat says that for so many feet of this stuff
you nust have an overlap of so nuch or sonething
There's nothing |i ke that though, is there? They have
to figure that out thensel ves.

MR. SALLEY: They have to figure that out.

M5. LAVRETTA: And they've said that they
are -- | don't know what the intent is but it was
di scussed at the public neeting that some of these
I i censees woul d be doi ng addi ti onal testing because of
the wi de range of configurations they have and that
they nmay be using that as a basis for sone other
concl usi on.

MEMBER DENNI NG It certainly is not the
responsibility of the NRCs confirmatory testing
programto provide all the answers. [It's nmerely to
identify that there's an issue in nmy opinion.

MR WOODS: Could | add a comment? This

is Roy Wods. Angie and | were the ones that went and
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saw the industry test. |'ve spent about a week

| ooking at the industry's data and what it shows is

al though the joints didn't open as obviously as our

t est because they had nore overl ap and what ever as you

| ook at the data you see that the joints were in fact
opening to a certain extent and you tended to see the
hi gher tenperatures near joints. |In fact, one of them
actual ly opened a small anount.

The added overl aps and whatever did help
but it certainly didn't fix the problem and the
shrinkage was about the sane. The actual physica
per cent age shri nkage was about the sane. You just had
nore overlap and nore margin but it still didn't save
you.

M5. LAVRETTA: On Slide 8, this is the
generic letter purpose which again is to request that
addr essees identify whether Hemyc and MI is relied on
for separation and/or safe shutdown; to request that
effected licensees provide a description of their
installation; adiscussion of whether theinstallation
is in conmpliance in light of the new information;
description of the conp nmeasures; and the corrective
action schedule and require a witten response in
accordance with 50.54(f).

The generic letter request are
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specifically that first within 60 days you provi de t he
following: a statement on whether Hemyc or Ml fire
barrier material is used at their plant and whet her
it"'s relied on for separation and/or safe shutdown in
accordance with 50.48 or other regulatory comrtnents
i ncl udi ng whet her the Henyc or MIis credited in other
analyses and a description of the programatic
controls in place to ensure that other fire barrier
types will be assessed for potential degradation in
I ight of new information.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: Now that's a very broad
guestion, isn't it? Even if they' re not using Henyc,
they' re using all kinds of other stuff. Now they have
to figure out if it could degrade.

MS. LAVRETTA: Well, we had issued --

CHAI RMAN WALLI' S:  You haven't given them
i nformati on about that. They may use sonet hi ng which
you' ve never tested.

MS. LAVRETTA: W had issued Generic
Letter 9208 which did not specifically request a
response to the question but stated that the Staff
expectation was that the |icensees would reassess
their other fire barrier types.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Goes beyond Henyc. It

goes to all barrier types.
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MS. LAVRETTA: And that's what this

expectation relied in 9208 as well. So this is nore
or less consistent with the expectation then but
because this new information has come to |ight and
apparently wasn't found then, we've asked for a
response to what they have in place.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  So which is the next one
we're going to hear about? W' ve heard about Ther no-
Lag, Kaowool and Henyc. What's next on the list? Are
there lots of different kinds out there?

M5. LAVRETTA: From ny under st andi ng,
Therno-Lag was the widely used brand. Kaowool and
Henyc have been identified. W're not likely -- |
don't know if there are any others.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: They nust use somet hi ng
el se now. R ght?

MR. SALLEY: There's a variety obviously
out there. Therno-Lag had 80 percent of the
popul ati on and that was because of its better ability
for capacity. So it had the lion's share and it
clearly was the bigger ones. Kaowool/Henyc, 3M had
barrier systens.

Now 3M has done a lot of work with their
Interam They read that |ast sentence in Ceneric

Letter 9208 and | believe there was sone activities
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with plants that had used the 3M There was al so
stuff from France, Mecatiss, that had cone in if you
remenber during the Therno-Lag era and | believe that
was tested and reviewed by the Staff and it was
installed in a nunber of plants.

MR FRUWIN: And other material, Darnmat,
but Darmat and Mecatiss and for the nobst part as far
as we know Interam have all been tested in 8610
Suppl emrent 1 net hodol ogy with the E-119 criteria. For
what is remaining, there is high confidence.

But to clarify sonmething Mark sai d, we nmay
have revi ewed the tests for Mecatiss, Interam Darnmat.
W don't approve them specifically because we're not
going in and verifying that every configuration is
exactly like what was tested. So just to clarify
that. Something could al ways happen. But there is a
much higher confidence that the |I|icensees have
foll owed all the guidance for the currently installed
materi al s.

M5. LAVRETTA: And we're relying on the
updat ed i nspection programto identify this which it
has done for Hemyc.

Slide 10, the second request that within
60 days effected |licensees address the follow ng:

whet her or not Hemyc and/or MI is degraded in |ight of
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t he new findi ngs.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  What does that nean? It
hasn't been heated up 842°, has it? So howis it
degraded? If it's still yellow, it's still bad, isn't
it, degraded or not?

MS. LAVRETTA: The potential based on the
configuration testing is that it's degraded if they
have a different configuration fromwhat's tested.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: So it's the
configuration that's degraded.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Yes, those words are
funny but | think they are virtually out of the --
Those are the words that | think are used. This is a
pretty good reproduction of the words that are
actually in there by what it really neans by degraded
whi ch | think obviously fromyour coments nmeans t hat
it is incapable --

M5. LAVRETTA: O performng its intended
use.

MEMBER DENNI NG Presunably i ncapabl e of
performng its intended use. Wereas as you read it,
it sounds like it sat through and over the years it's
been there. In some sense it got degraded. That's
the way you read that unfortunately.

MR. SALLEY: Another way of thinking of
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that is the fire resistance is indetermnate | think
woul d give you a different flavor.

MR FRUWKIN. And just to give you an
exanpl e of a hypothetical |icensee that could read
this and say we are fine. |If they have a |icense
condition or a license comrtnent that says the Henyc
is only required to last for ten mnutes, if that's
what they commtted to, they could | ook at our tests
and see that all of our tests lasted ten m nutes and
have hi gh confidence and answer this question and say
ten mnutes is good enough. W' re not degraded.

MR WEERAKKODY: In fact then, don't we
have one of the Indian Point plants that are using it
for 30 mnute?

MR FRUWIN. Right. So their 30 m nutes
is in the mddle ground. But we're not concl uding
fromour testing that plants are degraded. That's up
to the |licensee.

CHAI RVAN VWALLIS: Thirty mnutes is a
little dangerous it seenms to ne if it's going to
shrink when it gets hot and if the fire is close
enough, it's going to shrink pretty darn quickly. I'm
not sure there's anything magi c about 30 m nutes.

MR. FRUWIN:. It's degradation with regard

to their licensing basis. Are they in nonconpliance?
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So the material's never going to | ast an hour based on
our testing.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  But you see what | nean.
The Kaowool's fine. The insulation properties are
fine.

MR. FRUWIN  Right.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  But the shrinkage could
happen it seens to me very early in the event if the
out si de gets hot enough qui ck enough.

MR. FRUWKIN. The results of the testing
is that we didn't exceed this tenperature of 325°.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  Presumably if | took a
torch and laid it on this stuff, it would shrink
i medi ately, wouldn't it?

MR FRUWIN It has to get up to a
certain tenperature.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: That's Right. But it
does do it quickly.

MR. FRUWKIN. And then if you see on the
pillow, the outside would shrink very quickly but the
inside has a lot of insulation. And if you have
overlap, it could take awhile.

CHAl RVAN WALLI S:  Yes.

MR FRUWIN It turn into a trapezoid and

then that | eading edge would begin to shrink. So if
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you look at all the testing outside of the supports
and the junction box, it lasted a good 20 sone
m nut es.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  You don't know how nuch
time. It seens to ne the testing ought to lead to
design requirenents and some sort of a specification
that overlap should be so nmuch or sonething so that
t hey know when they're in conpliance and when they're
not. Maybe that's industry's job.

MEMBER DENNING  Yes. | think the test is
really defined and the i ndustry's responsibilityisto
denonstrate that they can neet the test requirenents.

CHAl RVAN WALLI'S: But it should lead to
some desi gn specs or gui dance or sonet hing rather than
just figure it out for each thing yoursel ves sonehow.
Maybe that's sonmet hing that industry should be doing.

MR.  WEERAKKODY: Yes. In fact, Dr.
Wallis, the purpose of the initial testing is to just
find out how to do the nodifications.

M5. LAVRETTA: Also within 60 days,
ef fected i censes are request ed to provi de
justification for no corrective actions, a detailed
description of the Henyc/MI installation, a detailed
description of their conp measures and corrective

actions i npl enentati on schedul e i ncl udi ng t he i nt ended
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licensing actions or exenptions.

Thirdly, after inplenenting corrective
actions but not |ater than Decenber 1, 2007, they are
requested to provide confirmation of conpliance via
corrective actions and a sunmary of the eval uation
used for their safety assessnent.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  But |'mjust curious
how you conme up with these dates. Wy not October
1st ?

MS. LAVRETTA: Ch, COctober 1st. W wanted
to give thema full two years all owi ng themthe out age
time to inplenment these corrective actions while
they're down. W figured two years would be
sufficient and we expected the i ssuance i n Decenber of
this year.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S: But also it seenms to
nme in the back of your mind to have the probability or
t he frequency of occurrence of fires that woul d
require.

MEMBER DENNI NG  And they're going to get
to that because they have done risk assessnment which
i ndi cates you don't have to run off and i nmedi ately do
it. But you're right, George.

MS. LAVRETTA: Al so we have conpensatory

neasures in place. W' ve been working with the
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i ndustry since the findings of this test in April and
have done a case by case dialogue and interaction to
ensure that they have conpensatory neasures in place
now.

Slide 12. W received public coments --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: |I'mjust curious
t hough. What is the nean tine between fires of this
size? 1t has to be much longer than this. R ght?

MR. FRUWIN  Right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It has to be nmuch
| onger than two years.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SIEBER  One every 40
years.

MR FRUWKIN W did a safety assessnent
and that wused that kind of information with the
frequency of certain fires. W considered only a few
types of fires Iike a large piece of switch gear or an
oil firethat could create a 1, 700° tenperature for an
hour or sonething |like that and based on our anal ysis
to get that tenperature to shrink the Hemyc woul d be
a very rare occurrence.

M5. LAVRETTA: The originators of the
public conments were PCl Promatec who is the current
vendor, Progress Energy, NEI, Duke, STARS, the

Strategic Team and Resource Shari ng, and
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Exel on/ Amer Gen. W received a total of 29 comments.

W divided the coments into eight
categories which are listed here. First was the
comment on the back fit determ nation. This coment
was also reiterated by CRGRand I'I|l gointothis into
nore detail on the slide.

The conment on schedul e which stenms from
comments relating to the |icensee burden, in essence
the plants that had 18 nonth cycl es and a | arge anount
of Henyc expressed some concern for neeting this
schedul e and our response to them was that we would
consi der those unique situations on a case by case
basi s.

The comments on risk i nform ng, questions
aski ng on the application of 805 and whet her we woul d
seek prior NRC approval before they woul d apply and of
course we said that we would not. This was sonething
that we would only expect prior approval of those
pl ants that did not incorporate 805.

Comment s on Generic Letter 8610 Suppl enent
1, M scell aneous -

CHAI RMAN WALLI'S: One of the significant
ones there was that the ROC seened to be using generic
comuni cations to inmpose regulatory requirenents.

This is something that | think is taken up in a report
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by the Inspector General. There's a concern about
that in another context that generic letters are not
real ly supposed to inpose regul atory requirenents.

M5. LAVRETTA: | can go on. |I'll discuss
this in the next slide.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: | just wondered. Does
that seemto -- It just struck ne as bei ng possibly an
i nportant issue.

M5. LAVRETTA: 1'Ill discuss that in the
next slide. There were comments also on the details,
t he wordi ng and references which we incorporated and
we di d not receive conments on the burden estinmate and
you'll note that the nunbers that you see on the right
colum fell into nore than one category so that the
sumis not equal to the total nunber of comments.

W net with CRGR 1 ast week, Novenber 29t h,
for their review and the two main coments or
guestions revol ved around the issues of back fit
determi nation which Dr. WAllis was just referring to
and the change in the estimate of the inpact on the
i ndustry. On the back fit determ nation, the proposed
generic letter referred to the informati on request as
a conpliance back fit and the conment we received from
CRGR was that an information request was not a back

fit. W addressed this by renoving the incorrect

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

106

references to back fit.

The CRCR also was concerned with the
application of 8610 Supplenent 1 that the Staff
expectation of this application may be a back fit.
Because we did not provide a clear distinction in the
generic letter between the acceptance criteria and
NFPA- 251 or ASTME 119 and the clarification guidance
in CGeneric Letter 8610 Supplenent 1, the Conmittee
recommended adding this distinction. So in response,
we clarified the use of NFPA-251 as the acceptance
criteria and the use of 8610 Suppl enent 1 as gui dance
for the detail of the thermal couple placenent and
nunber .

The second issue was the change in the
estimate of the inpact because we had prepared a
sinplified val ue i npact analysis follow ng the public
rel ease of the draft or estimate change. But the
change was m nor and the conservatismlarge. So no
revi sion was needed.

A sinplified risk analysis was done with
the assunptions |isted here based on the results of
the test that you heard described earlier by research
including a sensitivity case. Conservatism was
captured consistent with the fire protection SDP and

configurations assuned were those estimated by the
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staff to be typical and the determ nation was that we
di d not expect any high risk situation.

MEMBER DENNI NG Let ne ask you a few
guestions about that so we can understand. Typically
in these applications, they are done where there is
fixed fire suppression and detection available. |Is
that a true statenent?

MR. FRUWKIN. Yes. Because a one hour
barrier requires suppression.

MEMBER DENNI NG Right. So now if you had
a fire, even an oil fire, if you actually had the
suppression system working would it prevent the
damage? 1Is there a full protection really provided by
t he suppression systemitsel f?

MR FRUWIN W don't give -- The fire
protection SDP never gives 100 percent effectiveness
for a suppression system

MEMBER DENNI NG But the expectation is
that at |east you would wet the cables and so that
even if it doesn't put the fire out that you're
provi di ng substantial cooling.

MR. FRUWIN  Right.

MEMBER DENNING. |'mtrying to determ ne
what's reality versus what's --

MR. FRUWKIN:. Personally if there's a
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suppressi on systemgoing off in a roomand we need to
reach 800° to get shrinkage in this cable, it's going
to be unlikely that we're going to get that kind of
tenperature certainly with the water system because
you'll get a lot of steamin the air and with a
gaseous system gaseous systens are very effective on
flammabl e liquid fires. So if there's a systemin the
room it's very confortable there's going to be

exti ngui shnment or protection.

MEMBER DENNING I n the risk analysis, was
there credit taken for the fire protecti on systemand
t hen one gets a lowri sk because of the unavailability
of the fire protection systen? D d you understand ny
guestion?

MR. FRUWKIN. Yes. Credit was given for
fire protection systens and it was reduced, ful
credit was reduced, by the unavailability and it was
gi ven, the maxi mumunavailability of a gaseous system
is only 95 percent avai |l abl e, five percent
unavai l able. So even though there may have been
sprinkl ers which are 98 percent avail abl e, we went and
backed of f and used the higher unavailability.

MEMBER DENNI NG Thank you

M5. LAVRETTA: And finally the generic

letter issuance will ensure conpliance with fire
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protection requirenents. For plant specific issues,
allowthe Staff to determ ne the need for flexibility
on a case by case basis and assure tinmely conp
nmeasures and corrective actions are put in place.

MEMBER DENNI NG Good. Do the Committee
nmenber s have questions?

MR. WEERAKKODY: Dr. Denning, this is
Suni | Werakkody. | have a couple of renarks.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Certainly.

MR,  WEERAKKODY: | know Dr. Wallis
nmenti oned these couple of very inportant questions.
| want to make sure that we fully answered them One
was i ssuance of the generic letter. W received the
results fromthe tests in March of 2005. Wthin a
week, we should definitely knowthis, and right after
t hat, the Seni or Managenent pretty much concl uded t hat
we are going to issue an generic letter. The fact
that one of the conditions as | recall pretty nuch
asked us to wite a generic letter. It was a
coincidence. So it was on our part we understood that
it is an inportant issue to reestablish conpliance.

There was a high level question wth
respect to are we using the generic letter process.
Ceneric letters to enforce burdens really clearly are

not and in fact when we ask for your approval to issue
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this generic |l etter we have done everything we can to
basically wuse the generic letter appropriately,
nmeani ng we are basically telling the plants that these
are the results we found. W believe that there could
be -- for nonconpliances. You guys tell us whether
you are or you are not and if you are not, what you
need to come back to conpliance. So | just wanted to
enphasi ze that when | ask for permi ssion to issue a
letter, we are not inposing an undue burden. W are
using appropriate use of 5051(f) in the generic
letter.

| would just want to share one thing to
the Commttee and this is somewhat not relevant to
this topic, but I know you have a neeting with the
Conmi ssioners, and | did mention this to Dr.
Apostol akis and Dr. Bonaca. Wth respect to the 805
reg guide, we are planning to come back to you as we
had. There could be a couple of weeks here and there.
But to date we have received five plans to adopt the
805. And Dr. Apostolakis -- | just wanted to share
that with you

MEMBER DENNI NG Let me ask a specul ative
guestion and that rel ates to NFPA-805 and an i ssue of
this type. bviously, you' ve given some evidence and

|"ve seen a paper that | think that Geg Gl |l ucci put
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together that indicated the nmagnitude of associated
risk and indications are that risk isn't very high
That's not surprising. There's no question in nmy mnd
however that the determnistic safe shutdown
requi renents that we have are an i nportant el ement of
fire safety in nuclear power plants.

As you | ook at NFPA- 805, what woul d be t he
response of an NFPA-805 plant versus a plant that has
these determnistic requirenments? Wuld you expect
t hat an NFPA-805 pl ant produce an argunent that said
the risk is small? W don't really have to address
this problem |Is that the direction that we're
headed?

MR.  WEERAKKODY: Dr. Denning, let ne
answer that in tw ways. Wen we had the public
neeting on Henmyc, two nuclear entities showed
personally. One was Progress Energy and one was Duke
Energy. These are the two plants that -- 805. | did
nmention that one nuclear entity that is nowtesting to
find the appropriate fix and that's Progress Energy
because Harris Power Plant has a |ot of Hemyc. So
peopl e aren't junping and saying their nunber is | ow
Therefore, I'"mnot going to do anything. It's nore
what Harris will be able to do if their Henyc -- W

expect them to do sone fixes in the risk critica
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areas but then there may be other areas where the
defense in depth is nmet, safety -- is net where they
may not .

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: I'ma little bit
confused now. What does it nmean to foll ow an NFPA-
805? Don't you still have requirenents related to
defense in depth?

MR, VEERAKKCDY: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  You do. And this is
really a defense in depth

MR. WEERAKKODY: Yes. So you couldn't
crunch a nunber and then -- The rule doesn't allow
that and the 805 plants are not planning to do that.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Now you know when we
tal ked about the proposed rule related to separation
it was recogni zed that one way that plants could get
out of the situation that they're currently in where
they have not had approved exenptions is to nake
argumrent s t hrough an NFPA-805 t hat woul d al | ow manual
actions to take the place of these things. |Is it your
feeling that that's just a different forma defense in
dept h?

The thing that concerns ne alittle bit is
the definition of defense in depth and the flexibility

that people have in the interpretation. | rather
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suspect that the directionis that inacaselike this
an argunent woul d be nmade that we still have defense
in depth. W have the fire suppression systemfor
exanple. W really don't have to assure the fire
barrier is intact for the one hour period. That would
be ny guess.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  It's concei vabl e that
in sone |ocation that m ght be valid given the whole
context of risk.

MEMBER DENNING Well, given the whol e
context of risk, you're right and | think that there
are relaxations and | think that it is the dilema
that we're in of how nuch do we believe the risk
assessment, how nuch faith do we place in the
determnistic criteria and are we erodi ng saf ety when
we accept those risk argunments or are we just putting
our efforts in nore effectively?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It's an integrated
deci si on- maki ng process. So presunably these issues
will be raised there.

CHAI RVAN WALLI' S: | have a question about
this risk. You said you do not expect any high risk
situation. You didn't show us the analysis and the
conmponents of the risk and | was wondering if the risk

was | ow because fires that reach this tenperature or
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inthe area where this stuff is are unlikely or it is
because the Henyc provides sufficient protection for
| ong enough even when there is a fire. Wuat's the
answer ?

MR FRUWI N  The answer to that is both.
"1l just give you some nunbers. This isn't a
publicly-avail abl e docunent. |'mjust go from here.
W assune 25 pieces of switch gear are in a roomor we
assume that there's six punps that are considered. So
we are assuming that there are roons with a |ot of
conmbustibles and we <cone up wth fairly high
frequencies, 3° kind of frequencies.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  For a fire?

MR FRUWIN For a fire. Then we also
credit, | believe, and this is Ray's analysis, the
capability for the Henyc for as long as it was capabl e
of giving protection. So if it was good for five or
ten or at least | think 16 mnutes in all cases, we
credited that and we give the fire brigade credit for
the probability that they'll cone and suppress in that
time or the suppression system the probability that
it will suppress. And if you |look at the analysis,
it's based on the frequency, that's a good piece of
it. The effectiveness of the suppression systemis a

pi ece of it.
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CHAI RMAN WALLIS: The Hemyc | asting sone
of the time is a piece of it.

MR. FRUWKKIN. Yes. Wll, the Hemyc
lasting sonme of the time is a factor in the
probability of nonsuppression.

CHAI RVAN  WALLI'S: Because fromthe
sinmplistic view, if I showed the pictures you showed
me to, | don't know who, ny wife or students or
sonmet hing, they would say, "Look this stuff doesn't
work. It has to be fixed." That woul d be the
reaction | would think. [It's supposed to be a fire
barrier but it doesn't hold up. So | think the risk
thing |ooks good but from the perception of the
pi ctures you showed us, it doesn't |ook a very good
fire barrier.

MR FRUWKIN Right. But again, if from
a risk standpoint to get the fire brigade in there to
put out the fire you only need a half hour, then this
material at a half hour m ght |ook a |lot better. If,
for exanple, you had Therno-Lag that you needed to
| ast for an hour and a half, it would | ook really bad
at an hour and a half. So we have the flexibility of
going in and | ooking at some tenperature nunbers and
some performance nunbers and seeing that this materi al

at maybe |ess than hour would give a really high
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confidence that the suppression system would actuate
or the fire brigade woul d be successful or that somne
ot her manual actions would have a chance to disable
sone serious actuations that could occur. So there's
a balance with the frequency, again wth the
capability of even a degraded systemin our anal ysis.

MR. VWEERAKKODY: Dr. Wallis, we could, if
the Committee is interested, nmake available to you a
presentation that Dr. Gallucci made on thi s subject at
a ANS conference.

MEMBER DENNI NG W actual ly have a copy
of that but actually | think that it is inportant
input to us and we can reviewit. But | don't see a
need for us unl ess sonebody wants to. W can | ook at
that paper. | think it's fairly obvious what the
reasons are why ri sk anal ysis woul d showthat the risk
isn't very high. It doesn't nean that the changes
don't have to be made but it does give us sone
confidence that we don't have to say shut all the
plants down until it's done. Any other conmments or
guestions?

VICE CHAIRVAN SHACK: | just had a
guestion on the history. You said that the NRC
i nspections about Henyc raised the concern and then

you ran the tests.
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MEMBER DENNI NG  How were they so snart?

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK:  Yes.

MEMBER DENNI NG We' || give you an answer.
You can give the answer.

MR SALLEY: | can answer that a nunber of
ways. Cbviously with Therno-Lag, the whole fire
barrier issue came into light. One of the things the
i nspectors do if this was a perfect system we would
have a nunber of conponents that would put it
together. W would have the vendor manual and | woul d
be able to take the vendor nmanual and go and | ook at
the qualification tests and every piece that was in
t hat vendor manual | would be able to tie back to the
testing and say here's why six inches is good. Here's
a four inch conduit with it and | could tie every
pi ece back. This is why this works. This is why this
wor ks.

A lot of what the inspectors will do is
when | tal ked about that creativeness that was
actually in the installation. So you nmay have had a
good material. You nay have had a good vendor nmanual .
But if the |icensee wapped three cable trays rather
than one, thenit's fair ganme for the i nspector to say
wait a minute. The |argest thing you ever wapped was

a 36 x 4 inch tray and | got out in the plant and |
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see this four foot by three foot. That's clearly

beyond what your testing was and bring it up that way.
So the inspectors will do a lot of that. That's how
this really got started.

MEMBER DENNING | think there was a very
speci fic event though that occurred and |I' mnot going
to be able to reproduce it exactly in which an
i nspector went in and | ooked at the tag on it and the
tag said what it had been qualified for and the tag
disclained that it was applicable to nuclear if I'm
properly reflecting it. But in stuff that |I read
here, it was obvious to the inspector that the tag was
di sclaimng applicability.

MR. QUALLS: Can | answer that question?

MEMBER DENNI NG If you do, you have to
come to the m crophone over here and state your nane.

MR QUALLS: H . M nane is Phil Qualls.
| was actually on both i nspections where the i ssue was
originally raised. | was one of the inspectors
involved with this issue. The Region Il fire
protection inspector had serious questions about the
test. It was one of the things Jerry Harris at the
original inspection where the i ssue was rai sed because
he had noted that the oven, in his words, "was a very

small test.” It did not even conpare with the testing

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

119
that we would have used in ASTME-199. So he had

guestions about the test.

W went on the i nspection. He didn't know
if the material was actually any good. W went on the
i nspection. W got copies fromRegion Il as part of
the inspection procedure and started |ooking at the
test during inspection. The test during inspection
rai sed enough questions that they sent it to us via a
task interface agreenent so that sonme of the |licensed
fire protection engineers here in Headquarters could
| ook at the test.

During the test, we noted that a very

limted nunber of configurations were tested. |f you
recall, the regulation requires a rated one hour or
three hour barrier. |In the original Generic Letter

8610, we defined a lot of criteria for what we meant
by a rated barrier. Inclusive of those were
configurations that were bounded by an existing fire
test. Nowthis is the original 1986 version not
Suppl enment 1.

What we found on a subsequent inspection
at a licensee when we |ooked at the test in the
office, we noted that a very limted nunber of
configurations had been tested, for exanple. Dan's

nore famliar with that. He did that part of the
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review. For exanple, a four inch conduit was the only
conduit tested. On a subsequent inspection we noted

that nmany conduits smaller than four inches were

t est ed.

MR FRUWIN O installed.

MR QUALLS: It was installed but not
tested. Smaller conduits are not bounded. It didn't

neet the criteria that would have satisfied a rated
barrier per Generic Letter 8610. That's why we
started -- That's the inspection question. So that's
the history of the inspection questions. | won't go
into any nore detail than that.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Ckay. Thank you. Does
the Conmittee have -- Do you have sonet hi ng you want
to say?

MR SCOTT: Yes. Mke Scott, ACRS Staff.
Can we go back to Slide 9 please? | got alittle
confused on the message here, your last bullet, a
description of programmatic controls in place to
ensure other fire barrier types will be assessed. Now
| understand that one of them Mark, was that the
Staff has high confidence that the other fire barrier
types out there are good and |I' m wondering how t hat
mat ches up against this bullet.

MS. LAVRETTA: |''mnot sure that we said
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that we have a hi gh confidence.

MR. SCOTT: Maybe | m sunder st ood.

MS. LAVRETTA: W're confident that if
there are any that have not been identified it's a
very low |ikelihood. But because this issue was
rai sed on Hemyc and apparently slipped between the
cracks in response to the 9208 expectati on that ot her
fire barrier types be reassessed, we just wanted to
make sure that we were aware of what controls they had
in place in order to prevent any nore gaps i n what our
expectations are.

MR. WEERAKKQODY: Yeah. W have high
confidence but | think we are striving for even hi gher
confi dence because right after these results cane out,
t he Conmi ssion, the stakehol ders, actually asked the
same question you asked which is what else is out
there. So really what we are trying to do here is
getting the |licensees to give us that enphasis.

MR. SCOIT: Thank you.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Thank you. M. Marion
woul d you like to make a comment or ask a question?

MR. MARION: Al ex Marion, NEI. Thank you.
| wasn't prepared to nmake any remarks but | feel
conpelled to offer alittle clarification. This goes

back to Dr. Willis's point about using generic
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comuni cations to inpose new regulatory positions
That in fact was done in GCeneric Letter 8610
Suppl enment 1 and |l et ne just explain that. The NRC at
that time identified new acceptance criteria for fire
barrier testing and new nethodol ogy for conducting
fire barrier testing. Prior to that, the acceptance
criteriafocused on denonstrating cable functionality.

Now there is nothing wong with the NRC
changing a regulatory position but it shouldn't be
done in a generic conmunication. It should be done in
a nore di sciplined rul emaki ng process. Secondly, this
second bul l et on Slide 9 represents the inplenentation
of Generic Letter 8610 acceptance criteria to other
fire barrier systems. 1In effect, it's a new
regul atory position and anot her exanpl e where generic
comuni cation i s being used to i npose a newregul atory
requi renent. Thank you.

MEMBER DENNI NG  Thank you. | think that
we are now done and | turn it back to you, M.
Chai r man.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Thank you very much and
| thank the speakers. W are going to take |lunch. W
have a neeting with the Comm ssion at 1:00 p.m W
all have to be there. Now would you like to neet here

and go down there? | suggest that we either neet here
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10 m nutes ahead of time or those who don't want to
neet here be al ready down there.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SIEBER | think we can
find our way.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS:  Most of you know t he
way. Ckay. So we will now take this recess and we
will nmeet inthe -- Do we need the transcript for this
aft ernoon?

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: Yes. The ANPR

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: We have anot her event.
So after 3:00 p.m, we'll need a transcript in here.
Thank you. Of the record.

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m, the above-
entitled matter recessed to reconvene at 3:34 p.m the

sanme day after a nmeeting with the NRC Conm ssion.)
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AAF-T-EERNOON S-ESSI-ON
3:34 p.m

CHAl RVAN WALLIS: On the record. W're
going to continue the Proposed Program Pl an and
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Risk-
Informng 10 CFR Part 50. My coll eague and nei ghbor
here, Bill Shack, | think is going to |l ead us through
this one. Bill.

VI CE CHAI RVMAN SHACK: We've discussed
risk-informng specific regulation such as 50.46.
W've also had sone interesting, nobre genera
di scussi ons of risk-inform ng regul ati ons such as tech
neutral framework, single failure criterion and our
favorite of course is the Conmm ssion's expectations
for enhanced safety in new reactors. The Commi ssion
has directed the Staff to devel op an advanced notice
of proposed rulemaking to get public conment on
approaches t o maki ng essentially risk-inform ng 10 CFR
50.

In the version that we got, there were two
paral | el paths proposed. One was devel opi ng an
entirely new Part 53. The other one was to continue
to risk informby revising the regulations one at a
time. There was a new version that was delivered | ast

ni ght where the parallels disappeared. The enphasis
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was on devel oping a new Part 53 with the recognition
t hat we woul d conti nue to work on specific regul ati ons
i ke 50.46 and 50.61 and the Staff will tell us a
little bit nore about their plans for the ANPR and t he
pl ans for developing a new Part 53. Mary, | guess
you're going to nmake the presentation.

M5. DROU N. Thank you. M nane is Mary
Drouin fromthe Ofice of Research. At the table with
nme i s Joe Bi rm nghamand Donni e Harri son fromthe NRR
But before | get started, Charlie Ader, mny Division
Director, would like to nake sone openi ng renarKks.

MR. ADER: Actually |I was going to thank
the Commttee for the opportunity to provide the
informational briefing to you. W're not requesting
aletter at this tine due to the expeditious schedul e
we are on to neet the Commi ssion's expectation for an
ANPR due to sone recent SRMs.

That paper is due and Mary wi ||l go through
the details to the EDO tonorrow. But we are | ooking
forward to continued di al ogue with the Commttee from
the Comm ssion neeting this afternoon. There is
obviously a nunber of key policy issues that wll
require a lot of discussion as we nove forward in
time. So we'll be welcom ng that opportunity. And

with that, | will turn it back over to Mary.
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MR. SNODDERLY: Excuse nme. May | before

you begin? Charlie, could you please clarify? 1In the
proposed SECY that's about to go up, does the Staff
still recomrend that the Conm ssion approve issuance
of the ANPR?

MR. ADER:. Wiy don't | let Mary? That's
in the presentation.

MR. SNODDERLY: Ckay.

MR. ADER. The answer is yes but why don't
| let her go through the details of the change. The
change from what you have and what's going up are
really nore format, content and substantive changes.
But we can go through that.

MR. SNODDERLY: And the reason | brought
that up is because | think I would like to point out
to the Committee that | think the Commi ssion will be
interested in whether the Conmttee feels that the
ANPR shoul d go forward or shoul d be anended. Thanks.

M5. DROU N. The purpose of today's
briefing as you knowis to brief you on the SECY paper
that we are sending forward and as you'll see l|ater
on, this paper is due to the EDO tonmorrow. W' re on
a very tight schedule with the SRVMs that canme out and
|"mgoing to get to those in a mnute. W had a very

short timefrane to pull together this plan and the
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ANPR and wite this SECY paper.

MEMBER DENNING | think that third bullet
i s very understandabl e considering our last letter.

M5. DROUN | wasn't going to conment on
that, but we also as part of this did want to in this
packet informthe Comrittee how we are addressing the
ACRS letter that was in response to SECY 130 on the
two i ssues of |evel of safety and integrated ri sk and
as Charlie noted, at this point in tine we are not
requesting a letter fromthe Conmttee.

MEMBER PONERS: Good. The Conmittee mi ght
not survive another letter on this section.

M5. DROUN. You were given a draft SECY
paper back on Novenber 18th and in that SECY paper
you had two attachnments. You had a program plan and
you had an ANPR As Charlie noted, it's really a
formatti ng packaging difference that you see. The
ANPR what we' ve done i s we have taken t he program pl an
and incorporated it directly into the ANPR

So when you | ooked at your package, you'll
see that there was the task to devel op the new Part 53

that's now there's a section in the ANPR that's now

called "Plan." So all of that has been npved into the
Pl an. It's been streanli ned down but the essence of
it is still there to develop the new Part 53, do the

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

128

techni cal basis, then go on to rul emaking and it does
note that we still plan to continue on with risk
inform ng the current Part 50.

How did we get here? There are for very
relevant SRMs that for background we need to go
t hrough because they are the foundation and the
formul ati on of this SECY paper and the ANPR  Back in
April of this year, RES briefed the Comri ssion on its
research plans and progranms, etc. and t hen on May 9t h,
t he Conmi ssi on came back in SRMand asked the Staff to

devel op, and you'll see the exact words there, "a
f or mal program plan to make a risk-inforned
per formance based revision to 10 CFR50. W had a | ot
of discussion anpbng the Staff of what did those
directions of that SRM nmean. W had several PRA
steering commttees and we forrmul ated a plan to nove
forward and to devel op the plan with ANPR

During this same tinmefrane, three other
SECY papers had gone forward and they're all rel ated.
The next one that cane out was SECY 120 which tal ked
about security. There was a relevant piece in there
because it brought back into the technol ogy neutra
framework which said that we were going to devel op

security performance standards as part of the

framewor k and the SRMon this one approved the Staff's
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recommendati on to the Conm ssion.

Al'so in the sumer, we had t he fanobus SECY
130 that went forward on the two policy issues of
| evel of safety and integrated risk. The Conm ssion
came back in their SRM and did not approve the Staff
recommendati on and asked the Staff to consider the
Commttee's views and to cone back with a subsequent
not ati on paper.

They also asked us to develop in
expedi tion fashion an ANPR and incorporate into the
ANPR the formal program plan and also to integrate
security, safety and energency preparedness as part of
this effort. So you will see that's in ANPR W have
actually attached that to it and Joe will get into
that later in the presentation. W've asked for
corments on it and it's a actual part of the ANPR

Al so this past sunmer, anot her SECY paper
went forward which was 138 which tal ked about how to
revise the single failure criterion and there were
recommendations. There was to release it to the
public. Also should we consider naybe noving it into
this new Part 53 and the Conm ssion as you can see
came back and said put this as part of the ANPR  Put
it as part of the programplan, etc. which is what we

have done. So you also see in the ANPR a whole |ist
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of questions associated with this effort.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK:  Now Part 53 is still
i ntended to be voluntary though and you will conti nue
to have a choi ce.

VB. DROUIN:. Right now, we're
characterizing it as an alternative. Utimtely that
will have to be a policy decision for the Comm ssion
whet her they want it to be voluntary or nandatory.
But right now, we keep characterizing it as an
alternative.

So as you see from these four SRMs that
came out, there are four progranms that have been
i npact ed by these SRMS, the programfor the regul atory
structure new plant licensing which is where the
t echnol ogy neutral framework effort has been ongoi ng;
the work on security design expectations is being
i npacted. Coherence was inmpacted by this in an
indirect way. In the past, we had an SRMdirectly us
to devel op a plan for coherence. W did a draft plan.
W circulated it around the Staff and t he position and
recomrendati on that we can cane back to t he Conmi ssion
that it made nore sense to i ncorporate this as part of
this new Part 53. So it has brought that into it.
And then also it's inpacting the programthat came out

of SECY 98.300 which is risk informng the various
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regul ations and the current Part 50. W've tried to
pull these efforts together into this ANPR or our
pr oposal .

When you look at the plan that we have
proposed in answering these SRVs and | ooking at the
vari ous ongoi ng progranms that are inpacted what we
proposing is to create this new alternative Part 50.
So this is a continuation and an advancenent of the
technol ogy neutral framework effort in essence.

W plan to integrate safety security and
energency preparedness. | know when we' ve been here
before the Commttee in the past we always had a
pl acehol der for security because we were waiting on
Conmi ssion direction which cane out of SECY 120 which
didtell ustogo forward and integrate it and devel op
t hese performance. So now we'll start doing that.

W' re going to address coherence, you've
probably see these fanmobus words before, by ensuring
that the reactor regul ations and staff processes and
programnms are built on a unified safety concept and are
properly integrated so that they conplinent one
another. W wll be factoring that out into the
program

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Now the word

"coherence" refers to what? | nmean Part 53 by its
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nature will be coherent, won't it?

M5. DROU N:  Yes.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: So you're referring
to Part 50.

M5. DROU N That's the aim

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  You are referring to
Part 50 then?

M5. DROUN W're referring to Part 53
here.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S: Because the earlier
effort was to achi eve coherence in Part 50, wasn't it,
t he existing regul ations?

MR BI RM NGHAM  When we were focused on
risk informng 10 CFR Part 50 on a regul ati on by
regul ati on individual basis.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ri ght.

MR BIRM NGHAM Yes, that's was our
intent. Wat we are considering here is seizing that
effort of risk informing 10 CFR Part 50 regul ati on by
regul ati on but focusing on 10 CFR Part 50 for this
pur pose and we're not going to stop | ooking at 10 CFR
Part 50. But the majority of resources will be
focused on Part 53.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  Right. But when it

says address coherence, you are referring to Part 50.

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

133
MR HARRISON: Well, inthis case, it's

Part 53. To nake sure --

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: Fifty-three will be
coherent.

MR. HARRI SON: By definition -- |If you do
it correctly, you will. Right.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S:  Yes. The problemis
the current regulations that are not coherent. Sone
of themare fromthe old days. Qher are nore recent.
and so on. Part 53 you are starting with the
t echnol ogy neutral framework whichis self consistent.
Right? And you will go ahead with the regul atory
gui des at some point. So you don't need to address
coherence. | nmean it's inherent in the effort.

IVB. DROUN. | don't think it's
necessarily inherent in the effort because when you
create your alternative you certainly don't want it to
be, borrow ng fromthat sane word, i ncoherent with our
current regulatory structure.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  But 53 will be.

M5. DROU N You could go off and you
could create this Part 53 that's over here that's
separate and independent but you want it to be
coherent.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S: That's what |'m
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sayi ng.

M5. DROUN Wth the current regulatory
structure.

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKIS: | don't know what
t hat neans.

MEMBER KRESS: | don't either because the

current regulatory certainly is incoherent. So how
can you be coherent with sonmething that's incoherent?

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S: Yes. That doesn't
make sense.

MR BIRMNGHAM A small part of the
answer is in the next bullet. It doesn't answer your
guestion fully but it hel ps.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S: But don't we agree
that Part 53 the way you guys are developing it has an
excellent chance to be coherent because you are
starting with the top structure and you' re proceedi ng
down?

M5. DROU N:  Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Now what you j ust
said is sonething that is kind of newto nme that you
al so wanted to be coherent with the existing Part 50
whi ch as Tomsays is itself incoherent. So you really
don't want to do that. Perhaps you nean that there

are certain principles in Part 50 that you want to
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preserve and so on which | think is a very good i dea.

M5. DROUIN. That's exactly what | nean.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: But it's not --
Coherence nmeans nmuch nore than that. So addressing
coherence, it's really what you were tal ki ng about
three or four years ago, Mary.

M5. DROUN:. | think that there are |evels
of coherence that can achieve and | think when you
start with a new Part 53 and you | ook towards the
future.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

M5. DROUN. And that's going to be your
future. Then you are going to be having coherence
down the road.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS:  Right. And that's ny
poi nt .

M5. DROUN. So in our mnd, it makes
sense then to try and do it here under this new Part
53 than try and restructure, |'mnot sure of the
correct word to use here, so that you have that
ultimate -- coherence on Part 50 which | don't think
is practical or very obtainable to do.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS:  Part 50 will be very
hard to be nade coherent. It will be very hard. So

when you say address coherence, | thought you were
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tal ki ng about that because the new Part 53, there may
be sone inconsistencies here or there but by and
large, it will be coherent.

M5. DROUI N: Yes.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: You're in violent
agr eement .

M5. DROUN. | think so.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Well, except when

Mary says that 53 will be coherent with 50.

MS. DROUI N: | think it's coherent with 50

when I'm sitting here saying there's a |ot of stuff
fromthe past and | essons | earned.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

M5. DROUN. W certainly don't want to
abandon and we want to be --

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S: | agree.

MEMBER KRESS: There are |lots of things
that Part 50 had like one of ny favorites is the
siting criteria. Wen you get around to Part 53 and
t he new way of | ooking at it, you will have to sonehow
incorporate that into Part 53 in a coherent way.

M5. DROUN: Right.

MEMBER KRESS:. Because they had reasons
for having those criteria.

M5. DROUIN. That's right and as you
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transition --

MEMBER KRESS: So | can understand taking
things that the current Part 50 are addressing and
bei ng sure you don't |ose any.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  That's right.

MEMBER KRESS: And if you're neaning that
as coherence.

M5. DROUN To ne, that's coherence.

MEMBER KRESS: Ckay. That | go al ong

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: What is it that
you're seizing at this point? Additional rul enakings
will not be initiated. Additional to what?

M5. DROUIN. | haven't gotten to that
bul l et yet.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Additional to 50.467

M5. DROUN. Right. So right now the plan
is to continue with the current ongoing efforts,
conplete those and then if we initiate anything new
that will be decided down the road. But right now in
the short term the planis not to initiate new work.

MEMBER KRESS: Cood.

M5. DROU N. Thank you.

MR. ADER Mary, if |I can correct. |

t hi nk George asked beyond 50.46. There are a few
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others in the process, LOCA |oop that's being | ooked
at .

PARTI CI PANT:  50. 61.

MR ADER PTS. So there are sone other
ongoi ng ones and those are included.

M5. DROUN. Sorry. Those are ongoi ng.

MR ADER So it's not that we're stopping
t hose al so.

M5. DROU N Anything that's ongoi ng we
will conplete.

Ckay. Now we want to get into the actual
ANPR and at this point I'mgoing to turn it over to
Joe to take you through the ANPR.

MR BI RM NGHAM  Good afternoon. [|'m Joe
Birmingham in the Ofice of NRR You' ve seen ne
before but nostly in fire protection. Wat |'m going
to talk about is the ANPR and its contents, the
Staff's proposed approach for arisk-infornmed Part 53.
The Staff proposes to issue an advanced notice of
proposed rulenmaking, to solicit conment on the
proposed approach and the Staff proposed that the ANPR
will remain open until a technical basis is conplete
approximately in Decenber 2007. This is to allow
comment on the technical basis devel opnent, issues

that arise during that time. Upon conpletion of the
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technical basis, the Staff will request Commi ssion
direction and approval to initiate rul emaking.

CHAl RVAN WALLI'S:  Well, the technical
basis presumably has to itself be based on sone
soci etal basis because the whol e purpose of nucl ear
safety is to do sonmething for society. It's not a
purely technical exercise. So what are you going to
start with as your societal basis?

M5. DROU N: Those are sone of the issues
that we're going to be | ooking at. As it was raised
inyour letter, we'll be | ooking at that. W' re going
to solicit stakeholder input. So right nowin terns
of howwe're going to explicitly address it, it hasn't
been deci ded.

MEMBER KRESS: Renenber you're free to
di scount and di sagree with stakehol der input.

M5. DROUN:. Really?

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  You'll have to because
it won't be consistent. It won't be coherent.

MR. BIRM NGHAM  That kind of lead into ny
next bullet. The ANPR will help ensure that NRC s
intent to risk inform the reactor requirenments is
known to all stakehol ders. They have an opportunity
to conment and rmaybe point out nmeans to inprove our

approach. The ANPR will allow NRC to proceed in this
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effort in an open, integrated, transparent nanner.
W' Il be hol di ng public neetings, workshops and t hi ngs
l'i ke that.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: By technical basis, do
you nean a set of specifications, nethods, neasures
and what ever fromwhi ch everything el se can be deduced
in alogical way? |s that what you nean?

MR. BIRM NGHAM Essentially yes. Since
it's a risk-inforned approach and performance-based
approach, we will be |looking at com ng up with these
techni cal performance standards to achieve wthout
speci f yi ng.

CHAl RVAN WALLIS: And you'll apply the
same ones universally across all the rules.

MR. BIRM NGHAM  Across all the reactor
designs and - -

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: And they all will be
derived fromthe sane route or trunk or something of
| ogically expressed bases and everything will flow
fromrationally fromthe sane.

MR BIRMNGHAM That will be the
chal | enge.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Ckay.

MR. BI RM NGHAM  That woul d be the ending.

The ANPRwi | | solicit stakehol der input throughout the
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t echni cal basis devel opnent period. As new issues are
identified or as technology-neutral framework is
conpleted, we will supplenent the ANPR

The NRC plans to develop an integrated
ri sk-informed performance-based revision to 10 CFR
Part 50. That will be one of the itens that we spell
out in the ANPR. Sone of the policy issues in the
ANPR wi I | be the integration of safety, security and
ener gency prepar edness, | evel of safety and i ntegrated
risk. The ACRS letter on these issues will be an
attachment to the ANPRto al | ow st akehol der coment on
the views raised by ACRS Committee nenbers. The
contention functional performance requirenents, the
definition of defense in depth and all that can be
part of the risk-inforned Part 53.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Wy isn't the
definition that the Conmm ssion has included in its
VWhite Paper sufficient? Wat do we nean by
definition? | suspect what you nean is the second
part of your statenent how do we incorporate defense
in depth in a risk-infornmed Part 53? Because the
definition is there, isn't it?

MR BIRMNGHAM If you | ook at some of
the new reactors, the definition of the defense in

depth, the traditional one where you woul d have
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barriers in succession, defense in depth barriers,
wi || change sonmewhat. How inportant will a contention
be for a pebble bed nodular reactor? WIIl it be a
case where the |level of that barrier can be |ess
provi ded sone other level is greater? W'Il have to
|l ook at how it affects these new t echnol ogi es.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: So it's how to use
the concept not to define it. The definition is
t here.

M5. DROUIN. George, what you said was
correct. \Wen you look at the Wiite Paper, the Wite
Paper says the definition of defense in depth is the
phi | osophy, bl ah, bl ah.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

M5. DROUN. And as a strict high-1evel
definition, yes. But now how you take that and
inmplenent it to develop your new Part 53, your
requi renents and everything, it needs nore into that.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: So it's really not
the definition. It's the use, the utilization of the
concept of defense in depth.

M5. DROU N Yes. Unfortunately, this was
how we defined it. |[If you go back to SECY 030047 when
we went to the Conmi ssion, we used the word definition

and it was probably the wong word.
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MEMBER APCSTCLAKIS: W can change it in

the future.

MS. DROU N  Yes, we coul d.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | don't think saying you
have further criterion is a policy. It's a nethod.
It's an approach. |It's not a policy at all.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

MEMBER KRESS: That's just a nane for the
policy.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: It's a way of achieving
sormet hi ng.

MEMBER KRESS: The policy is actually
shoul d you continue using it.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: | thought the policy
was whet her you shoul d have desi gn basi s acci dents and
how you woul d defi ne them

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Whet her you shoul d have
desi gn requirenents.

MEMBER KRESS: That ought to show up in
here somewhere.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Right. That's the sort
of thing.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: In fact, why isn't
that part of the question what Bill just said? Do we

need t he concept of design basis accidents in the new
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syst enf

CHAl RVAN WALLI S:  Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: |Is that a policy
issue or is that something el se?

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: | think we're ahead
of ourselves on that.

MR BIRM NGHAM The ANPR is of course to
solicit wde stakeholder coment and we're not
narrowing it dowm to this is a done deal type thing.
Yes, we were --

MEMBER APOSTCLAKIS: | think it deserves
it's owm green line there.

M5. DROUN It isits own green line in
the sense that we have the technol ogy-neutral
framework there and associated with the technol ogy-
neutral framework you will see comng out of that
shoul d we have design basis accidents.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Right, and what purpose
do they have, do they fulfill, if you have thenf

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: Well, that is an
answer but it's not even there.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: But that's inportant.

M5. DROUI N There's a whole slew of
guestions --

CHAI RMAN WALLI'S: It's rmuch nore inportant
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that single failure criterion.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Yes. | think Bill is
right. The single failure criterion is part of a
definition of design basis accident. That's a broader
concept .

M5. DROU N | understand that. What
we're trying to do here, I'lIl show you on this view
graph, was there were specific things com ng out of
SRM that we were asked to put into that ANPR  So
there is that. W're also going to put with the ANPR
t he next version of the framework in April and the
framework is going to have a whol e sl ew of questions
and some of the things that you rai sed are going to be
the questions that will be added to ANPR

MR. HARRI SON:  And just why | think we're
alittle ahead of ourselves is when that cones out in
April would be the time we woul d ask those questi ons.
So that's why they're not on here as a green line is
because we're not issuing the technol ogy-neutral
framework at this point in time. So those questions
haven't been -- That woul d be a suppl enent.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Isn't that NUREG
report out with the technol ogy-neutral? Wat do you
mean you are not issuing?

M5. DROUN. No, it's not out yet. The
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| ast version that went out was this past January.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: But it's public.

MS. DROU N. A year ago.

MR. ADER: No, George. You're asking
about the single failure NUREG or the technol ogy-
neutral .

M5. DROUN. W issued on in January. W
had a workshop in March for three days and we got a
pile of cooments that thick. W' ve been working on
t hose comments.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  And then they will
revi ewed.

M5. DROUIN. So this new revision that
we're going to put out --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Right. But the basic
structure, people are aware of.

M5. DROU N:  Yes.

MR. HARRI SON: But the expectation is when
t hat goes out we'll supplenment the ANPRwith a |ist of
guesti ons.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Let nme -- | sense
t hat you guys are too defensive here. W're trying to
hel p.

M5. DROUN. No, no. W're not being

defensive. W're trying to explain to you why.
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: | think the

recommendation to put DBAs there is very reasonable
and you're resisting it.

M5. DROUN |I'mnot resisting it.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Ckay. | can't
i mgi ne what you would do if you were to resist it.

M5. DROUN W're trying to explain
what's on this slide and why the things you' re not
seeing why it's not here.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: You are telling the
worl d you intend to devel op a new set of regul ati ons,
a fantastic undertaking. You have to tell the world
somet hi ng about what you're thinking of putting in
there as a basis and what constituent parts it may
have such as DBAs or design requirenents or some
general design criteria.

M5. DROUIN. Yes, | agree with you.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  You're going to address
those key things on which everything else will be
built. Are you going to sketch that out for the world
before you put this thing out?

M5. DROUN Al I'mtrying to explain is
that we agree with you on all of those things and
maybe we did a disservice by not putting subbullets

under the technol ogy-neutral framework.
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MEMBER BONACA: But what we expected today

was to have a conplete list of policy issues. Let's
give themcredit. Let's say these are exanples and |
can live with that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: W are making the
corment that DBAs is a broader issue than single
failure criteria. That's all.

MEMBER BONACA:  Yes.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: It's nore than that,
Ceorge. It's we're trying to say what sort of things
should be in this sketchy -- You' re proposing to do
sonmething. You ve witten proposals. You have to say
my proposals is going to have certain things init.
O herwi se, you have no idea what it is and you pick
out the nost inportant things |li ke DBAs and so on and
say we're doing to address those.

MEMBER BONACA: |'monly saying that why
do we have to presune that this is a conplete |ist
now. This is conmmunications to us and they're going
to have a |isting.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKIS: W are not assum ng
anything. W' re just making comments trying to be
constructive and as usual, we are m sunderstood.

MEMBER BONACA: | know.

VI CE CHAI RMVAN SHACK: Just want to do
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good. Right, George?

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: W want to do good.

MR BIRMNGHAM | heard the phrase |I'm
from the Governnment and |I'm here to help you. But
thank you. | appreciate that.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: No, we're fromthe
public and we're here to help the Governnent.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS:  You can't win. So
keep goi ng.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: Let ne just ask the
guestion. You said you were going to give this a
hi gher priority than continuing to risk inform Part
50. What has a higher priority, devel opment of Part
53 or conpletion of the 50.46 and 50.61 for exanple?

MR. BI RM NGHAM 10 CFR 50.46 for exanple
because it's already in the works and actually Eil een
per haps coul d hel p.

M5. MKENNA: This is Eileen McKenna,
Pol i cymaking Branch NRR | don't know as we've
prioritized themthat way. W didn't run together the
current rules. W prioritized on an individual rule
basis. | think part of the point is that they're on
di fferent schedul e tracks. The ones we have now, the
50.46(a) and 50.61, we have proposed rule out on

50.46. W're into the rule-plan stage on 50.61
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This effort as | think was clear from
| ooking out, we're out a few years before we even
begin rulemaking. So they're priorities. They're
just on different tracks.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | think what we're
trying to get at is does it have enough horsepower
behind it to really go forward.

M5. McKENNA:  You nmay have noticed in the
draft we gave you we didn't put down resources and
that's because we were still working through what
resources we think are necessary and that is one of
t he consi derati ons because we are being pulled in many
different directions on supporting a |ot of different
efforts and the Commi ssion ultimately will have to
deci de what priorities these different things have.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: It sounds to ne |like a
maj or and significant initiative and if it's going to
go anywhere, it's going to have proper horsepower
behind it, right people, right backup and everything
el se. Oherwise, you' re going to be playing around
for years. |If you' re serious about comng up with
sonmething real in afewyears, it has to have all that
effort behind it.

MR ADER | think we agree with that and

what you see at this table is as this goes into ANPR
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space, the technol ogy-neutral franework had been a
research lead with participation, we had support as a
teamfromNRR and fromNSER, is it's nmoving i nto ANPR
st age.

That gives it a higher inprint on it and
it puts nore of starting to nove it out of a
devel opnent stage into let's start the rul emaking.
Let's get these issues addressed. By that nature,
you're going to expand the senior staff and the
know edgeabl e staff that will really be focusing and
getting it closer to how you would inplenent it. So
| think the enphasis is there and just by virtue of
where we are now, there's already a novenent to devote
nore resources and nore staff to it.

MR BIRMNGHAM | think | was |eaving off
at technol ogy-neutral franmework and that will be in
the ANPR but it's kind of an |IOU because it's not
fully devel oped yet and will be issued later. At that
time, we supplenent ANPR with an issuance.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: What else could it be?
If this is going to be a way of |icensing new reactor,
what el se could it be other than technol ogy-neutral it
seens to be. It has to be able to deal with anything
t hat comes al ong.

MR BIRMNGHAM | think we definitely
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agree with that thought. |It's the way that it will be
devel oped as a technol ogy-neutral framework. How
should it be? There are thoughts on should it be high
tenperature gas nodul ar reactors. How far should we
consider and we're interested in those comments on
every one of those technol ogi es.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: If you're going to
identify the common features of all these technol ogi es
whi ch have an influence on safety, then you' d better
figure out how to deal with them

MR BIRMNGHAM It's a challenge. Also
we're going to item ze that the NRC plans to conti nue
its ongoing efforts on risk-inform ng and performance-
based certain regulations in 10 CFR Part 50 which we
j ust covered.

W plan to provide wupdates to the
Commi ssion first of all on feedback on stakehol der
cooment on the ANPR W plan to provide
recommendations fromthe comments and al so on Staff
del i beration on policy issues, on | evel of safety and
integrated risk, the path forward on contai nnment
functional performance standards and definition of
defense in depth, additional policy and technical
i ssues as identified, we expect that that will happen,

initiation of former rulenmaking on a new Part 53
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also our plan for formal rulemaking to revise any
other regulations in 10 CFR Part 50 as they are
identified.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: Now when you have this
new Part 53 it's going to be a government docunent,
one simlar |ike Part 50. Presunably you'll have sone
kind of a preanble which explains what's in it and
why. It would be good if you would try to wite that,
t he consi derations for the whole thing. Describe your
whol e objective and how subsequent stuff fits into
this objective that you have.

MR BIRM NGHAM  Yes, that woul d have to
be done.

MEMBER POAERS: It shoul d have a statenent
of consideration --

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  No, but it should be out
t here sonewhere.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: But it's not part of
the --

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  But you often go back to
t here.

MR. Bl RM NGHAM  No.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  You don't have a
statenent. An objective?

MR. HARRI SON: Well, you state an overal
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pur pose or objective. But as it was stated earlier,
that was to nmke a transparent process, seeks to
feedback on the issues as we go forward. So you're
not going to get one that tal ks about until you get
i nto rul emaki ng a statenent of consideration that says
here's the ulti mat e purpose of having a ri sk-infornmed,
per f or mance- based Part 53. That woul dn't occur until
you got into actual rulemking space and wote a
statement of considerations.

CHAI RMAN WALLI'S:  You woul dn't have an
ultimate  purpose until you've delivered the
rul emaki ng.

MR HARRISON. No. |I'msaying that's
where you would state the franmework for the rule
itself and where it came fromand how you derived it.
At that point, you would also have to sunmarize al
the comrents that you have received during the ANPR
period | believe and you' d have to say how you' ve
reconcil ed that.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: | find this very
strange. The whole idea of a design process is to
address a problemor a situation that has been defined
by sone customer and |I'm not sure that this whole
specification for this new rule has been laid out.

MR. HARRI SON: These policy issues are in
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many ways specifications.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | think your job is to
set up those specifications. Right?

M5. DROUIN. That's what we'll be doing
over the next two years.

CHAl RVAN WALLI S:  Yes.

MR. Bl RM NGHAM  And | onger

M5. DROU N. And | onger.

CHAl RMAN WALLIS: It sounds great and
we're all trying to help.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Are you going to
update us too? Are we part of this?

M5. DROU N. That goes to the next slide.

MR BIRMNGHAM A great lead into the
next slide. I1'mgoing to turn this back over to Mary.
She's going to provide the next steps and a brief
sunmary.

M5. DROUN. As | said, we owe the SECY
paper with the enclosed ANPR to the EDO tonorrow,
obtained all the concurrences at this point. So |
don't see any delay in neeting that date. W plan to
continue to engage the ACRS.

CHAI RMAN  WALLIS: | think this is
interesting enough that it's going to be a high

priority itemfor us as |long as you give us enough to
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wor k wi t h.

M5. DROUN. And we've already been havi ng
di scussions with M ke and Med on when we want to set
up our next subcommittee neeting and we | ook forward
to -- W'd asked for a full day for our next
subconmi ttee neeting because there are enough issues
and substance there to di scuss. Throughout this whole
process, as Joe said, we're going to having public
neeti ng and wor kshops as we conpl ete the devel opnent
of the technical basis. Right now, we've just
identified some things. So we thoroughly expect that
as we conplete this there are going to be ot her issues
that are going to enmerge out that we're going to want
st akehol der i nput.

MEMBER PONERS: Can | ask a question about
public neetings and workshops? Wy are those
effective for us? |1'mnot sure exactly what you nmean
by public neetings and workshops. But if |
characterize what | typically see is that workshop or
public neeting, either one, if declared we will have
one, Staff goes to sone length to invite the parties
that they know to be interested in those particular
itenms and they're held at sone hotel here in
Washi ngton or maybe sone ot her place but npst often

here in Washington. |s that what you're thinking of
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t here?

M5. DROUN | think there are two ki nds
of neetings and workshops. | think you have sone
neetings where you're just trying to comrunicate
here's where we're at and we aren't necessarily trying
to get feedback. It's us trying to present
information. Then you have the neetings where you
actually want a technical discussion back and forth.

| think that the workshop that we had | ast
March was an i ncredi bl e success. W had three days of
very intense technical exchange between industry, |
say industry, | nean all the stakehol ders because it
wasn't just industry that was there.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | would like to suggest
your role as a |l eadership role. Your job is to go out
there and sell what you're doing to people who are
interested in it not to just listen. You have to
listen too but I think you have to take a | eadership
role on something that's as inportant as this and do
all the stuff and really get the critical feedback.
But you have to sell themthat you're doing sonething
which is viable and worthwhile and all that. So it's
really a | eadership role.

MEMBER POAERS: What |'masking is it

seens to me that here you are. You're nmessing with

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

158

Federal regulations for nuclear power plants. Wy
isn't the appropriate forumfor communicating with the
interested conmunity things |ike the American Nucl ear
Soci ety neetings?

CHAl RVAN WALLI S:  Yes.

M5. DROUIN. And | was going to continue
because | wanted to comment on your statement that we
go to pick sel ected peopl e one that we announce t hese
things in a Federal Register notice for all people.

MEMBER POAERS: And | know so many of ny
friends and neighbors just pour over the Federal
Regi ster each day |ooking for the |east opportunity
they can to cone to Washi ngt on

M5. DROUIN. Dana, we have al so ongoi ng
di scussions with ANS, all the different SDGCs.

MEMBER POVNERS: S-D-O?

VB. DROUI N: St andards Devel opi ng
Organi zations, I'msorry, with ANS --

MEMBER POWERS: Wich is one of the
weakest organi zations in ANS.

M5. DROUN. |EEE. W do try and reach
out to the different professional societies. This is
a topic that | know a | ot of the professional
soci eties have been interested in. W try and reach

out to the international conmunity. W try and use
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all the nechani snms that are at our disposal totry and
get the information out to all the stakehol ders.

MEMBER POAERS: | guess |I'mstill com ng
back and why isn't the forumfor discussion here the
American Nuclear Society? At |east you get the
interested community going there anyway. Wereas a
special trip to Washington, | doubt seriously that
there are too many people that volunteer to do that.

MR HARRISON: | think it's all valuable
input. If there's an ANS annual neeting and we can
coordinate to have this neeting.

MEMBER POVNERS: Yes. There are two of
them a year.

MR. HARRISON. Right. And | think that
woul d be good.

MEMBER KRESS: ANS has these topical
neeting. | think this would be a fine issue.

MEMBER POWERS: The trouble is that you
have to schedul e topical neetings, just to put them
together, three years in advance.

MEMBER KRESS: That's true.

MEMBER PONERS: Whereas to get sonething
in either one of the winter or the annual neeting of
the ANS is a nmuch easier chore.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But it shouldn't be
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just a session. It should be something special.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MEMBER POVERS: |If you want sonething
special, it will cost you a year in advance.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S:  Yes. So okay.

MR. HARRISON. O schedule it the day
before |i ke a preneeting.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Yes. Sonething |ike
t hat .

M5. DROUN W have tried to coordinate
somre of these neetings like last year wth the
wor kshop. W coordinated that at the sanme tinme as the
RI C conference because we knew a | ot of the attendees
woul d be out here at the same tine. So we do | ook for
t hose ki nds of opportunities to do that.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | think another good
audience is rather really smart students.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI S: Wiere can you find
t hose?

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: There are a lot nore |
m ght suggest. But really if you' re going back to
basi cs on nuclear safety and you' re going to nake a
framewor k whi ch makes sense, you ought to be able to
explain it to engineering students who really --

MEMBER POAERS: | will just comment that
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out of the nouth of babes often cones a lot of
nonsense.

M5. DROUN As | said -

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: W're used to that.
We're used to trying to explain things to students.
They often are very helpful. |If you can't explainit,
t hen -

M5. DROUIN. | agree. W should be able
to explain this at |east --

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  You shoul d be able to
explain this to know edgeabl e peopl e who have open
m nds.

M5. DROU N:  Yes.

MEMBER POAERS: O enpty m nds.

M5. DROUN. W do plan to suppl enent the
ANPR over tine as needed. So this set of questions is
not the end-all. As new things and we want nore
input, we will keep suppl enenting the ANPR as needed.
W intend to conplete the technol ogy-neutral
f ramewor k.

VI CE CHAIRMAN SHACK: | forget which
version |I'm looking at. That's not the only one.
There were 37 questions or something.

M5. DROUN. R ght. And those weren't al

the questions. That's not it. There will be nore to
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cone.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S:  The problem | think,
a general comment here, with efforts of this type is
that the conmmunity at large is not really famliar
with regulatory processes. That's a fact. That's why

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  These are new ones.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  What ?

CHAI RMAN WALLI S: These are new regul atory
processes which are going to be nore transparent.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI'S: But still | don't
think that the community, it's a unique culture.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: That's the problemw th
the present regulations. |t requires the unique
culture to understand it. But the new ones are going
to be so transparent it's not going to be a problem
Isn't that part of your objective?

MEMBER POAERS: Nai ve students. |'m being
| ed by naive professors.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  You don't need to use
adj ect i ves.

MEMBER PONERS: Pejorative adjectives to
boot .

M5. DROUN. Once the technical basis is

conplete as Joe noted, then the intent is to go back
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to the Comm ssion and ask for approval toinitiate the
formal rul emaki ng, devel opi ng the actual rul emaking
| anguage.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Excuse ne. Mary.
Bef ore you | eave the next steps, can we tal k about in
your Attachnent 3 that you sent down, there's a Table
2 on page 28 of the programpl an, the table that gives
the mlestones. | just want to make sure | understand
what the next steps are. As you said, Decenber 9,
2005 you're going to go forward with this SECY paper
t hat has the encl osed ANPR and t he questi ons and t hen
you're going to be asking for -- Then you say that in
March "06 assuming that the Commi ssion approves
publ i cation of the ANPR wi thin 30 days you publish the
ANPR.  Then you expect to cone back in Cctober of "06
with a SECY paper on stakehol der feedback from the
ANPR.

But down in the technical basis, you al so
tal k about issuing a draft of the technol ogy-neutral
framework in March of "06. | guess do you anticipate
the Committee reviewing. Wen do you anticipate the
Commi ttee revi ewi ng the technol ogy-neutral franmework?

M5. DROUN. Right now, our intent was to
take the next version because we've gotten all the

comments, we've been working on those, to put that in
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the ANPR actually in April not March, get sone
feedback to get a sense of what the stakehol der
comments are and then cone back to the ACRS because
the ACRS woul d be receiving it at the sane tinme. This
would give the ACRS, the Conmittee, their tine to
really look at it and in that same tineframe, we would
be getting the stakehol der conments and then as | say
have at least a full day neeting wth the
subcommi tt ee.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Good. Because |
think that's going to be a l|lot nobre reasonable.
Because it was March, | think it's just going to be
too much to review that by March. But | think that
woul d be nore realistic. So then you' re going to have
this technol ogy-neutral framework and then you're
going to send that up to the Commission, it |ooks
like, inthat April/May timefrane and then say we're
going to amend the ANPR to say here's the technol ogy-
neutral franmework.

M5. DROU N: The actual mechani sm of how
it's going to get put into the ANPR and on the website
we have to work that out.

M5. McKENNA:  Yes. It think what we've
been envisioning is that we would use our Rule 4 on

the website to post additional docunents and
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information as they conme along. To the extent that
were for exanpl e specific questions we wanted to |i st
t hen we woul d suppl emrent the ANPR

| think one of the reasons we were talking
about putting out the version of the framework we had
inin April was to answer sonme of the comments the
Commttee had as to give the people who nmay be
cormmenting on our plan a little bit idea of where
we' re headed. We nay not be done yet but kind of see
where we think we're going with the franework and t he
basis there. So that would help theminformtheir
comment s on shoul d we conti nue goi ng, are there i ssues
that we haven't considered, those kinds of things.
But the exact, is it this address on the forum or
sonmething like that we're going to have to work out.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: Are you going to be
posting coments as you receive themon the website?
Is this going to be a live feedback kind of thing?

M5. McKENNA:  Well, we nornmally post them
but we don't really gointo, | think there's sonething
call ed, the technical conference or sonething. W
haven't really been envisioning the interactive,
online kind of thing. But we always do post the
comment s.

VI CE CHAlI RMAN SHACK: | meant if others

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

166

can actually review the corments that you see.

M5. MKENNA: O hers can review the
comments. It's the mechanism But there's were
proposal s at one ti ne where you coul d di al ogue al nost
online and we're not really into that. Yes, when we
get the comments we'll post them People can see them
and then if they choose to say, "Those are great
comments” or "I disagree with what sonebody sai d" then
they would in turn post their conments.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: They can post their
own.

MEMBER KRESS: Let ne ask you a strange
guestion about that. Have you ever received comments
on such a thing where you're asking for feedback and
answering questions from a individual nmenber of the
ACRS?

MEMBER DENNI NG You nean previously.

MEMBER KRESS: No, as a response to the
advanced notice for rul emaking.

M5. DROUN | don't know.

MEMBER KRESS: As a nenber of the public
for exanpl e.

M5. DROUN | don't know.

MEMBER KRESS: You may get sonething |ike

that this tine.

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

167
MS. DROUN That's a hint.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

CHAl RMAN WALLI S: That's advanced noti ce.

MS. DROU N: Advanced noti ce.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: | thought about that
too. | just wonder if it's appropriate an individual
nmenber .

MEMBER KRESS: | think it's worth

di scussing whether it's appropriate or not.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Because | think we all
have some views on this.

MEMBER KRESS: And they're different. And
it's hard in a forumlike this to really get
everybody's view on every issue properly articul ated
and i f you're answering a set of questions, do you sit
down and --

CHAl RVAN WALLIS: well, if we're not
careful, this is so interesting we m ght becone part
of the team

MEMBER KRESS: No thank you. Anyway, |
just thought it was an interesting concept.

MR. HARRI SON: Actually | asked a simlar
coment about it. What if the Staff wanted to nake a
coment and the conment | received was as a nenber of

the public you can nake a coment on what's been put

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

168

out on the rule forum So even if you' re a nmenber of
the NRC Staff, you actually could do that. So if a
staff menber could do that, then | would assune that
t he ACRS can do that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Can you really
conplete the technology-neutral framework wthout
attenpting to wite the regulatory guides? WII you
know enough? Don't you think that by trying to wite
the regul atory gui des for the gas cool ed fast reactor
for exanple wll give you significant input and
insights so that perhaps you will have to change the
t echnol ogy-neutral framework?

M5. DROU N That is a possibility and we
recogni ze that.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI S: It says conpl ete.
assunme that's before you're going to the regul atory
gui des.

M5. DROUIN. Wen | say conplete, that
doesn't mean that you can't cone back and you may have
conpl et ed bui |l di ng your house but over tines you make
changes to it.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Wy isn't the
framework you have in the report of |ast January
conpl ete?

M5. DROUN. There were a |lot of things we
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hadn't worked out yet.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But the basic
el ements were there.

M5. DROUIN. At a conceptual |evel, yes.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS:  Yes. But that's ny
poi nt that until you start doing the regul at ory gui des
whi ch you cannot because you don't have designs, you
will have to be at the conceptual level, won't it?

M5. DROUIN. No, there was still stuff
that we have been working on for the past year that
was goi ng past the conceptual |evel.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Li ke?

M5. DROU N. For exanple, | hate to bring
this one up, but design basis accident versus design
basis events. W have a concept for that and we've
been trying to work out what do you nean if you want
to have we're calling it |icensing based events using
risk insights fromthe get-go versus predescribing up
front a set of design basis accidents. | don't need
to go and devel op regul atory guides to try and go past
just that concept.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: So it's conceptual

M5. DROUIN. No, what I'msaying is |'ve
gone past the concept and we've laid out a way to do

that. Wen we put this out in April, we |ook forward
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to the people's views on what we've proposed of how
you go about doing that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  So the technol ogy-
neutral framework will play the role of the genera
design criteria? It will be at that |evel?

M5. DROUN Utimately but | don't want
to make prom ses at this point.

CHAl RMAN WALLIS: | think you should
explain that though in this docunent you put that
that's your intent to set up a franework which can
repl ace general design criteria.

M5. DROUIN: The attenpt of the franework
is to give the criteria in the guidelines that when
you i npl ement those criterion guidelines it's telling
you how to wite.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: So it's going to spawn
some criteria. |Is that what it's going to do? The
framework is going to --

M5. DROUIN. No, it's going to contain
criteria and guidelines and this is the criterion
guidelines you use to forrmulate your technol ogy-
neutral regulations.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: What |I'mtrying to say
is you' re going to go out and say |I'mgoing to design

an airplane to the world. You have to have sone idea
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what it's going to | ook |ike.

MEMBER KRESS: Wngs and tail.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER: W ngs.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  Very interesting.

M5. DROUN. Ckay. Then just in closing
again as we started off, we were not requesting a

| etter and our paper is due tonorrow and thank you

very much.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Is it ready?

M5. DROUIN. The paper is ready.

CHAl RMAN WALLIS: So it's ready to be
mai | ed.

M5. DROUN It's ready to be --

VICE CHAIRVAN SHACK: There's a
significant revision in the one you have.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: But it's ready with the
revision.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  So tonorrow only the
Comm ssion gets it.

M5. DROUIN: No, tonorrow the EDO It
goes to the EDQ

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: \When does the
Comm ssion get it?

M5. DROUIN. After the EDO signs off.

MEMBER PONERS: When the EDO says that's
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what happens.

MR. BIRM NGHAM  You have a draft.

M5. DROU N You all receive it.

(Di scussion off m crophone.)

CHAI RVAN WALLIS:  Are we finished, Joe?

MR. Bl RM NGHAM  Yes.

CHAI RMAN WALLI S:  Finished? Do you want
to wap it up?

MR BIRMNGHAM |'Il|l naybe speaking a
little bit out of school, but the EDO will probably
signit fairly shortly, three days maybe. Then it
will go to the Conm ssion. |If the Conm ssion doesn't
obj ect, the Conmi ssion frequently nakes a SECY paper
public in about five days.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Ckay.

MR. BIRM NGHAM There are exceptions of
course but this doesn't appear to ne to one of those.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S:  That gives nme an idea
of the tine schedul e.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Are there any
further questions?

M5. DROUN | wouldn't expect to see it
go to the Comm ssion before the end of Decenber
because of the holidays and everything that are

factored into this.
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VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK:  Further input from

the Committee?

MEMBER KRESS: What if the Conm ssion asks
you when you get to the point of taking it to them
what does the ACRS think about this? Wat would you
tell themsince we don't have a letter?

M5. DROUN. | would say we briefed the
ACRS.

MEMBER- AT- LARGE SI EBER.  Yes, go ahead.

MEMBER POAERS: And they were extrenely
ent husi asti c.

MR BI RM NGHAM  We had severa
vol unt eers.

M5. DROUN. To be on our team

MR BIRMNGHAM | think the coment is
that we briefed the ACRS.

MEMBER POAERS: It doesn't say we can't
send thema letter even if they're not requesting one.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S: | don't even have a
copy.

MEMBER KRESS: |'mtoying with that
t hought .

MEMBER POWNERS: CQur ability to draft a
letter in this area is questionable.

MEMBER AT LARGE S| EBER: s this rel ated
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to your question about ACRS nenbers -- so you can get
comment s?

MEMBER POWNERS: CQur ability to draft a
useful letter in this area.

CHAI RMVAN WALLIS: So do you want an
agreenent at this tinme that we're not going to wite
aletter? Wuld that be appropriate to decide and to
gi ve you feedback?

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: | don't think it's
time to nake the decision right now.

CHAI RMVAN WALLI S: Does anybody have a
burning desire to wite a letter? Does anyone feel
like we ought to wite a letter? So it |ooks as
t hough we're not going to wite a letter.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK:  No, | think that's
somet hing we need to discuss |ater.

CHAl RVAN WALLIS: | don't know. Just to
gi ve you sone sort of feedback. Maybe there is sone
feeling we should wite a letter.

MEMBER APOSTCOLAKIS: WII we all have a
copy of this?

MEMBER KRESS: No.

CHAl RMVAN WALLIS: So it's prenmature to
wite a letter if you don't have it.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: You have the ol der
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ver si on.

CHAl RVAN WALLI S:  Yes.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK:  You don't have the
12. 6 version which is the nost recent one | have.

M5. DROU N. But you do have, we did send
it to Mke. So you do have it.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: But if we haven't gotten
it, we would have to study it. We'Ill think about it.

MR SNODDERLY: Plus the true fact was the
guestions that the ANPR itself has not changed the
guestions. The ANPR is changed but the intent has not
changed.

VICE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Well, there's a
certain flavor there in the earlier version. There
was a question of whether this was a good idea and
that conment was asked up front. Nowin the new
version, we're going ahead with Part 53.

MR HARRISON: | think it still asks the
guesti on.

M5. DROUN. W still have the question.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: It's far |ess direct
than it was in the earlier version at |east as | read
it.

MR. HARRI SON: Because they were separate

docunent s.
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VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Because they were

separate docunents.

MR. HARRI SON:  When we brought them
t oget her, you got a front piece.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: Right up front, it
was nore |ike what do you think of this idea.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S: | renmenber that the
rumor was, it was nore than a runor, but the
Comm ssion was cool towards this. Wen did they
change their views? Wy is this all of a sudden an
i mportant endeavor or they were never cool? |
remenber Conmmi ssioner Merrifield saying that until
sonmebody submits it.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  The reason is that now
it's become nore realistic that there will be these
new desi gns com ng down the pi pe.

MEMBER APOCSTOLAKIS: Do you nean the
design for generation floor?

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: Not necessarily.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S:  Wsat do we nean?

MR. SNODDERLY: | think the feedback that
was gi ven at the | ast public neeting was that industry
wants to focus on the risk-inforned rul emaki ng that
are currently ongoing, 50.46(a), 50.69, finish those

up and then we'll look at it froma case by case
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basis. But | think the words that were used they're
going to get nost of their bang for their buck or
that's where they want this focus and it probably
won't be rmuch nore and that the technol ogy-neutral
framework would be nore focused on the generation
fl oor plans.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S: That's what | --

MR. SNODDERLY: But for the COLs that are
bei ng di scussed today, those people would use the
current framework, the current ESPs, COLs and design
certs.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  You' re tal king about
something that's in the future.

MR. SNODDERLY: So we're tal king about --
Yes, that was ny inpression.

MR. HARRI SON: But just maybe from a
personal perspective, | think one of the things we're
finding nowis if you wait until you see plants ready
to come in you're too |ate.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI'S: | understand that.

MR. HARRISON. So this is to get a head
start on that next generation.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: | just don't
under stand t he urgence.

CHAI RMAN WALLIS: Realistically, George,
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it takes sonme years to develop this thing thoroughly.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S:  How cone it wasn't
urgent six nonths ago?

CHAI RVAN WALLIS:  Well, time has gone by.

MR. SNODDERLY: Well, Mary, naybe that's
the answer. When is your due date for providing the
t echnol ogy-neutral framework, the next stage?

M5. DROUN | think if I recall the
mlestone in ternms of having the technical basis
conpl ete was 2007

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  That's what you said,
Decenber 2007.

M5. DROU N: That sounds correct to ne.

CHAI RMVAN WALLI'S:  Two years from now.

MR. SNODDERLY: Because when | | ooked at
that table too, it |ooks --

M5. DROUN And that's consistent with
the schedule we've had all along. W haven't
accel erated t he schedul e fromwhat we' ve been wor ki ng.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: It | ooked like to ne
that the next time you're comng to us for our opinion
is inthis SECY paper in QOctober "06. Because in the
t echnol ogy-neutral franmework, it didn't appear from
that table that you' re saying you need a letter from

us on the technology-neutral framework. Am]
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m st aken?

M5. DROUN In ternms of when we're going
to come back to the full commttee, a lot of that's
going to dictate of what's going to happen over the
next six nmonths. W're going to get a |ot of feedback
fromthis ANPR. W' re going to have this next version
of the framework out in April. W're going to get |I'm
sure a lot of conments. W're going to cone back to
the subcommittee. |'msure we'll get a |lot of
f eedback fromthe subcomittee.

So it's hard for me to say until | see
what those coments are. 1'd like to think the
comments are going to be that the teanlis done a great
job. You don't need to do anything different. But I
think that's unrealistic.

MR HARRI SON: But to come back to
CGeorge's comrent, | think if you |l ook at the dates of
the recent SRMs that are directing this, one was Muy.
Three of them were Septenber of this year.

MEMBER APCSTCLAKI S:  Sormret hi ng changed.

MR. HARRI SON: There is a nove forward.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKI S: | don't know what it

MR. HARRI SON. Like | say, when you see

three SRVs back to back saying do this, then | think
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it's noved this.

VEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Sonet hi ng happened in
the last three or four nonths. | remenber distinctly
t hat Commi ssioner Merrifield was very cool toward the
whol e t hi ng.

MEMBER KRESS: But | think the concept my
be that for the plants coming in for licensing or
certification, the new ones. Maybe they'll cone in
and try to fit theminto the current regul atory system
nore than likely. But to reviewthem it would be
highly useful to have these concepts in nmnd that
you' re devel opi ng.

M5. DROU N:  Yes.

MEMBER KRESS: And | think you may not use
them directly but you certainly could use them
indirectly.

M5. DROUN. And that's been recogni zed
and that was as you know, | hate to resurrect SECY
130, one of the reasons we noved forward in June on
that was to al so support preapplication reviews. So
we've always recognized that there are issues,
technical and policy issues, and developing the
technol ogy-neutral framework that wll support the
ongoi ng preapplication revi ews.

MR. HARRISON: And that's called out for
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in the ANPR pl an.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: It just occurred to
nme. | don't knowif you're already talking to them
but maybe you should try a little harder to bring into
your workshops actual designers of Gen-4 reactors
because we had a workshop at MT.

VI CE CHAI RVAN SHACK: There's an act ual
desi gner.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: What? There are a
| ot of efforts around the country.

VI CE CHAI RMAN SHACK: It's conceptual i zed.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Well, yes. | nean at
Cak Ridge there is a proposal that a | ot of people are
| ooki ng at by Charl es Forsberg.

VICE CHAIRMAN SHACK: Yes. That's a
pr oposal .

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Favorably. There is
a lot of work in France at M T under gas cool ed fast
reactor and there was a workshop at M T several nonths
ago where there were people fromldaho and so on, all
of themdesigners, and | gave a ten mnute briefing on
t he technol ogy-neutral franework. Nobody had ever
heard of it.

M5. DROUIN. |'msurprised because |daho

has been com ng.
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MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: Oh, but there are

many | dahoes.

M5. DROU N. No, but the design, they cane
in and gave us a two day workshop on their design.

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKI S:  Good. So naybe t hat
was afterwards. But | think those people you shoul d
try to naybe encourage to participate a little nore
because for exanple if you take these policy issues
that the CDF has to be 10° or whatever and so on,
t hese guys have no idea that this nay be coni ng.
Ri ght now, they are conpeting agai nst each other. So
they are producing 10% 10° 10% and 10*', but not
because of |icensing issues but because they don't
want your design to |look better than mine. Anyway,
that's a thought.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Are we about through
with this now?

MEMBER APCSTCOLAKIS: W' re never through

with this.
CHAI RVAN WALLI S: But for today.
MEMBER APCSTCLAKIS:  Yes, for today.
CHAl RVAN WALLIS: Are we through for
t oday?

M5. DROU N: Thank you very much

CHAl RMAN WALLIS: Shoul d we thank the

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

183

presenters? Thank you, Mary, very much

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you, Mary.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: W are going to take a
break until 5:00 p.m

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: And we'll wite a
letter.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Then | would like to
have at least the first draft of as nmany letters as
possi bl e so we can go over all of themand know where
we stand and gi ve the nmaj or feedback necessary to the
authors. W don't need the transcript from now on.
W' re going to come back at 5:00 p.m Thank you. Of
t he record.

(Whereupon, at 4:39 p.m, the above-

entitled matter was concl uded.)
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