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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(8:32 a.m)

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  This nmeeting wil |
cone to order. This is a neeting of the Advisory
Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards Subcommttee on
Reliability and Probabilistic R sk Assessnent. | am
Geor ge Apost ol aki s, Chai rman of the Subcomm ttee. The
Subconmi ttee menbers in attendance are Mari o Bonaca,
Peter Ford, Tom Kress, Steve Rosen, Vic Ransom Jack
Si eber and W 1iam Shack.

The purpose of this neeting -- and G aham
Wallis, I"'msorry. The purpose of this neetingis to
di scuss the staff's plan to achi eve greater coherence
of itsriskinformed regulatory activities withinthe
reactor safety arena. The Subcomrittee will review
the staff's Draft Coherence Plan which has been
provi ded for public coment and was di scussed during
a public neeting on Decenber 5, 2002.

The Subcommi ttee wi I | gat her i nformati on,
anal yze relevant issues and facts, and fornulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate for
deliberation by the full commttee. SamDuraiswany is
t he desi gnated Federal O ficial and M ke Snodderly is
t he Cogni zant ACRS Staff Engi neer for this neeting.

The rules for participation in today's neeting have
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been announced as part of the notice of this neeting
previously published in the Federal Register on
Decenber 27th, 2002.

M. Graham Leitch just joined us for the
record. Atranscript of the nmeeting is being kept and
will be made available as stated in the Federal
Regi ster notice. It is requested that speakers first
identify thensel ves and speak with sufficient clarity
and volume so that they can be readily heard.

Representatives from the Nucl ear Energy
Institutew || provide comments onthe Draft Coherence
Plan. We have received no other witten comrents or
requests for tine to make oral statements fromnmenbers
of the public regarding today's neeting. Now, this
activity is taking pl ace because t he Conmi ssi on i ssued
t he staff requirenments nenorandumdat ed February 8t h,
2002 in which it stated, "In the next version of the
Ri sk Inforned Regulatory Inplenentation Plan, the
staff should provide its plan for noving forward with
risk informed regulation to address regulatory
structure convergence wth our risk inforned
processes".

So the staff has developed this plan in
response to the Comm ssion's request. Now, there is

a difference between the plan and the program which
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we have to understand. The coherence program wil |
devel op and inplement a plan such that the reactor
regul ations staff prograns and processes are built on
a unified safety concept and are properly integrated
so that they conplinment each other. So the program
itself will define what is nmeant by a unified safety
concept property integrated and conplinment each ot her.

The coherence planw || identify the staff
activities that will be inplenented to acconplish the
obj ectives of this program And the coherence plan,
of course, wll identify schedule, resources and
responsibilities. So this is what we are review ng
t oday. And we're pleased to have Ms. Mary Drouin
again. So, Mary, the floor is yours.

M5. DROU N:. Thank you. Wth nmeis -- to
ny left is Steve West and to ny right is Mark Rubin.
The three of wus are the senior nenbers on the
coherence working team There are, of course, many
ot her nmenbers, Tim Magruder and Dick Dudl ey who are
al so here and these are the main witers of the plan.
As you nmenti oned, George, we're here to share the pl an
with ACRS, go through it. Hopefully at the end,
you' Il | have a good under st andi ng of what t he task t hat
we plan to inplenment in achieving the programand here

to solicit comments on the plan from ACRS.
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CHAI RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: You are not

requesting aletter, I understand. Leaving aside the
fact that we can wite a letter any time we want, you
are not requesting a letter, are you?

M5. DROUI N: W aren't soliciting a
letter, no, but we are soliciting feedback. You know,
if there's sonething that doesn't you know --

CHAI RVAN APOCSTOLAKI S: Yeah, that's fine,
that's fine.

M5. DROUI N: Yes. On the next slide,
which is the background, | won't spend any tine here
because i n your introduction, you very succinctly and
| thought very clearly and crisply went through the
background. W had the SRM W did have the SECY
last June in the R sk Inforned |Inplenentation Plan
where we responded to the SRM and introduced this
coherence programwhere t he pur pose of t he programwas
to-- and I'll just get right next to the next slide,
where the objective of the programis to devel op and
i mpl enent an approach in which the reactor
regul ations, the staff programs and processes, are
built on a unified safety concept. They're probably
i ntegrated so they conplinment one anot her.

MEMBER KRESS: Do you have a good

definition of just what i s nmeant by i ncoherence inthe
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regul ati on?

M5. DROUI N: To ne incoherence in the
regulations is where you start seeing, perhaps,
i nconsi stenci es, overlaps, inefficiencies. And |
think as we get through the plan, hopefully that
guestion will be answered.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Maybe, one that
comes to mnd is that in Regulatory Guide 1.174, we
base our decisions on portal CDF, delta CDF and delta
LERF.

MEMBER KRESS: And absol ut e val ues CDF and
LERF.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Yes, yes, but in
the reactor oversight process, we have the
cor ner st ones. W worry about initiating events,
mtigating systens, and so on.

MEMBER KRESS: So that's an incoherence.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: It seenms to ne
that's an incoherence, is it not? |In one inportant
programyou worry about the cornerstones, inthe other
you | ook portal CDF and delta CDF.

M5.  DROUI N: I don't think that's
necessarily anincoherence. | thinkit's howyou deal
with those two different aspects and do you deal with

them such that they are inconsistent? | don't
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necessarily think that's just right on the surface an
i ncoher ence.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  They appear to be.
| mean, why shouldn't | worry about the initiating
event frequency when | approve changi ng the |icensing
basi s.

MEMBER KRESS: Well, | think she's saying
if you worry about the CDF, you are worryi ng about an
initiating event.

CHAI RMVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: No, but you're
worryi ng about are they integrated.

MR, RUBI N: A short answer to your
guestionis | believe Dr. Kress was correct. In alot
of cases we do consider initiating events, power
uprights for exanple, one of the things we | ook at,
are the changes going to induce nore plant upsets,
nore plant trips. It's not stated as a direct
cor nerstone and perhaps that is an i nconsi stency t hat
m ght be a | ack of coherence, but we'll be | ooking.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: That's what |'m
saying, it's a candi date for exam nation. Wy in one
case we | ook at the integrated input and in another
case we | ook at the four cornerstones.

M5. DROUIN:  Three.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: W may deci de t hat
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it's okay.

MEMBER KRESS: The reason | asked the
guestion --

MS.  DROUI N: Correct, | just wasn't
prepared to say at this point that is an i ncoherence.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: No, | understand.

M5. DROUN It will be | ooked at.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: That' s what cane to
ny m nd when we tal ked about it.

M5. DROUI N  Yes.

MEMBER KRESS: But the reason | asked the
guestion is, if you're going to have a programto
provi de coherence in the regulations, | think the
first thing you ought to do i s deci de what i ncoherence
is, so you could -- you know, you know what you're
after, and 1've never really seen a definition of it
t hrown up anywhere.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Well, this is a
pr obl em

M5.  DROUI N: Wll, in terms of our
program our definition of coherence is the fact that
we have t hese regul ati ons, prograns, processes built
onthis unified safety concept and t hey conpli nment and
i ntegrate each ot her.

MEMBER KRESS: Ckay, that's a definition
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of coherence, okay.

MS. DROUI N: That's our definition of
coherence for this program

MEMBER KRESS: And if it isn't -- doesn't
fit that definition, then it's incoherent.

MS. DROUIN: That's correct, and as you go
t hrough the plan, you will see that we always cone
back and say, you know, is this built on a unified
safety concept, do they conplinent one anot her?

MEMBER KRESS: (kay, | agree with that.

MEMBER ROSEN: That's a little bit better
than "1l knowit when | see it, but not a whole |ot.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah.

CHAI RMVAN  APOSTCOLAKI S: But, remenber,
gentl enmen, we are review ng the plan today.

M5. DROU N Right.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: It's a perfectly
legitimate answer to say the programwll identify
i ncoher ence.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Today t hey' re j ust
saying, "This is what we plan to do" --

MEMBER FORD: Could | ask a question?

CHAl RMAN  APCSTOLAKI S: --  which we

shoul dn't refrai n fromaski ng techni cal questi ons, but
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let's bear that in mnd.

MS. DROUI N: Vell, | appreciate these
t echni cal questions because as you see, when we get
into the first task and that's going to be defining
all of this and what we nean by it and any insight
that we can get fromthe commttee at this point are
nore than wel cone.

MEMBER FORD: The program objective is
confined to |light water reactors?

MS. DROUI N:  Yes.

MEMBER FORD: So if we ever build a non-
light water reactor, you'll have to change your plan;
is that correct?

M5. DROU N  You will see when we get to
-- let's go ahead and get to the next slide because
that deals with one of the scope and |imtations of
t he program

To start at the very top of the scope and
[imtations, this plan is put together strictly to
answer the SRM so |'mgoing to junp to the very | ast
bullet first, whichis alsothe first bullet. The SRM
dealt with current licensed reactors andthenw ththe
reactor reactivities. So the scope of the programand
then the tasks associated with the plan are strictly

wi thin that region.
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The next thingis that when you go t hrough
and you | ook at the task and the activities that we
say we want to i npl enent to achi eve coherence, they're
based on a lot of current activities. There are
t hings that are ongoing within the agency right now
that will help us and we want to take advantage of
that. We're not here to reinvent anything.

Al so when | | ook at the scope, when | say
focus on the regulatory structure, is that we are
| ooki ng to see whet her the prograns are coherent. W
are not here to act as a police force, in essence. W
aren't here to go through every single activity and
see if it's being inplemented correctly. We're
looking to see is it coherent. If it's being
i npl emented i ncorrectly, that's perhaps sonet hi ng down
the future or some other place, but that's not within
our scope. We're at a higher |evel.

CHAI RMAN APOCSTOLAKI S: Bullet 2 and 3 are
not conflicting? | don't want to say incoherent.
Isn"t it true that if you focus on regulatory
structure, you may have to propose sone changes in
that structure?

M5. DROU N In the structure.

CHAl RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, so | nean, you

may have to reinvent sonmewhat the regulatory
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structure. I'mjust trying to understand there.

M5. DROU N: You nay have to come in and
if you ook at the second to |ast bullet, you know,
even t hough we're taking advantage of current stuff,
and we don't want to inpede anything, based on the
findings of the program there mght be activities

that may, you know, need to be re-evaluated and

adj ust ed.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Ckay.

V5. DROUI N: The last thing, kind of
ski pping around, is that the |ead activities -- and

hopefully as we get through the plan when we talk
about these lead activities, for exanple, that are
goingtostay ineachrespective organi zati on, because
we're just a small little group here, the working
group, and ours is nore, you know, to put together the
plan, try and see the programthrough but there is a
| ot of efforts going on here and as | said, we don't
want to i npede on current stuff. Wre we needed this
part of cog, that particular activity will stayinits
respective organi zati on.

MEMBER WALLI S: Do you have any exanpl es
of present day i ncoherence that needs to be fixed or
isthis aplan w thout yet having anything it needs to

addr ess?
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M5. DROUIN: |'mgoing to answer that and
l"mgoing to wait till | get to the slide where we go
and evaluate -- where we evaluate the activity --

MEMBER WALLI S: Because it may be a pl an
to evaluate a nmyth, which there may be not hi ng which
i s incoherent.

MEMBER KRESS: Well, we knowthat -- ACRS
has said for years that there's a |l ot of incoherence.

MEMBER WALLI S: That doesn't mean to say
that there is sone.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, and we've cone up
with a lot of exanples in the past.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Ckay, so there is a rea
probl em

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah.

CHAl RMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Hasn't Mario
identified sone when we' re tal ki ng about again 1.174?

MEMBER WALLI'S:  So t he ACRS knows what it
nmeans by incoherence.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, you know, they know
it when they see it.

MEMBER BONACA: | nean, there is a
coherence right there between the goals they should
have, the objectives they have in the FSAR is about

| ayering of the --
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MEMBER WALLIS: Well, maybe we'll get to

that. You have this great generality. It would help
me if you could say, "Ah-ha, here's a particular
probl emwhich will be addressed”, so | can understand
how this franmework you're going to present --

M5. DROUIN: | don't want to conme out and
say, "This is a problemat this point".

MEMBER WALLI S: Ckay, okay.

V5. DROUI N: You know, there mght be
exanples where we think there mght be sone
i ncoherence, but, you know, in sone cases there m ght
be l egiti mate reasons for sonething to be i ncoherent.
So that's why | don't want to just say this is it.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Ckay.

M5. DROUN: The next tine, I'"mgoing to
try and now wal k t hrough t he approach, the task in the
plan to, you know, go back and again to achieve the
objective of the program We had divided this
approach into what we call these four phases. You
know, the first phase is defining the objective and
what we nean by that, what do we nean by i ncoherence.
What do we nean by this unified safety concept, so
that you properly integrate and conplinment one
another? And that's the devel opment of t his coherence

process. |'mgoing to go through each one of these in
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nore detail in further slides.
The next --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: And these are
different fromthe figure we have in the wite-up,
huh?

M5. DROUN  No, it should be the sane
figure.

CHAl RVAN APOCSTOLAKI S: Page 57

M5. DROUN  Ch, wait, wait, you had an
earlier version.

CHAl RVAN APCSTOLAKI S: Rev 1.

M5. DROUI N That's right, you had an
earlier version.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  This is Rev 27

M5.  DROUIN: This is Rev 2. The
di fference between the version you have and this
version is that Phase 1 -- your Phase 1 had been
di vided up i nto two phases, Phase 1 and Phase 2 here.
We brought the coherence process -- what's called
PRICE in there, as the first thing to do in terns of
a phase. So taking the process and the next thingis
to identify where there may be incoherence, then
prioritize those things and then ultimtely inpl ement
t hem

Now, we did bring in a security box in
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here because before we go and make a change, we want
to make sure there's not any adverse inpact to
security, so you see a security loop in there.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Vell, you don't
want to have an adverse effect on reactor safety
either. So essentially you should have the four --
three strategic areas of the ROP there, not just
security. | nean, you don't want to do anything to
reactor safety or what's the ot her one, worker safety,
right, radiation safety?

M5. DROUIN:. Correct.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: So all three of
t hem shoul d be there.

M5. DROUIN: That's a good t hought. GCkay,
Phase 1, Devel opnent of t he Coherence Process. One of
t he things we want to point out up front is that this
whol e programis iterative. It's shown here under
Phase 1 but that's m sl eading because it's iterative
t hr oughout the entire program This programis not
necessarily you do the first thing, the second thing
and then you don't go back and revisit. It's a
constant feedback loop. So that's the thing that we
really wanted to point out. Even though we're going
to talk about this sequentially, there is a |ot of

iterative nature to the whol e program
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kay, developnent of the coherence
process, we see that as two tasks. The first one is
devel opnent of the process itself. You see that in
there we call it the PRICE devel opnent of a process
for a risk inforned coherence effort and the second
maj or task is development of a glossary. And I'm
going to go through each of those individually.

We had said up front -- and here's a good
exanpl e of one of the scopeandlimtationitens where
the | ead remains in the respective organi zati ons. W
want to take advantage of work that's al ready ongoi ng,
that's out there. Soin the devel opnent of the PRI CE,
what we are talking about is starting with the
framewor k t hat was devel oped under Option 3, takingit
and refining it. W say refining because that
obj ective of that particular framework was for risk
inform ng the technical requirenments soit had a very
f ocused scope.

Now, we're broadening it but there was a
ot of work there that is applicable here and so we
don't want to re-invent and so we want to start with
t hat particul ar framework.

MEMBER KRESS: Now, ACRS has nmade conment s
on Option 3. | don't knowif -- have we put themdown

inaletter?
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M5. DROUN:. You did put themdown in a

letter.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, we did.

MEMBER KRESS: Can that be part of the
requi rement | ooking at --

M5. DROUIN. | will tell you that all of
the coorments that ACRS gave us on the franmework have
been addressed in the new version.

MEMBER KRESS: kay, it will be
interesting to see that.

M5. DROUI N  Ckay.

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you.

M5. DROUIN: So the PRICE, what it's going
to do, as we said, it's going to defined what we nean
by the unified safety concept. Soit's not this we'll
get into the position that we'll see it when we know
it. It's going to provide a process, which neans
guidelines and criteria for determning if the
regul atory activities that we're going to be | ooking
at are coherent with this concept. And then if it's
not coherent, it's goingto provide the guidelines and
criteria for refining the activity so that you can
achi eve coherence.

The other main task is the glossary. W

feel that's a very inportant thing just for
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comuni cati on purposes. As we sit and talk, | know
many tines in nmy own case, |'I| be using theses words
and | have a very specific nmeaning in ny head and |
guar ant ee you t he nmeani ng i n anot her person's head i s
exactly different.

MEMBER KRESS: | hope the gl ossary has a
good definition of defensive in depth.

M5. DROU N: Let nme answer that real
qui ck, because let nme tell you what the glossary is
not . The glossary is nore like a dictionary so
sonmet hing |i ke defense i n depth, yes, defense in depth
will be one of the terns but this is not going to be
pages of definition. |It's going to be nore like a
dictionary, nore at a high level. There will be --

MEMBER KRESS: Like what's the Wite
Paper, the Conm ssion Wiite Paper definition will be
in there?

M5. DROUI N: Probably but you know, |
woul dn't say yes or no.

MEMBER KRESS: This is not very useful.

M5.  DROUI N: But don't -- keep that
t hought because we're going to get into defensive
depth here.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Mary, I'mreally quite

confused here. Could you contrast between the
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framework you're discussing here and the franmework
that you refer to in the advanced reactor research
paper? This is a framework presumably for existing
reactors. That was one of the bullets you set up

M5. DROUIN:. Correct.

MEMBER LEI TCH: | guess | just don't
under st and. I  thought we were talking about
devel oping a technology neutral, all-encompassing
framework. Here we seemto be devel opi ng a franmewor k
for just existing reactors. Could you help nme with ny
conf usi on?

M5.  DROUI N: Ckay. This here is
devel opi ng a process that when we | ook at the current
reactor arena activities that we are coherent with
this thing we call a unified safety concept. So that
it's a very specific focus there. Now, there are
going to be things and let nme go to the next slide
just to showyou where the commonal i ti es when you | ook
about the framework that we're going to be dealing
wi th advanced reactors. And it's not that these are
bei ng done i ndependent of each other. They are being
done separate but the same people, a lot of the sane
peopl e sit on both of these so that | had the | ead for
PRICE, | had the | ead for advanced reactor franework

and that was done on purpose, so that these things,
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when we get them done, are not incoherent to each
ot her for whatever that's going to nean.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah.

M5. DROUI N: And we do, hopefully,
envi si on maybe sone tinme down the road if -- | won't
go back to that slide but | think we had on our scope
and limtations slide on the last bullet where we
said, "Address current |icense reactors”, we said we
envision that ultimately there will be a single risk
i nfornmed process for all current and future reactors.

So these things are being done separate
but they're also being done together, if that nakes
any sense.

VMEMBER LEI TCH: Is there a priority in
your mnd between these two activities? In other
words, is this what we're now tal ki ng about goi ng on
ahead of the advanced reactor technology neutral
f ramewor k?

M5. DROUIN: They're both going on at the
sanme tine.

MEMBER LEI TCH: COkay, so this franmework
t hough, is not necessarily technol ogy neutral. It's
addressing |ight water reactors.

M5. DROUIN: That's correct.

MEMBER LEI TCH: And you say current
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reactors. | assume you're not tal ki ng about AP1000 or
BSBWR. They woul d be in the advanced reactor piece?

M5. DROUIN: Not at this point because the
advanced reactors are for non-LWRs.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Okay, so this is for
present and future |ight-water reactors.

M5. DROUI N: Right now, this is for
addressing our current -- renenber that al ot of these
t hi ngs have overl ap but you have to go back to we are

addr essing the SRM

MEMBER BONACA: If -- as an exanple,
that's used, | see for exanple, an incoherence in the
current -- what we're doing right nowin Option 2 and

the FSAR. Option 2 essentially focuses yourself on
the risk i nportance conponents based on CDF and LERF
and the whole structure of the requirenents in the
FSAR f ocuses on i nternedi ate obj ective of fuel danage
or limted fuel damage or, you know, internediate or
10 CFR 100 Iimts and therefore, there is a
fundanental | y consi stency there. They're all noving
to Option 2, but we're still saying -- well, the FSAR
says sonething el se. Aml correct, that's what you're
| ooki ng at?

MR. RUBIN. Well, but theintent is not to

turn the FSARinto arisk regulatory revi ew docunent .
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| think the Option 3 work that's gone on m ght give a
better exanple of an incoherence, like the 5044
activities to hone into the significant hydrogen
control to severe accident design features and
essentially drop the --

MEMBER BONACA: That can provide that as
an exanpl e and you nmay denonstrate to nme there is no
i ncoherence. | believe there is sone and that's why
the difficulty there has been even in at the staff
| evel to approve that particul ar nove because you have
-- you are still trying to support both things. GCkay,
the way you presented in the FSAR okay, wth
i nternedi ate goals |i ke neeting 10 CFR100 limts and
t he one of, you know, applying Option 2, that's just
an exanpl e.

MR. RUBI N: But that's not necessarily
i ncoherent. If you prevent small anmounts of fuel
damage, clearly you're prevent core nelt. If you
have retro requirenents, though, that don't serve a
safety function --

MEMBER BONACA: | have not performed an
analysis. | amonly telling you one that woul d be a
candidate for ne and at the end of the process of
evaluating I mght decide it's not incoherent. In

fact, inthe deci sion-maki ng process of, you know, Reg
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Guide 1.174 may allow me to say it's not incoherent.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: Or the two by two
matri x.

MEMBER BONACA: That's right, but again,
there are issues that we need to go over and | just
wanted to --

CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI S: The obj ecti ves seem
to be different in different regul ations, that's what
is --

MEMBER BONACA: That's right. Sol'monly
saying that just in the discussion here, | viewit as
really dealing with sone hard spot we're having right
now in digesting the changes we're making to go to
risk information and really | don't see it for future
reactors and | provided that as an exanpl e because
that's one that cones to my m nd and which | think is
hel pful rather than talking about generalities.
Anyway - -

M5. DROUIN: Again, what | want to repeat
is that this plan is to address the SRM which was
current license reactors. Now, that's not to say t hat
inthe future we may not -- we may take the PRI CE and
expand it, you know, to cover for exanple AP1000 but
right now we're trying to answer the Conm ssion's

request which was to l|ook at current reactor
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reactivities to see how to make sure that we're
coherent. So it's that scope that is all we're
dealing with right now

MEMBER  SHACK: You wuse the term
"activities" rather than regul ations. s that the
focus of thisis you' re really not going back | ooki ng
at the regul ations for coherence. You' re |ooking at
t he ongoing activities for coherence?

M5. DROUI N: W' re | ooking at reactor
regul ati ons, step prograns and processes, SO yes, we
woul d be | ooking at the regul ations.

I n devel oping the PRICE, as | said, we're

going to start with the Option 3 framework. W call

it -- | use the word "framework" because that's the
word that we have used in the past. | will say that
inthe revised version, we don't call it a franmework.
We call it a process.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Maybe you can drop
Option 3 as well. Gve it a name. Option 3 doesn't
really mean anything to outside --

M5. DROUN. W'retrying to come up with
a nane.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Find a nice --
yeah.

V5. DROU N: But for now --
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CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Option 3, Option 2,

you know.

MEMBER ROSEN: Option 1 was do nothing,
remenber? Option 2 was a -- | think George has got a
good poi nt, those names have | ost their useful ness.

MEMBER SHACK: That's why |I' mhavi ng sone
t roubl e di stinguishing the two.

CHAl RMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Wat are you
di sti ngui shi ng?

MEMBER SHACK: Between Option 3 and PRI CE.
If they're different, |I'm not sure | exactly
under stand the difference.

CHAl RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  Let's see, PRI CE,
what does it stand for again?

M5. DROUN. What the PRICE is doing --
and | didn't bring that figure now, you know. I
shoul d have brought it.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: What does PRI CE
stand for? | forgot.

M5. DROUIN: Process for a Risk Informed
Coherence Effort. | don't knowin your version of the
Plan -- is that figure in their version of the Plan?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: W have a figure
here which you' re not show ng today.

M5. DROUN. kay, if you go to --
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CHAI RVAN APCSTCOLAKI'S:  Well, it seenms to

me though, Bill, that you could say that PRICE w |
start with Option 3 framework and actual |y go and | ook
into the regul ati ons and see whether --

MEMBER SHACK: Well, | nean, that's what
Option 3 was doi ng was | ooki ng at the regul ati ons and
ri sk inform ng themand t here was sonet hi ng di fferent
here and | don't quite get the --

M5. DROU N: Again, what we go back to, if
you renenber, is that the Option 3 process is focused
on howto risk informthe technical requirenents of 10
CFR Part 50. VWhat we're trying to do with the
coherence programis not just | ook at the regul ati ons.
We're | ooking at the regulations and all the other
staff risk informed activities. So it's got to be
expanded, soit's not goingtoreplace it but thereis
a lot of good stuff in there that we're going to do
and if you look at that figure that's in your plan,
but anyway, what this is saying is that, if you start
off here at the top of our mssion to protect the
publ i c health and safety, what we're going to put here
even though it exists inplicitly but it's not
explicitly witten down anywhere, these are the
overall -- this is what we're going to call the

Unified Safety Concept in essence and the principles
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and the gui del i nes, you know, for coherence and then
that's going to feed down into all the different
activities, feeding into the Option 3 work, for
exanpl e.

So each of these activities have their own
specific guidelines and criteria for their activity,
the Option 3 franework being the specific guidelines
and criteriafor risk informng Part 50. You have the
guidelines and criteria in Reg Guide 1.174 for sone
particular licensing actions. You have the
significant determ nation process in ROP, you know,
for plant oversight. So what we're doing is putting
this over-arching thing to show how they all cone
t oget her and they're coherent.

CHAl RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: And the way |
understand it, Option 3 was not really | ooking at two
di fferent regul ati ons and say these are i nconsi stent.
Was it?

M5. DROU N Yes, it was.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: It just said, "This
i s what we want to do", but you didn't start conparing
regul ati ons. You identified candidates for risk
i nform ng, but you --

M5. DROUIN. The process --

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Utimtely they
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woul d be coherent if they were all risk-informed in a
consi stent way but you are not really conparing. This
isreally what it is doing here.

M5. DROUIN: Yes, that is true.

MEMBER SHACK: Yeah, | find Mary's | ast
exanpl e nmore hel pful to nme, though, in thinking in
terms of the Option 3 activities and naking sure
that's coherent with the 1.174 and t he ROP and t he SDP
and making sure those all integrate in a coherent
fashion and that -- | can begin to grab that as a
coherence package.

M5. DROUIN: Ckay, and so what we're doi ng
is what you see on this particular slide are those
different elenments, for | ack of a better word, in the
Option 3 framework that we think we need to | ook at
and refine to expand or adjust or whatever, to cover
t he coherence program | ooking at the definition of
Unified Safety Concept, what we nean by ri sk-inforned
regul ation, the acceptance criteria. How do we know
when we're there? Defense in-depth for Dr. Kress
uncertainties. What are our quantitative risk
guidelines prioritization?

So these are all things that are in the
current framework right now but they are there in

their definition and the di scussion of it is focused
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strictly for risk-inform ng the technical requirenents
but now, as we want to broaden this across the whole
program then we're going to have to broaden some of
this stuff, perhaps, also.

Then going to the next part of Phase 1,
that is the glossary, we're in the mdst right now of
just putting together the list of terns. And then
again, as | said, the definitions are going to be at
a high level, look at this nore as a dictionary. |
nmean, that's why we call it a glossary, so you aren't
going to see pages and pages.

MEMBER SHACK: Are we going to have
adequat e protection?

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S: Well, you can
certainly identify them

MEMBER ROSEN. Are we going to have risk
significant?

M5. DROUN:. Yes. | nmean, | would liketo
t hi nk so.

MEMBER ROSEN: Safety significant.
They' ve been used interchangeably and |'m not sure
t hey are.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S: Well, these are
e.g., right?

M5. DROU N Right, these are exanples.
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MEMBER ROSEN:. | coul d suggest sone ot hers

if I think about it.

M5.  DROUI N: | see the Ilist quite
extensive, not just three or four definitions.

MEMBER KRESS: | think that would be a
useful contribution in itself.

M5. DROUN. [|'msorry?

MEMBER KRESS: That would be a useful
contribution to have a glossary of terns that we can
all agree on the definition.

MEMBER SI EBER: That, initself, would be
an achi evenent.

M5. DROU N. W feel that way al so.

CHAI RVAN APOCSTOLAKI' S: Now, agai n, we have
an ol der version of the Plan, Rev 1, and obviously,
you have noved on but | find there was sonething the
bot hered ne in that version that | see has di sappeared
now. You were asking there, are the inconsistencies
appropriate. | don't see you asking that any nore.

M5. DROUN. We still intend to ask that
guesti on.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Now, why woul d you
deci de that the inconsistencies are appropriate? How
can i nconsi stenci es be appropri ate?

M5. DROUIN. | cannot think of an exanple
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off the top of ny head but there mi ght be sone real
legitimate reason. |'ll be honest, | can't think of
one right now.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Maybe i nstead of
i nconsi stency, wuse another word. Maybe in a
particul ar situation your objectives are different but
don't -- | nean, you <can't really say that
i nconsi stenci es are appropri ate.

PARTI Cl PANT:  Apparent inconsi stenci es.

CHAl RMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: That would be
better, yeah.

PARTI Cl PANT: Actually, what they're
t al ki ng about i s bei ng consi stent with sonme overri di ng
safety concept. For exanple, a truly determnistic
regul ati on woul d not be coherent with a body of risk-
informed regulations and | think that's the exception
that they're tal king about.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: |" mnot surethat's
what we're tal ki ng about.

PARTI CI PANT: That's the way | took it.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Well, again, the

objectives would be different if it was a
determnistic regulation but in principle, no
i nconsi stenci es can be appropriate. | nean, maybe you
need sone other term | recognize that you cannot
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make everythi ng, you know, risk-inforned and have t he
same objectives and everything but sonme other word,
maybe apparent i nconsistencies or -- | don't know. We
need a better termthere.

MEMBER ROSEN. Let's see howit plays out.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Ckay.

M5. DROUI N  Ckay.

MEMBER KRESS: Well, while we're tal king
about the old docunment, you had what | thought was a
real strange definition of safety margins in there.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wi ch page i s this?

MEMBER KRESS: Page 2 of the ol d docunent .

M5. DROUI N:. W had a definition of safety
margin in there?

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, it says, "Safety
margin is the probability or | evel of confidence that
a design process will performan intended function".
Page 2, I'"'mreading --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Wi ch -- oh, you're
readi ng the sunmary?

MEMBER KRESS: The summary.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: That's what the
staff wote.

MEMBER KRESS: Sorry, page 2 of the

sunmary.
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MS5. DROUI N: | have to be honest, |'m

confused at what you're reading.

VEMBER KRESS: I"m sorry, this is Mke
Snodderly's sumary.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah, this is not
what you wrote.

MEMBER KRESS: This i s not what you wrot e.
Now, |'mpresuming that's in there. |'massuni ng he
got that --

MR. SNODDERLY: Yeah, where are you --

MEMBER KRESS: There.

MR. SNODDERLY: Oh, |I'msorry, that's the
definition of safety margin that | took from the
Option 3 frameworKk.

MEMBER KRESS: Onh, that conme out of the
Option 3 frameworKk.

MR. SNODDERLY: That's Option 3. | was
trying to give you a reference for, starting fromthe
Option 3 framework, this is where we start.

MEMBER KRESS: (kay, sorry.

MR.  SNODDERLY: It's to let you know,
here's where | thought the staff was at this point.
This is Mke Snodderly. | was trying to say that if
they' re building fromthe Opti on 3 franework, here are

the current definitions that were used in 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

37

framework to hel p you, to let you knowwhere they wi ||
be begi nning from

M5. DROUI N: Ckay, thank you. Ckay.
Phase 2, so now we have this process, this PRI CE
that's providing us our guidelines and our criteria
for determ ning where things are incoherent. Now,
we're going to inplenent it, essentially and so the
first phase is toidentify those -- and when | use the
term regulatory activity, | use it in a very high
| evel sense which neans, you know, |ooking at the
regul ations, the staff progranms, and processes. So
those are the things | nmean when | use the term
regul atory activity.

MEMBER BONACA: Now, this would be a good
time for a stakehol der neeting, maybe, to get feedback
fromthe i ndustry about what they view as i ncoherent.

MS. DROU N: Absolutely. W have had two
public neetings so far. W' re going to continue on a
regul ar basis to hold public neetings and wor kshops
t hroughout the entire program

MEMBER BONACA: Because that would al so
clarify for everybody what incoherent neans.

M5. DROUIN:  Yes.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah, | had a few

guestions | forgot on Phase 1 based on Reg 1.
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M5. DROUIN:  Ckay.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Under accept ance
criteria, that's on page 8 of the plan, if you
gentl emen want to go there, it says near the top of
the page that, "The safety significance would be
assessed using principles of riskinformed  regulation
i ncluding the foll owi ng, consistency with defense in-
depth, mmintenance of sufficient safety margins,
consi stency with the intent of the safety goal policy
statement”. 1've seen this phrase before. | don't
understand it. Wat is the intent of the safety goal
policy statement? |s there nore to it than just the
guantitative health objectives of the Conm ssion has
promul gated? What is the intent? Wat do we nean by
intent?

IVB. DROUI N: W're talking Dbeing
consistent with the QHGCs.

CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI S So consi stency with
the safety goal policy statenment woul d be a good way
of putting it, forgetting about the intent of? You
coul d rephrase saying, "Consistency with the safety
goal policy statement”, and it would nean the sane
thing; is that what you're saying?

M5. DROUIN: Yes. I'mtrying to find out

where you are
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CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S: | amon page 8 of

Rev 1 is the same page --

PARTI CI PANT: Third sub-bullet of the
second | eft bullet.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Go to the section
t hat says "Acceptance Criteria".

MR. RUBIN: | think the exact words you're
using were derives from1l1l.174. Intent was inserted |
t hi nk probably during the deliberations we had on
t hose documents with the conmttee. I think the
recogni ti on was i n sone cases we won't have full scope
PRAs. Perhaps in some cases a particular plant or
site mght conceivably exceed the QHCs. QHGs, of
course, aren't a regulatory requirement or even a
safety requirenent. And so it was |oosened up a
little bit wwth the term"intent”, nanely that in all
cases -- excuse me, in not all cases of a licensing
revi ew woul d we necessarily have a full quantitative
eval uation that would show it was net.

CHAI RMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: But there is
not hing el se there because every time | see it, it
nmystifies nme, is there any intent there that | have
m ssed.

MR. RUBIN: No, but that's why intent was

stuck in, in the Reg guide.
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CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Ckay, that the PRAs

may be inconplete, basically. No?

MR. RUBIN: That was one of the reasons,
the other being that we wouldn't -- it's not a
regul atory requirenent, but the intent, the hope to
neet those goals, so it was |oosened a little bit.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Then on the sane
page there is a paragraph on uncertainties. It says,
"Provi de a description of uncertainties and gui dance
regarding the treatnment of wuncertainties in the
deci si on- maki ng process". That's a huge task. Wuld
you consider there things like, you know, if we | ook
at the mean value but would we also |ook at the
percentile? | nean, these are thoughts now. It's not
a recomrendati on. O are we |looking at what
percentile is the 10° CFD? Are these the questions
you're going to address? This goes beyond, | think
any coherence program doesn't it? You are maki ng now
statements regarding the integrated decision-nmaking
process, so | was wonderi ng what that neant, because
right now a lot -- many people in the industry say,
"You're asking ne to quantify the uncertainties but
what do I do with thenf? Nobody's using them The
only benefit you have i s that perhaps your nean val ue

i s nore accurate because you have done it rigorously,

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

41

but other than that, 1.174 or other regul ati ons don't
tell you anything, well, except for the fact, of
course, as you approach the lines, there wll be
i ncreased managenent attention but there is no nore
gui dance.

M5. DROUIN: Ckay, again, thisis starting
wi th the di scussi on on howyou deal with uncertainties
on risk and fornmula technical requirenents. So when
it talks about, you know, in the decision-nmaking
process, that's in regards to Option 3, but if you go
into read the rest of the paragraph it does say, "The
framework will be exam ned", again, the Option 3
framewor k, "di scussion on uncertainties to determ ne
i f the guidance needs to be refined such as there is
a common under st andi ng r egar di ng t he i npl ement ati on of
treatment of uncertainties and defensive depth".

So we're going to take what's there in
terms of what do you dowith the uncertainties and how
do you take those into account when you're going to
risk informa technical requirenent? Now, we're goi ng
to see, is that sufficient in and of itself when we
now expand this, you know, to cover the scope of the
coherent progranf

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | guess ny first

reaction to that is that this by itself, could take
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you a year. You're supposed to finish this in about
a year, right, according to the tinetable here.
MEMBER KRESS: But that's not to say it

shoul dn't be done.

CHAI RVMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: No, that's a
separate i ssue. Wiat |'msayingis that this -- inny
mnd this is an effort that will require a |lot of

thinking and to just say it's a small part of a bigger
program probably under-estimates what it takes to do
it.

M5. DROUI N: Yeah, | don't see any of
t hese, when it cones to refining them when you | ook
at the defense in depth or you Ilook at the
gquantitative risk guidelines is any of these trivial.
|"mgoing to get back to your question at the end in
ternms of the schedule we didn't necessarily see the
program bei ng conplete in terns of over and done with
in a year necessarily.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  (Okay, and then --

M5. DROUN. And --

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Okay, go ahead.

M5. DROUIN: -- the other point | want to
make, this conmes back to because these things aren't
trivial, why this is iterative in nature, constantly

com ng back and refining this.
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CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: But you coul d al so

say that this particular issue of what to do with the
uncertainties is also part of the Option 3 franework
because it's of such inportance that it really should
be elevated to that, but whatever

Now, on page 9 in D Bill they say they
wi || define adequate protection.

M5. DROUN. W do?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, "Exanpl es of
terns i ncl ude adequate protection", and then you have
everything else that you showed us. Was it
intentional, was it the intent of your goal policy
statement to del ete the adequate protection fromthe
slide? That's okay, let's go on

M5. DROUIN: Thank you. Okay, |'mtrying
to figure out where | was.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Excuse nme, now. W
have the NEI representative in the audi ence. Adrian,
how nuch time will you need so | can plan because we
have to finish at 10: 00 o' cl ock?

MR HEYMER  Fifteen m nutes.

CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  Fifteen m nutes,
okay, let's plan on finishing then by maybe -- but
that's a good point, let's plan to finish by 9:35,

9:40 with the NRCstaff and then we'll give M. Heyner
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an opportunity to present his views.

M5. DROU N. Okay. Phase 2, there's two
tasks here. The first one is to identify, you know
what's i n our scope, you know, what are t he particul ar
prograns and processes that are ongoi ng that we need
to |l ook at for coherence and then to | ook at those in
t he second task and eval uate them you know, agai nst
the process to determine whether or not they are
coherent.

Now, if | goto the next one, whichis the
eval uation --

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Agai n, | amreadi ng
here what the docunent says and your responses to
guestions are not necessarily coherent. VWhen |
mentioned earlier that perhaps thereis anincoherence
between 1.174 and the ROP, because 1.174 doesn't use
the corner zones, you were very reluctant to say
that's a good exanple, but then | read here, "In the
second step of this sub-task, eachregulatory activity
identified above in Step 1 is evaluated to determ ne
if an explicit safety concept (e.g. cornerstones of
ROP) has been defined and docunented for the
activity". So this is a candi date.

| f an activity doesn't have the

cor ner stones as an exanpl e, m ght be inconsistent with
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sonet hi ng el se.

M5. DROUN  Mght be, mght be, that's
t he key word.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Ckay.

M5. DROUI N: But because they haven't
necessarily identified -- because they m ght not have
identified cornerstones in their guidelines does not
necessarily nean they're i ncoherent, that's all | was
trying to say.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Ckay.

MEMBER LEITCH:  The inplication on the
previous slidewithregardtothe first task indicates
t hat there may be sone rul emaki ng | i censi ng and pl ant
oversight activities that are outside of the scope.
| guess |I'm having troubl e understandi ng what those
activities may be.

M5. DROUN. At this point, | don't know
because we haven't began. This is the plan and the
first part is before we decide -- you have to decide
what's in the scope of the program you're going to
look at. In order to do that, part of the PRICE is
identifying the criteria for deternmning what's in
scope and what's out of scope. So that's part of the
stuff that will be done in the Phase 1 is com ng up

with the criteria for deciding what's in the scope.
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If we take that criteria and we |look at all the
activities against it and then that wll tell wus
whet her or not it's in or out of scope.

MEMBER LEI TCH: | guess |'mjust having
trouble with the concept that any activities, rule-
maki ng, licensing or plant oversight, that any of
those activities would be at | east in the scope of the

program but you say there may be sone.

M5. DROUN. There may not be. | don't
know.

MEMBER LEI TCH: But not j ust by
definition.

M5. DROUN. | think before you cone in

and say, you know, everything is within scope, you
have to have a basis for saying that. You know, what
is the basis for determning what's in the scope of
your progran? So, | nean, that's all that we're doi ng
t here.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Ckay.

M5. DROUI N: So t hat when soneone cones in
and says, "Well, why did you | ook at that", it's not,
"Well, because | thought it should be in there".
There is, you know, a real reason than, "Because |
t hought so".

MEMBER LEI TCH: Ckay, okay, meaning not
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that | fully understand but, proceed.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: By the way, before
we go on, we tal ked about defense in-depth alot. Are
you aware of this recent paper by Flem ng and Silidy
(phonetic)?

M5. DROUI N  Yes.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  You are aware of
t he paper.

M5. DROUI N Yes.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay, good.

MEMBER KRESS: What do you think of it?
Forget that.

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  No, don't.

M5. DROUI N: | reserve that to another
day.

Okay, so we have in the first part of
Phase 2 --

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: So what is the
record going to show now? | amcurious, a question,

what do you think of it? Next line, laughter? 1Is
that what it's going to show? | hope not.

M5. DROUN. No, no, | said, that was a
di scussi on for another day.

VMEMBER LEI TCH: | say it's a very nice
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wel | -t hought out paper. That puts sonething on the
record.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Good. Let's go on.

M5. DROU N. Ckay, we've identified what
prograns, what regul atory activities are in the scope
and now we evaluate them So we evaluate themin two
ways. We |l ook at them the processes associated with
each regul atory activity and how does it match up to
t he overall guidelines and criteria in the PRI CE and
then we | ook at the prograns agai nst each other. So
it's both, you know, | ooking at it, both slices up and
si deways.

Comng out of Phase 2 then, it has
identified where we are coherent, where we are not
coherent. There m ght be places where we are not
coherent that it's acceptable. So before we go and
make any refinenents to activities, we want to go
t hrough and ook at the -- prioritize it.

CHAl RVAN  APOSTOLAKI S: Again, you're
singling out security and maybe all --

M5. DROUN:. That's a valid point. Then
Phase 4, we have prioritized them and now going
t hrough and making the appropriate nodifications,
refi nement, whatever to the different activities.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Now, you will not
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do that. Your group will not do that.

M5. DROUN. We will assist, that was the
whol e point of that second bullet. The work remains
i n each | ead organi zation. In this phase of the plan,
because we don't know where we are not coherent at
this point, so that part of the plan would be
devel oped | ater.

Al so we have devel oped a conmuni cation
plan and the key nessage that we want to put out
there, the reason for the comunication plan and
everything is that we plan to have, we've already
started, the continual interaction throughout the
entire program with all the stakeholders, both
i nternal and external.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Now, you mnenti oned
t hat --

M5. DROUI N: So it's not just having
public neetings, but it's also neeting with all
various i nternal stakehol ders, to ne, whichis a very
i mportant point.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: I n the docunent,
you nentioned, you know, the internal stakehol ders,
external and so on, oversight conmttees. Joi nt
EP/ LT, what commttee is that?

V5. DROUI N: Oh, the Executive team and
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t he | eader shi p.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  What is that, the
| eadershi p of the NRC?

MR VEST: Well, the executive teamis
within our NRC office director and is deputy and
associates and the |eadership teamis the division
directors.

CHAI RVAN APGCSTOLAKI S: And these are
oversi ght commttees?

MR VEST: Well, they join together to
review different things at different |evels and one
thing we typically do in a project like this is keep
our division directors and our senior managers
i nvol ved and inforned in what we're doing.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  So you're calling
it executive teani| eadership team

MR WEST: Right, it's a shorthand.

M5. DROUIN: Those are two different sets,
two different teans.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Al right.

M5. DROUN:. Okay. Thenthelast slideis
our proposed schedul e. W plan to have our next
public neeting in March, another one in June, go with
a status report to the Conmission in July, another

status report to the Conm ssion in January of 2004.
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Because it just shows a date of 2004 doesn't nean --
that wasn't neant to interpret that the programis
over. W' ve just given the mlestones for the next
year.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  |'s the ACRS goi ng
to get involved again or this is it?

M5. DROUN | would like to think that
t hey woul d get invol ved agai n.

CHAl RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  There is nothing

there. It would appear like some time inthe fall we
should be interacting with you, you will have sone
products. |Is that the intent?

M5. DROUN:. CQur intent is to cone back on
several occasions throughout this and so that really
is an oversight on our part not to show that on the
schedule and we will rectify that.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  So at sone poi nt,
we will also wite a letter, at sonme point.

M5. DROUIN. At sone point, yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: WIl we have sone
substance, other than just a plan?

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Well, if you | ook
at the Cctober tinme franme, they will have an initi al
prioritization. They will have a status report or a

draft for the Comm ssion, so at that point there
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shoul d be sone substance. Yeah, okay.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Is this the proposed
schedul e for the plan or the progranf

M5. DROUN. The program The plan is
done.

MEMBER LEITCH:  This is the plan

M5. DROUIN: This is the plan.

MEMBER LEI TCH: So the deliverable in

January "~ 04 woul d be what? You'd be conpl ete through

Phase 47

M5. DROUIN: Whatever is -- | know this
sounds like I"mhedgingit. It's goingto be whatever
status we have. It will not be conplete. That's not

to say that we woul d not have sone recommendati ons,
but would it be all the places we were incoherent?
No, but | would Iike to think that we woul d have sone
insights at that tine of some exanples of where it is
i ncoherent and we coul d start i npl ementi ng sonme t hi ngs
under Phase 4.

MEMBER LEI TCH: But Phase 1, 2 and 3 woul d
be conpl ete and you woul d still be worki ng on Phase 4.
Is that a fair way to say it?

M5. DROUN. No, | think you would still
be wor ki ng on Phase 2 and 3 primarily, but again, you

know, | see -- the PRICE is sonething that's a living
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process because as you | ook at each activity, you're
going to | earn sonmet hing. Even as you i npl enent Phase
4 you're going to | earn somet hi ng and you may want to
go back and readjust the PRICE. So to nme, it's never
conplete. It's a living thing.

MEMBER BONACA: By Sept enber 2003 you show
initial prioritization. So you expect to have some
ki nd of feedback | oop al nost that says you go to the
public neeting and maybe that will bring about some
changes in that but --

M5. DROUN. It could, yes.

MEMBER BONACA: -- would it be by January
you woul d have final prioritization or something |ike
t hat ?

M5. DROUN. | really hesitate to use the
word "final".

MEMBER BONACA: But you are at the stage
of Phase 3 prioritizing.

M5. DROU N: You are prioritizing things.

MEMBER BONACA: Ckay.

M5. DROU N: But that doesn't nean that
you have | ooked and eval uated everyt hi ng.

MEMBER BONACA: | under st and.

CHAl RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  How inportant is

this programto the Conm ssion or the staff? Are you
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spending a lot of tinme on this or is it just one of

t he things you' re doing?

M5. DROUI N: | think this is a very
i mportant program to the staff. We're spending
substantial anount of tine onit. | can't answer for
the Conmi ssion. | thinkit's inmportant. They gave us
an SRM

CHAI RVAN APGSTCLAKI S: Okay, anything
el se?

M5. DROUN. Do you want to add to that?

CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S: Any menbers have
any nmore questions? | think there will be another

opportunity after we hear NEI's views. You' re not
| eaving vyet, right? You would stay for NEI's
presentation?

M5. DROUI N Absolutely.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Thank you very
much, ladies --

M5. DROUIN. Thank you very nuch.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  -- and gentl enen.
M. Heyner? First of all, tell us what's the
di fference between coherency and coherence? It is
just an attenpt to differ with the staff from the
first slide or what?

VR HEYMER: There was no intention to
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draw lines with the staff.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Draw the |ines on
t he si dewal k.

MR. HEYMER. Good norning. |'mhere to
t al k about the coherence pl an, coherency plan that the
staff began to share with us back in the Septenber
time frame and we net with themin Decenber and they
gave us a draft outline and so what |'mtal ki ng about
now in my comments -- our comrents are really focused
on what was in that and where we t hought we needed to
go based on t hat docunent, not on anything that's been
put to you since.

As | said, there has been some public
di scussion onthis activity and | thi nk we conmend t he
staff for actually com ng and saying let's get sone
public input on this. | think this process has
started off and it's been developing. And | think if
you just look at this, of what the staff has put
together in its isolation, | think you're selling
yourself short. | think if you | ook at the work that
t hey' ve done on the policy issues for the non-Ilight
wat er reactors, if you |l ook at some of the i ssues that
have popped up between the ROP and the regul ations
bet ween t he oversi ght and the inspection activities,

there is substantial anmount of input already being

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

56

made. And | think when we tal k about having public
neetings and really trying to drive this forward to
not only froma coherence perspective but al so where
we want to take the regulations, | think we've got to
have an effort that's akin to what we did for the
react or oversight process as regards i nteracti ons and
effort toreally drive this forward because it wll,
we believe, result ina-- or should result in a new
framework for -- the wultimate would be a new
t echnol ogy neutral framework for reactors, full power
reactors and to get there is not exactly a snall
effort. It's a Herculean task and so we would
encourage nore interaction rather than |ess and we
will try and support that.

But having said that, we recognize that
there are other priorities on the agency's agenda at
the noment. But we think to drive this forward is
going to be areally very determned effort, because
if youdon't, I thinkit's going to drag on and on and
on.

Wen we saw the plan in Decenber, our
initial thought was it's somewhat of a plan of a pl an.
And one of our thoughts or comrents was we need to
have sonme either pilot efforts or a specific schedul e

of activities and | say that the staff has begun to do
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that with the last slide that they put up. But |
notice onthereis alot of prelimnary work. |'mnot
quite sure when the final PRICE is actually in play
and you start using that for devel opi ng your list of
regul atory activities that you' re going to go and | ook
at. So that's just another coment.

But we do think that if we want to i nprove
t he process that what they're saying hereisreally an
essential elenment to nove us forward. W think, as |
said, it should result in a newregulatory franmework
and that shoul d be based on the regul atory oversi ght
process. The reason why we believe that i s because we
i nvested a substantial amount of effort in devel opi ng
that framework and it's been accepted. W now see
some, perhaps, inconsistencies between what the
oversi ght process identifies and what the regul ati ons
are identifying. And so | think this plan needs to
over nore than just the regul ations and I was pl eased
to hear that it is goingintothe other activities and
| assume it's going to cover a standard revi ew pl an,
reg guides, et cetera. But | think it's just nore
than -- it needs to | ook at just nore than |ight water
reactors.

| think it needs to set a scope to broaden

those activities and | think, as | get towards t he end
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of the presentation. 1'll give an exanpl e of sone of
the activities they can do in the |light water reactor
conmuni ty. It could transition across relatively
easily into atechnol ogy neutral framework especially
when you | ook at sonme of the operational elenents.
And again, it shouldn't just be the reactor safety
cornerstone, and | think the staff have broadened
their aspects and | was pleased to hear that it's
going to build on what we've | earned fromOption 2 and
Option 3.

As regards to PRA, | think there's an
opportunity here to | ook at what we're doing in the
PRA st andards and real |y not only use thembut try and
improve this activity, develop nore of a coherent
approach between defense in-depth and safety margin
and if you like coherency in the use of the PRA
dealing with such things as uncertainties. | think
that will be hel pful. Perhaps that's just part of the
evol uti on process of using the PRAand risk in formng
the regulation but I do think we would benefit from
that and | think a good start has been nade with the
ASM internal events PRA standard.

We do think, though, that it shouldn't
just be a plan. W do think that havi ng devel oped t he

price and coherency, we try and pilot sone of that
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activity early on and |'ve got here three exanpl es of
what we think mght be -- mght be reasonabl e pil ot
activities. And as you see from that, there's
probably not -- it depends what cones out of the G een
Findings but from the risk informed perspective,
perhaps they don't exactly fit in. Perhaps at ATWS
(phonetic) mght, the 50.62 requirenent.

The reason why we say Appendix A to Part
50, 50.36(a) which is on public radiation safety is
that we think that's an exanple of where we're a
l[ittle inconsistent or incoherent. | think at the
nonent, we maintain and | think the staff agrees that
the regul ations for public radiation safety based on
some concepts and net hodol ogi es, that -- of being by-
passed, a |ot of organizations have noved on from
t hat .

W t hi nk havi ng consi stent wi th the ot her
doserelatedcriteriathat are applicabletolicensing
and operating nuclear plants on. So there's to us an
exanpl e where it's out there, we know the staff has
got sone noney to set aside to start |ooking at that
regulation and we think that would be perhaps a
candi date for a pilot test.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You know, Adri an, yesterday

we had people fromthe staff here tal ki ng about the
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ROP and one of the points nade about public radiation
safety was and why it seened a little different than
the way it was treated in ROP from the other, for
i nstance, was that there was an additional objective
in the public radiation safety area which had to do
wi t h public confidence, whichis not enbodi ed directly
in the regulations. So you don't get that kind of
thing -- that kind of enphasis when you tal k about
ot her areas.

I n publicradiationsafety youget it very
directly because the staff things that you would --
what we're trying to do is assure the public's health
and safety, yes, but al so assure them-- give themthe
confidence that it is assured so there's kind of a
second objective there.

MR HEYMER. Right.

MEMBER ROSEN: That ki nd of thing | eads to
t he ki nds of incoherency --

MR. HEYMER: It does, but | think there's
net hodol ogies and why you do dose related
cal culations. | think there should be a consi stency
across the agency and we see that there's an
i nconsi st ency bet ween Appendi x | and 50. 36(a) and what
we do in other areas with regard to dose related

activities. Soit'sinareas |like that, that we think
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if we becane nore consistent, if we came down to a --
what do you call it, atotal effective dose equival ent
type of activity matched up to sonme of the other
regul atory requirenents, that -- in fact, that would
be a nore consistent approach, a clearer, nore
transparent approach and we woul dn't be in danger of
maki ng a deci si on based on one analysis only to find
that when we do the next set of analysis, it's
di fferent.

MEMBER ROSEN: But | thought that
di scussion was i nstructive, especiallylisteningtoit
and thi nking about it in the light of what |I've heard
t oday.

MR. HEYMER:  Yeah.

MEMBER ROSEN: That the source of that
i nconsistency is, infact, an agency objectivethat is
trying to be brought out in the ROP and that tells ne
that there are sonetinmes some very high |evel of
threads that create these inconsistencies. So it's
not enough to say, "Well, we've got to deal with --
get away with all these inconsistencies", because
really that's a good objective.

MR. HEYMER: | nust say, that nmay be even
nore why it should be a pilot in this case, because

here we have sonmething that to us i s i nconsi stent but
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there may be sone rationale for that and does it pick
it up and how do we handle it.

MEMBER ROSEN:  That's what Mary was sayi ng
earlier, there may be sone inconsistencies that are
okay that we want, that we want to at | east recogni ze.

MR. HEYMER: You know, it was just a pil ot
to test the process.

In the area of training and staffing
requirenents, | noted that there's the draft SRP out
on training and there has been quite a lot of
di scussion wi th some draft SECYs | ast year on staffing
requi renents, especially for the new notorized
reactors and at |east the inpression | got from
readi ng sone of those draft SECYs is, perhaps, we
hadn't really thought that through, so that was
anot her reason why | put that down as a potential for
a pilot activity.

The staff back in Decenber caught our
attention when they said -- in fact, back in
Sept enber, said they were going to use the Option 3
framework as the basis for this and we actually had
some di scussi on way back i n August of 2000, | think it
was, at a workshop on the Option 3 framework and sone
of the areas that we have sone concern about is the

partitioning of CDF and the LERF criteria. And when
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we read the Option 3 framework docunent and we read
the figure in there, we sonetimes cone up with a
di fferent answer than the staff's and it's not al ways
consi stently t he sane answer anongst our sel ves or from
the staff.

MEMBER KRESS: | was going to ask, are you

agai nst partitioning between CDF and LERF at all --

MR HEYMER | think the way --
MEMBER KRESS: -- or just howit was done?
MR. HEYMER. The way | read it, | think

it's when you | ook at the way it's addressed in the
Option 3 framework. It's -- to us it canme out that
wel |, you coul d have a CDF bet ween sonething |ike 10’
and to the "*when we look to the figure there. And
t hen when you start breaking it up and breaking it
down. It didn't always appear to us that you're
always looking at well, what's the natural
consequences of the initiating event frequency? So
that's an area that we think mght be worth sone
di scussi on.

We had some concerns about t he def ense in-
depth and in fact, they've been brought out in sone
respects with sone of the Option 3 activities. So |
think if we -- what | heard today fromthe staff was

that we're going to use Option 3 framework and refine
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it and work fromit and take into account sone of the
comments that this conm ttee has nade whi ch, | think,
reflects some of the industry's comrents and see what
comes up. That's fine, but if it was just going to be
it's the Option 3 framework, then | think we would
have sone concern about that.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Well, | read inthe
NEI 202 which is the correspondi ng framework i n Opti on
3. Option 3 in the version that | read gives two or
three different ways of applying defense in-depth at
a very high level, one of which is just CDF and LERF,
but then I think one of the ways they propose is very
consi stent with what NEI proposes in the sense that
you categorize the initiators, very infrequent,
infrequent and so on, and then they place certain
requi rements on the mtigation and so on, so you're
not really that far apart, | don't think.

MR. HEYMER: | don't think we're that far
apart and it may be the people are too hung up on
specific figures and statenments in the docunent.

CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah, naybe so but
phi | osophically, | don't think you are that far apart.

MR. HEYMER: Yeah, and | guess t he nessage
we got is it was going to be the Option 3 franework

and that's what we were reacting to.
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CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: But, again, Option

3 has two or three options wthin Option 3
i mpl enenting different in depth.

MEMBER KRESS: | guess we'll have to
reserve judgnent on that till we see the refinenments.

MR, HEYMER  Yes.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: By t he way, NEI 02-
02 really inplenents the rationalist approach

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, | noticed that. I
read it also.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Adrian, could you say a
word about the second exanple there, top itens from
the ROP group finding survey?

MR HEYMER  Yeah, we were --

MEMBER LEI TCH: What did you have in m nd
t here?

MR. HEYMER. We were pleased to hear in
Decenber that the staff have an activity underway to,
| guess it's a survey or a task that conpares the
findings that are comng out from the oversight
process and t hen when you run t hemt hr ough t he SDP how
many of those are Green, and then taking those G een
Fi ndi ngs and sayi ng what regul ati ons do they rel ated
toand if there's a common thread or a nunber of areas

t hat keep com ng up, perhaps there's an area that we
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shoul d | ook at because that seens to suggest that
there's perhaps an inconsistency between the
regul ati ons and t he oversight.

One would hope that you wouldn't
necessarily get -- continue to get a G een Finding
agai nst aregulationon arepetitive basis and perhaps
there's sonething wong with the regulation. Now,
that's not a small effort. W started down that path
and we needed some nore resources to do it and before
we coul d sort out our resource plan we heard t he staff
were doing it and so we fed sone information into the
staff to help in that regard, but | think that's a
very worthwhile effort and should, | think, help us
understand where we, perhaps need to focus our
activities.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Ckay, thank you.

MR. HEYMER: As regards sone of our
proposal s, while we thing we absolutely -- we want to
advance towards a t echnol ogy neutral framework, there
i s obviously, very limted benefit in applying sone of
the regul ations that m ght flow out of sone activity
to existing plant. Because the plants are already
built, there's not nuch benefit init for them So we
see it nore of a-- perhaps it's not a phased approach

but nore of twin track approach between an existing
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stroke, new reactors which in that bucket | put |ike
t he ABWR, the AP1000.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wi ch bucket ?

MR. HEYMER: The existing, and then we
have the technol ogy neutral.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: But Adrian, you
said earlier that, or I think at | east you inplied you
like -- you said, we invested a ot of effort on the
ROP, right? And in fact, your NEI 02-02 builds in
t hat .

MR HEYMER Right.

CHAI RMAN  APOSTOLAKI S: For existing
reactors, why do you say you want to followthe 1.174
type approach and not the ROP type approach? That's
not the sane. That's a possibility.

MR. HEYMER: Vell, | think you start
| ooking at the regulations. You |look at the ROP, as
| said, with the Geen Findings and you deterni ne
wel |, perhaps there are sone i nconsi stenci es here and
you say, can we adj ust those regulations. And | think
if -- and that's fine, and that may be -- that could
be of sone benefit, but if it requires the licenseeto
i mpl enent a nunber of nodifications or changes to its
-- that's hardware changes to its plant, there's no

benefit to that. But on the other hand, if you take
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that activity and say, well, froma 1.174 approach

that we identify those activities -- it'slikeaDelta
Ri sk approach for the existing plants, because they're
built, they've got some -- the processes are in pl ace.
To change a program is expensive, so it's like a
second check but going forward we base it on the ROP.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  But for existing
pl ants, nobody has a choice when it conmes to the ROP,
right?

MR HEYMER Right.

CHAI RMVAN APCSTOLAKI S:  But they do have a
choi ce regarding 1.174.

MR. HEYMER: But to change existing pl ant
progranms costs noney and what |'m saying is that,
per haps, there may not be a benefit in going down t hat
path for everything that we identify for existing
pl ants as regards to changi ng t he regul ati ons, but for
sonething that's not built yet, that's either a paper
design or a future one, there would be benefit in
t hat .

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Right, but | think
the staff al so said that one of the considerations in
their decision of prioritization wuld be cost --

MR HEYMER. Right.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: -- whether it's
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wor t hwhi | e.

MR HEYMER And | think it's also from
t heir perspective, not -- changing SRPs, reg guidesis
not a small activity, so we need to | ook at that and
| guess that's -- if you look at, | guess, the
refinement that they're comng up with, with the
Option 3 approach, the refined Option 3 franework, or
t he coherency framework, and we t hi nk that included in
t here shoul d be sone formof Delta Ri sk type approach,
per haps that would be a better way of saying it.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: I n Option 37?

MR. HEYMER: No, in -- in the first --
what | call the first act of the coherency program

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Oh, okay.

MR HEYMER  Okay.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: But you are not
agai nst the programin principle, trying to nake the
regul ations --

MR. HEYMER: No, it should be. I1t's just
that there mat be some differences there. And so |
guess we've already got Option 3 underway and | see
that as one could say near term but if you -- that's
probably the wong termto use once we | ook at sone of
t he schedules we're I ooking at. And then if you | ook

at sort of a hal fway house type thing, you have what's
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going to flowout of this coherency activity, which I
think may lead a | ot towards sone of the operationa
requirenments for |ight water reactors and t hose woul d
be adopted by existing plants or by future plants.

And then we have the conplete approach
which would be the technology neutral reactor
framework and |'ve put as a |l ast slide because | note
we' re running out of time here, is our vision of what
it means. And on the |eft-hand col um here we have
Option 3 and what we're working on which is really
dealing with existing and perhaps sone of the new
light water reactors that. GOIT S are out there.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  |'s Appendix R on
t he tabl e agai n?

MR. HEYMER Vell, | nean, | believe
there's a Notice of Proposed Rul emaking on 50.48 to
adopt -- to adopt an NFPA 805 and so now that's done
and it's taking us quite a fewyears to get to there.
| f we want to think about going the next step, | think
we mi ght want to pose the thought and see what people
get out of actually working with NFPA 805.

The italics onthe bottomunder the Option
3isthe tech spec initiatives. There are seven tech
spec initiatives there. I think once those are

conmplete, we need to start and then take a | ook at
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50.36 and say is there any inconsistency or
i ncoherency between the two. Wen we conme over here
is these over here, we discussed Appendix | to Part
50. This is not the conplete list. These are just
some exanples of what | nmean by the two-track
appr oach.

50.55(a) on codes and standards, | nean,
we've risk informed the scope of 50.55(a) to sone
extent under Option 2 but then when you start reading
50.55(a) and there's a snmall cottage industry out
there that is making quite a good living off tryingto
interpret what's really neant by 50.55(a) and that's
not to say we have anything against codes and
standards but | think when you read the regulation
there nmust be a better way of sinplifying 15 pages
because it's -- | find it very difficult to read and
when | ' ve spoken to peopl e in code comm ttees who have
actual ly sat down and read it, they say, "Wll, yeah,
it's not entirely clear of where you go in sone
aspects".

And t hen we' ve got some ot her areas. Mst
of these one could say aren't necessarily hard risk
informed. | think sonme of those activities nay cone
out at the Green Findings Survey. That's what | see

is, if you like, what woul d cone out of this program
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t hat woul d be focused on, as | say, plants |i ke the AP
1000, the existing plants that are in comm ssi on t oday
and then, the other parallel track would be for all
new plants, for all technologies to develop this
t echnol ogy neutral set of requirenents.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  The way | -- maybe
| m sinterpret what you' re sayi ng but | think, judging
fromthis slide especially, youwuldliketo see nore
enphasi s on risk i nform ng pi eces of Part 50 and | ook
-- I"msorry.

MR.  HEYMER: Not necessarily risk
i nf or med.

CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Well, if you put
t hem under Option 3, aren't you risk inform ng thenf?

MR. HEYMER: The Option 3 is really --
this is the hard risk informed areas.

CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, that's right.

MR. HEYMER: Over here, | see it's a
m xture of risk informed and non-risk informed
i mprovenents and dealing with the incoherent aspect.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, and t hen you
bring the issue of new plants --

MR HEYMER. Right.

CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: -- which the staff

says is outside their scope, but what the staff is
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saying is that if you want to inplenent your mddle
col um there, you have to have a common under st andi ng
of what the terns nean, you have to have certain
obj ectives, what coherence nmeans, howyou're goingto
achieve it, and you seemto put that aside as not --
howwi | | you have coherency activities if you don't do
what Ms. Drouin and her col |l eagues presented earlier
in Phase 17?

MR. HEYMER Wl |, you know, when | | ook
at the schedule, Phase 1theway | read it is goingto
be conpleted in March.

CHAl RVAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  |''m sorry.

MR. HEYMER: Phase 1, isn't it conplete in
March, prelimnary draft of the PRICE and the
gl ossary? And as regards to the glossary, | nean
we've got a -- there's a PRA standard out there that's
got quite a fewdefinitions in there. W've got the
Code of Federal Regul ations which has got a bunch of
definitions and we have nunerous other docunents
floating around and I think one of the nost difficult
tasks that's facing people putting the glossary
together is to | ook at those, what is being used and
perhaps conme up with a definition term but |I nean, |
think a ot of the work has al ready been done there.

VWhat we would like to see --
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M5. DROUIN: We agree on that.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  I'm sorry?

M5. DROUN | just wanted to enphasize
that we really agree. W didn't get into a |ot of
detail on that in the presentation but the intent was
to go to all of these docunents and learn fromthem
and agai n, through this whol e coherence is not to re-
i nvent.

CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: But surely the
di sagreenment i s not whet her the staff spends sone tine
until March to do certain things. | mean, that sounds
i ke such a trivial issue.

MR. HEYMER: No, | nmean, we think the path
they're on is the right path. W just think that
before we get too far down this, we would want to
pilot sone activities and |I think you need to have a
vision. The industry needs to have a vision of where
this is going to |l ead and actually | ook at somet hi ng
like this so they can say, "Okay, if | do this plan
t he next phase is to | ook at some regul ati ons, here's
some exanpl es of regulations. If you don't do that,
people fear it's going to be a plan of a plan, it's
not going to go anywhere.

CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S: It's the vision

thing again. Okay. Any questions to M. Heyner?
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Wl |, thank you very nuch. The staff, do
you have any questions? |'msure you interacted in
ot her forums. kay, thank you very much, Adrian, for
comi ng down and talking to us and Mary and Mark and
Steve, thank you

W' |l recess until 10:20. |'mlosingthe
gavel after this, right? 10:20.

(Whereupon, at 10:00 a.m the above

entitled matter concl uded.)
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