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The subconmittee met at the Nuclear

Regul atory Commission, Two Wite Flint North,
Room T2B3, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 1:30 p.m,

Stephen L. Rosen, Chairnman, presiding.
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(1:28 p.m)

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  The nmeeting wi Il now cone
to order. This is a neeting of the Fire Protection
Subcomm ttee. |'mStephen Rosen, Chairman of the Fire
Protecti on Subconmittee.

ACRS menbers i n attendance at thi s nmeeting
are Jack Sieber and G aham Wallis. Marvin Sykes of
the ACRS staff is the Designated Federal O ficial for
this nmeeting.

The purpose of this neeting is to discuss
the current rul emaking activities which would allow
for the use of certain manual operator actions to
satisfy existing requirenents of 10 CFR 50,
Appendi x R The staff is currently seeking approval
from the Comrission to release this draft proposed
rule to the public for review and conmrent.

The subcomm ttee wi || gat her i nformati on,
anal yze relevant issues and facts, and fornulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate, for
deli beration by the full committee. The rules for
participation in today's neeting have been announced
as part of the notice of this neeting previously

publ i shed i nthe Federal Regi ster on Cctober 19, 2004.
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W have received witten comments fromthe
Uni on of Concerned Sci entists, the Nucl ear | nformation
and Resources Service, and the Nuclear Energy
Institute, and requests for time on our neeting agenda
to make oral statements regarding today's neeting

The agenda shows 10 mnutes for
st akehol der comments towards the end of the neeting.
Because of the interests of the ACRS subconmittee and
the full committee on stakehol der comments on this
i ssue, we are going to expand the available tinme for
t hose stakehol der comments showing 10 minutes to 20
m nutes per stakeholder, if they choose to use that
much time, and to do that | aminform ng the fol |l ow ng
menbers of the -- on the agenda that their times have
been subsequently shortened.

M. Diec on Roman nuneral t hr ee,
Background Information, we'd like you to see if you
can do that in 15 mnutes. David, is that okay?

MR DI EC Yes.

CHAI RMVAN  ROSEN: Ckay. And El enments
| mportant to the Rule, M. Klein, perhaps 10 m nutes
for you?

MR KLEIN: Yes.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  We know what that is.

Brief refresher, please.
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We're going to take our break down to 10
m nutes, and we're going to -- in the principle of
giving at honme as well. And Regul atory Analysis, M.
Kerr, we'd like 10 mnutes off that. That's on the
Cost and Savings perhaps? | think that's M. Kerr.
Yes, sorry. If you can do that in 20 mnutes, we'd
appreciate it.

The Proposed Rul e Text, David, how about
doing that in 10 m nutes instead of 157

MR DIEC. That would be nice, if we can
do it in five mnutes.

(Laughter.)

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay. Well, then you can
t hi nk about using your five mnutes extra.

MEMBER WALLI S: You've got it wong, M.
Chairman. \What you're going to dois you're goingto
all owus to ask questions for the sane anount of tine,
and they have to cut those tinmes by half.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: VWell, right now, the
current plan is as | stated. W really want to hear
from stakehol ders, and that's why I'mtrying to do
that, ask for all of your cooperation to do that.

And nowwe' || go forward wi th t he neeti ng,

pl ease. Suzie Bl ack?

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

7

M5. BLACK: Yes. Thank you. Suzie Bl ack,
Director of Division of Systens Safety and Anal ysi s.
| want to thank you for holding this subconmttee. |
think it's inmportant to hear all the views of all the
st akehol ders, because thi s has been controversial, to
say the | east.

Ther e have been assertions that the NRCi s
fixing the rule to reward bad behavior, and that we
intend to codify -- what we intend to codify is
unsafe, uncontrolled, ad hoc, or last-ditcheffortsto
shut the plant dowmn. And | assure you that's not what
this rulemaking is about. Yes, this is supposed to
approve what was previously unapproved, but safe
manual acti ons.

We are continuingtoinspect inthis area,
and we identify wunapproved nmanual actions or
feasibility is subsequently -- and their reliability
i s eval uated by the i nspection staff. Andif they are
j udged on safety significance, there is corrective
actions as well as conp neasures that are required.
It is only those that we believe that are acceptable
that will be approved through this rul emaking.

Now, the rul e | anguage i tsel f has not been
t hat easy to develop, and it may not be able to cover

all situations which are safe, but, nonethel ess, nmay
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8
not nmeet the criteria. They'd end up in the fina
rule, and so there may be sone exenptions still
required for sonme situations that we still believe are
saf e.

But the rule language itself has to be
pretty specific, and in order to preclude ones that
could potentially be unsafe and unacceptabl e.

Fire protection alsorelies on defense-in-
depth, and we are ensuring through this rule that we
aren't underm ning the principle of defense-in-depth
t hr ough this rul emaking.

The rul e | anguage has been put on t he web,
and | think -- 1 believe we e-nailed it to all the
st akehol ders a coupl e days ago i n preparationfor this
nmeeting. There have been sone comrents that it's not
risk-informed. Well, that's true.

This part is not risk-infornmed, but we
have 50.48(c), which is the risk-informed fire
protection rule. And that fire protection rule could
accommodat e t hese manual actions, and a conprehensive
ri sk-inforned eval uation of these nmanual actions.

But risk-informing this one piece of
Appendi x R would be rmuch nore difficult, and we
support nore of a holistic approach t hrough 50.48(c).

But let ne reiterate that it is not our intention to
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perm t unsafe, unfeasible, non-reliabl e manual actions
inlieuof protectionthroughfire protection features
in this rul emaki ng.

That concl udes ny openi ng statenent.

MEMBER WALLI S: Suzie, can | ask you
sonet hi ng here?

MS. BLACK: Sure.

MEMBER WALLI S: How |ong have these
unapproved actions been going on for?

M5. BLACK: It could be as long as | think
15 years perhaps.

MEMBER WALLIS: So for 15 years, they've
been doi ng unapproved t hings.

MS. BLACK: Yes.

MEMBER WALLIS: Ckay. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: Suzie, | want to
compl i ment you and hol d you up as a nodel for the rest
of the staff for conpleting your talk on tine.

M5. BLACK: Thank you.

(Laughter.)

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Davi d?

MR. DI EC Good afternoon. My nanme is
David Diec, and |I'm the Project Mnager for this

rul emaki ng effort.
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Wth nme today, who wll make the
presentation as we go through the talk today, are
Erasmia Lois fromthe Ofice of Research; Alex Klein
fromthe O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation; Al an
Kol aczkowski is fromSAI C, who i s supporting Research
inthis effort; and Leslie Kerr, who is fromthe Reg
Anal ysi s group of NRR

Before we go into the detail ed di scussi on
today, |I'djust like to go over the status real quick,
that we are in the final preparation for the EDO
review and concurrence of the proposed rul emaking
package. W are scheduled to go back to brief the
full commttee next week early, and we are asking for
a letter of recommendation on this proposed rule.

W are conmitted to give the Conm ssion
t he package in early Decenber for consideration, and
this is where we are as far as the status of the
rul emaki ng.

Il wll -- the agenda for today's
di scussion, | will go through background information
about the --

MEMBER WALLIS: David, are you going to
denol i sh the argunents that we're going to hear after

your presentation -- in your presentation? O how do
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we get an answer to the public comments, if that's the
end of the session today?

MR DIEC |'msorry?

MEMBER WALLIS: We're going to hear sone
public comment at the end of today, right?

MR DIEC. Right.

MEMBER WALLI S: How do we get a response,
if they are the | ast people to speak?

M5. BLACK: Let ne -- can | answer that?
| think a ot of the comments that we're going to
receive today will be appropriate conments for us to
consi der during the proposed rul enaking. And | don't
think this is our |last opportunity to go forward.

What we're asking you today is that the
rul e i s good enough to go out for proposed rul emaki ng.
We realize there's going to be a ot of comments on
thisrule. Infact, theruleitself, whenit goes out
for coments, will actually ask particul ar questions
on those areas where we think there's a lot of
interest fromthe public.

MEMBER VALLIS: So the letter -- you want
a letter fromus in Novenber.

M5. BLACK: Yes.

MEMBER WALLIS: Al we can say is, "Send

out the public -- for public coment the rule.”
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M5. BLACK: Yes. Wethink -- if you think
it's good enough to go out for public coment, then we
will --

MEMBER WALLIS: COkay. We're not going to
say it's a great rule. W're just going to say --

M5. BLACK: Right.

MEMBER WALLIS: -- it's good enough to go
out and be commented upon.

MS. BLACK: Correct.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: Or we coul d say it's not
good enough.

MEMBER WALLIS: O we could say it's not
good enough. But we're not --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  But you ought to change
this or that.

MEMBER WALLI S: But we're not going to
give a blessing to the rule.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: | think we have three
possibilities -- yes, no, or yes but.

MEMBER WALLIS: Yes. Well, we could say
we have lots of reservations about the rule, but it
should still go out for comment. W could say that.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: And we can list our

reservati ons.
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MEMBER WALLI S: Yes. kay, sure. Thank
you.

MR Dl EC I wll go through the
background agenda for the discussion today, and
el ements of i nportance to the rul e devel opment wi ||l be
di scussed by Al ex. Acceptance criteria also will be
di scussed by Al ex.

Key issues will be discussed, and the
ti me-margin concept, fromthe O fice of Research and
Detecti on Suppression -- will be, again, from Al ex.

And, lastly, we'll follow wth the
reconmendati ons and results. Lastly, the proposed
rule text, which we published recently and nade it
available to public, I will walk through of how we
construct the rule |anguage itself.

As Suzie alluded to earlier, that we
became aware that operator nmnual action being
utilized by licensees to satisfy 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendi x R, Section ll1.G 2. W subsequently revised
the P to focus inspectors on the visibility of such
action.

The NRC indicated that the current
requirenent in the Section I11.G 2 cannot reasonably
be interpreted to allow the use of operator nanual

action, other than fire barrier distance separation
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detection to bring the plant down to the hot safe
shut down condi ti on.

W also recognize that while operator
manual action is judged to be in conpliance with the
regul ation, the use of such action to achieve safe
shutdowmn as an alternate approach is acceptable
t hr ough exenpti on requests.

W' d not e t hat t he i ndustry
representatives, through a nunber of neetings, stated
that many l|icensees are not in conpliance wth
existing requirements. And we also believe that if
t hose manual actions were to be revi ewed and approved
by the staff, they nore than |ikely would be found to
be acceptable and safe.

Because of the apparent mi sinterpretation
of the current rule, in 2003 we forwarded the
rul emaki ng plan in SECY 03-100 to the Conmmi ssion for
consi deration, asking for authority to codifying the
use of operator manual action in Sectionlll.G 2, and
to consi der enforcenent action or other alternatives
to provide regulatory stability as part of the
rul emaki ng plan. Shortly after the Conm ssion issued
the SRM in Septenber of 2003, approved the staff

rul emaki ng plan to proceed with such action.
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W believe that the NRC resource woul d be
better wutilized and applied -- when applied to
significant safety issues. Fireprotectionregulation
woul d be nore efficient and effective whenit includes
t he use of operator manual acti on.

MEMBER WALLI S: So you're on your next
slide now, David?

MR DI EC: Yes. Thank you. And this
objective is certainly consistent with one of the
NRC s --

MEMBER WALLI S: Is that the only
objective? | mean, isn't there sone safety objective
i nvol ved here?

MR DIEC. Yes. It is only one of the
obj ectives that we --

MEMBER WALLI S: Isn't the safety objective
the prime objective? | nean, | don't really care how
efficient you are, though you're spending ny noney.
But your nmain objective is safety. And if you have
some nmeasure of that, you could tell us. Maybe that
will be nore hel pful than just this objective here.

| mean, this is fine, but presumably the
agency is always trying to be efficient. But its

mandate is to do something about safety. So I'm
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surprised you don't have a rule objective which is
sone -- has sone neasure of safety init.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Well, | presune that you
could forego the rulemaking process and just do
everything by exenption. |s that correct?

VMR Dl EC Certainly, the exenption
process is always there.

MEMBER SI EBER: And so this is really a
nove to be nore specific in what it is you require,
and to be nore efficient in the use of your tinme and
the licensee's tine, | presune.

MR DI EC: The hope is to reduce the
overall burden through a nunmber of reductions in
trivial and insignificant adm nistrative exenptions.

MEMBER SI EBER: On the other hand, does
this rule-- proposed rul e break newtechnical ground,
or is it nmore of a pro forma thing, like a |licensee
woul d submt an exenption and the staff woul d approve
it? It seens to ne that there's alittle bit nore to
the rule than what |icensees now have, which is not
consistent with the rule, right?

M5. BLACK: Well, I think -- thisis Suzie
Bl ack. When we first put out the inspection criteria
back in March 2003, we used criteria that we had been

using through -- toreviewlll.G 3 areas, and ot her --
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we have other manual actions that are used in the
plant, not just in fire protection. So we used that
information to put out the inspection criteria.

But through the ACRS neeting and other
conments, we have been refining that. So I'd say in
sone ways we are writing things down that | think that
we probably -- when we did an exenption review we
t hought about t hese things, but there was no explicit
criteria.

And the fact that we needed to have
explicit criteriaintherule made it seemlike we're
breaki ng newground. But | think we're just tryingto
codi fy what we have al ways beli eved we have done as
far as review ng these manual actions.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ckay. Wich --

MEMBER WALLI S: well, if it's just a
housekeepi ng activity, why do you involve the ACRS?
If it's just tidying up --

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, it's nore thanthat,
because there is no way for us to make that judgnent,
because it hasn't been strictly codified inthe past.
And so nowthis is a -- sort of aninitial attenpt to
put inTitle Xthe requirenments that ot herw se exi sted

in inspection plans and the standard review plan, to
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sone extent, or was otherw se assuned to beinplicitly
known by everyone.

MEMBER WALLI S: Just to nmke it nore
formal and understood by everybody.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Well, that's a | audable
goal, and I think that putting aside whether we're
nore efficient or not, the fact that you wite down
what your expectation is and can then cite somnething
official like Title X is the appropriate way to go,
provi ded that the proposedruleis really a good rule.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Well, | think I want to
respond to Graham s questi on about safety. After all,
that is why we're here, and | -- in thunbing, again,
t hrough thi s package, and | ooki ng at all of my yell ow
stickies, | do recall sonething about -- and maybe it
was t he reg anal ysis, where the safety benefits of the
rule are discussed. Am| dreamng or --

M5. KERR: They're not discussed --

MEMBER SI EBER: Cone to a m crophone. Any
one.

VS. KERR: They're not discussed
extensively, no, in reg analysis.

MEMBER SI EBER: And your nane?

M5. KERR: Leslie Kerr.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ckay.

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

19

MEMBER WALLI S: |s sonebody going to tell
us the safety benefit?

M5. BLACK: | don't knowthat there is so
much a safety benefit as it is maintaining safety. W
believe that we're going to permt manual actions
t hrough this rul e that we woul d have perm tted t hr ough
the exenption process or the approval process for
post-1979 plants. But inthis way we're puttingit in
the rule, and, therefore, when we approve it we don't
need to give an exenption,.

MEMBER WALLI S:  So maybe you're trying to
ensure that you don't |ose safety?

MS. BLACK: Exactly. Yes.

MR. KLEIN: Thisis Alex Klein. The rule
right now, as it exists, 1l1.G 2, does not allow
operat or manual actions under I11.G 2. And what we're
attenpting to do is to codify the inplenentation of
manual actions, and at the sane tine i ncl ude what the
staff believes to be acceptable feasibility/
reliability criteria for inplenmenting those nanual
actions.

So in that respect, | believe that, you
know, we're putting down on paper a standard, if you

will, that would ensure safety when you -- when a
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i censee inplenents an operator manual action under
1. G 2.

MEMBER WALLI S: Ckay.

MR DI EC W have met wth various
st akehol ders, including the subconmi ttee a nunber of
times. In Septenber of |ast year, we briefed you on
the rul emaking plan itself, and in Cctober of |ast
year we di scussed the interi macceptancecriteriawth
a nunber of stakeholders, and subsequently we've
rel eased that through the Federal Register notice to
solicit stakehol der comrents on the interi macceptance
criteria.

And we received a nunber of comments,
whi ch we incorporate that into the package that you
have in front of you for review before we came and
tal ked with you today.

In April of this year -- |let me go back a
little bit. During the rulemaking plan back in
Sept enber 2003 when we briefed you, you raised a
guestion about the reliability of the use of operator
manual action. And in April, we addressed that issue
by i ntroduci ng the concept of time margin, which Al ex
will discuss in detail as we go through the

presentation today.
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The rol e of detection and suppressi on was
al so rai sed. W di scussed about the rational e, which
Alex again will go through in detail today why we
consi der detection and suppression as part of the
defense-in-depth. Applicability of manual action to
ot her section of I11.G nanely I11.G1 and I11.G 3
areas, were raised by stakehol ders.

In the proposed rul e package itself, we
proposed t he Comm ssion to endorse the approach that
we would ask a nunber of questions, to present a
nunber of questions to the public and ask for a
response in these areas, whether or not the -- what
will be the appropriate margin for the tinme margin
consideration or whether or not the types of
suppr essi on systens bei ng consi dered, and whet her or
not there will be advantages or disadvantages by

appl yi ng operator rmanual action in other sections

beyond what we're considering for Section Il11.G 2.
One point | wanted to -- Il et me go back to
-- to the next slides. In June -- follow ng shortly

after that, in June of this year, we held a Category 3
public neeting where we invited not only industry
representatives but other public interest groups to
participate in a nmeeting. The purpose was to obtain

addi tional information, and help us to gather the
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i nformati on and consi der those for the formul ati on of
t he proposed rul e.

The rol e of detection and suppressi on was
al so discussed in detail at this neeting, as well as
t he applicability of manual action. That's the reason
why we want to propose the questions in the rule
packi ng -- package itself, to ask such questi ons and
soliciting the response back as we go through the
Conmi ssi on endorsenment for the publication of the
proposed rul e package.

One thing | want to stress inthis neeting
is that at the conclusion of the neeting industry
representatives acknow edged that the rol e of manua
action has -- is inportant for defense-in-depth
approach. So that is the point that | want to say.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  Now, this public neeting.
You have experts fromthe industry that's affected
that's being regulated, and you nmaybe have a few
concerned citizens. Do you have experts in fire
protection?  Sonebody who is sort of outside the
politics of this thing who can actually give you a
techni cal eval uation of what's being suggested?

MR DI EC If I recall correctly, the

partici pants, nost of them you're right, they --
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MEMBER WALLI S: They al | have sonet hi ng at
stake, and 1'd like there to be sone sort of inpartial
know edgeabl e observer there who could give proper
advice. | nean, I'mnot an expert on fires. But if
there were soneone who were distinguished and
know edgeabl e who coul d say this is okay, that m ght
help me nore than people who are just representing
t heir own stake.

MR. DI EC No, | don't recall such
i ndi viduals that you are alluding to.

MEMBER WALLIS: | don't know how we bri ng
that into the discussion. That would help ne.

MR DIEC. R ght. W recently engaged
wi t h st akehol ders again | ast nonth at the i nformation
-- Fire Protection Information Forum And as |
di scussed earlier, that we publishedthe proposedrule
text on our website and for information of what the
rule text is goingtolook like and what it's goingto
say.

At thisjuncture, I'"mgoingtoswtch over
to Al ex to di scuss about the el enments i nportant tothe
rul e devel opnent itself.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  We're right on schedul e,
David. Very good.

MR. DI EC. Thank you.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Actually, one mnute
ahead.

MR. KLEIN. Good afternoon. M nane is
Alex Klein. |I"ma Senior Fire Protection Engineer in
the Plant Systens Branch in the Division of Systens
and Safety Analysis in the Ofice of Nuclear
Regul atory -- in the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor
Regul at i ons.

|"ve been with the agency al nost a year
and a half now, and |'ve been involved wi th operator
manual actions now a little over four nonths. 1|'ve
been gi ven that dubious distinction of providing the
technical lead on this project.

MEMBER WALLI S: Can | ask you, then, about
your expertise --

MR KLEIN: Yes, sir.

MEMBER WALLIS: -- on fire protection?

MR. KLEIN: Yes, sir. 1've got over 25
years of fire protection engi neering experience. |'m
a registered fire protection engineer. |'ve worked
for the industry for 10 years. | worked for the
i ndustry as a consultant for over five years.

MEMBER WALLI S: That's very good. | nean,

| just wondered if you had that sort of background or
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if you' d been transferred fromsonmewhere el se and you
wer e | earni ng.

MR. KLEIN: No, sir. I'ma bona fidefire
protection engi neer.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Thank you.

MR, KLEIN. What 1'd like totalk to you
about is -- and I'Il nove through this very quickly,
because | believe that we've -- you fol ks have al ready
heard this before during the April neeting and perhaps
sone of it during the Septenber neeting.

But | want to just give you a little bit
of background on why we provi ded acceptance criteria,
because t he acceptance criteria provi des the standard
to which -- that provides a reasonable |evel of
assurance that the operator manual actions can be
satisfactorily, reliably, and feasibly acconplished.

Now, this -- these manual actions, the
criteriathat we're proposinginour rule, address, as
we' ve said before, both the feasibility -- in other
words, can it be done, and the reliability, which
addresses the repeatability of the manual actions.

MEMBER WALLI S: Can you give us a neasure
of these reasonable | evels of assurance?

MR. KLEIN. We're going to tal k about the

criteria, and I will provide to you sone details of
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the criteria that will provide what | believe is a
reasonabl e | evel of assurance. Did I answer your
guesti on?

MEMBER WALLI'S:  Are you going to give us
some neasure of that?

MR KLEIN: | can't quantify -- | cannot
quanti fy the nmeasure of reasonabl e assurance. | can't
gi ve you a nunber, if that's what you' re | ooking for.

MEMBER WALLI S: well, | always get a
little nervous when | get these vague terns. And |
have a reasonabl e | evel of assurance that | won't hit
ny finger when I' mchoppi ng wood, but | did last tine
| didit. | mean, so, you know, what's the sort of
expect ati on of probability of success? Are you going
to tell us sonething about that?

MR KLEIN. Not in terms of nunmbers. |
think that -- because this is -- Appendix R is a
determ nistic rule, what we've proposed are
determnistic criteria wth defense-in-depth to
provi de that reasonable |evel of assurance.

MEMBER WALLIS: Soit's all inthe m nd of
t he behol der somehow? What | think i s reasonabl e nay

not be what you think is reasonabl e?
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MR. KLEIN: What we've tried to do is put
down what we believe to be are clear and objective
criteria to prevent the --

MEMBER WALLI S: In case it has to have
sonme nunbers associated withit. Oherwise, it's al
j ust debat abl e.

MR. GALLUCCI: This is Ray Gallucci from

NRR Fire Protection. The time margin concept
di scusses the reliability aspect. It does not get
into human -- HRA has not been i ncorporated into this

rul e where you' re going to have threshol ds for human
error probability that nust be net. The reg analysis
-- the reg gui de does discuss the criteria in detail
and gives you listings of guidance, etcetera, as to
what would be -- how you wuld neet their
acceptability.

The reg guide also has taken an initial
attenpt at quantifying the tine margin, which is a
surrogate nmeasure for the human reliability/human
error probability. So | think as far as any
nmeasur abl e values as far as today's presentation, |
think the farthest we're going to get will be Alan's
presentation on tine margin.

MEMBER WALLI S: Can you give ne a

bal | park? Are you saying that they'll performthe

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

28
right action 50 percent of the tinme or 90 percent or
99 percent? \What kind of ballpark are you talking

about when you say "reasonabl e | evel of assurance"?

MR, KOLACZKOWEKI : Al an Kol aczkowski ,
SAIC. 1'lIl try to give you a general -- at least a
rough idea. | think that if all these criteria are

nmet, many of which basically address performnce
shapi ng factors as we would consider them in human
reliability anal yses, etcetera, that if you were to
put it through an HRA nodel and say, "Ckay, you have
i nstrunment ati on, you have t he necessary ti me, you have
accessibility, you know the equi pnment will operate,”
etcetera, etcetera. | have a feeling nost HRA nodel s
woul d predict nunbers down in the 102 10 failure
probability, if not lower. That's nmy own personal
opi ni on.

MEMBER WALLI S:  That woul d be very hel pf ul
to me, rather than these qualitative statenents.

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN:  Now, Al an --

MEMBER S| EBER: But that's subjective,
right?

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  -- let nme exam ne that
for a moment. 10° to 10°°% that's with time margin

t hat neets the requirenents of therule, thetwo tines
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the required tine? | just want to be sure |
under st and what you're saying.

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI: Yes. I'mcoming at it

as if therule, asit's currently envisioned, were --

in other words, all its elenments were in there. And,
again, I'mjust trying to throw out an answer very
quickly to a question. But |I -- | would think that

nost HRA nodel s, no matter what you use, whether it's
THERP, ATHENA, whatever, wth these kinds of
performance shaping factors you' re going to get some
fairly low failure probabilities.

CHAI RVMAN ROSEN: Vell, one of the key
per f ormance shaping factors is tine.

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI : Is enough tine to do

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  |Is the staff is properly
recogni zed.

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI :  Certainly.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  And put in atinme margin
of a factor of two on the required tine.

MR KOLACZKOWBKI :  Yes.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  So that would force --
suppress the perfornmance shaping factor for tinme down
to a fairly |Iow val ue.

MR KOLACZKOASKI:  Yes. That's --
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CHAlI RVAN ROSEN: It suppresses the failure
probability for time -- requiredtimetoafairly | ow
val ue.

MR KOLACZKOABKI : That is correct.

MEMBER S| EBER.  But the only quantitative
neasure is the tinme it takes to do it, plus the
margin, as opposed to, are you going to do it
correctly? Are the environmental condi tions
sufficiently mld so that it's possible for a human
being to reliably take the action that you're
presupposing, and so forth? So those factors really
aren't explicitly in the rules, just the tineline,
plus margin. Right?

MR, KOLACZKOWSBKI : | nean, the only other
acceptance criteria are in the rule. And they all
play a role in human performance. | mean, obviously,
if a piece of equipnent is not accessible, you can't
get to it, I don't care if you have a whole |ot of
time, you can't performthe action.

MEMBER SI EBER: But that's --

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI : So certainly all of the
other criteria also play a role in the human
performance being able to actually carry out the

acti on.
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MEMBER SI EBER: But that's a zero or one,
if you can't get to it because the door is |ocked.

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI : Ef fectively, yes.
Effectively, is there a way? It renmoves a lot of the
uncertainty interns of thereliability, beingableto
performthe action.

MEMBER WALLIS: This is all in there?
nmean, if there's a snoke-filled room presumably the
sprinkler goes off because it just measures
temperature and sprinkles. But if sonebody can't get
in there because of the snoke, he doesn't do what the
sprinkl er woul d do.

M5. BLACK: Excuse ne.

MEMBER WALLI S: Are we placing the
sprinkler with a person? You' ve got to consider al
that sort of --

MS. BLACK: This is Suzie Black. The
pl ace where t he manual actions are takenis not inthe
roomwhere the fire is or where the sprinkler is.

MEMBER WALLIS: It's all in the contro
roonf?

M5. BLACK: No. It may be in another fire
area. You are assuming that the cable in the area
with the fire burns up, and that's why you need the

manual acti ons.
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MEMBER WALLIS: Lost it. Okay.

M5. BLACK: Right.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: Al ex?

MR. KLEIN: Thank you. The l|ast bullet
really is to -- just to indicate that the criteria
that we're providingintheruleistopermt boththe
I icensees and the NRC to establish some consi stency,
so that we're all on the sane page basically.

The acceptance criteria also provides
paraneters, again, for both -- both which the
i censees and t he NRC can use when a | i censee conducts
its evaluations, whether or not it can inplenment a
manual action, and it al so provides the regul ator the
ability to conduct an i nspection in an objective and
t horough manner using the sane acceptance criteria.

And the last bullet speaks to the fact
that thecriteriathat we've devel oped general |y apply
to human actions and other applications. In other
words, thecriteriathat we' ve devel oped we believeis
not anything that's new

It's criteria that we've used in other

areas, and I'll give a very quick exanple -- is under
Appendi x R, Section I1l.1, which is fire brigade
training area. You'll see that there's sonme very
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specific requirements in there for training, for
instructions, for practice, and for drills.

So t he human action type of criteria that
we' ve devel oped are i ncl uded -- have been devel oped i n
other areas. And | know that -- | believe Alan is
goingtotalk alittle bit about the background of the
devel opnent of the tinme concept, but the criteria
itself is out there today in standards such as the
ANSI 58.8 standard, which the staff |ooked at in
detail for adoption here.

Now, the criteriawas devel oped because we
needed to consider the fact that fires are often a
dom nant contributor to plant risk. | believe that
we're all very well aware of that. The other item|l
wanted to nmention is that fires -- they're a unique
hazard, and the efforts to mtigate their effects --
and |'ve used the exanpl e of spurious actuation, for
exanpl e, of valve closing or sonething like that.

It i nvol ves extensive activity outside of
the main control room And when you have fires, or a
fire in a nuclear powerplant, it presents a very
uni que envi ronnental hazardinthe plant that you need
to address if you are going to send a human -- an

operator out into the area.
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For exanple, |'ve got listed here that
he's got to consider the -- the licensee has to
consider the fact that there is snoke, that there's
heat, toxic gases, either along the access or egress
routes for the operator. There are suppression
activities that take place in the plant that m ght
interfere with the operator manual action, the access
and egress routes thereto.

For exanple, there mght be fire hoses
| aid out through the area that that operator would
have to deal with in order to access or egress the
area that he needs to take the nanual action at.

So with that, let me just quickly go
t hrough t he acceptance criteria. You' ve seen a lot of
thisindifferent wording, | believe. Wat we've done
is we've restructured the criteria somewhat. W' ve
got under the proposed rul e | anguage under 111.P.2(a)
a criteria for analysis, which basically determ nes
thefeasibilityandreliability of the operator manual

action, where the licensee is required to develop a

fire timeline and the tinme margin that we'll talk
about .

The licensee needs to consider the
environnental conditions that | just spoke about,

consi der the functionality of and the accessibility of
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t he equi pnent or the cables that he might need to
access. He needs to consider the 1indications,
di agnostics, confirmatory, so forth. Certainly,
conmmuni cations are inportant. Portabl e support
equi pnent -- you know, is he going to need a | adder?
s he going to need a key? 1|Is he going to need a
flashlight? Things |ike that.

And, of course, last -- the |ife support
equi pnent for that operator. 1Is that --

MEMBER WALLIS: Put that in perspective
for me. What are these manual actions replacing? |
t hought t hey were repl aci ng requi renents on separati on
of trains and barriers and things |ike that.

MR KLEIN:. That's correct. The --

MEMBER WALLIS: So it's a very indistinct
connection. | nmean, if you want to do sonet hi ng about
afire, that's a conpletely different question in ny
mnd to: what does the operator do to bring the
systemto cold shutdown?

MR KLEIN: Yes.

MEMBER WALLI S: They're two different
things, aren't they?

MR. KLEIN: Well, as Suzie indicated, the

fire takes place in the area where you ve got
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potentially wunprotected, redundant trains. For
exanpl e, because you' ve got the | ack of fire barrier.

MEMBER WALLIS: So the operator has to
know that if the fire is there he's got to be nuch
nor e caref ul about what he does, because he m ght | ose
two trains rather than one or sonething, is that what
it --

MR. KLEIN. Well, that could be one of
them The operator has to be aware of what nanual
actions he takes place -- that takes place that
doesn't inadvertently affect his ability to safely
shut down the plant.

MEMBER WALLI S: |"'m worried about him
runni ng around the plant | ooking for a | adder. That
seens to be --

MR KLEIN: No.

MEMBER WALLIS: -- totally inappropriate.

MR. KLEIN: The reason we put thecriteria
for portable support equipment in here is because of
the timng i ssue. W al so do not want an operator in
a plant | ooking for a piece of equi pnment that's vital
for himto performthat manual action.

MEMBER WALLIS: It's going to be there.

MR. KLEI'N: That's what we're suggesti ng.

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

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: It woul d be pre-staged,
| take it, in accordance --

MR KLEIN: Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: -- with the fire pre-
pl an.

VR. KLEI N: That's right. In
accor dance --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  The oper at or woul d si nply
knowthere's afirein Region X. Therefore, | have to
go to Region Y and do the things |I've been trained for
for the firein Region X. And | expect when | get to
Region Y there will be a | adder posted on the wall.

|'ve been there before, and | know there's a | adder

there. | hopeit will be there today. And then, when
| take it down, 1'Il be able to clinb up and cl ose
the --

MR, VWEERAKKODY: That's --

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  -- that | have to cl ose.

MR. WEERAKKODY: That's correct. There
will all be -- | mean, even today that's what the
expectation is. |If you are relying on a procedure,
the pre-staging and the equi pnent is there.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: Right. It's all thought
out in advance.

MR, WEERAKKODY: Yes.
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MR KLEIN: That's right.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: I n trai ning.

MR WEERAKKODY: Yes.

MR. KLEIN: That's right. Andif you |l ook
at ny next slide, we al so have procedures in training,
whi ch t he procedures woul d t al k about what actions the
operator is expected to take. And, of course, when
they develop the procedures, we would expect the
| icensee to have devel oped the support equi prnent.

The equi pnent that | just spoke about,
t hat you just spoke about, woul d be avail abl e for him
to feasibly and reliably performthat manual action.

We have anot her criteria under
i mpl enentation -- inother words, the staffing. W're
requiring that the licensee have qualified personnel.
I n ot her words, the operator needs to be qualified to
performthat manual action. It can't be just anybody
inthe plants. And that person or that operator needs
to be available to performthat manual acti on.

In other words -- and I'Il give you an
exanple. If the fire brigade has on its staff two
equi pnent operators, the |icensee, in our viewoint,
could not wutilize any of those two fire brigade
nunbers to go ahead and perform a manual action

because t hat operat or nowhas a col | ateral duty, which
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we believe is not feasible and reliable to perform
t hat manual action.

And then, the last criteria that we have
is the denonstration.

MEMBER WALLIS: I'mtrying to visualize
this again. There's afirein Region X. So he's now
got to assune that all the trains in that region are
not functional, and he goes to somewhere else and
shuts a val ve or opens a val ve to get sone alternative
way to cool the core.

MR. KLEIN.: He may do that. He also has
to address any spurious actions that m ght result.

MEMBER WALLI S:  And there mi ght be a very
small fire or sone spurious -- spurious actuation of
fire detection equipnent, which nmakes him think
there's a fire in Region X. So he throws away his
very useful equi pnent he's got there, because he j ust
has to assune it's no | onger operable.

MR,  KOLACZKOWSKI : Al an Kol aczkowski ,
SAlI C. | think you'll find that nost, if not all
| i censees' procedures, upon suspecting a fire, one of
the first things they usually do is first confirm
whether there is a fire or not. | believe all the

procedures are witten that way.
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MEMBER WALLI S: But, then, suppose you
have sonme very useful equipnent in there. It may not
be damaged. It mght be very useful for cooling the
reactor. Do you still have to --

MEMBER SI EBER No.

MEMBER WALLIS: -- behave as if it were
not there?

MEMBER SI EBER No.

MR, KOLACZKOWEKI : That wi || depend on how
the procedures are witten. |'ve seen both types.
| " ve seen procedures where the preenptive actions go
quite far, and will actually, if you will, they'l
make sure that the good train they're trying to
protect is running, and then start shutting down the
train that's suspect. So at |east they still assure
t hat sonmething is running.

O they may -- |'ve seen ot her procedures
that are nore reactive in nature, basically try to
rely on all the equipnent that's available and then
just respond to changes in the status as it occurs.
| ve seen procedures of both types.

MEMBER WALLIS: So all this is sort of
pl ant-specific, then, is it?

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI : To sone extent.

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

41

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: It's plant-specific and
regi on-specific in the plant, dependi ng upon what the
fire pre-plan says.

MEMBER SI EBER:  But there is no rul e that
requires a licensee to assunme that everything in the
room now turns to dust.

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI :  No.

CHAI RMAN  ROSEN: That's a licensing
fiction. In the plants, they deal with reality.

MEMBER S| EBER:  Yes. You | ook at your
instrunentation to see if it's working or not.

MR. KLEIN. GCkay. The last bullet |I have
is on denonstration, and |'ve put in parentheses the
conmplements totine margin. And the reason | say t hat
is because during the denonstration the |icensee
perfornms a wal kdown, which can be tined and used as a
benchmark for determ ning howlong the |icensee feels
that it's going to take to perform that particular
manual action. And he can use that, then, inthefire
timeline and in the devel opment of his tinme margin
that Alan will speak about a little bit later --
actually, right now

The next -- | would like to introduce

Erasma Lois fromthe Ofice of Research, who w ||
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start the discussion on the tinme margin concept and
devel opnent .

M5. LOS: Thank you, Alex. | work for
the Probabilistic R sk Assessnent of the Ofice of
Research, who is supporting the research supporting
NRR in this rul emaking activity. And, specifically,
we tried to address the issue of reliability,
incorporating the reliability criteria with the
feasibility criteria that were developed by NRR
primarily.

On page 13, why we devel oped t he -- how we
cane up with the margin concept, in our attenpt to
address the ACRS reconmendati ons and comment s t hat we
have to address reliability as well as feasibility,
and desire to incorporate human reliability analysis
i nsights and | essons | earned.

And we believe that the time margin
addresses uncertainties that are associated with the
time it takes to diagnose, perform and verify the
actions in alittle bit nore detail.

The ACRS concerns | ast year were that the
feasibility only to sonme extent addressed the
reliability of reactions, the existing qualitative
criteria, and if the -- these criteria were nmet,

uncertainties will still remanin that need to be
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addressed and ensure high reliability of reactions.
And here I'm quoting the ACRS from | ast year.

We net and we tried to figure out how we
can address t he ACRS r ecommendati ons for i ncorporating
reliability aspects into the criteria. W westled
with the i dea of developing reliability goals, but we
felt that it would be very tinme- and resource-
consuming for both the licensees and the NRC
per specti ves.

It will need to perform risk and
reliability analysis, but nost inportantly we would
have to obtai n consensus on the approach, nodel, and
data. And, as you know, human reliability has not
establ i shed a consensus on those aspects.

MEMBER WALLI'S: |' mrather surprised here
that you' d start off by saying fires are the dom nant
contributor to risk. So you know it's the biggest
risk. Then, it woul d seemthat the anal ysis shoul d be

based on risk. You're saying it's too difficult to

do?
M5. LOS: Do you want to answer this?
MR WEERAKKODY: Yes. First, fires --
CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Suni |, say who you are.
W know, but --
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MR. WVEERAKKODY: ["'m Sunil Weerakkody.
"' mthe Section Chief inFire Protection, NRR Fires,
for sone pl ans, coul d be the dom nant contri butor, for
sonme plants a dom nant contributor, not --

CHAI RVAN ROCSEN:  For sone plants they are
t he dom nant contributor. For sone they are -- for
many they are not.

MR WEERAKKODY: Yes. And | think what
Erasmi a is conveying -- and | agree -- i s when we cane
to you the last time you did have a proposal. | think
it came fromDr. Wallis -- that we try to come up with
sonme kind of acceptance criteria that's based on an
HRA nunber .

We went back and we secured, you know
Resear ch support, and then | ooked at why we kept doi ng
that. And | think the last bullet tells you why it's
al rost an inpossible task. It's not -- if it's an
easy task to do, then we would have done it.

But if you look at the ongoing debate
about, you know, the HRA quantification nethods, and
then given that in a rule you need sone consensus on
t he nodel and the data and approach, that they used
such and such a criteria, we |ooked at that as an

i npossi bl e goal

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

45

So rather than trying to quantify and
create a nunerical threshold, what the Ofice of
Research and, you know, its consultants did was to
| ook at the factors that -- try to capture and address
themin the tinme margin.

MS. LOS: And that's on the next slide.

MR, WEERAKKODY:  Yes.

M5. LOS: If you --

MR, WEERAKKODY: Ckay. No, no, no. You
go ahead.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  1'm just thinking about
thisreliability. Wen we visit regions -- it's good

tovisit regions and hear about the things that happen
at reactors. And | was very struck last tinme we
visited the region. They gave us lists of things that
had happened i n plants, and there were several things
-- the type of teamwas sent out to cl ose a val ve, and
they went to the wong place and closed the wong
val ve.

And things like that happen at plants.
' mnot saying it happens every day, but this is the
ki nd of thing that does soneti nes happen. And | woul d
t hi nk you woul d want to sonehow factor that into your

deci si onmaki ng here.
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M5. LOS: And we believe we did. [If we
-- if we just go to the next slide.

MEMBER WALLIS: Are you going to tell us
how you did it?

M5. LOS: Yes. That's right.

Next slide, please.

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, the answer to that
question, which | think is a very good question, is
you're faced with the deci sion, do you all ow a manual
action, or should you nodify the plant, so you don't
need one? And when you don't quantify the probability
of a bad outconme, there is no way to deci de whet her
you ought to nodify the plant or not, other than a
determ nistic way, which this rule provides a -- sort
of an escape hatch.

M5. LA S: However, if we |ook at the
bull et whichis after -- thethird bull et, weapons and
it is -- what we recognize -- why we were thinking
about how we coul d devel op our reliability goals or
thresholds, we recognized that the feasibility
criteria address key human performance aspects that
we're dealing with in the human reliability.

So alot of the issues that we would build
withinthe human reliability anal ysis, and as part of

our -- all the uncertainty, if you wi sh, are now nuch
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nore determnistically determned -- | nean, set --
because the staffingw || be there, the equi pnent wil |
be there, so these are not uncertainties, are not
dealt in the uncertainty area anynore.

So we' ve -- that aspect, the fact that the
-- we have determnistic criteria that would ensure
staffing availability pr ocedur es, equi pnent,
denmonstration of the feasibility of the actions,
reduced the uncertainty from a human reliability
per specti ve.

And we felt that the remai ni ng uncertainty
-- uncertainties, whichis, well, the day or the tine,
what woul d -- woul d the best group be available, wll
it be harsh environnental conditions, etcetera, would
be accommpdated by allowing tine to perform the
action. So that's the basic answer.

MEMBER WALLIS: | have to ask you: what
are the units of this equation? Feasibility plus
margin equals reliability?

M5. LOS: That's --

MEMBER WALLI S:  Are they di mensi onl ess or
somet hi ng? O what is -- what are the units of
sequence? O is it such a conceptual thing we
shouldn't --

M5. LOS: [It's a concept.
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MEMBER WALLIS: -- we shouldn't take it
literally?

MR WEERAKKODY: It's a conceptual --

M5, LA S It's a concept. It's a
concept .

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | t hi nk an arrow woul d be
nore appropriate than an equal sign. W all react
differently to equal signs. Sone, like Dr. Wallis,
react very mathematically.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER WALLI'S: Well, I'"ma bit concerned
that we m ght end up with sonething bigger than one
her e.

(Laughter.)

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Al right. Go ahead.

M5. LA S: So Alan was the primary
devel oper, came up with the idea. So if you don't
like it, blame it on Al an.

MR.  KOLACZKOWEKI : Ch, you're going to
blane it on nme, are you?

M5. LOS: He can explainit alittle bit
nore in detail.

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI :  First of all, just so
that we can all envision -- be envisioning the sane

thing, this is our concept of what the tinme marginis
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and what it's trying todo. Thisis atinmeline going
fromleft toright, and it's trying to depict, in a
general sense, what a fire scenario -- how it m ght
evol ve, where the fire begins and may or may not be
noti ceabl e right fromthe beginning.

Qoviously, if you have a swtch gear
explosion or sonething like that, it wll be
noti ceable right fromthe beginning. On the other
hand, if it's a slowburning relay or sonething |ike
that, it may actually burn for a while, and then
finally somet hing happens, either you get atrip from
the relay tripping or you get a snoke alarm or
what ever .

The point is there could be a time which
goes undetected that the |icensee still doesn't
realize that afire has actually started. But at some
poi nt, which we define T,, is the first indicationto
the plant operators that sonething is am ss. And
based on the indications, they suspect it could be a
fire.

Between T, and T, there is what we call a
di agnosis tine at which the crew is actually
determning, is there really a fire? That's when
they're going to send down an observer or sonething

and say, "W suspect there mght be afire in RoomX
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Pl ease go check. 1Is there flames? |I|s there snoke?"
Etcetera, etcetera, and so forth.

In the neantime, the main control room
crew may be --

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: A trained observer who
doesn't go down and jerk the door open.

(Laughter.)

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI : There you go.

MEMBER S| EBER: well, if he doesn't
respond, you know there is probably a fire there.

MR. KOLACZKOWSKI @ On the other hand, the
observer mght be the first person who actually saw
the fire. That m ght be the first indication as well.
But, nevertheless, there is a time at which the
di agnosi ng and the discerningis therereally afire,
where is it, howextensiveis it, so on and so forth,
they may be beginning to pull out their fire
i npl ementation plan, and consideration of that,
etcetera, and so forth.

And at sone point, once they actually
confirmthere'safire, they' re goingto probably call
the fire brigade and begin to determne -- these are
t he procedures we're actually goingto enter. Usually
those are fire | ocation-specific. Dependi ng on where

the fire is, they'll enter a certain procedure,
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because that neans certain trains are now suspect of
equi prent, which neans they want to protect certain
ot her equi pnent .

At this point, sort of T, ends, and we'l|l
now go between T, and T, as the actual inplenentation
phase where | ocal crew nenbers are pulled together,
they're given their assignnments. "You're going to
carry out these procedures, these are the actions
we're going to go do." And they go out into their
| ocal -- respective |ocal areas, and they actually
perform the manual actions that we're trying to
credit. So that's the inplenentation tine.

So the total tinme between when they first
get the indication of the fire -- T, -- through the
di agnosti c phase and t hrough t he i npl enment ati on phase
upon which the nmanual actions are now conpl eted,
t hey' ve been verified, they can --

MEMBER WALLI'S: \What determ nes T,?

MR.  KOLACZKOWBKI : T, is an analytica
exercise that's done -- thernmal hydraulic codes, and
so on and so forth, that says, "This is the tinme |
have to have perfornmed these actions in order to
prevent" --

MEMBER SI EBER: To get a result.
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MR, KOLACZKOWBKI : -- "sone undesired
state, and so that | can maintain -- achieve and
mai ntain safe shutdown." So that's an analytically

derived tine, a calcul ational -type thing.

MEMBER WALLI S: I f we thi nk about TM, the
di agnosis tinme was probably 10 to 20 mnutes,
dependi ng on what synptons you think they ought to
have noticed. Inplenentationtinme to close the block
val ve was pretty well zero, just have to close it, and
yet they stood around for two hours and didn't do it,
because they m sdi agnosed what was going on. So the
time margin was huge, but it didn't help themat all.

MR, KOLACZKOWEKI :  That may be true. But,
again, | think wwth all of the i nprovenents we' ve made
since TM, interns of a synptomoriented procedure --

MEMBER WALLI S:  Sone procedures -- if you
make the wong diagnosis at T, --

MR KOLACZKONBKI: O clearly --

MEMBER WALLI S: -- time margin may not
hel p you at all.

MR. KOLACZKOWEKI : Except that time margin
does still allow you tine to recover, to perhaps
redi agnose the event.

MEMBER WALLIS: |If you have the sense to

t hi nk about - -
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MR KOLACZKOABKI : That's true.

MEMBER WALLI S: -- did | do the right
t hing or not?

MR KOLACZKOABKI : That's true.

MEMBER WALLI' S:  Yes.

MR. KOLACZKOAEKI :  And that's the point.
W are trying to build in a buffer that basically
says, |l ook, things are still -- maybe could go wong
that you don't anticipate, and we want a buffer. |
t hi nk we woul d all feel nmuch better thanif -- evenif
we can denonstrate this diagnosis and i npl enmentation
time, and let's say we have an action that has to be
done per the calculations within 30 m nutes, and the
crew was consistently doing it at 29-1/2 mnutes, |
don't think we'd feel as confortable thanif the crew
was consistently doing it in 15 mnutes.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | guess what |'m saying,
t hough, is if -- if T, is half an hour, and you have
20 m nutes' tinme margin, that my be good. But if you
start to have an hour's tine margin, | don't think
you' d gai n anything fromthe extra 40 m nutes, because
if they haven't done it by 40 mnutes, they're
probably not going to do the right thing anyway. So

after a while, the time margin doesn't keep buil ding
up.
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MR, KOLACZKOWBKI : That is true, Dr.
Wallis. And at sone point, | suppose a |lot of extra
time just doesn't matter.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Doesn't help at all.

MR,  KOLACZKOWEKI : Just |ike adding a
whol e |l ot of redundant trains, because the common
cause eventual ly doesn't --

MEMBER WALLI S: Done the wong thing
already. It doesn't help you.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  But comparing this pre-
drilled and pre-denonstrated and ©pre-trained
circunstance to the Three MIle Island accident is
simply not an appropriate conparison. W' re talking

about a conpletely different state of actions that are

required.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | hope we are.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Much nar r ower .

MEMBER WALLI S: Those guys were trained,
t 00.

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI : Ckay. So anyway -- oh,
go ahead.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | was j ust goi ng t o poi nt
out --

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI :  Conceptually, this is
what we're trying to -- this is what the tinme margin
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is. It'stryingto provide a buffer between the total
time it will take to di agnose and i npl enent acti ons,
the time at which those actions have to be
i mpl enent ed.

MEMBER WALLIS: At least the time margin
shoul dn't be negati ve.

MR. KOLACZKOWSKI : Yes. And so the
guesti on beconmes: howl ong should the tinme margi n be?
And that's getting into the next slide.

CHAIl RVAN ROSEN: At what point in this
di scussion, Sunil or Alex, do we talk about the
denonstration? It seens to ne that there are a coupl e
of questions one can pose. And one of themis: when
you denonstrate this, do you denonstrate it with one
crew, two crews, three crews, or all crews?

Then, there's anot her questi on whi ch says,
i f having denonstrated with the right nunber of crews
and gotten reasonabl e ti me margi ns defi ned, why do you
need to denonstrate it over and over agai n every year?
Is it every year we have to do this, or every couple
of years it seens |ike, according to the rule?

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI: In the proposed rule
right now, it asks that one crew performit at a
m ni mum once a year.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  One crew, once a year.
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MR. GALLUCCI: Thisis Ray Gallucci. Yes,
it's -- right now, the option to have all crews
perform-- it was discussed earlier -- considered to
be too restrictive. It was reduced to one randomcrew
that would do it once a year, and the foll ow ng year
adifferent crewwuld doit. But all crews would be
trained, but only one crew would perform the
denmonstration on a 12-nonth cal endar cycle.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: Does that mean if you
have 20 of these that you have to do 20 denonstrati ons
each year?

MR GALLUCCI : Twenty crews or 20
scenari 0s?

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN:  No, no. Nobody has 20
crews. | nmean, 20 actions, 20 nmanual actions in a --

MR GALLUCCI : You would have to do a
representative nunber. Hopefully, the -- you would
have to prioritize which ones you woul d do. You m ght
want to do the ones that are nost difficult. And if
you say that the crewcan do the nost difficult ones,
we' d give themcredit for some of the other ones. You
may have to take a fam |y and naybe do two or three of
them That woul d be a judgnent.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Is that clear in the

rul e?
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MR, GALLUCCI: That would be sonething
that would go in the Reg Guide but not in the rule
| anguage itself.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: "1l just pose those
guestions, and then perhaps we can cone back.

MR, KOLACZKOWSKI :  So under st andi ng what
the concept of the time margin is, the question
becones, "Well, how nmuch margi n shoul d t here be?" And
we did sone literature searchestotry toseeif there
was exi sting research, existingliterature out there,

t hat woul d of fer suggestion on what this tine margin

shoul d be, and cane up with, quite frankly, little
help -- a little bit, but not really what we were
| ooki ng for.

And so we deci ded t hat we woul d go t hr ough
an expert elicitation process to derive the tine
mar gi n or margi ns. These expert elicitation neetings,
there were two of them They were each nultipl e-day
neeti ngs that were hel d earlier in 2004, and basically
what the nmeetings involved was we reviewed, prior to
the neetings, actual |y, procedures -- sanple
procedures fromboth PWRs and BWRs of manual actions
that they want to performduring fire scenarios.

We reviewed a | ot of the procedures, and

we identified the types of actions that the |icensees
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are inplementing or want to i nplenent. W devel oped
some exanple scenarios, and I'll talk a little bit
about the nature of those in just a nonent.

We alsoidentifiedthe various aspects of
the time -- the things that go into the tine
estimates, and what uncertainties still exist. Wy
mght this tine estimate take |onger than what we
predict, and so on and so forth.

And with that know edge, and using a
di rect nunerical estimate approach -- in other words,
we're actually asking the experts to elicit a tine
margi n nunber if you will -- and using the guidance
that's out there on howto performexpert elicitations
and avoi d biases, and all that other stuff, we went
t hrough this expert elicitation process.

Just alittle bit about that process. The
panel expertise is indicated here on this slide. W
used, we think, a w de range of rel evant expertise to
come up with this tinme margin. You can see here that
the expertise ranged fromthose with a lot of fire
i nspection experience to a few people had sone
operati ons experience, and one in particular was a
former SRO at a nucl ear plant.

We had analytical experience in the

reliability risk PRA, HRA, fire analysis areas, and
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t hen we had peopl e al so who had backgrounds in either
or both engineering psychology and human factors,
whi ch, again, are also going to play inmportant roles
in the human performance aspect of this whol e manua
action issue.

We considered, as part of the expert
elicitation neetings -- we talked a |ot about the
margi ns and, for instance, should there be a single
time margin that woul d al ways apply? O should there
be nmultiple? Should we have a lot of different
margins? |If the action has to be perforned in 10
m nutes, should that have a different margin than if
the action has to be perfornmed in three hours?

Should it be avariable margin? Shouldit
be a percentage? Should it be some percentage of the
denonstrated time? O shouldit be aninterval that's
added on? Should it just be a constant "you nust add
on 20 m nutes" or whatever? W tal ked about the pros
and cons of those various types of tinme margins, how
many there ought to be, and so on.

Recogni zi ng, also, that the kinds of
actions were going to apply to tinme margin, too, also
varies. Some actions are very sinple. W tal k about

closing the valve -- very sinple, although that
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happens to be an in control room action. But ,
nevert hel ess, sone actions are --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: It may not be.

MR. KOLACZKOWEKI : -- very sinple, and
sone are very conplex, nultiple steps.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Cl osi ng a val ve may be an
out si de control room action, too..

MR. KOLACZKOWSKI : That'sright. It could
be. It could be. But, and so we have -- we just
recognize that the range of actions that we're
applying it to al so was consi derabl e. And sone of the
actions, as |'ve already alluded to before, are
preventive in nature, and others are reactive in
nature. You look for a synptom and then you go and
respond.

Maybe you wait until the valveis actually
spuriously closed, and then you' ve got to go down and
reopen anot her path or whatever, would be a reactive
action as opposed to a preventive acti on where you go
down and nmake sure that an alternate valve is openin
the first place.

Consi dering all of that, and considering
the experience -- what little experience there was
about tinme taken versus tinme estimtes that were out

there, and | believe Dave tal ked about the fact that
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we | ooked an exi sting ANSI standard that tal ks about
providing sufficient tine to performacti ons and what
that margin ought to be, and so on and so forth.

There are some elenents of that in the
ANSI standard, although it was too generic for our
purpose here, we felt. Also recognizing that
i nspection findings existed where inspectors would
actual ly have a |licensee denonstrate certain nmanua
actions as part of the inspection exercise.

And we saw t he gamut where | i censees were
able to performthe actions in less tine than they
predicted, all the way out to sone tinme taking three
times as nuch of the pre-judged tinme.

W | ooked at ot her -- other experience or
| ooked at other criteria that we thought would rel ate
to coming up with this tine margin, such as the
criteria in SRP 18, and so on.

Looking at all of this, and recogni zi ng
the followng -- that, again, we've already alluded to
the fact that a |ot of the human performance issues
that we're trying to account for are already
consi dered through many of the feasibility criteria.
In other words, the other criteria would make sure

that the staff is available, that they're trained,
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t hat the procedures are adequate, that the equi pment
availability exists, and so on and so forth.

So the tinme margin wasn't to address --
was not to address these things. What it was to
address is the remining uncertainties, that you can
still have random problenms. You go to turn the hand
wheel by hand to close a valve, and it's stuck, and
now you' ve got to go get a crowbar and now-- so you'd
need 30 nore seconds to go get a crowbar.

Then, what you'd denonstrate during the
denonstration in which you just pretend to close the
val ve, and you pretend that it noves just fine. And
you don't build in an extra tinme that says, "What if
the valve doesn't nove, and | have to go spend an
additional mnute to go get the crowbar to be able to
nove the val ve?" An exanpl e.

Environmental -- we can try to predict
what t he environnental conditions are. But, you know,
snoke has a way of going places that you don't
predi ct, and toxic gases have a way of going pl aces
where you don't predict. And the next thing you know
you've got to put on an SCBA that you didn't assune
you were going to have to go get and put on. Another

exanple why it mght take a little | onger than what
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you actually denonstrate, and so on. You can see
there's a host of --

MEMBER SI EBER:  There you go.

MEMBER WALLI S: All ki nds of things can go
wong on the --

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI :  Just like this.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wt h computers, for sure.

MR.  KOLACZKOWEKI : There's a host of
uncertainties. | want to drop to the bottombullet.
W felt that a lot of these uncertainties that
remai ned, that weren't being addressed yet by the
feasibility criteria, as what the tine margi n needed
to address. And the issue is this: that these
uncertainties, the remaining uncertainties, are not
i kely anal yzed, nor are ful ly perhaps envel oped under
the tineline criteria, unless we really get critical
as to what -- how T, is to be cal cul at ed.

And as | already indicated, you cannot
always recreate in denobnstrations under the
denmonstration criteria the actual conditions. You
have to pretend to nove the val ve, because you can't
really move it, because right now the plant is
operating and you can't go close that valve. So you

just have to pretend that you noved the valve as
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opposed to really noving it and find out that it's
st uck.

MEMBER WALLI S: So there's areal question
about how peopl e respond under stress. Do they take
shorter tine or longer tinme or --

MR KOLACZKOABKI : That's this variability
anong humans.

MEMBER WALLIS: Are things nore likely to
go wong when you're under stress?

MR. KOLACZKOAMSKI : That's this
variability. You know, the crews are going to respond
Wi th sone uncertainty, and to hownuch tine this crew
is going to take versus how nuch time some ot her crew
is going to take, because we're humans and there's
variability in how humans perform especially under
stressful conditions, say, of fires in the very next
room conpared to the place | have to perform the
action.

So considering all of that, going through
t he expert elicitation process, etcetera, what it al
boil ed down to was that it | ooked like a single tinme
margin would, in fact, work -- that when you
consi dered the range of the types of actions, that

some where goi ng to be preventive, sone reactive, and
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so on and so forth, all the issues that | tal ked about
earlier.

And al so, keep the rule sinple -- so that
we didn't endupwithfive different tinme margins that
appliedtofivedifferent conditions and nowyou woul d
have to specify what those conditions were, and so on
and so forth. It seenmed as though with the range of
time margins that the experts cane up with that they
were all around the recommended time margi nthat we're
going to propose in a nonent. And so we said, "Well,
why don't we just stick with one tine margin.”

It is apercentage, whichin away is good
because it scales with the nunber and conplexity of
the actions. |If you only have to performone action
and it's very sinple, you know what? |It's probably
not going to take you that long to performit. And
therefore, the added ti ne you' re going to add per this
time margin, because it is a percentage, is going to
be still a small anmount of total time. So it's not,
if youwl!ll -- we don't think -- too overly burdensomne
on the licensee.

| f, on the other hand, the action is very
conplex, it's goingtotake alongtime, there's alot
of steps, and so on and so forth, yes, it's going to

take a long tine, but that's also, therefore, the
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situation in which you probably need nore margin,
because nore can go wong. You m ght do a step out of
sequence, you find out you' ve got to go back and redo
sonething that you did incorrectly the first tine,
etcetera, and so forth. So we thought the percentage
concept works very well, because it scales.

MEMBER WALLI S: How about t he evol uti on of
t he scenario? | have a fire in RoomX, and so | send

people to do sonmething in RoomY. And half an hour

later | learn that the fire has now spread to Room Z,
whi ch changes what | mght want to have done in
RoomY. And it's an evolving situation. It's not as

if you know exactly at some tinme everything you need
to know. The information presumably arrives during
this time while you' re doing things. |Is that --

MR KOLACZKOWSKI :  That is true.

MEMBER WALLIS:  So how can you just sort

of say it starts here and ends there?

MR KOLACZKOMSKI : vell, like | said,
that's a concept. | nean, we're trying --

VMEMBER WALLI S: | know it's a concept.
But, | mean, there's a reality there somewhere.

CHAIl RVAN ROSEN:  Well, ne try the answer
to that. If the fire spreads to Room Z in your

scenario, G aham thereis afire pre-plan for RoomZ.
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MR KOLACZKOWBKI : That's correct.

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN:  And | think that then
starts at that tinme when the operators --

MEMBER WALLI'S: The clock starts.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: The clock starts on
Room Z.

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI :  And you now di agnose
you' ve got to do sonething because the fire has gone
to Room Z, and eventually you're going to inplenent
steps for Room Z

MEMBER WALLI'S: And it m ght change what
you did in RoomY.

MR. KOLACZKOWBKI : It mght change. It
m ght change.

MEMBER WALLI S: But you're not worried
about this, the cascading of things?

MR KOLACZKOWBKI : No. Part of the
actions will now be reactive. You have to react to
the fact that you already put a valve in a position
t hat now you want to put it back in the prior position
or sonmething, and you're just going to have to do
t hat .

MR, GALLUCCI: This is Ray Gallucci. |If
you have a scenari o that can becone that conpli cat ed,

you probably don't want to be taking nanual actions.
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You'll probably want to fall back to one of the
original protective neasures. You' ve probably gone
beyond the realm of manual action feasibility and
reliability.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Wel |, that's draw ng an
a priori conclusion. | think to ne that would cone
out of the analysis of Room Z, and now you're doing
Room X -- taking Gahams scenario -- you're
perform ng the actions in Room X, and that takes a
certain amount of time and certain nunber of people
and resources.

Somepl ace along that tine, say hal fway
t hrough, the fire spreads to Z, they have a new set of
resources and tine required, and it just may not be
t he people and the tinme anynore. And that woul d seem
to me to cone right out of the analysis of Room X or
Room Z, which would then overlap or be on top of the
earlier analysis at which point you would draw a
concl usi on.

But | wouldn't say a priori that you know
t he concl usion. | think the right process is
envi si oni ng that you just have to go do the anal ysi s.

MEMBER WALLI S: But the -- frombehi nd ne,
it's now being brought into the conversation that as

aresult of this analysis you m ght concl ude that you
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should not allow manual actions for this type of
event.

CHAI RMVAN  ROSEN: well, vyes. That's
precisely the point of the analysis, | think, is to
deci de whether there were --

MEMBER WALLI S: Which is sonmething we

haven't really discussed yet.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: -- are feasible and
reliable. Just because you're doing the analysis
doesn't nean that the manual action will show it's

feasible and reliable. It quite likely will showthe
opposi te.

MEMBER WALLIS: In that case, you would
say you are not allowed to take this nanual action

CHAI RMAN RCSEN:  Correct.

MEMBER WALLIS: You would do sonething
el se.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Exactly.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Ckay.

VEMBER S| EBER: On the other hand, it
seens to me that the concepts inreactingto emergency
situations or casualty situations are not all that
conmpl ex for the operator. He has a series of things
to do and sone objectives to acconplish, basically

whi ch amount to cooling the core.
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And so when | think about it, the chance
t hat you woul d have t o undo sone manual acti on because
of a further devel opnent of the fire casualty, is not
very likely.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  That's true. And | woul d
-- before we caution -- | woul d caution you, before we
run of f and say that manual actions are not likely to
be credited, that we all fly on airplanes and ot her --
t ake ot her credit for manual actions, we woul dn't want
to fly on an airplane wthout crew nmenbers who are
trained to take nmanual acti ons.

In fact, the manual actions are -- can be
very effective under energency circunstances, and are
relied on at a great deal -- in a great nunmber of
ci rcunst ances.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. KOLACZKOWBKI :  The final two points |
want to make are -- the last bullet on this slide.
This is what the expert elicitation eventually
recoomended -- that 100 percent of the total
denmonstrated tine be the tine margin. So effectively
what you're doing is taking the denonstrated time for
t he action or actions, doublingit, and then conpari ng

to the T, cal cul ati on.
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MEMBER SI EBER: Evenif thetineis short,
where doubling it represents an additional mnuscule
period of tine.

MR. KOLACZKOWSKI: Yes. | nean, a |lot of
the very early actions usually have to do with things
like PORV block valve protection, RCP punp seal
protection, and sone of those do have to be done in
relatively short tinme. But they also -- the actions
t hensel ves, you know, including the diagnostic and
i npl ementation, may only take 10 or 15 m nutes.

So we are tal king about, well, nowyou' ve
got to add another 10 or 15 mnutes, as if it took
that long, and still hopefully show that -- that
that's |l ess than the tine you have to have it done by.

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, what |'m thinking
about is that an action that takes one m nute, so you
double that, it's two m nutes, and when you do that
you say you're okay. But if you fail to do it or run
into a difficulty, the chance that that one extra
m nute of margin will be achieved is small.

MR KOLACZKOWEKI : Ckay. Vell, just
recogni ze, too, though, there's the diagnostictinein
where, which will be added.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR KOLACZKOMNSKI : My | ast --
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MEMBER SI EBER. Wel |, there was a concept
at one time where you were going to say that you
ei ther double it or take some fi xed nunber, whi chever
is larger.

MR, KOLACZKOWBKI : That is correct.

Just as an aside -- and it's the |ast
slide here, and then | think Al ex and Dave want to
make a poi nt about the tinme margin. And this was just
nore coincidence than anything, but -- and also
recogni ze that thi s was devel oped for a very different
purpose. But | think, still, that the coincidence is
ki nd of striking.

I n NEI -00-01, the CGuidance for Post-Fire
Saf e Shut down Anal ysis -- thisis not quite a verbatim
quote, but it's close -- there's a point at which
you're screening out various actions and various
scenarios and saying, "I don't have to anal yze that."
And as part of the process, there's a point in there
where the instructions are to not screen, and during
prelimnary screening, situations involving operation
actions where tinme available is short. That woul d be
our T, less than one hour. And the estimated tinme to
performthe action is greater than 50 percent of the

avail abl e ti me.
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That inplies that a factor of two is at
| east desirabl e between the estimated tinme to act and
the available tinme to act, before deci di ng whet her you
can screen out that actionor not. Andit's just kind
of a coincidence, and | think just striking, that in
provi ding this guidance they felt |i ke having a factor
of two between the tinme it actually takes to perform
and the available tine is a good sort of rule of thunb
to use before you deci de whet her you screen an acti on
out or not.

And the factor of two that we cane up with
inthetime margin| just think is aninteresting and
striking coi nci dence.

Wth that, 1'll leave it with Dave and/ or
Al ex, who | think wants to nake a point, one final
poi nt about the tinme margin.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Ckay. You have four
m nutes to preserve t he gai ns we' ve made t hi s nor ni ng,
or to fritter them away.

MR.  KLEI N: I will -- 1 wll neet the
obj ecti ve.

As indi cated by Suzie at the begi nning of
her introduction, we're going to put a series of
questions in the proposed rule for public coment.

One of these has to do with time margin.
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As you see up here -- I'mnot going to
read this to you -- but what | wanted to | eave you
with is the fact that the staff put together a tine
margin and a -- put a recomended val ue on that time
margin -- on the time factor of two.

Now, that's a strawran. Wat we' re sayi ng
is that that is not our final decision on this.
That's why we've put a question out to -- to the
st akehol ders. We offered that nunber as our best
estimate right now, and we are using that as a basis
to obtain additional stakehol der feedback.

So we' re asking a seri es of questions, and
wi th t he hope that we woul d be able to eventual |y conme
to an agreenent with all stakehol ders on this issue of
the tinme margin and tine factor.

That's all | have to say about that.

MEMBER WALLIS: It seens surprising to ne
that you are sort of at square one here, that there
isn't any ki nd of established net hodol ogy al ready for
this sort of thing. This nust occur all the tinme.
This is the kind of question that arises in many
situations where people have to take tine to take an
action.

' m astoni shed that there isn't sone --

somet hi ng al ready that's standard i n ot her i ndustries
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or somet hi ng about human performance. You shoul d be
starting fromsquare one, as i f no one knows anyt hi ng
about this. And you're saying two m ght be good and
-- there's nothing you can appeal to which is nore
substanti al ?

MR KLEIN. [I'll ask Ray to --

MR. GALLUCCI: Thisis Ray Gallucci agai n.
That was a question that -- there was a fairly
extensive literature search done at the begi nning of
the expert elicitation -- in preparation for the
expert elicitations, and people were contacted who,
you know, worked in industry as well through the
menbers of the panel here. And except for that ANSI
standard, which gave very crude, "Don't do anything
out side the control roomunl ess you have at | east 30

m nut es, " there was not hi ng est abl i shed t hat we f ound.
MR KLEIN. | have nothing nore at this

poi nt .

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, very good. Are we
done with that subject?

MR KLEIN: Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay. W have -- it's 12
mnutes to the hour. W actually gained two nore

m nutes on our program so I'll -- and | said we were

going to take 10 mnutes? ©Ch, five mnutes off the
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15-m nute break. We have a 10-m nute break from2: 48

to 2:58.
(Whereupon, the proceedings in the
foregoing matter went off the record at
2:48 p.m and went back on the record at
2:58 p.m)
CHAl RVAN ROSEN: W' re back after the

br eak.

Al ex, pl ease conti nue.

MR. KLEIN: Thank you. What |'ve put up
on the slide here are sone words, direct |anguage
fromthe draft text for the proposed rule and that's
just to give you an indication of the issue with
respect to detection and suppression that |'m going
to talk with you about.

It provides the key words. You can see
that what we're requiring is on the Il1.G 2(c-1) is
t he actual inplenmenting words, if you will, for
operat or manual actions and the requirenent,
condition if you want to call it that or
requi rement, for the need of detection and
suppression in the fire area.

What | want to make clear is, and we had
sone public coments on this with respect to the

Novenber 2003 Federal Register Notice where we had
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publ i shed that requirement. Sone of the
st akehol ders out there were under the inpression
that the detection and suppression was required in
the area where the nmanual actions take place. The
requirement is for detection and suppression to be
in the area where the fire takes place. It's in the
fire area. | wanted to make that clear

What | want to do is | want to put up a
picture for youto explain, | guess, the relationship
bet ween t he proposed rul e | anguage under I11.G 2(c-1)
and t he exi sting rul e | anguage t hat we have so t hat we
can understand how manual actions and detection and
suppression fits into the overall scheme of the rule
itself.

So what you' ve got on the |eft-hand side
of the pictureis conpliance under I11.G 2(a) whichis
your three-hour fire barrier which is deened to be
robust and acceptable wi thout the need for detection
and suppr essi on.

Then what we have under 111.G 2(b) is the
ot her conpli ance option of 20 feet of separation with
no i nt erveni ng conbusti bl es wit h aut omati ¢ suppr essi on
and fire detectors inthe fire area. W have the very

same thing for I11.G 2(c) except that in lieu of 20
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feet of separation we've got the one-hour fire
barrier.

Now we' re proposi ng under the rule to put
in place an operator manual action with acceptance
criteria under [1l1.P which is a new paragraph in
Appendi x R. You can see that what we've put down is
under the use of operator manual actions in the
111.G 2(c-1), t he requi r enent for automatic
suppressi on systens and fire detectors. Wat we are
trying to denonstrate in this picture is the
consi stency across the requirenents under I11.G 2.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wuldn't it be nore
consi stent to take away t he requi renents for automatic
fire suppression and detection across the boardif you
t hi nk consistency is inportant? Take it away across
the board you are even nore consistent. I n ot her
words, you don't need automatic fire suppression or
detection in any case if you can denonstrate that you
can reliably and feasibly control the fire wth
operator manual acti ons.

MR. KLEIN: | believe that -- I'mtrying
to understand your question, Dr. Rosen.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | knewyou' d have troubl e
withit. It's what | call a bounding question.

MR. KLEIN: Ckay.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Are you suggesting that
to be consistent you need to put operator manual
actions in the col umm where you have fire suppression
systemand fire detection and |I' msayi ng, no, no. To
be consi stent you need to take it out entirely across
t he board and rely only on analysis. In other words,
now you don't have to have any fire suppression with
det ecti on.

You just have to say if you can show ne
with or without a three-hour fire barrier, with a 20-
f oot separation, wthout intervening conbustibles or
across the board if you can show ne that you can take
operator manual actions and neet our acceptance

criteria with reliability, then all of it is even.

MR.  KLEIN: | understand what you're
saying. | believe that one factor, and | will talk
about this in a nmonment, is the concept -- not the

concept but one of the cornerstones that we have with
respect to defense in depth. Let nme go to ny next
sl i de.

What | want to do -- there are a |ot of
words on here but what | want to do is provide you a
little bit of historical background with respect to

why did the Conm ssion back in 1980 when Appendi x R
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was fornul ated put in the requirenment for suppression
and detection in the rule.

You can see |'ve bol ded sone of the words
here and thisis with respect tothe one-hour barrier.
The rule states -- excuse ne, the Federal Register
Notice at the tine states that, "The automatic
suppressions required to ensure pronpt and effective
application of a suppression to a fire that could
endanger shutdown capability.” O course, that al so
equates to the 20 feet of horizontal separation with
no i nterveni ng conbusti bl es.

The history of Appendi x R back then, if
you | ook at the original proposed Appendi x R Feder al
Regi ster Notice you'll note that there was no
di scussi on of four one-hour fire barriers or three-
hour fire barriers. The discussion revol ved around
fire coatings and di scuss automatic suppression and
detection as the primary means of protection for
redundant trains in the fire area.

The staff at thetineinthelate'70s and
bef ore 1980 determ ned that fire coati ngs were not an
adequate fire separation for redundant trains. They
cane back in 1980 and canme out with the final rule
where they issued the one-hour fire barrier with 20

feet of separation in lieu of the fire codings.
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The 1980 Federal Register Notice talks
about what is the best fire protection that could be
provi ded for redundant trains. Basically it cones
down to that the best type of suppression -- excuse
me, the best type of fire protection full redundant
trains consisted of fire barriers. Basically if you
go back to that diagramthat | put up before is the
left side of that picture, the three-hour fire
barrier.

MEMBER WALLIS: Well, | think you woul d
have real difficulty nmaki ng anything other than very
qual i tative argunments that these three things, 20-foot
separation, one-hour fire barrier, and operator manual
actions were sonehow equi val ent.

MR. KLEIN: That's correct. W're not --

MEMBER WALLI S: You' | | have great
difficulty maki ng any kind of argunment on that.

MR KLEIN: Dr. Vallis, we're not
suggesting that they're equival ent.

MEMBER WALLI S: That's what your di agram
is trying to inply, that there is sone equival ence.

MR.  KLEI N: It inplies equival ency but
we' re not suggesting that they are equival ent.

MEMBER WALLIS: You're just |egislating
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Yes, | think it is
| egislated. |If you go back to the prior slide where
you talk about -- you quote rather what's in the

Federal Register for the technical basis for barriers,
that they are inherently reliable. I think those
words are well put. They are inherently reliable but
t hey have cone to nean sonething else. Wuld you go
back to it? | want to focus on those words.

MR. KLEIN. I'm sorry. Wich words --
whi ch slide are you on, sir?

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Twenty-ei ght .

MR. KLEIN: Twenty-eight. Okay. This one
ri ght here.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: They have come to nean
sonmet hing el se other than inherently reliable. The
way we use them they have come to nean perfect.
| nherently reliable for three-hour fire barrier we
basically think it's not going to be pierced.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  For three hours.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: For three hours. In
fact, that isn't true. We know that barrier do get
pi erced. They are not perfect. They have seals in
them and so on. W' ve had experience to know that
they are li ke everything el se. They have a percent age

reliability. Now, granted it's high but it isn't 100
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percent and that's just the point | want to | eave you
with.

MR. KLEIN: | understand. Thank you. To
clarify your comment with respect to penetration seals
and so forth, the requirement is that if a |licensee
were to penetrate a three-hour fire barrier, the
penetration seal s that that |icensee puts in place has
to neet the sane fire resistant rating.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  And t hose seal s are al so
i nherently reliable but they are not perfect.

MR. KLEI N: Correct. That's true. W
accept that. The rationale for why the staff has
proposed to put in fire detectors and automatic
suppression systens under 111.G 2(c-1), as stated
previously a three-hour barrier is considered an
acceptable fire protection feature wi thout detection
and suppr essi on.

| f we consi der operator manual actions as
provi di ng reasonabl e assurance at a | evel conparable
to three hours where we don't put in suppression and
detection, then basically what we are saying is that
t he operator manual action by itself is a sufficient
| evel -- provides a sufficient |evel of defense and

dept h under t he no detecti on and suppr essi on scenari o.
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However, we knowt hat experi ence i ndi cates
that human reliability is not at a | evel provided by
t hree-hour barrier as providing the sole |evel of
defense and depth. As Dr. Rosen pointed out, the
reliability of a three-hour barrier although not 100
percent is considered robust enough by both the
nucl ear industry and the non-nuclear industry to be
consi dered adequate for the protection of --
CHAIl RVAN ROSEN:  But | think you would
agree that there's sone risk --

MR. KLEI N: Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  -- that the three-hour
barrier will be penetrated before three hours. It's
| ow, perhaps even mnimal but it is still there. It
isn't perfect. We're not dealing with inpervious
barriers.

MR KLEIN: That is correct.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | think | would point
out --

MR KLEIN. | agree.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  -- because |'mtryingto

make a poi nt that as you suggest in this material that
you sent to us, SECY-03-0100 nmakes the point that

operator manual actions if they are feasible the
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overall risk increase can be minimal so we are really
dealing with the sane thing.

Whether it's a three-hour barrier or an
operator action, there is some -- for a feasible
operati on sonme of the operator manual actions that nay
be considered will have m nimal risk increase just as
penetration of the three-hour barrier is a mninmal
risk. It's a low probability event. [I'mtrying to
put this thing on sone sort of risk continuumrather
than this is sacred and this is not. Therefore, we
require this for the sacred things and t hings that are
non-sacred we'll think about.

MR. GALLUCCI: This is Ray Gallucci. |If
the three-hour barrier has a certain unreliability,
the one-hour barrier would have a  higher
unreliability. If you were to renmove detection
suppr essi on across t he board, you woul d effectively be
saying three-hour barrier equals one-hour barrier
equal s 20-foot separation.

| don't thinkthat because of therelative
strengths of the different conditions whether they --
al though we call it inplied equivalencies, | don't
think that will be a valid statenent. Simlarly with
t he operator manual actions, | don't believe that in

t he case where you are dealing with the determnistic
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rul e where you are not perform ng HRA that you woul d
want to go in and try to cover all cases by saying
that the reliability based on operator manual actions
is going to be conparable to a three-hour barrier
wi t hout some sort of defense and depth attachedtoit.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Well, | can think of
circunstances into which you would prefer to have
feasi ble and reliabl e operator manual actions rat her
than the three-hour barrier.

MR. GALLUCCI: Yes, | agree and those are
the types of cases that would be handled in the Reg
Qui de 1.174 exenption process or the 50.48(c) where
you would try to -- where you would be relieved of
having to follow determnistic criteria but you are
still faced with within the limts of 11l1.G 2(c) or
[11.G 2, which is where this rul enaking is focused,
you don't have that freedomto just --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: You're talking about
conmpliance and |I' mnot tal ki ng about conpliance. At
the nmonment what |'m talking about is a conceptual
argunment and a di scussion in an open forum where we
are talking about risk, not about conpliance.
Conpliance is required. That is what conpliance is.

[t's a rule.
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Just in talking about it in rationale
ternms one can say we are dealing with a risk
continuum |If an operator manual action is feasible
and reliable, it may be equivalent to a three-hour
fire barrier or better. | think you agreed under
certain circunstances.

VR. GALLUCCI : Under certain
ci rcunst ances, yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: I"m | eaving out the
question. Don't be confused that |I'm not confused,
Ray, about what conpliance is and we shouldn't be
conf used.

MEMBER SIEBER: | think the difficulty is
we don't have risk information so it's hard to make
t hese cat egori cal decisions, howmch i s good enough.
Inthe determ nistic worldyoutry to balance what you
apply to the given situation by the logic of the rule
that you put forward since you don't have risk
i nformati on.

To me the ultimate solution to this kind
of problemis to develop the risk information and make
the rule risk inforned. At this point in the world
that's not feasible in a short period of time so we

are sort of stuck with this |ayered approach and
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assumed equi val ency even though you can't show what
t hat equi val ency is.

| think it's difficult to deny the fact
t hat you do need sone ki nd of def ense-in-depth because
you can't say for certain that every protection
feature whether it's human action or a barrier or
separation distance is going to be effective. You
don't know how effective it's goingto be. It saysto
me that what the staff is doing is not unreasonabl e.

MR. KLEIN: Ckay. Let nme continue on. W
t al ked about the defense-in-depth which is nmy third
bullet here. I'll put up a slide here in a nonent
about defense-in-depth. But the last bullet here,
enhances the ability of the operator to achieve and
mai nt ai n saf e shutdown froma unaffected area through
the pronpt and effective application of fire
suppressant, those are the sanme types of words that
were used -- the pronpt and effective application of
fire suppressant are the sane types of words that the
origi nal Appendi x R FRN used.

Now, the reason why the staff feels that
it could enhance the ability of the operator although
he m ght be conducting that nanual action outside of
the area where the fire takes place is because we

believe that the addition of a detection and

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

89

suppressi on systemwoul d ei t her del ay or prevent, for
exanpl e, spurious actuation caused by a fire inside
t hat room that contains the redundant trains.

So it enhances their ability to perform
t he feasi bl e and rel i abl e manual acti ons by providi ng
addi tional tine as opposed to assum ng that w thout a
suppression systemin there it would take -- the tine
line would take its natural progression as Ellen had
t al ked about before with respect to fire devel opnment
and so forth. In other words, with a fire detection
and automati c suppression systemyou interrupt that
firetinme line if you will.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Now, Alex, is that the
best the staff can do in terns of a reference, this
reference on slide 28, to the Federal Regi ster Notice
that is now 24 years old? |s that the best reference
in the regulatory body for the preference for fire
barriers or is there sonething better? D d you just
pul | that out of your hat because you happened to be
| ooki ng at that Federal Register?

MR. KLEIN: No. Actually --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | woul d recomend t here
are other things to do besides reading 24-year-old
Federal Registers.

MR. KLEIN. And | agree with you.
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MEMBER SI EBER:  Don't you say thenf?

MR. KLEIN: The reason why | pulled this
one out is because | wanted to maintain consistency
with respect to Appendix R W' re tal king about
making a revision to a determnistic rule I11.G 2.
VWhat | want to do is go back into the history of
1. G 2.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: But hasn't this been
updat ed i n any sense and codified in the regul ation as
to the staff's preference or the Commission's
preference for fire barriers after that 24-year-old
Federal Regi ster notice? By the way, Federal Register
notice, notwithstanding the fact that it's in the
Federal Register which is inportant but it's not a
regul ation.

MR. KLEIN: That's correct. 1 understand
what you're saying. However --

CHAl RMAN ROSEN: It'"s not even a reg
gui de.

MR. KLEIN. We have not revi sed any of our
regulations with respect tofire protectioninthree-
hour barriers or fire separation.

CHAl RVAN  ROSEN: You understand ny

difficulty is that quoting a 24-year-old Federal
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Regi ster notice to nme as gospel |eaves nme sonewhat
uni npr essed.

MEMBER WALLIS: Quote a ACRS letter and it
m ght nmake nore sense.

MR. KLEIN. Yes. M attenpt here is to
provi de sone historical background. To directly
answer your question with respect to has the staff
done anything nore with respect to regul ations, the
only change that we've nade to our regulations since
the original issue of Appendix R in 1980 was change
the penetration seal requirenent. | think the
original wording was that it be nonconbustible. That
was changed.

O course, the recent rule change under
50.48(c) which allowed fire protection to be risk
i nf ormed. QO her than that, | cannot point to any
ot her regulation that we've done. W've lived with
this rule now, as you say, for over 20 years so that
is the best that | can do at this point.

MR, VEERAKKCDY: Chai rnman Rosen, are you
aski ng us whether we have anything nore recent and
substantial than a 24-year-old notice as the basis
when we grouped or when we sai d we need detention and
suppression with manual actions or are we solely

relying on sonmething like this as the basis because
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based on your earlier questions with respect to somne
probability of a three-hour fire barrier? | just
wanted to make sure that we convey --

MEMBER WALLI S: | guess we shoul d nove on.
We have established that you have nothing el se to go
on.

MR, WEERAKKODY: No, we do.

MEMBER WALLIS: Ch, you do?

MR. VEERAKKODY: The sole basis of
i ncl udi ng suppressi on and detection as condition for
manual action is not 24-year-old information even
based on the current understanding of HRAs which is
wel I known t hat the human failure probabilities arein
general you have .1s, .2s, you know, that type of
nunbers unl ess you have very highly liable ones Iike
Kevi n pointed out. In sone situations you could have
hi ghly |iabl e ones.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: And the ones | pointed
out .

MR. WEERAKKODY: So it's possible that
t here coul d be a whol e spectrumof those things. The
challenge is the regulation has to color the whole
spectrum and we recogni ze that sone of these nunbers
could be relatively high. In judging whether to

require detection and suppression we had to nake a
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j udgnent as to whether the manual actions would cone
closer in the liability to the three-hour passive
barrier or the other two. W based on our best
j udgnent grouped with the other two.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: Wwell, Sunil, I've
achi eved ny obj ective which was to establish that you
have nothing in the regul ati ons newer than 24 years
old that was in the Federal Register Notice that
basically puts the public and the i ndustry on notice
that fire barriers are inherently reliable so that's
the -- and inplies in that Federal Register Notice, |
guess, that they are preferable.

Maybe nore than inplies. It even says
that. The best fire protection for redundant train.
Well, I"'mnot so sure that is always true. | nade
that point a fewtinmes so pardon ne if | quarrel with
t he Federal Regi ster.

MR. KLEIN. Okay. Let nme go on to the
next slide where | talk about defense in depth. As
Suni | just mentioned, with respect tothereliability
of an operator manual action, despite the fact that
there mght be some specific situations where the
reliability mght be.01, as Sunil indicated, thereis

a whol e spectrum out there
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VWhat we are attenpting to do in addition
to what | stated before is in keeping with one of
t hese corner stones and defense-in-depth is to neet
t hat second bullet whichis to detect, rapidly control
and extingui sh pronptly those fires that do occur. |If
you |look at the way I1l1.G 2(a), (b), and (c) are
structured today, especially (b) and (c), we have
suppression and detection in there as an additi onal
| ayer of defense-in-depth.

That would ultimtely neet that third
bull et for providing protection for structures and
systems and so forth where fire is not pronptly
extingui shed will not prevent the safe shutdown of the
pl ant .

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  You'll understand t hat
t hose of us who have been in debates other than fire
protection about risk anal ysis have heard the refrain
often in those debates that the reason one can't use
risk information in a given circunstance is that it
doesn't preserve defense-in-depth. W are also
uni npressed with that argunent in general.

It needs to be flushed out nuch nore
specifically in order to be given the credence that
t he user of the argunent likes to ascribetoit. It's

al nrost uttered as if it were a religious mantra. In

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

95

fact, it's only a concept so understand that when
we're tal king about the use of risk, which is risk
analysis inthis case, it's surrogate risk anal ysis,
time origin approach, the utterance of the word
def ense-i n-depth has | ess i npact on sone of us t han on
ot hers.

MR. GALLUCCI: This is Ray Gallucci. |
attenpted to do sonething at the fire protection forum
along those lines where | attenpted to in ny mnd --
|"ma risk analyst. Wth your determnistic anal ysis
you are dealing with point estimtes. Wen you get
into defense-in-depth to nme is sonmewhat of a
determnistic way to | ook at uncertainty.

When you tal k about defense-in-depth you
are essentially trying in the determnistic world to
put a pseudo quantitative value on the uncertainty.
| think if you do a pure risk analysis when you
gquantify the uncertainty and if you are confortable
t hat you' ve accounted for it very well, that is a way
of accounting for defense-in-depth in a risk
cal cul ati on.

Unfortunately, unless we deal strictlyin
wor se case analyses | think in a determnistic world
you | ook for a surrogate for this type of uncertainty.

| think innm mindthat is the way | viewthe defense-
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i n-depth concept as a uncertainty type, as a way to
handl e uncertainty in a determnistic world.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: | appl aud you. | think
that is precisely true. What we're tal ki ng about here
when we talk about wuncertainty analysis is using
uncertainty analysistotell you when def ense-in-depth
is appropriate. |If you have a |lot of uncertainty,
then defense-in-depth is really a very inportant
concept and you can trade off uncertainty in defense-
i n-dept h.

| f you have no uncertainty, and | can't
i magi ne such a circunmstance, but if you have none,
t hen defense-in-depth isn't needed. So in the cases
where you have a very easy operator action and hi ghly
reliable, onecouldarguethere's not nuch defense-in-
depth needed. | think that's hel pful.

MEMBER WALLI S: It depends what's in
depth. If you say that you first try to put the fire
out with the suppression system if it doesn't work
your defense is the operators can fix things up. |If
the operators are the defense-in-depth, that's one
thing but if the operators are the primry response
and the automati c suppression systemis the defense-

i n-depth, then you have a different rationale.
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| think the way he's looking at it is the
aut omati ¢ suppression systemis the primary response
and the operator action is the defense-in-depth. |If
it doesn't work, the operators can do sonething.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  That' s one way to | ook at

MR. KLEIN: | certainly agree with you,
Dr. Rosen, that there are some specific situations
where the requirenment, if you will, for suppression
and detection m ght be over and above because you' ve
got a highly reliable operator manual action.

MEMBER WALLI S: You'd have difficulty
explaining to the public why if you have a fire you
shouldn't try to suppress it.

MR KLEIN: |'msorry?

MEMBER WALLI S: | think you' d have
difficulty explaining to the public why if you have a
fire you should not detect and suppress it, or at
| east try to.

MR KLEIN: That's correct.

MEMBER WALLI S:  You shoul d just |eave it
and wait for the operators to do sonething doesn't
sound like a very rational thing to do.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: That's not what [|'m

suggesting at all.
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MEMBER WALLI S: Aren't you? You're saying
do away with suppression and detection. Isn't that
what you're sayi ng?

CHAI RMAN RCSEN: No, no, no.

MEMBER WALLI S: Isn't that what you're
sayi ng?

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  |' msayi ng credit manual
action.

MEMBER WALLIS: Well, let's nove to the
next thing. This one here.

MR. KLEIN: This is another picture if --

MEMBER WALLI S: | thought you were
applying this, that you do away wi th t he suppression.

MR. KLEIN: This shows the scenari o where
there is no automatic suppression in the scenario
wher e you have oper at or nanual acti ons wi th accept ance
criteria. Again, we understand this is a picture and,
again, with inplied equival encies that there is sone
sort of inplied gap there in terns of protection.

One thing | want to point out is that in
all of the current sections under II1.G 2(a), (b), and
(c) we have fire protection features in place. the
three-hour firebarrier onthelll.G 2(a) is a passive
fire protection feature. Onthe lll.G 2(b) we have a

conbi nati on of passive and active fire protection
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features. Onthelll.G 2(c) we have a conbi nati on of
passive and active fire protection features.

Now, if you nove to the fourth columm on
the right onthe Ill.G 2(c) with no suppression, what
you're left with basically is no fire protection
feature. You areleft with an operator nanual action.

MEMBER WALLI S: That was sort of ny point.
You woul d be doi ng away wi th any response to the fire
at all and just relying on the operator.

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, even worse t han t hat
if you are relying on the one-hour fire barrier to be
detection and suppression, then that one-hour fire
barrier is going to fail.

MR. KLEIN: That's right.

MEMBER WALLI S: So we mi ght go along with
your argument. It's a qualitative way.

MR. KLEIN: It's a qualitative argunent.
That's right. Because this issue is sonmewhat
controversial wth the stakeholders, what we've
attenpted to do is to ask a question in the FRN to
pronmote sonme discussion and feedback from our
st akehol ders.

Because the staff is of the opinion that
suppression and detection should be a requirenent

under operator manual actions, we framed the question
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insuch away that it asked the question with respect
to automatic versus fixed fire suppression because
there's adifference. Onthe lll.G 2 the requirenent
calls for automatic suppression.

I f you look under 111.G 3, which is an
alternative to I11.G 2 where you can't adequately
protect your redundant trains, the |icensee then has
t he opti on of puttingin an alternate shutdown system
That under 111.G 3 requires afixed suppression system
withfire detectors. So we've asked t he question wi th
respect to --

MEMBER WALLI S: What's the difference? A
fi xed one sonmeone has to open a valve?

MR. KLEIN:. That's correct. 1In a fixes
suppression system the piping network is in place.
The automatic actuation feature is not there. Some
human error action is required.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN:  Way don't you ask the
guestion nore broadly rather than just say because we
bel i eve that automatic suppression and detection is
required with I11.G 2?

MEMBER WALLI S:  Why woul d you ever want it
to be fixed because they are automatic, aren't they?
Are there sprinklers that are not automatic?

MR KLEIN: Yes, there are sone.
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MEMBER SI EBER: There are nozzles inthere
that don't --

MEMBER WALLI S: Way woul d you ever want it
to be fixed and not automatic?

MR.  KLEIN: There are some systens --
well, we don't want it that way. The proposed rule
| anguage right now calls for automatic suppression.
We are asking for --

CHAI RMAN  ROSEN: I appl aud  your
wi | lingness to ask the question about 111.G 3 but | am
suspicious that you don't want to ask it about
I11.G 2. Wiy don't you ask the question about 111.G 2
as well?

MR. KLEIN: | suspect, Dr. Rosen, that we
are goi ng to get comments regardl ess of howwe ask t he
guesti on.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: | understand but aren't
you trying to fix the gane by the questions you ask?
Kind of |ike these polls they take about who's goi ng
to wn.

MR. KLEIN: Not necessarily. 1 think that
the i ntent here, the reason why we franmed t he questi on
the way we di d i s because the technical staff's beli ef

at this point for the proposed rule --
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CHAI RVAN RCSEN: | know what t he t echni cal
staff believes but aren't they willing to test that

bel i ef at | east by asking the question? Are they that

timd?

MR KLEIN. We're not timd.

MEMBER Sl EBER: W may not be at that
stage yet but in the process. You put out your

hypot hesi s. You get comments fromeverybody and t hen
the analysis to decide where it is you want to be
follows those two things. W are not to that point
yet as | understand it.

MEMBER WALLI S: You're sinply asking
people to respond. That's all you're doing.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: But you have to ask the
broader question in order to get a fair response.

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, the strawman i s out
t here no doubt.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Who knows? You m ght get
a response that people agree with your point of view
You m ght even get that fromACRS. O at |east added
conment s.

MR. KLEIN: We're hoping for a positive
response from you.

At this point that ends ny di scussionw th

respect to suppression and detection. Wat | would
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like to dois to pass it over to Leslie who will talk
about the reg analysis. Are we on tinme?

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  That's real |l y wonder f ul
actually. Twelve minutes nore ahead so | appreciate
t hat .

MEMBER WALLIS: Let NEI spend the tinme on
a nultitude of slides.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Lesl i e.

MEMBER WALLIS: |I'mreally interested in
what a reactor wuniverse is. This is where the
reactors have taken over the universe?

M5. KERR | play a |lot of video ganes.
My nane is Leslie Kerr and this is ny first tinme in
front of the ACRS so thank you for having me. [|I'm
going to present the results, or a summary of the
results of operator nmanual actions regulatory
anal ysi s.

We'll ook at the alternatives that were
considered in the reg analysis. W'IlIl also | ook at
sone of the baselines that were conpared to the
al ternatives. We'll |ook at the reactor universe
which is just the universe of reactors that we think
could be affected by the alternatives.

We'll look at the quantitative cost and

savi ngs associated with the alternatives. Finally
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we'll conpare the cost and savings and al so bring in
the qualitative attributes that could be affected by
the proposed rule. Finally, | wll present the
preferred alternative in the reg anal ysis.

The alternatives are the no action or no
rul emaki ng al ternative. Under this alternative manual
actions for Part 50, Appendix RI11.G 2 woul d not be
permtted without a 50.12 exenption. The no action
alternative woul d require any |l i censees who are not in
conpliance to come inmediately into conpliance with
current regul ations or submt a 50.12 regulation --
exenmption, I'msorry, if they are not inconpliance.
The regul atory gui dance --

MEMBER WALLI S: Now, | wunderstand they
haven't been doing that for 15 years and now you are
going to suddenly require it?

MEMBER SI EBER:  Sone have, sone haven't.

M5. KERR® W don't believeit's -- we're
not sure.

MEMBER WALLI S: Does "no action" mean
doi ng busi ness as usual or does it nean enforcingthe
rule as it stands?

M5. KERR The latter, enforcing the rule

as it stands.
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MEMBER WALLI S: So it's not really no
action. It's really believing what you said before
and making it happen.

M5. KERR Right. Under our regul atory
anal ysi s gui delines we cannot give credit for com ng
into conpliance with an existing rule so no action
nmeans they would come into conpliance with all
exi sting rules and regul ati ons.

The regulatory guidance alternative is
simlar to the no rul emaking alternative except we
woul d put out a new regul atory gui dance whi ch woul d
clarify the current rules as there seens to have been
sone confusion follow ngthe Appendix RII11.G 2 rul es.

MEMBER WALLI S: Was t he conf usi on yours or
the |icensee?

M5. KERR:  Per haps bot h.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Concl usi on and conf usi on.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: More |ikely confusion
t han col | usi on.

M5. KERR:  The proposed rul e alternative
is what we've been tal king about today for the nost
part which is to revise the existing regulations to
allow I'll.G 2 manual actions that neet the generic
acceptance criteria that have been presented.

Docunentati on of those manual actions
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woul d be required. 50.12 exenptions would still be
required for 111.G 2 manual actions that do not neet
these criteria.

In accordance with the NRC s regul atory
anal ysi s gui delines the baseline -- the main baseline
is required and that assunes that there is full
conpliance with existing regulations. W felt that
this may not be the nost realistic scenario so we did
two i ndustry practices baseline. Actually, this slide
isalittle off.

We did one industry practices baseline
with interim enforcement discretion and we did one
wi thout interimenforcenent discretion. Gven that
interi menforcenent discretionis not in place today,
that is the nost realistic baseline and that is what
|'m presenting as a conparison to the alternatives
t oday.

Here is the reactor universe. The total
uni verse that could be affected by our alternatives
are the 52 pre-January 1, 1979 power reactors. W
split these reactors into present and future actions
that they could possibly take. O the 52 total
reactors we assunmed that 14 reactors could take

i edi at e advant age of t he proposed generi c accept ance
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criteria and docunment conpliance with those criteria
rat her than cone into conpliancewithcurrent 111.G 2.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  That woul d nean that the
ot hers woul d not ?

M5. KERR Right.

MEMBER WALLI S:  The 38 or sonet hi ng woul d
not be able to neet the criteria?

M5. KERR® W also split it. W assuned
sone were already in compliance with I11.G 2 today as
it stands. Sonme would still have to submt 50.12
exenption request.

MEMBER SI EBER: And the third cat egory you
woul d sonmewhat have to nodify the plant.

MS. KERR That's correct. W assune sone
woul d have to nodify their plants.

MEMBER S| EBER. Because they can't neet
even the new rul e.

M5. KERR  Correct. The future | ooking
ahead after the i nmedi ate af fect of the proposed rule
we assune that five reactors per year over the next 30
years wi || docunment manual actions rather than submt
an exenption request or nmake plant nodifications so
they can actually build Il1l1.G 2 manual actions into

their plans in the future.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Wher e do we get t hese 150
react ors?

M5. KERR |'msorry?

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Ch, | see. Fivereactors
per year over the next 30 years. You nmultiplied the
two and said there nust be 150 reactors.

M5. KERR:  Oh.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: | guess you're saying
that sone reactors may do it nore than once.

M5. KERR:  Correct.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | don't understand this.
Do t hey have any option or they are not in conpliance?
Don't they have to do sonething?

MEMBER SI EBER: They have t o do sonet hi ng.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So how can they wait?

M5. KERR Well, the future includes al
the reactors. It includes the total universe reactor
as they go forward and make plans for their plants in
the future. It could even be sone of the 14 reactors
that take i mediate action could in the future take
advant age again of the --

MEMBER WALLI S:  The purpose of theruleis
to make sure they conply with regulations. Isn't it?

M5, KERR: Correct.
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MEMBER WALLI S: So doesn't it go into
effect right away? Don't they have to then conply?
They can't wait for 30 years to conply.

M5. KERR Right. Andthis is not waiting
for 30 years. These are to deal with new i ssues that
come up in the future.

MEMBER WALLI S: | f new issues cone up,
they will take down the fire barriers or sonething
and, therefore, they will have to --

MEMBER SI EBER: O di scover that the fire
barriers aren't what they thought they were.

MEMBER WALLI S: The barriers will decay in
some way.

MEMBER SI EBER. O sone test will cone out
and say, "Gee, this isn't as good as we thought."

M5. KERR: O technol ogy coul d change.

MEMBER WALLIS: Fires will get hotter.

MEMBER SI EBER: O they discover a cable
in the wong pl ace.

M5. KERR: Correct. Now, we'll tal k about
the cost and savings associated with the proposed
rul e.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | thought the objective
here was to bring everyone into conpliance, not to

make assunptions about who's going to do sonethi ng.
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Aren't you trying to solve the problem of
nonconpliance? Isn't that what you're trying to do?

M5. KERR: | believe we are trying to
t hat, but al so account for the fact that this rule has
benefits in the future as well.

MEMBER WALLI S: Wll, | have a lot of
trouble with al nost everything the staff presents and
the staff is presenting sort of alternative sol utions
without telling us very clearly up front what the
probl emis and what woul d be an accept abl e sol ution so
we get lost as to what you're proposing is going to
sol ve the probl embecause we' ve | ost track of what the
probl em was.

Dave, are you going to pull it al
toget her at the end and say, "This is the problemwe
face today and this is why what we're doing is going
to solve it. Here is going to be an acceptable
solution and this is when it's going to be achi eved. "

MR. GALLUCCI: This is Ray Gallucci. Iet
me offer that | went through the reg analysis and
tried to do a sinplification as well for nyself.
think a |l ot of these questions, the nature of the reg
anal ysi s requires that the basel i ne assune conpl i ance
so all the things that you woul d normal | y expect to be

included in the reg analysis which is comng into
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conpl i ance has al ready been subsuned i nthe definition
of the base case and that is an idiosyncracy of the
way these regul atory anal yses are done.

One woul d have to -- in order to quantify
t hose, you woul d have t o assunme nonconpl i ance and t hen
you woul d basically have to do a baseline that is not
the baseline that is normally in these reg anal yses.
This is a quote in the reg anal yses that you have to
-- the NUREGQ BR says you have to assune all state and
federal regulations are being followed. Leslie,
correct neif |I'mwong, but because of the nature of
t his anything the plants would have done as a result
of no rul emaki ng to conme i nto conpliance being either
they submitted exenptions or they did plant
nodi fications is not costed when you do the delta
calculation. [It's an idiosyncracy of the way these
anal yses are done.

M5. KERR: It's not costed into the nean
baseline but that's why we went to an industry
practice baseline so that we could assune that some
plants are currently out of conpliance so we can
capture the benefits of coming into conpliance, the
cost and the benefits, as well as the cost and
benefits going into the future. | believe we are

sol ving the probl em
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MEMBER WALLI S: Wy are you doi ng cost and
benefits if they already are not neeting regul ati ons?

M5. KERR |'msorry?

MEMBER WALLIS: Wiy are you doing cost
benefit analysis if they are not neeting regul ati ons?
It's not a conpliance issue? It's sonethingelselike
a back-fit type issue or what is it?

MR THOVAS: Maybe | can take this one.
Brian Thomas, Section Chief of the Reg Analysis
Section, NRR The policy is that for any generic
action, be it a generic letter, be it a proposed
nodi fied regul ati on, you have to establish sonme sort
of a cost benefit benchmark fromwhich the Comm ssion
woul d make a judgment as to the feasibility of going
forward with that action.

Yes, technically speak we have det er mi ned
that licensees are not inconmpliance wth the
regul ation. That is the fundanmental probl emand so we
are trying to make them fix that problem That's
basically the technical issue.

MEMBER WALLIS: It seens to me there are
two things. If it's a conpliance issue, they are not
playing the | aw, then presune that they have to obey
the law. If it's a question of how should we nodify

the law in sonme way, then you can | ook at cost and
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benefits but it seens to be very clear if they are not
obeying the |l aw, are you going to now nodify the | aw
so they can obey it? Is that what you' re going to do?

MEMBER SI EBER No.

MEMBER WALLI S: Wuld you mnd just
talking in layman's terns in some way here?

MEMBER SIEBER: | think a way to | ook at
it one of the alternatives is to not have a proposed
rule and to send in the inspectors.

MEMBER WALLI S: Just make them obey the
rul e.

MEMBER Sl EBER: There will be lost of
enforcenent actions and so forth and that has a cost

associated with it.

MR. QUALLS: Well, it's not just that,
sir. It's the fact that -- ny nanme is Phil Qualls.
' man ex-inspector out of Region V. | work at NRR
t hese days, fire protection engineer. 1t's not just

the fact they are in nonconpliance, yes. There are
m ssing barriers where they are using manual acti ons.
What we are attenpting to do is codify the existing
practice where we were approving exenption requests
for alot of these manual actions t hroughout the ' 80s.

VMEMBER SI EBER: To neke it nore effici ent.
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MR, QUALLS: To nake it nore efficient and
to all ow manual actions that can be perfornmed. In
many cases barriers will probably still have to be
install ed. But from what 1've heard from sone
i ndustry personnel in recent nonths, | queried one
recently and he told ne it cost at his facility to
install a thermal-lag barrier it cost themsonething
i ke $5, 000 i ncl udi ng t he engi neeri ng work per |inear
f oot .

MEMBER SI EBER: That's about right.

MR, QUALLS: Wen you start |ooking at
t hose kind of nunbers, sonetinmes manual actions if
they are feasible, performable, and safe are a very
cost effective option and we are just trying to all ow
licensees the option of an additional option to
performa safe --

MEMBER WALLIS: Thisislike--1'"mtrying
to sort this out. |'ve got students drinking on
canpus. They are not in conpliance with the | awthat
says, "Thou shall not drink if you' re under --

MEMBER SI EBER:  Under 21.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Under 21. And so | say,
well, I want to codify the existing practice. | want
to sonehowtwi st the lawso it lets themdrink in the

way t hey have been drinking.
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MEMBER SI EBER  You want to issue a new
birth certificate.

MEMBER WALLIS: O | want to issue sone
sort of permission to drink as long as it's in a
fraternity or as long as there is sonebody there or
sonmething like that. 1Is that what you' re doi ng?

MEMBER SI EBER No.

MR. WEERAKKODY: | just want to clarify
something. | think inadvertently some of the nessage
we are conveying is not com ng out right. What we are
trying to do is when we recogni ze that based on our
interpretation of therulethat sone |icensees are out
of conpliance and this didn't happen 15 years ago.

The manual actions were in place about 15
years ago but it was only in about 2002 we confronted

the i ssue and we realized that based on the position

we took in 2002 there's a nunber of I11.G 2 manual
actions that are out of conpliance. | just wanted to
clarify that. It's not like we knew there were

nonconpl i ances 15 years ago.

Now, when we made that decision in 2002
t hat based on the OGC and CI D position that there are
no conpl i ance out there, we had a coupl e of choices in
front of us. It was like a fork in the road. One

choice was to tell the licensees that, "You guys
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unl ess you ask our approval, send us exenpti on request
and get us to revi ews and approval those requests, you
have a problem ™

The other option was to convey to the
licensees the criteriathat we woul d use i n our review
process and then give themto the |icensee through a
rul emaki ng and get themto make that judgment. In
2002 the decision was nmade that it's nore efficient
and it's nore resource intensive to codify these
criteria and convey to the industry so that they could
conply. | just wanted to nake that cl ear because the
other route we could have taken in 2002 was to tell
everybody to send us exenptions. O herw se --

MEMBER WALLIS: So if | bring it into ny
worl d, the analogy of a student drinking is really
raw. |It's to extrene. |It's nore |ike the case of
what students are allowed to use as references on
t ake- hone exans. You're not allowed to use any
reference material.

They say, "Routinely we use t he books t hat
we used in the course.” So we start saying, "Onh,
well, that's not a bad thing. That will be okay. W
really were permtting that by exenption.” So you're
clarifying these exenptions which are reasonable so

you don't have exenptions all the time --
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MR THOVAS: That's correct.

MEMBER WALLIS: -- making it clear what
t he ground rul es shoul d be for what you're allowed to
do --

MR WEERAKKODY: Exactly.

MEMBER WALLI S:  -- rather than | ooki ng at
each case i ndividually and say, "This student used 10
books fromso and so. That really is too many." It
beconmes so fuzzy that you are trying to make it cl ear.
I s that what you're doi ng?

MR. THOVAS: If | can take that back to
t he discussion about safety earlier when we talked
about mai ntai ning safety, to sone degreethisruleis
being put in place so that we would -- in away it's
a precautionary neasure to preclude any further --
well, tomaintainsafety, if youw ||, and to precl ude
any further abuse of the law, if you wll.

Any future degradation of safety, okay?
And mai ntain safety froma safety standpoint. That's
my wordi ng of what we are doing with this rule. But
at the sanme tinme, too, it's providing -- yes, it is
providing a basis fromwhich we will -- we think we'll
have a nore effective efficient --

MEMBER WALLIS: | think because of the

nature of this arcane regulatory world, | think you
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have to put it in terms that the public wll
understand so that they can realize whether you are
dealing with a student drinki ng probl emtype thing but
they are breaking the | aw, or whether you are doing
sonething quite different whichis clarifying sort of
exceptions which are perfectly reasonable and don't
affect safety.

You have to mmke it perfectly clear.
O herwi se, you may be m sunder st ood or m srepresent ed.
Take it out of this regulatory framework and frame it
insome terns that the average citizen can under st and
and believe that you're doing the right thing.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Leslie, you're going to
have to wap it up here in the next five mnutes and
give David his five m nutes.

M5. KERR Ckay. WwW'll try. GCkay. So
onto cost and savi ngs. The |icensee's cost would
include -- of the proposed rule nowis what the cost
and savings | 'mreferring to. The licensee cost would
be to document conpliance wth the acceptance
criteria.

We used an industry estinmate of $300 for
t hat . Savi ngs or avoi ded cost include decrease in
50. 12 exenption request. Again, an industry estimte

of $2,500 per request. And also a decrease in plant
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nodi fi cations where we used a conservati ve esti mate of
$250, 000 per nodification.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | guess | can read ahead.
You're going to claimthere's going to be a savi ngs by
doing this.

M5. KERR:  Correct.

VMEMBER WALLI S: Is there anything here
t hat says you' ve gained anything in safety?

MEMBER SI EBER:  No, you don't. But you
don't | ose anything either.

MEMBER WALLI S: The only reason you're
doing this is really because of safety. lIsn't it?
You're doing it --

M5. KERR. We're doing it --

MEMBER WALLIS: -- for cost here.

MR. THOVAS: The reg analysis dovetails
t he techni cal basis, the technical issueitself which
is, as was previously discussed, being done for
efficiency and clarification purposes.

MEMBER WALLIS: Is there some benefit in
public safety which ultimately ought to have a dol | ar
val ue?

MEMBER SI EBER No.

MR. THOVAS:. The reg anal ysis -- the focus

of the reg analysis is just on the rul emaki ng and
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you' ve got to |l ook at the technical issue that's being
chall enged in the rul emaking itself which is --

MEMBER WALLI S: So you're in the
regul atory worl d.

MR THOVAS: W're in the regulatory
wor | d.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  And there i s no one here
fromthe staff to argue any side of this that this
suggestion can inprove safety in some respect?

MR. WEERAKKODY: The only thing | can say
is there could be basically againin safety because we
are qualifying the criteria and nmaking our
expectations very, very clear. That could be a gain
in safety. But if you go back to the purpose of the
rule because it's not driven by safety. W have
al ways said that we have enough instrunents and
processes out there today to maintain plant safety.

M5. KERR And we do discuss the
regul atory efficiency or clarifying regulations as a
qual itative benefit in the reg analysis rather than a
quantitative. These are just the quantitative cost
savi ngs.

MEMBER WALLIS: | guess I'Il believe the

nunmbers you' ve got there. Wen you get to slide 42,
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maybe soneone shoul d spend sone tine, maybe not now,
on the quality perception part, the last bullet.

M5. KERR  Yes.

MEMBER WALLI S: I think this is hanky
panky this dollar bit but if there is sone nmeasure in
terms of howthis is affecting safety, that's really
what | think the public is interested in.

MS. KERR kay. Did you want to go
there? Do you want ne to continue with the slides?

MEMBER SIEBER: | think if you' re goingto
catch up it would be a good place to do it.

M5. KERR Okay. Let ne just say that NRC
al so has sonme cost and savings. The cost is to
prepare the regulatory guidance. Savings includes
decreasing the NRCrevi ewof 50.12 exenption request.
When you conpare it with the industry practices
w t hout enforcenent discretion, baseline, there are
net costs and savi ngs associ ated with each alternative
and these are presented at the 7 percent discount
rate. No action, no rul emaking alternative net cost
iszero. Revisingregul atory gui dance alternative net
cost is $42, 240.

MEMBER WALLI'S: The inplications of all
t hese actions are exactly the sane.

M5. KERR: They are all neutral. Correct.
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MEMBER WALLIS: Al the sanme?

M5. KERR: Yes. The reg analysis is
safety neutral .

MEMBER WALLI'S: So no action is just the
sane application -- inmplication for safety as your
rule alternative?

M5. KERR: Wl |, we only considered safety
inthe sensethat if therules are clarified, that my
be --

VMEMBER WALLI S: It nust be a safety
benefit.

M5. KERR | guess that's not for nme to
say as a reg anal yst.

MR. THOMAS: Again, | think to maintain
the current | evel of safety and to preclude any future
depl etion of safety. If in effect we were to not
revise the rule and | eave things as they are, the
staff would experience a significant anount of
exenption request, if you wll. From a safety
standpoi nt we think through that nethod safety woul d
still be maintained.

MR, QUALLS: Yes, this is Phil Qualls
agai n. Just a brief note on safety. W tried to
wite this rule to mke it safety neutral from

conpliant with manual actions to conpliant with the
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fire barriers has all provided an adequate |evel of
pl ant safety. W provided the criteria, though,
because what we were finding on inspections two,
three, four years ago were | ack of procedures i n many
cases, lack of staffing, |lack of training.

If you look at it from a net safety
st andpoi nt fromwhere we were several years ago, yes,
by bringing into sone standard for the nmanual actions
there should be a net gain in safety. But if you are
conmparing safety from one conpliance option to
another, we attenpted to nmake that safety neutral

MS. KERR: kay, finally, the proposed
rule alternative, again, when conpared with the
i ndustry practices as they stand today, there was a
net savi ngs of roughly $17, 000.

MEMBER WALLI S: Once we save thi s nobney we
can spend it on sonething el se?

M5. KERR: That's not for nme to say
ei t her.

MEMBER SIEBER: G ve it back to the rate
payers.

M5. KERR:  Again, | presented the sane
results at the 3 percent discount rate.

MEMBER WALLI S: How many years is this

spread over?
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M5. KERR: Thirty years.

MEMBER WALLI S: How nuch of it goes to the
Gover nnment ?

M5. KERR: Let nme | ook here. Hold on.

MEMBER WALLI S: Savi ng the Governnment 10
mllion bucks.

M5. KERR. It's a conbination of both.

MEMBER S| EBER: I[t's the industry that
saves the noney.

M5. KERR Right. The majority of the
savings is to industry but sonme of it goes to NRC
Here is the final slide. The proposed rule
alternative is the preferred alternative in the
regul at ory anal ysi s because, as we | ooked at t he cost,
the quantitative cost, it reduces both NRC and
i censee net cost.

As far as the qualitative attributes, it
i nproves regulatory efficiency or clarification of
regul ation. Again, | think we've discussed that a |l ot
here. | won't go into it further unless you would
like to.

Public perception. This onel believe has
bot h posi ti ve and negati ve connotations. The positive

one, of course, we di scussed as the public perceiving
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the NRC and the |licensees as foll owi ng a nmuch cl earer
set of rules.

The negative one that we considered is
that if thereis a perception, not necessarilyreality
but a perception that manual actions are | ess safety
and automatic type of fire protection, then public
perception or confidence could be decreased. In the
end we deci ded that the cost savings and i nprovenents
in efficiency outweighed the negati ves.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay, Leslie. Thank you
very much.

Davi d, you' ve got, | estinmate, two m nutes
now before you are cutting into our ganes.

MEMBER SIEBER: We'd |ike to reduce that
in half.

MR. DIEC. How about if | try one m nute?

MEMBER SI EBER:  Very good.

MR. DIEC. Mst of the text that we put
forward for the public information before we canme
bef ore you was one tine or another discussed by Al ex
so in the interest of public interaction with the
commttee, |'mnot going to go through step by stepto
tal k about each one of them

But mainly going through this fairly

qui ckly, we are introducing the existing Il1.G 2(c)
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with the entry into different option for wusing
operator manual action as Il11.G 2(c-1). That is the
fourth option in the Il1.G 2 section area.

The new section P di scuss about what we
mean operator manual action and the requirenment of
using it by satisfying the list of criteria including
anal ysi s, procedures and training, inplenmentation, and
adm nistration. Basically those are the words that
are made avail able to the public and they are i ncl uded

as part of the discussion for the record.

Wth
t hat --

CHAI RMVAN RCSEN:  Ch, boy. That was very
qui ck. I think I would Iike you to go back two

sl i des. You stuck a couple of words in here that
al nost nothing was discussed at all and those words
are, "lncluding security event."

MR DIEC. Right.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Under Item 1.

MR DI EC Let nme --

CHAlI RVAN ROSEN:  |'s that t he only gui dance
we' ve got here? This is a remarkably conpl ex subj ect
to add to another conplex subject with only those
wor ds.

MR. DI EC. Right.
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MS. BLACK: | thought Cathy Haney was
going to address that but |I think |I can take care of
it since she doesn't seemto be here anynore. Wen
this rul e was beingwitten there were questi ons about
how we address the safety and security interface in
our regulatory framework and it is still under
di scussi on.

This is nore or | ess a pl acehol der because
you can either put these requirements in the security
rul e so when sonething is changed in the safety part
of the license that the inplications for the security
pl an have to be considered or vice versa. |If you put
it in Part 50, there are nmany places |ike 50.59,
50. 90.

The Division of Regulatory | nprovenents
thought it was best to put a placeholder in this
regul ation to show that we are thinking about safety
security interface but not necessarily have we at this
poi nt decided exactly how to take care of it.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Well, | think that is
very clear, Susan. The inclusion here of this matter
woul d conplicate fire anal ysis required substantially.
Fromthat reviewthen we woul d need a whol e | ot nore.
We do need a whole | ot nore guidance in this area of

how to do this either here or in some other place.
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| f you don't do that, then it understates
the inmportance of this issue dramatically. Just
throwing in that phrase can't capture for anyone,
certainly not for a nenber of the public just hownuch
nore conplicated this would be.

VWhat | thi nk we need to under stand as ki nd
of a given for this discussion that there will be
further gui dance about howthe security issues will be
used when one tried to do an operator manual actions
calculation | guess in sonething other than the
construct we've had in front of us because we can't
reviewit here. It's not here. R ght?

M5. BLACK: That's correct. And in fact,
in putting it into the time mrgin, it may be
sonet hi ng that eventual | y woul d need to be included in
that, but as | see it, as long as you have the
avail abl e security force, if you feel you need a
security officer to go along with this person, it
shouldn't effect the time nmargin as long as that
person is available at the tine this is needed.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, nowyou' re getting
into the details. Al | wanted to do is point out
that it's not here.

M5. BLACK: Exactly.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN: And that if it were here,
we would probably have to close the session to
properly protect classified information.

M5. BLACK: Exactly, and | certainly don't
know enough to talk about it. |1've probably already
told you nore than | know about the subject and it
wi Il be a subject that will cone before the Comm ttee,
|"msure, inits ow right, as opposed to --

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  So if the ACRS were to
wite a letter about this, it probably will need to
say that this discussion does not include the inpact
of security events because there's no gui dance of f of
here and that nust be provi ded separately.

MEMBER WALLI S: But it has to be
considered. |If it's an internal person who sets the
fire the same person might well renove the |adder
which is needed to go up and --

CHAl RVAN RCSEN: O worse, or do worse
t han renove the | adder

MEMBER WALLI S: He doesn't need to do
worse, just do a few sinple things.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  So | t hi nk what one needs
to understand is that this needs to be acconpanied in

sone way with a careful set of guidance and properly
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cl assified venues on howto deal with security i ssues
and so ny only comment on this slide. Now, go ahead.

MR DIEC. Okay, | guess | went through
this slide as well, talking about procedures and
trai ni ng.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | did want to reinforce
t he comment | made about denonstration. This is Item
D on your Slide 47. | hope you take notes about that
because it isn't clear to ne what a licensee is
supposed to do. |If he has many nmanual acts, is he to
denonstrate each of them each year or sone of them
each year? And | heard the answer is well, you ought
to take a representative sanple, you ought to take the
nost chal | engi ng one, but that's no place in any of
this guidance that | could find.

MR. DIEC. Certainly, this is the area
that we're going to go back and | ook at it and per haps
discuss this issue a little bit further in the reg
anal ysis environnment rather than the textual itself.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: In the reg analysis
envi ronnent ?

MR DIEC. |I'msorry, in the reg guides.

MEMBER SI EBER:  You anti ci pate a reg gui de

that goes along with this.
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MR. DI EC. Yeah, the reg guides is al ready
a part of the package that we forwarded to you.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  But t here' s not hi ng about
denonstration in terns of --

MR. DI EC Correct, it talks about
denonstration but not to the extent that you are
aski ng questi ons.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, of course, and |
nmean, in the reg guide, you have to answer the
guestions, certainly answer the questions that conme up
while we're fornmulating it. You may have other
guestions you'll have to answer | ater, but that seens
an obvi ous one.

MEMBER S| EBER:  That' s an i nportant point,
by the way because the reason why we're here is
because Appendix R wasn't clear. And so now you're
poi nting out that there's parts of this newrul e that
aren't clear and it's not in the reg guide.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN:  And we're goi ng to have
interpretations of exenptions --

MEMBER Sl EBER: Before we're done,
everything ought to be clear. You know, all these
| oose ends need to be picked up.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Al'l right, thank you very

much. M. Emerson of Nucl ear Energy Institute has the
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floor nowand we'll try to accord himthe 20 m nutes
we' ve prom sed him

MEMBER SI EBER: Sl ide show?

MR. EMERSON: |'m Fred Enmerson fromthe
Nucl ear Energy Institute. Joining ne here are Dennis
Henneke from Duke Energy who is a PRA expert with a
| ot of experience infire PSA and on iy right is Jeff
Ert man fromProgress Energy wi t h many years experi ence
in fire protection and safe shutdown at several
nucl ear plants. W appreciate the opportunity to talk
to the ACRS and present at |east briefly the industry
perspectives on what the staff is proposing. [I'l
start off with a summary slide. The -- in our view,
where we started with this two years ago, we started
down the rul emaki ng path to address this issue.

The staff proposed an i nspecti on gui dance
inl think it was March 2003, a set of feasibility or
acceptance criteria to achieve the desired goals for
assuring the feasibility and reliability of nanual
actions. And generally we agreed with that, it
appeared li ke it was a reasonabl e set of expectations
for anyone who was going to rely on manual actions to
have to address when he did it.

Since that time there have been a nunber

of changes as this rul emaki ng has progressed anong
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which are the automatic suppression and the tine
margin factor. W don't feel that these inprove
safety. They just add an wunnecessary |ayer of
conservati smand don't really inprove safety at all.
The third itemhas to dowith the security events that
Dr. Rosen brought up a m nute ago.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  You feel that they don't
i nprove safety. Is this on the basis other than your
feel i ngs about why they don't inprove safety? Wy is
it -- surely automatic suppression inproves safety.
Take it out, it's going to nake the fire burn nore.

MR. EMERSON: "1l address your issue.
W're going to -- this is just the sunmary side.
We'll get to that.

MEMBER WALLI'S: You saidit didn't effect
safety and I'mjust challenging that statenment.

MR. EMERSON: Okay, | understand the
guestion. The issue the Dr. Rosen just brought up
having to do with security events, we feel that
there's a different nmechanism for dealing wth
security issues. W should not mx the consideration
of security eventsintothetine line analysis that's
bei ng proposed by the staff, so it should be handl ed
separately. The -- we had reconmended -- in response

to a Federal Register notice back in January we
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reconmended a set of inprovenents inthe criteriathe
staff were proposing. That's just for general
ref erence.

And lastly, we think there are better
net hods for addressing these issues related to
i mproved reliability in the rul emaking process and
we'll --

MEMBER WALLIS: The rule is put out for
coment. You can nake all these coments.

MR EMERSON: That's correct.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  But the purpose of this
di scussion as to whether or not the ACRS wants to --

MEMBER WALLI S: But if the rule is so
flawed that it's going to be shot down by conments,
maybe we should say don't put it out.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: That's right, as we did
in one case, we suggested that another rule which
know you're famliar wth.

MEMBER WALLI S: But you're not suggesti ng
the rule is so flawed it shouldn't be put out, are
you?

MR. EMERSON:. We're suggesting that the
original concept was quite reasonable. W think sone
of the changes that have taken place over the | ast

couple of years have not added anything to the
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licensee's ability to have safe and effective nanual
actions.
CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: Do you want to take a
crack at Graham s point or do you want to take a pass?
MEMBER WALLI'S: Hol d up issuing this rule?

MR. EMERSON:  Should we hold up issuing

the rul e?

MEMBER SIEBER: In its present form

MR, EMERSON: Just speaking from my own
opinion, I"mnot sure the rul emaki ng was required to

do that but the staff has chosen that pathway to
address this issue. We think the rul emaki ng coul d be
useful in achieving a broader degree of consistency
among the industry but it's not the only way that
could be used to do that.

MEMBER S| EBER: There's real ly t hree ways,
okay. One is rul emaking. Anot her one was the
exenption process and the third one goes straight to
enforcement. Maybe this is the better alternative.

MEMBER WALLI S You woul dn't want themto
go straight to enforcenent, would you?

MR. EMERSON. Only to say this --

MEMBER WALLI'S: Wl |, shoul d we recomend
that? Wuld you like us to recomend t hey go straight

to enforcenent, forget about rul emaking?
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MR. EMERSON: Could | add alittle context
before | answer the question?

MEMBER SI EBER  Yes or no, how is that?
Vell, we could nove on

MEMBER WALLI'S:  Now, you can add what ever
you want .

MR. EMERSON:. Suni| Wer akkody addressed
a mnute ago, and he indicated that the staff's
attention was drawmn to this only fairly recently, you
know. This is not a brand new i ssue. These manual
actions have been in place by |icensees for many years
t hrough the i nterpretations that were put onthe rules
that were put in place that |ong ago. And these
manual actions have been i nspected for nmany years and
it was only recently, back in 2002 that -- or maybe a
year earlier that the staff decided that this was --
that this was an i ssue i nvol ving conpliance. So as he
indicated, the |icensees have not been out of
conmpliance for 15 years. It's just aneffort recently
noticed to the industry that this was a concern of
t heirs.

So as far as do we want to involve the
i ndustry in alot of newexenption requests? | would
say that's certainly quite likely if the rul emaking

didn't take place.
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MEMBER SI EBER:  Yeah.

MR. EMERSON: Whet her that's desirabl e or
not, you know, it seens |ike an unnecessary waste of
resour ces.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay, |' mj ust being sure
| understood | heard you now that you think that the
rul emaki ng didn't take place, it would likely be al ot
of exenption.

MR, EMERSON: Yes.

MR. HENNEKE: 1'd like to say, and | know
Fred doesn't want ne to say exactly this, but because
of the requirenments for time margins -- and this is
Denni s Henneke from Duke Power, by the way. Ti me
mar gi ns and t he aut omati ¢ suppression, we havelll.G 2
areas noww t hout aut omati c suppression, w thout fixed
suppression and we determ ned that based on fire
hazards analysis, which is the correct way wth
defense and depth, so it is likely if the rule went
t hrough as proposed, that we would come through with
probably as many exenptions as we would if the rule
did not go through. So because we woul d have to put
an exenption for every manual action where we had an
area that didn't have automati c suppression, we woul d

al so have to put an exenption or deviation through
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So we woul d -- there's no change inthat regardif the
rul e goes through as proposed.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: But if the rule went
through w thout automatic suppression and fire
protection, it would be fewer?

MR. HENNEKE: | would say then we'd only
have i ssues with regard to tinme margi n where we woul d
show the action was safe but we didn't neet the tine
margi n requi rements. And Fred is going to go through
our slides on that.

MR. EMERSON. | think, in starting in on
this slide, I think I should nmake it very clear that
we agr ee t hat manual acti ons shoul d be denonstrat ed as
safe, reliable and feasible, that that should be a
pre-condition for using thembut if you can do that,
we bel i eve that they present a reasonabl e alternative
to physical protection. That was the basis for this
slide. W expressed that opinion several years ago,
before the rul emaki ng started. W believe that these
criteria that were put in place in the inspection
procedure, they do -- they can be applied to all
manual actions. They address feasibility and
reliability acceptably and if the licensee carries
themout in the way that they're intended, they wll

take care of the issue of denonstrating that an
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equi val ent degree of physical protection -- too the
physi cal protection could be provided.

The changes to the criteria that have
t aken place are the three areas involving security,
det ecti on and aut omati c suppressioninthe area of the
fire and the tine margin factor that we've heard the
staff descri be. Just very sinply and w thout
el aboration, we think that the security should be
separated fromthis issue.

In the area of detection and automatic
suppression, we would concur that detection in the
area where the fire occurs can be an asset to
crediting manual actions because --

MEMBER WALLI S: How do you take nmanual
action if you don't know the fire has occurred? You
have to detect the fire in order to know that you're
going --

MR. EMERSON: | agree and that's the point
of this slide.

MEMBER WALLI S:  You must detect the fire.

MEMBER SI EBER:  You can -- an operator can
see anonmal ous operation or something --

MEMBER WALLIS: But that's detection.

MEMBER Sl EBER: -- and take an action

wi t hout knowing that there's a fire or where it is.
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MR.  HENNEKE: But 1'Il state two
exceptions. W often have large fire areas with sub-
areas or sub-zones that do not have detection because
t hey don't have hazards but they do not effect the
manual action and that i s non-exceptionto this rule,
we woul d be required to put detection in those sub-
zones. The second is, we often tinmes put manual
actions in our procedure in our fire procedures that
are already in our energency procedures. So
irregardl ess of detecting the steam generator over-
feed, we would perform that manual action locally
anyways. So detection would be nice but it's not
necessarily required to conplete the nmanual action.
So there are exceptions which are not considered by
the rule.

MR. EMERSON: It's well understood the
detection is already supplied and has been in place
for many years in plants, too.

MEMBER WALLI S:  You don't have a probl em
with requiring detection.

MR. EMERSON: As | said --

MEMBER S| EBER:  Apparent |y sonebody does.

MR. EMERSON: Well, detection is already
a requirement and detection is already a part of the

def ense i n-dept h phil osophy that's been incorporated
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intofire protection for several years, so of course,
| don't object to having detection. And we think that
if there are cases where detection wll inprove the
ability to carry out a manual action, then that
certainly seens reasonable. W think those were the
primary area where that m ght be useful is where you
carry out pre-enptive nmanual actions rather than ones
that can be allowed to take place over a period of
time where you're reacting to the | oss of a function.

So yes, short answer, yes, it can be an
asset, if it can help the operator carry out the
action. The requirenment for suppression, we don't
feel, adds anythingto the operator's ability tocarry
out the actions. Agai n, suppression is already
requi red. Suppression has already been installed in
areas and the ability of the suppression to address
t he def ense i n-dept h aspects than the current Appendi x
R. We don't feel |ike adding nore suppression is
going to inherently help the operator carry out --

MEMBER WALLIS: Wiy would you add nore
suppression if we've al ready got enough suppressionto
suppress a fire? Wy would you have to add nore?

MR. EMERSON. Well, even if you didn't
have suppression, again, the manual action is being

carried out in an area renmote from the fire.
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Certainly if the manual action were being carried out
in the area of the fire, it would be very obvious.
Suppr essi on woul d be an asset to performany action.
But it's difficult to see how addi ng suppression int
the area of the fire is going to help you carry out
t he manual action at sone di stance away.

MEMBER WALLI S: That wasn't the purpose.
The purpose was a defense in-depth.

MEMBER S| EBER: Wll, it's the manual
action that's the defense i n-depth. The detection and
suppression is the main way to control the --

MEMBER WALLIS: That's your response to
the fireis totry to suppress it. That nmakes sense
and then the manual action is a backup.

MEMBER SI EBER:  |s a defense in-depth.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Isn't it atime question?
| f you add suppression to the fire area, it gives the
operators tine in the area that they' re taking the
manual action outside that area nore tine to take it
and have it effected.

VR. HENNEKE: No, no, typically
suppression is -- if suppression fails the manual
action is required. So the addition of suppression
only lowers the frequency by whi ch manual actions are

required.
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MEMBER Sl EBER: Manual actions are
required. MR. HENNEKE: So what we' ve done
inour fire hazard analysis for all sites is that the
detection and suppression is perfornmed based on the
ignition frequency onthe fire side, basedonthefire
hazard anal ysis. That's the first step in the
defense of that is the ignition frequency, the
likelihood of the fire and the fire size.
Suppr essi on detection i s added upon that based on the
| ar gest hazards, both ignition frequency and si ze and
t hen manual actions and al ternate shut-down and safe
shut-down is the other |ayer of defense in-depth.

By turning it on its head, by saying we
now r equi r e backwar ds def ense i n-dept h of suppressi on
for safe shut-down, that doesn't neet the defense in-
depth nodel as we see it.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  You treat those two as
separate anyway.

MR. HENNEKE: So we can have Il1.G 2 areas
with not a thing in it, with not a fire ignition
source in it, that would now require automatic
suppression and that doesn't match our fire hazard
anal ysis and defense in-depth nodel.

CHAI RVAN ROCSEN:  You could have a I11.G 2

area that require automati c suppression --
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MEMBER WALLI S: When you can't have a
fire.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  -- when you can't have a
fire there.

MR. HENNEKE: But the rule would require
that. W do not now require that but the rule would
require it.

CHAIl RMVAN ROSEN:  Yes, in order to take
credit for the manual actions which you al ready have
pl anned i nto your program

MEMBER WALLI S: It just seens kind of
silly but the original idea of the suppression was to
put out the fire but then the manual action is a
backup and obvi ously the two together gets your nore
safety than one by itself. So |l don't see howyou --

MEMBER SIEBER: If it's not a trade.

MEMBER WALLIS: It's not better to have
these two things rather than just one al one.

MR. HENNEKE: But prove it's unsafe. |
mean, we have a safe operating plant now.

MEMBER WALLI'S: 1t's a question of safer.
You know, safe is a continuum safety is a continuum
W have two actions which contribute to safety
somewhat i ndependently. If you' re safer then you just

have one.
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MR. EMERSON: At sone point --

MEMBER WALLIS: That's just defense in-
dept h.

MR. HENNEKE: That's a back-fed on what we
have now.

MR. EMERSON: At sone point the staff made
a decision that the detection and suppression in an
area was adequat e bef ore we ever started tal ki ng about
manual acti ons.

MEMBER WALLI S: They' ve al ready deci ded
that? They had anot her --

MR. EMERSON: Well, it's beenin place for
many years.

MEMBER WALLI S: They had 20 feet between
and ot her things you had to do as well.

MR. EMERSON: Right, and so at sone poi nt
bef ore manual actions was a consi deration, you know,
the staff made a decision or has reviewed all the
I i censing prograns and determ ned t hat t he suppr essi on
and detection is either adequate in an area based on
their defense in-depth principles or it isn't and at
this point to add another |ayer of suppression in an
area where they' ve previously decided that it wasn't

needed - -
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MEMBER WALLIS: | think this would al so
fit into your response to the i ssuance of the rule for
conment. It doesn't prevent the rule from--

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | don't think --

MEMBER WALLIS: It's a debat abl e i ssue and
it were --

CHAlI RVAN ROSEN:  -- NEI or Duke i s arguing

agai nst the value of suppression. W're just saying

t hat --

MR. EMERSON: No, of course not.

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN:  -- that it inprove the
overall -- reduce the overall fire risk but you've

al ready shown t he manual actions in your case, in the
cases you're tal ki ng about was adequate to preserve,
| presume, functionality.

MEMBER WALLI'S: All we have to worry about
as ACRS i s whether we recommend putting out the rule
now for public conment or whether we should wait
because it's such a lousy rule or because -- or we
shoul d say, "Everything is fine, we don't even need a
rule at all". Those are the three considerations.
And | have seen no argunent which says we shoul dn't
issue the rule for public coment.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  What about the security?
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MEMBER WALLIS: Well, that's a different
i ssue all together.

MEMBER SI EBER:  But that can be a comment
to the rule.

CHAl RMVAN ROCSEN: | woul d say that there
are some questions here and we'll get a chance at the
end of this for the ACRS nenbers to offer their
comrents and | presume --

VEMBER S| EBER: Wll, to the extent a
security event effects thetimeline, | think that it
has to be factored into the tinme line calculation to
determ ne the feasibility of the-- andreliability of
t he manual action.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: ["m going to give you
three extra mnutes, Fred, because of the coll oquy
bet ween the ACRS nenbers here. Go ahead.

MR. EMERSON: Ckay, on the tinme margin
factor, the first slide has to do with our genera
concerns. The staff describedtheelicitation process
and | would submt that it woul d have been nore useful
if there were a greater degree of independence and
public input into that process simlar to the manner
in which we included the public and the staff in our
del i berations onthis -- oncircuit failures. | think

that it tends to discount -- if alicensee is able to
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denonstrate with his operating crews that manual
actions can be carried out. The inmposition of an
arbitrary tinme margin factor tends to di scount those
denonstrations and if we're noving toward a
performance based environnment, it tends to detract
fromour ability to take advantage of that.

It also doesn't differentiate to equal
zero, is treated differently between the staff's
analysis an the tinme the thermal hydraulic analysis
which is intended to neasure the consequences of a
spurious actuation or a functional failure and that's
an issue. And we think it just provides an excessive
degree of conservatism W just don't thinkit really
adds anything. And I'Il elaborate a little nore on
that |ater.

There's sone techni cal concerns that the
staff's applying a single standard of 100 percent of
a -- of the analyzed time margin to be applied as an
addi ti onal 100 percent to assure that the action can
be carried out. This may not be applicable to al
t ypes of manual actions. There are i medi ate actions
t hat are needed cal | ed pre-enptive actions to prevent
i mredi at e or unrecover abl e consequences and t hen t here
are actions that allownore tine to take place before

you | ose a function, the time frame can be conpletely
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vari abl e dependi ng on t he function that you' re tal ki ng
about and the likelihood that thefirew !l inpact the
equi pnment under consi derati on.

W think there are Dbetter nmethods
avai l abl e for assuring this type of reliability than
the application of this factor. |In addressing the
i ssue of how conservative this factor is, the type of
anal ysis that is conducted for transient analysis is
al ready conservati ve. You assume that for a fire
outside the control room you assune that the sane
kind of time frame, the sane ki nd of postul at ed damage
for fires outside the control room

And the criterion you use for determ ning
performance is a | oss of sub-cooling. Both of these
are al ready consi dered conservatisns. So the vi ew of
the industry is that to apply this tinme margin factor
on top of this woul d be addi ng addi ti onal conservati sm
on top of this analysis that is already conservati ve.
Again, | don't have any problem with making sure
something is safe but when you have to conduct
addi tional actions and additional analysis and you
don't end up with any increased degree of safety,
that's what | question.

MEMBER WALLI S: Do you have a neasure of

this safety?
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MR EMERSON: Not with ne, | don't.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  No one seens to have any
neasure of safety in all of this discussion. That's
what 1'd really like to see. If you could show ne
some neasure of safety that you' re better of f this way
t han t hat way, then | can choose alternative A over B
on the basis of better safety, that mght help ne.
But if you just argue that you don't think it does or
sonet hing, that doesn't help me at all.

MR. HENNEKE: Well, we've done analysis
and we've --

MEMBER WALLIS: Maybe you coul d present
t hat .

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Were we provi ded that?

MEMBER WALLI S: Not now, but when you
actually critique the rule.

MR. HENNEKE: | think we provided that and
we show that the analysis as we perforned it provides
nore than adequate safety based on the conservative
summary of hydraul ics, based on the conservative tine
I i nes and t he ot her conservatives we have in there and
so those are our supporting informtion.

MR. EMERSON: I n answer to your question,
yes, we can address that in our conmments. And just to

continue that theme, it wll result in a |ot of
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addi tional analysis with not really any significant
i mprovenent .

MEMBER WALLI S: | guess |'m rather
unsynpathetic to all this continuing excuse that we
don't want to do better anal ysis and you guys should
be doing better analysis all the tine.

MR. EMERSON: Well, I'mnot saying -- we
think the analysis that we have already has an
adequat e degree of conservatism W don't see what
addi ng additional conservatismis going to gain.

MEMBER WALLI'S: But you woul d be better
off inthelongrunif youdidrealistic calculations.

MR. HENNEKE: But we have a certain
requi renment for cal cul ations whether it's small LOCA,
| arge LOCA, tube rupture. W performthe sane thermal
hydraulic analysis for these types of actions that
have a certain pedigree as with regard to the ANSI
standard was discussed and now what you're talking
about is using the PRAtype of cal cul ati ons that don't
show a | oss of steamgenerator cooling in 30 m nutes,
t hey show a | oss of, you know, steam generator | evel
in 54 mnutes. Then we have to -- then we have to
pedigree all that analysis and put that in the
informati on. And then we have to do t he ANSI standard

again for every type of wal k-down we have, whether it
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be 111.D. 3 actions or tube rupture it has a certain
requirenment.

Now, we're going to have to do, you know,
say it doesn't take two m nutes because we assune it.
W're going to say it takes 30 seconds and then
there's going to be a | ot nore question.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  Sounds |ike a student to
me that doesn't want to do the homework.

MR HENNEKE: But the point is a |lot of
costs, a significant anmobunt of costs, nore than what
was predicted for no net safety gain, no reduction in
risk. And we have an alternative to that.

MEMBER S| EBER: In your |ast sub-board
t here you say "val idating the marginfollow ngtesting
for | ead screw versus what is done now verified that
each screw neets the tine requirenent”. It seens to
me the marginis put intothe factor, intothe fornmula
because of the wuncertainty. Are you going to
encounter sonething that you didn't anticipatein the
val idation process of crew performance and that's
really why that's there. And to not put that in there
means that you are 100 percent certain that no
unf oreseen conditionor it will sl owan operator down.

MR. EMERSON: Yeah, we recogni ze that one

of the rationales for the margin is to reflect the
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fact that there's a difference anong different crews
and their ability tocarry it out but if you eval uate
each crew s ability todo that, that certainly reduces
t he anobunt of uncertainty thereis. Youdon't haveto
assunme that -- you know, you can assign your -- you
can decide on the operator's ability to carry it out
based on the worst case performance of the worst crew
in the bunch. You don't have to assign an arbitrary
time margin factor to account for that.

MEMBER S| EBER:  Well, granted it may be
arbitrary. On the other hand, when you test each
crew, you have a different environnment than the fire
environnent and you simnulate everything so actual
difficulty in operating equipnment, for exanple,
turning valves where you need a valve wench or
sonething like that is not apparent.

MR. EMERSON: And that kind of margin is
al ready factored in. You know, we don't shave it down
to the second as far as denonstrating the operator's
ability.

MEMBER S| EBER:  How do you factor it in?

MR. EMERSON: | can't answer that but |
know that from a operating standpoint --

MR ERTMAN: Jeff Ertman wth the

Depart nent of Energy. We do have a validation process
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for these actions so you also train on -- and you may
find the operator's already trained on particular
actions |like stoking a val ve or openi ng a breaker and
such, so you know the tinme that it takes for those
actions and that is considered when you do your
feasibility anal ysis.

CHAIl RVAN ROSEN:  Fred, you need to wap
up.

MR. EMERSON: Ckay. We have -- we believe
that there are di fferent ways t hat you can address t he
reliability of these nmethods. These include
conducting ri sk anal ysi s perform ng an SDP type revi ew
and focusing the application of these nethods on the
actions that are really critical, not the ones that
you have hours to allow to unfold. In sumary the
sanme points that | addressed in one of ny first slides
Separate security events, detection can be an asset
where it will assist the operator in carrying out a
manual acti on.

We don't think the automati c suppression
requi rement improves thereliability of manual actions
and we think that thereis -- there are other ways to
address the reliability than the tinme margin factors
which the staff has proposed. That concl udes the

presentation.

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

155

MEMBER WALLI' S:  This doesn't tell us that
t hey should not put out this rule for coment. You
can comment on it in this way and | think you've got
some good points but it doesn't nean to say that --

MR. EMERSON: No, and |I'mnot suggesting
that the staff not put it out for conment. ['"'m
suggesting that there are portions of the rule that we
don't think will add anything and if they show up when
it's put out for comment, we'll conment on it.

MEMBER WALLI S: It my be a little
difficult to resolve these --

MR. HENNEKE: We've commented on this
already and it hasn't changed the draft rule so we
don't suspect that if it gets through here that our
comments will be heard again.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So your conplaint really
is that the staff hasn't listened to you?

MR HENNEKE: No. And in addition what
we're trying to cover here, that, you know, when we
need a soundi ng board and the staff doesn't seemto be
listening. One thing Fred did not cover, one exanple
is arnored cable, nmultiple spurious or other factors.
Every manual action has to neet the sane criteria but
if you have a l|low frequency sequence such as a

mul tiple spurious as required by RIS 2000-403, where
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it's tandem zed just to get to the spurious operation,
| et al one cabl e damage, the manual action associ ated
with preventing that failure has to nmeet the same
criteria as the safe shutdown -- required safe
shutdowmn action and there really should be a
differentiation. You shouldn't have to have the sane
time margin, the same requirenments for actions that we
are now just adding in because of the RIS that you
woul d for something that's a direct failure of say
shutdown. And there's a whole ganmbit of things with
regard to why those actions are perfornmed and they
could be associated <circuits, br eaker fuse
coordi nation, single spurious, mnultiple spurious,
t hi ngs of that sort.

It could be long term actions or short
termactions and to put themall under one, you know,
time margin factor, under one requirenent for
suppressi on just doesn't nmake sense.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So when the staff comes
back, all this stuff will be on the record and we can
ask them how they respond to it.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: If this goes out for
public conment now. If not, you can make those
comments when it does. Ckay, thank you very nuch

gent | enen.
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MEMBER SI EBER: Before we finish, I would
just -- the third bullet there, where it says
"automati c suppression requirenent does not inprove
reliability of manual actions”, | think that you may
want tolook at it differently. Automatic suppression
may reduce t he requi renment for manual actions whichis
the goal. You want the automatic stuff to work first
and t he manual actions as the backup not the reverse.

MR. EMERSON: | understand your point.

MEMBER SI EBER.  Ckay.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: Thank you very nuch.

MR. EMERSON. Thank you.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: W now cal | Paul Gunter
of the Nuclear Information Resource Service.

MR. GUNTER Thank you. First of all, Dr.
Rosen, | really appreciate you giving us the extra
time. |It's going to give me sone breathing room as
well as an opportunity to respond to sone of the
i ssues and questions raised. And Dr. Wallis, | really
appreci ate you bringing up the | ayman's questions. |
conme tothis as alayman. | think alittle nore than
the average, Information Resource Service was the
petitioner to the U S. Nucl ear Regul at ory Conmi ssi on
for energency enforcement action back in 1992 with

regard to thermal-lag fire barriers.
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So the reason that we're here before you
today is, in fact, the concern that we still have
t hose non-conpliances with -- largely in part due to
the failure of the industry to cone into conpliance
and the failure of the NRCto effect enforcenent. And
it is, in fact -- the whole concern here is that
unanal yzed, unapproved nmanual actions are being
proposed or actually right noware in effect. Sone of
t hose actions, in fact, in areas that are -- were to
be taken in areas where fires were to be, you know,
post ul at ed. So | just wanted to nmke that
clarification.

You know, | was struck by a conment made
in Novenber of 2003 with regard to the industry and
NRC have agreed and t he quote was, "to suspendi ng t he
debate over fire protection history”, and as you know,
there's an extensive history here that | think is a
little like the elephant in the mddle of the room
The i ssues have conme to you tinme and tine again. The
public is well aware of a history where the agency
attenpted to respond to a fire experience and the
i ndustry was resi stant. Sone of those areas where the
i ndustry was resi stant t o NRC recomendati ons i ncl uded
safe shut-down capability, fire barriers and

associated circuits.
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The fire at Browns Ferry denonstrat ed t hat
a very large nunber of safety-related failures can
occur in a relatively short period of tine, in that
case 15 mnutes and the NRC undertook an effort to
restore protection agai nst cormon node failure by the
protection of cable functionability for redundant safe
shut - down systens evolving into the promnul gation of
Appendi x R and nore specifically 111.G 2.

W becane aware of the thermal |ag issue
n 1991 when the -- it was reveal ed that 26 units at --
well, let's seeit was nore than that, it was 79 units
were using varying grades of this barrier that was
determned to be inoperable. In 1998 the -- after
spendingamlliondollarsonfire barrier testing and
cable functionality, the agency issued orders
confirmed reaction orders to 17 sites for 26 units and
we thought at that point that in fact, enforcenent
action was underway.

Unfortunately, SECY 2003-0100 basically
produced and acknow edged that the w despread use of
unanal yzed and unapproved manual actions were due
| argely to unresolved and uni npl enented thermal |ag
action itens. Part of that history al so, we believe
has to ook at the intent of Appendix R [I11.G 2.

There are a nunber of docunents but we chose the
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Anerican Nucl ear Insurers docunent which identified
for i nsurance purposes that the mai ntenance of circuit
integrity inthese Class I[Ecircuits, safety circuits
during a postulated fire if of prinme inportance by
establishing what they determned a protective
envel ope for redundant safety systens.

So the -- for insurance purposes, the
i ndustry was instructed to focus oncircuit integrity
and to provide the with a protective envelope. O
course, this also included the cable separation. So
clearly as codified, Appendix R I1l.G 2 focused on
mai ntai ni ng these redundant trains free from fire
damage and that intent is clear, it's explicit with
the protective envel opes and the physi cal separation
and the requirenent for these barriers to be qualified
and wi th the i ncl usi on for one-hour barriers and cabl e
separation for the use of detection and suppression
equi pnent .

This i s our mai n point that we cone to you

t oday. Manual actions are not equivalent to current

fire protection features of I111.G 2. As we stated the
intent, the clear intent of 111.G 2 is to provide for
-- and to protect cable functionality. It's -- that

cable functionality is qualified by a standardized

test criteria devel oped by the American Society for
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Testing of Materials, the National Fire Protection
Associ ation and Underwriters Laboratory. We submt to
you that this in fact, is the measure of safety that
you're asking about. It is -- it is using the fire
barriers and the cabl e separation to beconme a part of
the front |ine defense. It's our concern that manual
actions are taken after failure of circuit integrity
and cable functionality and are dependent upon human
actions that are difficult to qualify under limted
fire and human behavior nodels and wunrealistic
sinulated fire conditions.

You know, you can postul ate ri sk but there
al ways remai ns the concern of things |ike transient
combustibles. Cearly, there have been fires where
t he i ntroducti on of combusti bl e nmaterial s have -- t hat
wer e never concei ved have arrived and contributed to
afire. It's our concern that adding a Subsection C. 1
to I11.G2 in effect is both inconsistent with the
intent of the protective qualities of 111.G 2 and
significantly undermnes the intent of the current
rul e. In the context of what we've seen as an
enf orcenent struggl e and a conpl i ance struggl e, since
we were first introduced to this issue back in 1991
and subsequently to the revelations of the bulletins

around thermal lag, that the -- that tointroduce this
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NIIl.G2is, in fact, an obvious Trojan Horse that
woul d defeat conpliance enforcement of I11.G 2 (A,
(B) and (CO).

Here's just a case in point. Through a
FO Athat we fil ed 2003--358, we | ooked at a nunber of
operator manual actions that were unapproved and
unanal yzed. Crystal River really stands out in that
first of all, it relied extensively on thermal |ag
fire barriers in excess of 10,000 linear feet and
10, 000 square feet was the criteria for extensive.
They were i ssued a confirmatory acti on order in May of
1998 for athermal |lag action plan. It was identified
t hat the operator sought no exenpti ons or anendnments
concerning manual actions to conpensate for not
protecting I11.G 2 fire areas that were in questions
t hrough the inoperable thermal |ag barriers.

In fact, they incorporated a significant
nunber of operator manual actions to resolve thernmal
lag with no witten analysis. Now, this is of
significant safety concern. More so is the -- we
filed an al l egati on i n August and were -- the response
that we got back from the Nuclear Reqgulatory
Conmi ssion was not conforting or provided us with
confidence. |In fact, the response to the allegation

was t hat no attenpt was nmade during the 2002 tri enni al
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fire protection inspection to formally review the
i censee thermal | ag resol ution programor conpliance
with the confirmatory action order in this area.

This is of tremendous concern because it
denonstrates an unw llingness on the part of the
Nucl ear Regul atory Commission to effect t he
enforcenent. Now, you can establish operator manua
actions and substitute themfor operable fire barriers
or mnimal separation requirements but if, in fact,
there's no resolve to enforce operator manual action
criteria, then we sinply nove to a new | evel of non-
enf orcenent policy and the public is quite disturbed
by this. Andin fact, thisis what draws a | ot of the
controversy and the nedia attention to this issue is
that while it's true that there is an exenption
process --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Hol d on, let ne go back
to the prior --

MR. GUNTER: Certainly.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  What is this FPL 50.59
anal ysis significant for?

MR GUNTER Well, the --

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  FPL is the |icensee?

MEMBER SI EBER:  Yeah.
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MR. GUNTER: Yes, sir. Well, here's what
-- it's a foll ow on.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Ch, | see.

MR  GUNTER: It's a followon to the
triennial fire protection inspection. Let ne just
add, though, if you will --

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Your slides inthere, it
shouldn't be FPL. It should be FPC, | think.

MR GUNTER |'m sorry.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: | got confused.

MR. GUNTER: Ckay, | see. But the 10.59,
50. 59 anal ysis as revi ewed by NRC they found that the
licensee did not consider conplexity of new |ocal
manual actions, the nunber of manual actions and tine
avai |l abl e for conpl etion, availability of instrunents
to detect systemand conmponent nal - operations, human
per f ormance under hi gh stress, effects of products of
combustion on operator performance and avail able
manpower timng and feasibility of [|ocal nanual
actions.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  And al | of these comment s
have to do with Florida Power Corp., FPC.

MR. GUNTER: Yes, sir, okay, Florida Power
Corp., thank you.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:.  Ckay.
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MR. GUNTER As | was saying, you know,
there is an exenption process built in to Appendix R
for approaching Il1l.G 2 problens. However, it's our
concern that codifying an exenption process into
Appendi x Ressentially defeats the primary strat egy of
having protection systens in place for redundant
trains inacomon fire area. Exenptions are intended
to be used sparingly, for unique circunstances and
noreinportantly, with alicense anendnent opportunity
for public safety review process.

This 111.GC 1 wuld effectively be a
wor karound for the public safety revi ew process as we
see it. And we feel that it to be unreasonable and
unsupportable to contort a configuration exenption
process i nto what has al ready been denpnstrated to be
a dubious industry-wide and turn it into a fire
protection standard. | nmean, there have been a
signi fi cant nunber of probl ens associ ated with a cl ear
path for the industry to work through an exenption
process. And yet, they obviously didn't want to
pursue that path. And obviously, to us, they even
defied confirmatory acti on orders to work around t hese
i ssues.

So to nowsay that you want to i ncorporate

thisintoanindustry-widefire protectionstandardis
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very alarmng. Again, maintaining circuit integrity
and cable functionality is historically central to
defense-in-depth and is rooted in actual fire
experience. It's our concern and believe that | ocal
operator nmanual actions are nore appropriately
regarded as | ast ditch efforts and not substitutes for
maintaining front |ine passive fire protection
f eat ures.

Substituting manual actions for qualified
paci fier protection features we believesignificantly
erodes defense in depth and constitutes an undue ri sk
to public health and safety. As a closing point, we
bel i eve that NRC nust first enforce conpliance with
what i s nowa duly pronul gated | aw r at her t han devel op
what real ly amounts to a conpli ance strategy that may,
in fact, under -- significantly underm ne safety.

MEMBER WALLIS: | think this is one of the
i ssues we brought up earlier is this defense-in-depth
guestion. And there always i s a questi on when you' ve
got two things in series. You ve got sonething to do
with the FAR and then you ve got sonething the
operators do. The combi nati on of themwor ks toget her.
How do you trade off one agai nst the other and how do
you satisfy yourself you' ve got enough defense-in-

dept h? Nowyou're taking avery conservative approach
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and say you' ve got to have a very good defense here
and then a very good backdrop and that's defense-in-
depth. The agency seens to be softening and saying
we' ve got to have a reasonabl e defense here and then
a reasonabl e backup. That's good enough defense.

MR GUNTER Right.

MEMBER WALLIS: As long as it's always
qualitative, | don't know how to judge what's good
enough. There's no neasure. I don't know how to
j udge which of these is right.

MR. GUNTER. Well, again --

MEMBER SI EBER:  The original rul es set up
physi cal apparatus, the physical barriers in
suppressi on and detection and nade it arequirenment to
seek an exenption to bol ster or add defense-in-depth
t hr ough operator action. So the order of priority was
we will do the physical things first and then we rely
on the operators as a secondary thing and that's been
the history of Appendix R And | think that's the
poi nt you' re making.

MR. GUNTER: Yes, it's curious to us,
t hough, and actually it's the subject of another FO A
t hat we have yet to receive. Let's renenber that the
Browns Ferry fire was rescued by operator manual

action. And yet, in -- you know, fresh fromthe fire
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t he Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion opted to preserve
cable functionality and circuit integrity. And you
know, frankly I think what that says is that operator
actions bring us too close for confort and that the
agency and the fire protection anal ysis at that point
want ed t hat extra defense. And so nowto propose that
tointroduce operator manual actionsintothat Il11.G 2
conponent, | don't see how it can be argued that it
doesn't constitute a reduction.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  You're saying it doesn't
bel ong in that box that we sawat all, it's something
el se.

MR. GUNTER: Yes, sir. You know, we woul d
have no problemw th the introduction of three -- of
Appendix R I1l1.P as a stand-alone but to inject it
intothe front linefire barrier systemand the -- you
know the design features of -- the passive design
features, underm nes our first |line of defense. And
you know, as such, you know, we would support
devel oping this criteria for operator manual actions
because it makes sense to -- for the Nuclear
Regul atory Conmission to be able to analyze and
qualify operator manual actions and, you know, to
j udge them but just don't nake them our front |ine

protection system
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  You see what conpli cates
this for me, Paul, is that when we tal k about operat or
actions in the control room for instance taking an
actionto prevent alowsteamgenerator |level, werely
on our operators to scramthe plant before they hit
the automatic set point. The autonatic equi pnment is
a backup to the operators. And we train our operators
to sense degrading conditions and to verify the
condi ti ons of degrading and to take the manual action
to take the plant out of service under those
circunstances. |If they don't take it quickly enough
the automatic systens will take it out. So you see in
that case we've got -- | think we've got it the other
way.

MR GUNTER  But | understand --

MEMBER S| EBER: But that's not true.

MR GUNTER: But | understand t hat but the

firestill represents, you know, a danger for residual
cooling as | understand it, so you still -- we still,
even after the plant i s shut down, you still need that

nmeasure of defense-in-depth to preserve and protect
the plant in that residual cooling period.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, | think we'll have
toendit therein order to give our next speaker his

time. Thank you.
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MEMBER SI EBER: Let ne ask one five-second
question. Your advice to us would be to say that the
rul e should not be issued in its present form

MR, GUNTER:  Correct.

MEMBER SI EBER:.  Ckay.

CHAI RMVAN  ROSEN: Ckay, so that's
di fferent. NEI said -- | think NEl said, okay, go
ahead and issue it.

MEMBER S| EBER: Yeah, and they would
conpl ai n.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: And conpl ain, yeah.
Vell, we'll get a third vote here, | guess.

MEMBER SI EBER.  Ckay.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Davi d, you don't have to
tell us what your vote is up front, but you can be
sure sonebody will ask you

MEMBER WALLI S:  He m ght have changed his
m nd.

MEMBER S| EBER: For the next seven days,

secret ballots are fashi onabl e.

MR. LOCHBAUM Thank you. | also agree
with Paul. | appreciate the subconmttee expanding
our time and also | appreciate the NRC staff

condensing theirs to make that tinme avail able. I

appreciate both those. 1'd like to -- as far as the
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vote, we agree with NEI and t he subconm ttee that this
i ssue shoul d be separated fromsecurity i ssues. Wat
we would recommend is that the security issues be
resol ved before this thing go out for rulenmaking
because that has a big i npact on what may or may not
be the right thingtodointhis context. So we would
say postpone the rul emeking until after the security
i ssue. That way that will never be done i n anybody's
lifetime here because --

MEMBER SIEBER: O you'll do it tw ce,
right?

MR, LOCHBAUM : Well, | don't think it
will ever be done once, so | don't think it will be
done tw ce.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ckay, all right.

MR. LOCHBAUM: But I still thinkit's the
right thing to do because security neasures do have a
bi g i npact on operator manual action. So | think that
issue it would be wong to put this out with that big
unknown hanging out there. So it would be -- the
smartest thing to do would be towait until after that
was resolved. As far as our concerns, we have six of
t hem Some of them have been discussed already.
We're concerned that operator manual actions can

reduce safety, can be unreliable. The revisit bad
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times in the past. They substitute for real safety.
The reward bad behavi or and they closely resenble --
| nmean where we are today closely resenbles the
staff's position on the PWR contai nment sunp issue
which they stress did not think was ready for the
draft safety --

MEMBER WALLI S: How do operator manua
actions reward bad behavi or?

MR. LOCHBAUM : Because the plant owners
who are in conpliance, the ones that have not been
breaking the | aw for 15 years or whatever --

MEMBER S| EBER: Have spent a | ot of nobney.

MR. LOCHBAUM : -- have spent a |ot of
noney to do that.

MEMBER WALLIS: So it's not the actions
t hensel ves, this allow ng operator manual actions.

MR. LOCHBAUM To all ow people to break
the | aw and get rewarded for it is the wong nessage
for this agency to send out.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Now you're going to go
t hrough and tell us why you cane to t hose concl usi ons.

MR. LOCHBAUM: That's correct. As far as
manual actions reduci ng safety, the staff three years
ago cited a National Fire Protection Association

standard that said that when you substitute nanual
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actions for design features, risk may be increased.
| woul d agree wi t h Chai rman Rosen' s poi nt about manual
actions if they're feasible and reliable and all the
things |i ke that, they can provi de an equi val ent | evel
of safety. Qur concernis that the odds of achieving
that feasibilityandreliability areless certainwth
manual actions than they are with design features. A
related issue is that with design features, as you do
i nspections both NRCand internal |icenseeinspections
and fi nd probl ens you hopeful | y converge on conpl i ance
and a safety |evel.

W th operator manual actions, you're nore
likely to have oscillations where your good
per formance drops and you actual |y di verge fromsafety
over time. And it's not as likely to do that with
design features. One of the things | was struck by
t he presentations today was the | ack of di scussion by
the staff and the i ndustry about the past exenptions
under 50.12 t hat have been granted for operator nanual
actions. Some of the discussions that Dr. Wallis and
others had today about safety |evels and whether
suppression was or was not needed seens woul d have
conme up i n that context and woul d have provi ded better

i nsi ght on whet her these neasures are consistent 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

174
what the staff has granted in the past and also the
regul atory anal ysi s.

WIIl the newrule, if it goes out asit's
proposed, require those to be backfittedif they don't
have fire suppression detection or not? The
regulatory analysis didn't seem to address those
issues and | don't know what the answer is. I
actually tried to do sone research on that Monday but
ADAMS went down and - -

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, the concl usi on you
have on the slide may be true but there's also a
conclusion that the staff offered that the ri sk may be
mnimal -- may be increased by only minimally and so
-- and | think both are true.

MR. LOCHBAUM : Well, | agree. | don't
think there i s one answer because it depends on what
t he manual action is.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR. LOCHBAUM: Qur concern is that there
is a range and if you |look at the range of design
features, there you al so may have -- the reason we're
here today is the design features weren't net in some
cases. We think over tine you'll converge as those

design errors are weeded out whereas in operator
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manual actions, you actually |ose ground over tinme
because perfornmance isn't there.

Cooper Nucl ear Station had a probl ema few
years ago with just a routine SCRAM the operators
nessed up badly because t he operati ng performance had
gotten so good, they hadn't seen a SCRAM in awhile.
So the famliarity, the performance capability
dr opped.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  We hope they see fewer
fires than they see SCRAMs.

MR. LOCHBAUM : Well, |I'm not proposing
alternatives to have nore fires so they can get better
at it. That's not where --

MEMBER WALLI S: Thi s doesn't hel p me nuch,
t hough, because ri sk coul d al so be decreased. Wt hout
some proper neasure of risk, | don't really know where
we are.

MR. LOCHBAUM : | agree. | think one of
the concerns is, as the staff said earlier, was that
fire nodeling can't he nodeled or it's inpossible |
t hi nk was t he words t hey said. You know, so everybody
is basically guessing at this and that's why | led to
t he concl usi on between t he anal ogue between this and
the PWR contai nnent sunp issue. There was concern

that there wasn't enough i nformati on on that issue to
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go forward. | think there's even | ess information on
this issue to --

MEMBER WALLIS: So your argunent would
have to be when everyone is guessing you need nore
def ense-in-depth. That woul d be because you're nore
uncertain. Ws that your argument?

MR, LOCHBAUM: Well, I thinkif everybody
is guessing, you mght as well stick with something
you've had in place for 24 years.

MEMBER WALLI'S: It m ght have been | ousy.

MR. LOCHBAUM : It may be | ousy but if --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  It's the devil we know

MEMBER WALLI S:  Maybe t he operat ors woul d
do better if this thing had been in place.

MR LOCHBAUM That's an interesting
ganmble with high stakes. You know, a poker gane is
ki nd of rough. As far as the operator actions may be
unreliable. As Dr. Powers pointed out during an ACRS
neeting two years ago, in this case he was talking
about a fire that actually occurred at River Bend in
1995 or 1996. | have a typo here. The guys were in
the control room they weren't in the control rood.
That's a different place altogether on the fourth

line. But here --
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CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: Now, was Dr. Powers
actually there to hear themsay, "Ch, dear, oh, dear,
oh, dear, oh, dear"? |It's in quotes.

MR. LOCHBAUM  Yeah.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Must have been

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ch, you' re quoti ng Dana.

MR. LOCHBAUM | was quoting Dana.

MEMBER WALLI S: Dana was probably
per pl exed when they were saying it.

MR. LOCHBAUM It mght have been a
di fferent word. | don't know. The issue is that
Waterford had a fire, they thought it was an
electrical fire. They didn't put water onit for over
an hour even though one of the | essons |earned from
Browns Ferry was that you put the fire out even if
it's an electrical fire. The concern here is that's
been drunmed into training, as Dr. Powers points out,
there's been innunerable guidance docunments and
information notices issued by the NRC and yet this
licensee still didn't get that nessage, didn't
ingrained it into -- they probably ingrained it into
their training but when the actual event occurred,
that training went out the wi ndow and t hey sat around

in the control roomor control rood, befuddl ed.
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As far as revisiting bad tines, the NRC
staff has said that basically many plants or sone
pl ants at | east, have returned conditions to what they
were before the Browns Ferry fire, bad manual actions
and no physical separation, fire rep or whatever. |
t hi nk al so, getting into the issue of the devil that
you know, that issue -- that regulation was
i npl emented in 1980. Twenty-four years later we're
still discussing conmpliance with it. Dr. Wallis
poi nted out earlier there's been non-conpliance for 15
years. The staff clarified that they didn't know
about it except for two years ago. W could go to
this new operator manual actions thing. How many
years down the road will it be before the staff and
the i ndustry actual ly get into conpliance with the new
operator manual actions rul enaki ng?

You know, here we're 24 years |ater and
we're still not there. What we think this does is
essentially reset the clock on non-conpliance and
that's the wong thing to do. As Paul pointed out,
we' d be not conplying with the newregul ation i nstead
of trying to get into conpliance with the regul ation
that at | east has been out there for awhile and has
been wunderstood by nmany |icensees, because not

everybody is in that boat.
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Substitution for real safety, |'ve el uded
to a few --

MEMBER WALLI S: Now this conpliance, |
under st and t hat one conpliance woul d be this 20-f oot
separation. There may be a room where an existing
reactor you can't get 20-foot separation w thout vast
rebui | di ng of the whol e buil ding.

MR.  LOCHBAUM That's not the only
requi renent. They al so have t he one-hour fire wap and
the three-hour fire wap.

MEMBER WALLIS: So | think part of these
exenptions respond to that kind of situation where
it"sunrealistictotry to get a 20-foot separati on by
rebui | di ng sonet hi ng where it really was i npossi bl e or
very, very difficult to rebuild it.

MR. LOCHBAUM Yeah, we're not advocating
room stretchers.

MEMBER WALLIS: No, but so --

MR. LOCHBAUM But there are other
provi si ons of Appendi x Rthat are al ready on t he books
t hat were inplenented in 1980.

MEMBER WALLIS: So you could still put in
a big barrier or sonething instead of that?

MR. LOCHBAUM One-hour fire wap, three-

hour fire barriers.
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MEMBER WALLI S: So there is sonething
reasonabl e that could be done.

MR.  LOCHBAUM O you still have the
provision -- as many pl ant -- responsi bl e pl ant owners
have done is seek an exenpti on under 50.12, not do a
bl anket one just to nmake the paperwork easier for the
staff.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So you'd still allowthem
to seek exenption.

MR, LOCHBAUM O sure.

MEMBER WALLI S: That's the present
arrangenent .

VR. L OCHBAUM That's the present
arrangenent .

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | don't think that's up
to us or with respect to physical -- that's the rule
in CFR 50.

MR. LOCHBAUM  Well, | guess we're not
advocating that that should be elimnated or
di scouraged or taken out of the rule. That is a
provision if you can't neet the current parts of 50.

MEMBER WALLI S: So your only conplaint
with the present system is that it's not being

adequately enforced; is that right?
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MR. LOCHBAUM  Exactly correct, exactly
right.

MEMBER WALLIS: So if the present system
wer e adequat el y enforced we woul dn't need a new rul e.

MR. LOCHBAUM That's right, we wouldn't
be here today if the regulation enacted in 1980 were
sinply followed and enforced. The next slide talks
about the substitute for real safety. The staff's
2002 letter points out that many of these non-
conpl i ances, the plants were in conpliance and they
took thenselves out of conpliance due to |ack of
understanding or misinterpretation or whatever with
Appendi x R

Qur concern is Appendix R is fairly
sinple. It's 20 feet, one-hour fire analysis, three-
hour fire barrier. It's a little bit easier to
understand if you're on the right side of the |line or
if not then these tinelines, this feasible actions,
all this analysis, that's much nore subjective, that's
much | ess enforceabl e.

MEMBER WALLIS: Soit's nore effective and
efficient then, which was the criterion | saw the
staff use for the new rule.

MR. LOCHBAUM  Well, never know ng that

you're out of conpliance is not nore efficient than
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bei ng out of conpliance. You know, it's semantics.
You know, it takes the staff out of a lot of
enforcenent paperwork but it doesn't achieve the
safety level that's there because right now, as Pau
poi nted out, plants are out there wi th unapproved,
i nproperly anal yzed operat or manual actions. |If this
rul e goes through, that population will go up as the
regul atory analysis showed with the nunber of plants
that would go this way. You can't assune that all
those plants would do it right. That's just not the
history of this industry. And our concern is, how
many years would it take for the NRCto catch up with
the fact that those plants are in the wong space?
The best way to avoid it is not let themget there.

The i ssue about rewardi ng bad behavior is
that the staff's data shows that not every plant is in
this situation. There are many plant owners who did
the right thing, spent the noney, did the honmework
right, did the analysis right, did the nodifications
right, are in conplete conpliance with Appendix R
I1l1.G 2 as intended in 1980. This game that's being
pl ayed wi || basically tell those people that they were
suckers for spending that noney getting it right

because if they'd just waited | ong enough, the staff
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woul d have changed its rule to allow the under-age
dri nkers.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Well, doesn't it also
suggest that those suckers have a safer plant?

MR. LOCHBAUM But in today's econom c
environnent, the ability to pay a premiumto get that
safety is going away and under this action by the
staff with a deregul ated i ndustry, they'll be driving
nore people to spend on | ess safe plants rather than
on --

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Just a comment thing on
t hose guys who did the right thing.

MR LOCHBAUM Ch, yeah, | admre them

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Mbst peopl e have pl ants
that don't have this fire risk and since fire is one
of the dom nant ri sks, those people are just in better
shape. It protects their investnent and so |'m not
sure sucker is exactly the right word.

MEMBER SI EBER: Wl |, I'mnot either. You
know, in the plants where I worked we didn't have
thermal |lag but that was a matter of happenstance.
You know, the engineering folks didn't buy it and so
we didn't end up with this huge problem That doesn't
nean we spent a |lot of nobney not to have that huge

problem It just neans we were |ucky, you know.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Wel |, | understand your
poi nt but sucker is not ny choice of words. | think
t hose peopl e t hat have done the right thing, have done
the right thing and it's comendabl e.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Yeah, and we can nove on
t hen.

MR. LOCHBAUM | just don't -- to reward
those who didn't do the right thing or who were
unl ucky just doesn't seemto be the right thing for
t he agency to be doing.

MEMBER SI EBER  Tr ue.

MR. LOCHBAUM | said several tines, the
ACRS recently issued a letter on the PWR cont ai nnent
sunmp i ssue saying the staff hadn't quite reached the
gel point for that to go out.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: | wi sh you woul dn't use
that word in that context.

MR. LOCHBAUM Sorry about that, | didn't
even think of that.

MEMBER SI EBER:  That's all right.

MEMBER WALLI S: |  thought it was
del i berate.

MR. LOCHBAUM No, | wish it was but no,
it wasn't. The -- we think this issueis very simlar

and added to it is the security issue which doesn't
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effect the contai nment but does effect the operator
manual actions conponent.

In conclusion, | think our view is that
Appendix 111.G 2 as inplemented in 1980 provided
crisp, clear requirements for fire protection. The
staff's proposals to substitute a vague, ill-defined
and virtually unenforceable requirement for those
crisp clear regul ati ons and t hat' s unacceptabl e. \Wat
we thing the manual action that's needed now is to
throw this idea into the --

MEMBER WALLIS: Wiy do they think it's
nore effective and efficient because it would seemto
me that one's crisp, clear and easy to enforce and t he
ot her one is vague, ill-defined. The vague, ill-
defi ned one nust be |less effective and efficient.

MR. LOCCHBAUM They don't have to do any

enf orcenent acti on. You can never enforce it, so
there will never be any enforcenment conferences.
There will never be any chances where the --

MEMBER WALLIS: So it saves noney but it
can't be nore effective.

VEMBER S| EBER: Vell, in effect, what
they' re doing is noving the review of each exenption
froman NRRreviewer to aregion-based fire protection

i nspect or.
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MR. LOCHBAUM Ri ght, and because it is so
vague, that region-based fire protection inspector
will never be able to find any non-conpliances or
violations, so it saves the staff a whole bunch of
noney.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  So in summary, you say
don't do it but certainly don't do it now.

MR. LOCHBAUM Ri ght.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: Until the security issues
are clarified

MR. LOCHBAUM Ri ght.

MEMBER WALLI S: This word "cockaman e"
nmust be sone Anmericanismthat |'munfamliar with

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: | looked it up and
couldn't find it.

MEMBER WALLIS: \What does it nean?

MEMBER SI EBER:  Yeah, it turned red onthe
spel | checker.

CHAI RMVAN ROCSEN: | think you very nuch,
M. Lochbaum Do you have any final comments, | don't
nmean to cut you off.

MR, LOCHBAUM Thank you.

CHAIl RVAN ROSEN:. W are going to take a
five-m nute break because we' ve been providedthe tine

for one by our excellent speakers and cone back and
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make our final comments before 5:30. Thank you very
much. Five mnute break.

(A brief recess was taken.)

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: W now are at the stage
of the meeting where | get all the help | can get from
my colleagues to draft the letter for the full
conmttee, so | would appreciate any thoughts you
m ght have and I'Il tell you what | think, but 1]
start with you, Jack

MEMBER S| EBER: kay. My comments are
solely mne. They differ fromother nmenbers and are
subject to change if | gain a greater understanding.
| have a coupl e of concerns. One of themis that the
way Appendi x Rwas originally structured, it relied on
plant design features like three-hour barriers,
suppressi on and detection for the main thrust of fire
protection defense and t he staff gave exenpti ons whi ch
are exceptionstothe rule for certain operator manual
actions where the physical features of the plant nay
not be adequate.

| am concerned that we may be | osing the
order of inportance of these things in the new rule
which mekes it very easy for a licensee to self-
construct an exenption and therefore, junp to operator

manual actions as opposed to repairing physical
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features of -- fire protection features of the plant.
And so, any rules that's finally published needs to
make clear that the original intent of Appendix R,
which is make sure the design features are in place,
and in those rare situations where it's inpossible or
totally inpracticable to achieve full conpliance with
desi gn features, then operator nanual actions may be
considered. And so that maybe just puts a little
different enphasis on it but it nmakes ne nore
confortable in that it preserves the original intent
of the witers of Appendix R back in 1979/1980 tine
frame.

My second comment is that the -- | agree
that security issues need to be eval uated before al
this analysis is performed to justify deviations and
t he crediti ng of operator manual acti ons because |, as
well as others, believe it will have a significant
impact and so | think that it's -- it should not be a
part of this proposed rule. On the other hand, |
t hi nk resolution of whatever action is taken under
this rule has to take i nto account security i ssues and
what ever inpedinments they nmay present to the
acconpl i shnment of operator action and the anal ysi s of

the tineline. | just think that's inportant.
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CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: Let me nmake sure |
under st and, Jack. You're saying the security issues
are inportant. | think everybody agrees but that
you' re providing, inyour view, two options; one, take
theminto account now or provide a nechanismto take
theminto account at sone later tinme?

MEMBER S| EBER:  Yeah, | think either one
from a regulatory standpoint is acceptable, either
alternative. On the other hand, the lateral one is
tw ce as nuch work and so, staff may want to take t hat
into account. And that woul d be ny conments. |' mnot
saying don't issue it because of this idea of
prioritizing what gets done first, you know, physi cal
features and as an alternative, a last ditch
alternative or defense-in-depththing, operator nanua
action as opposed to elevating the ease of
i ncor porating operator manual actions sothat physi cal
features sort of disappear.

That doesn't necessarily say don't issue
the rule. It's fix the rule to make that clear.

CHAl RMAN ROSEN:  Gr ahanf?

MEMBER WALLIS: well, | think that yeah
t he question we have is issuing this rule for public
comment . | think we have to have a pretty good

argunent if we said don't do it. W'd have to nmake
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sure why we were saying that. | wasn't really very
convi nced by anything I heard today. | do like the
argument Jack put forth that the original intent was
to have the physical barriers first. |If that was the
intent if you go back to it and | ook at the statenent
of considerations or sonething there, figure out that
was the intent instead of quoting sonething fromsone
Federal Register notice 24 years ago, Yyou could
under stand the rati onal e behi nd t he ori gi nal Appendi x
R, we m ght know what it is we're changing. | think
that staff needs to give us that argunent properly.
What | m ssed, as |'ve said several tines
t oday, was a neasure of plant safety. There was all
this tal king about it but if someone coul d convi nce ne
that plants would be safer if we did this, this or
this, then I'd have some basis for naking a decision
and | didn't see that. It's all this cursive stuff.
So besi des t he housekeepi ng chore of tidyingthings up
so we don't | et people do things wi thout there being
some check on what they're doi ng and checki ng whet her
or not they're really conplying and so on, which |
don't think is that job of ACRS, it's sonething the
staff should be doing all the tinme, | don't really
know what ACRS can add. So put out this rule and | et

peopl e substantiate their comments on it wth good
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argunment s and hopeful ly sone analysis or we'l | see it
agai n.

And | think the staff needs to do a better
job of justifying what it's doing based onits effects
on plant safety and what their strategy is towards
assuring pl ant safety which may be and i n t he past was
t o enphasi ze t he physi cal things first and then put in
operator actions as a defense-in-depth and so nake it
clear what the strategy it to achi eving pl ant safety.
| need that framework before | can really make a
j udgnent about what's appropriate. And | think we'll
probably end up saying, put thisrule out andlet's --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wll, | have three
opti ons. "1l say, "No, staff, you can't put this
rule out the way it is".

MEMBER WALLI S: Because it's fatally
flawed in sone way.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: It's fatally fl awed and
give ny reasons. O, "Yes, staff, you can put it out,
it's flawed but not fatally and here's the flaws". O
we can say, "It's wonderful” and go with that. I
don't think anybody thinks that. So | think the
options you're suggesting is, yes, it's flawed but

here are the fl aws. Put it out.
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MEMBER WALLI S: Well, | think when we
wite our letter, we mght want to point out some of
t hese things that need to be sorted out in the process
of public conment.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Is that where you cone

down, pretty nuch, Jack?

VEMBER S| EBER: Well, | think there's
t hr ee. Don't put it out, put it out and resolve
comments which will renpve sone mnor flaws, or the

third option is, it has sone flaws that ought to be
fixed beforeit's put out and that's sort of where I'm
at .

MEMBER WALLI S:  Yeah, | woul d ki nd of |ike
it to be in better shape. | think it should be in
better shape.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Yeah, | agree with both
of you. It has sonme flaws that | would like to see
fixed before they put it out. And in particular the
one that bothers ne nost is the security flaw. Mybe
that's a sinple fix. Maybe it's just a clarification
of how one does this, but | would be faced, if | were
back in the plant | used to be at of now knowi ng how
to do the analysis without having to do it over.

MEMBER SIEBER: | think a |licensee would

end up doing it twce. It's not clear to nme -- |
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think sone |icensees would say, "Well, I'mgoing to
drag ny feet and not do it at all until | get further
definition of the problenmt, and that's not a result
you want .

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: No, and | don't think
it's possible either because there will be enough
interimcheck steps where the licensee that's trying
that would --

MEMBER SI EBER: Well, all he has to dois
keep track of where the inspectors are and when
they're comingto his plant. Do you know what | nmean?
And the other alternative is just giving up and say,
"Il do it twice", and that has a cost associ ated
withit. And you nmay conme out with different answers.
You know, if you put all the security things, manua
actions may not | ook all that attractive and so you're
into doing the physical things that you should have
done in the first place.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wl I, | think nmy comrent
is the security flaws is a show stopper until some
sort of reasonabl e process is defined and | think the
staff naybe can address that in time for the next
neeting, maybe not. | think it certainly should focus
on that. | didn't hear nuch di scussion of this but I

under st ood t hat t he obj ectives of this rul emaki ng were
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really multiple. | went to the trouble of trying to
dig themout. Let's seeif | can find it.

Four objectives; mintain safety and
i ncrease public confidence, I'"mnot going to read the
whol e objective, they're | onger than that but that's
the first one. Provide quality and uniformty in
| i censee assessnents and docunentation, that'sreally
nunber 2. Nunber 3 is, reduce the unnecessary NRC and
i censee burden, that's nunber 3. Nunber 4 is result
in nore efficient use of resources by both |icensees
and NRC. So there's safety, quality and uniformty,
reduce |icensee NRC burden and nore efficient use.

Inlistening to what NElI said, said and |
think it was the gentl eman fromDuke Power, that there
are going to be a lot of exenptions with the rule as
its presently put together. So that that's certainly
won't neet objectives 3 and 4 which are to reduce
unnecessary licensing regul atory burden and result in
nore efficient use of resources. So of the four
objectives only two of themare likely to be achi eved
and two are unlikely to be achieved.

MEMBER WALLIS: The npbst inportant one,
t he safety one, really people didn't have very nuch to
say about.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  No, no.
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MEMBER SIEBER: It's a draw.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  So |'msort of troubled
by doing a rule-naking that is on the face of it,
can't get better than about 50 percent in your tests,
Graham maybe not that high. So |'mtroubl ed by that.
So I"'mtroubled by security and I'mtroubled by not
neeting the objectives of the rulemaking. 1'malso
troubled by theideathat fire detecti on and automatic
suppression requiring that, in order to take credit
for operator manual actions runs counter to the
Conmi ssion's preference which has been established
over a long tine and enbodied in the 1995 policy
statenent on PRA and it really runs counter to their
preference to risk-infornmed and performance-based
appr oaches. So stick that in and say that's our
article of faith, our determnistic article of faith
and now you can cal cul ate all these things and do al
this --

MEMBER WALLI S: They refuse to do any
ri sk-infornmed --

MEMBER S| EBER:  Yeah, but | would agree
with you, Steve, that it's a determnistic rule and
there's norisk informati on and so what do you do with
t hat ?

MEMBER WALLI'S: You enforce it.
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MEMBER SI EBER:  Ri ght.

CHAIl RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, I'"mtroubled by a
little different aspect of it. Maybe | did not make
nyself clear, isthat if this Commssionis tryingto
run a regulatory system in a risk-infornmed,
per f ormance- based way, saying we're going to do that
but the shape of this table is -- before you can do
the risk-informed and performance-based analysis,
risk-informed because you're doing the PRA-Iike
anal ysi s and perfornmance- based because you' re goingto
denonstrate t he manual actions that your taking, first
you have to agree that you' re going to have automatic
suppression and fire detection in the area. That's
not the way you do risk analysis.

What you dowithrisk analysis is youtake
what you have and you do t he best estinmate anal ysi s of
the circunstances, cone up with a nunmber and you
assess your uncertainties, and if they're large, you
add defense-in-depth. | nmean, that's the standard, so
thisis different than that. It starts priority with
t he defense-in-depth and then goes off and --

MEMBER S| EBER: You can use those
argunents, though to say you really don't need

cont ai nnment .
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MEMBER WALLI S: | think we have enough to

goto the full conmttee and say these are some of the

i ssues.

MEMBER SI EBER: | think so.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Yeah, |I'mgoing to take
a crack at it. Maybe -- I'Il certainly put in the

i deas about the rul emaki ng objectiveis not likely to
be achieved and the security event stuff. | mght
fool around with the thing | just nentioned, alittle
bit running counter to the typical way --

MEMBER WALLI S:  What do we have? W have
a one-hour neeting with the full commttee or
somnet hi ng?

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  One and a hal f, Marvin.

MEMBER WALLIS: [It's just the staff that
presents or do we have ot her ones?

MR. SYKES: |It's just staff.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Just the staff unl ess we
make the -- we have the inputs fromthe other people.

MEMBER WALLIS: We can share the other
slides with the full conmttee.

MEMBER S| EBER: O you can do it and
Steve, in his introduction can sumarize what --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Vell, "Il certainly

menti on what's been sai d.
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MEMBER SI EBER: -- what the others have
sai d.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  But hearing no further
comments fromthe nmenbers, | | ook around and ask if

t here's anybody who feel s conpel | ed to want to keep us
from going to supper

MEMBER WALLI S: Vell, | think it's a
cockamam e idea to think of going to supper

MVEMBER S| EBER: How do you spell that
agai n?

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Thank you very nuch. We
are adj our ned.

(Whereupon, at 5:40 p.m the above

entitled matter concl uded.)
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