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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
8:30 a.m

CHAI RVAN SHACK: The nmeeting will now cone
toorder. This is the second day of a two-day neeting
of the Advisory Conmittee on Reactor Safeguard,
Subcomm ttee on Regul atory Policies and Practices. |
am W I |iam Shack, Chairman of the Subconmttee.

Menber s in att endance on Geor ge
Apostol akis, Mario Bonaca, Tom Kress, Vic Ransom
St eve Rosen, Jack Sieber and Graham Wallis.

The purpose of this neeting is to review
the staff’s draft proposed rule |anguage of the
Voluntary Alternative Rule to allow |icensees to
i nplement a redefined |arge-break | oss-of-cool ant
acci dent and associ ated risk-informed emergency core
cool i ng system requirenents.

The Subcommittee wi || gat her i nformati on,
anal yze relevant issues and facts, and formnulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate for
deliberation by the Full Committee.

M chael Snodderly is the Designated
Federal O ficial for this neeting.

The rules for participation in today’s
nmeeting have been announced as part of the notice of

this neeting previously published in the Federal
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Reqgi ster on Cctober 20, 2004. A transcript of the
neeting is being kept and will be nade avail abl e as

stated in the Federal Reqgi ster notice.

It is requested that speakers first
identify thenmsel ves and speak with sufficient clarity
and volune so they can be readily heard. W have
received no witten conments or requests for tine to
make oral statenents from menbers of the public
regardi ng today’ s neeting.

We will now proceed with the neeting. |
will call upon Brian Sheron of the Ofice of Nuclear
React or Regul ations to begin.

MR. BECKNER: Okay, |'mBill Beckner, |I'm
the Program Director of the new Research and Test
Reactors Program | apologize, Brian called ne, |
t hought about this question for about five m nutes, |
think | have a pretty good answer, | couldn’t bring ny
Part 52 expert here, but do you want to restate the
guestion just to make sure | understand exactly what
t he question is?

CHAI RMAN SHACK: Why can’'t the rule be
applied to new reactors?

MR. BECKNER: Ckay.

First of all, | think let’s use the ABWR

for an exanple. ABWR has a design certification,
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obviously. That’s arule, it’s a done deal, it’s not
goi ng to change unl ess they went through the process
agai n. | brought this, since | couldn’t bring the
expert | thought, yes, |’ve got extra copies.

This is a pretty good process of the
| i censi ng process.

MR. ROSEN. Move it up closer to your
nout h, pl ease.

MR. BECKNER: Ckay.

MR. ROSEN: Maybe you ought to just put it
on, so then you won't have to be bothered with it.

MR. BECKNER: Ckay.

Recogni ze to build an ABWR or any ot her
pl ant you actual |y need a |l i cense, probably a conbi ned
i cense under Part 52. Now, if you read this thing,
a conbined license <can reference a design
certification, anearly site permt, both or neither.
Ckay, so one can come in with a conbined |icense to,
say, build an ABWR, but not reference the design
certification. They’d have to submt all the
i nformation that you normally submt for alicense, it
woul d have to be reviewed by the staff and so forth.

The di sadvantage of doing that, by not
referencing a design certification, is what can be

reconsi dered during hearings, basically. So, yeah, it
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probably woul d not be advantageous to try to build an
ABVWR wi t hout referencing adesigncertificationunless
you are making a | ot of changes. That’'s ny persona
opi ni on.

Now, cl early, too, you could get alicense
and do an anmendnent after the fact. Al right, but
the primary benefit of a design certification, or
maki ng use of the design certificationin alicensing
hearing, istolimt the issues that would have to be
reconsi dered, or could be reconsidered, during that
| i censing process.

Now, there’s a question | coul dn’t answer,
you may talk about, what about hybrid, what about
referencing a certified design, but we'd like to
change this little piece, and | don’t know the answer
tothat. M expectation is that would probably open
it up to a lot of hearings al so.

That’s it in a nutshell, so it would be
possi bl e, you could clearly buildan AP1000, or AP600,
or an ABWR and license it wthout referencing that
certified design. Again, you' d lose that benefit
t hough. Ckay.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: But, you know, | don’t say
anybody would do that, but you are saying even a

| i cense anmendnent woul d then open yoursel f up.
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8
MR. BECKNER: Once you got your |icense it

woul d be |i ke any other |icense anendnent, |ike we do
for power uprates or for an exi sting plant, and agai n,
that’ s al so subject to hearing process. So, the rea
i ssue of making use of a standardized design is its
fix, it’s not only what can be considered in a
hearing, but al so any changes the staff coul d nmake,
too. That’s the benefit, it’s the finality of a | ot
of the design issues.

MR. ROSEN:. That’'s a very good answer, but
|’ mnot sure that’s the question we asked.

MR BECKNER: All right.

MR. ROSEN: | t hought t he questi on was, why
can’'t a new plant use the new 50. 467

MR. BECKNER: |If we went through - the
answer is, if we went through a new design
certification process, for instance, if one of the
ESBWRs or anot her plant came in, they could choose to
reference the regulations in place at that tine. So,
if we nodify the regulations today, and | think
there’s a six-nonth time period, the reference is to
regul ati ons some period of time before the submttal.
So, yeah, afuture designcertification could make use
of this rule once that rule is in place.

MR. ROSEN: Okay, but not with any tests -
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MR, BECKNER But, ABWR -

MR ROSEN. - |ike AP600 or AP1000.
MR. BECKNER: - AP1000 will have a rule
within a year or whatever, and that will be fixed.

MR. ROSEN. As long as that beats this,
then it can’t use this.

MR. BECKNER: Correct.

MR. ROSEN: But, if this, for sone reason,
beats the final certification -

MR. BECKNER: Wel |, AP1000 i s out the door,
t oo, because we’ve got the final design

MR. ROSEN. And, we’ve al ready eval uated

MR. BECKNER: Ri ght, but ESBWR, whi ch maybe
t he next one to shoot, they could, in theory, nodify
their submttal to reference a revised 50. 46.

MR ROSEN:. Ckay, | get it.

MR. BECKNER: Ckay, and agai n, anyone can
submt a license amendnent or a |license application
wi thout referencing a design, it’s just you | ose al
t hat benefit.

MR. ROSEN: Yeah, and the question was,
okay, so if you are - if you ve got a certification
before this conmes out, say, AP600, you want to build

one of those, you say I'd like to use the 50.46, the
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qguestion was, well, that reopens the whol e ball gane.
It’s like the argunments against the constitutiona
amendnent s.

MR. BECKNER:. Right, you would not
reference the design certification, you d submt al
t he i nformati on necessary and t hat woul d be subj ect to
staff review and al so reconsi deration at heari ngs.

MR. ROSEN: So, not just theissue of 50.46
if you did that, but potentially everything in the
certification.

MR. BECKNER: And agai n, Steve, ny question
is I’mnot sure about sonme hybrid of that. M guess
is that wouldn’'t work either, | don’t know.

MR. ROSEN: But, you know, an ASLB could
decide to limt it to just this.

MR. BECKNER: That’'s true. That’s true.

MR. ROSEN: And then, that could be
appeal ed and, you know, go through all that, and it
m ght end up that -

MR. BECKNER: It mght be just about as
bad.

ROSEN: - yeah
BECKNER: All right?

ROSEN: Thank you

2 3 3 %

BECKNER: Ckay, thank you.
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"1l | eave sonme copies of these. If you
haven't seenit, really, it is a good refresher, it’s
not enough detail to probably answer this question,
but it is a good refresher. [1’'ll leave these with
you.

CHAl RVAN SHACK: Steve, are you next up?

MR. KELLY: Good norning. My naneis d enn
Kelly. 1I’mwth the PRA Branch in NRR Wth ne is

St ephen Di nsnore. W’ ve prepared a presentation for
you t oday, regardi ng how we woul d go about eval uati ng
t he acceptability of proposed plant nodificati ons and
how we would expect the licensee, if we had an
i nconsequential plant change that they wanted t o make,
how they should go about nmaking their plant
nodi fi cati ons.

The first thing that | wanted to note is
kind of reiterating what Brian Thomas - Brian Thomas
- Brian Sheron spoke to you about yesterday, was that
we don’t want and won’t accept unaccept abl e i ncreases
inrisk under this rule. So, one of the nmgjor things
that we want to assure is that any changes that are
made, that are reviewed by the staff, or that are nmade
under the inconsequential change process, that these
woul d be acceptably small increases in risk.

As under risk informed regulation, the
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reason why we are doing risk infornmed regul ati on, as
|’ msure you are already aware, is we want to pronote
safety by focusing the regulations on, basically,
those aspects of the plant or how the plant is
operated, they arereally the nost i nmportant as far as
ri sk goes, and so that the resources of the utility
and of NRC can be nbst wi sely spent.

As part of that, as you' ve heard
yest erday, and heard during various presentations to
you before, the expected frequency of the |argest
doubl e-ended guillotine LOCA is believed to be very
smal | .

DOCTOR WALLIS: This is only part of the
equati on, because you ve got to take frequency and
consequences, and | guess what you are saying is that
the consequences of all these LOCAs are sort of
simlar, soyou can only judge by frequency? Because,
if the large-break LOCA has far worse consequences
than all ot her LOCAs, you couldn’t just talk about its
frequency, could you?

MR KELLY: That’s correct.

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, you are sort of
assumng that all LOCAs are kind of equivalent in
terns of consequence?

MR. KELLY: No, they are not - actually,
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they are not all equival ent.

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, how do you put
consequence into this equation?

MR. KELLY: Well, you can, again, as we’'ve
tal ked about, that there are two aspects associ ated
with cal culating risk.

Mar k?

MR. RUBIN: Yes, this is Mark Rubin from
the staff. | could, perhaps, give a little
perspective on it.

The focus was that the expected
frequencies of the |arge-break LOCAs, the ones that
yield to break, are very small, nuch smaller than
press assuned in WASH 1400 and many ot her studies.
But, the key incite fromthe severe accident study,
the severe accident risk from LOCA-initiated in
general are very low. So, you have to keep, you know,
of course, that in mnd, too. LOCAs generally do not
dom nate risk, and | arge-break LOCAs don’t doni nate
LOCA ri sk.

So, taken altogether, the indication is
that this is an area that got great regulatory
attention in the past, and we’ ve di scovered through
t he severe accident nethodol ogies that a | ot of the

risk really exists in other areas, station bl ackout
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for instance. We’'ve had sone risk-informed
rul emakings at WS SBO because of these severe
accident incites that now we are getting back to the
basic regul ations and trying to cl ean up sone of the
di screpancies, and that’s why we are going forward
with this program

DOCTOR WALLI S: So, your real argument is
that the risk contribution of this thing is very
small, it’s not just the frequency.

MR RUBIN:. A conbi nation of both.

DOCTOR WALLIS: Yes, but if you just
mention frequency, it’s only half the argunent.

MR. DINSMORE: This is Steve Dinsnore from
the staff.

| think we also were aware that the
consequences of the l|arge-break LOCA are being
controll ed by these defense-in-depth cal cul ati ons.

DOCTOR WALLIS: As | ong as you don’t back
off on them

MR. DINSMORE: Well, we discussed this
specifically in the slides what is going to be taken
care of through the defense-in-depth part of it. So,
t he consequences are being controlled as well, so we
didn’t put it on this slide.

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, they are being

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

15

controlled, they are not just only being controlled -
MR. DI NSMORE: 70 percent probability.
DOCTOR WALLI S: t hey are not bei ng i gnored.

MR. DI NSMORE: Yes, they are not being

i gnor ed.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: See, 1'd look at it a
little differently. I always find this reason
sonewhat circul ar. The LOCAs nmake very |ow

contributions, because the system is designed to
handl e LOCAs.

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, if you stop worrying
about the system -

CHAI RVAN SHACK: I f you stop worrying, you
know, and i f you make desi gn changes you can, in fact,
i ncrease the risk.

MR. ROSEN. Not if you say we are not goi ng
to all ow substantial changes in risk.

MR. RUBIN. Right, that’s the key issue,
t hat what ever changes you make coul d, indeed, affect
a nunber of other severe accident sequences totally
unrelated to LOCA, and that’s why an integrated risk
assessnent, to the greatest extent we can, wll be
made to |look at the inpact on the other accident
sequences, other initiators.

MR. KELLY: And, as we go through, we'l]l
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tal k about, besides core danage frequency and LERF an
additional netric that we are proposing that we
beli eve would help assure that we’d have adequate
def ense-in-depth for the plants.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: Well, | nean, we’ll al
get to the same answer, you know. | just nake the
argunent that it isreally the fact that the DEGB LOCA
frequency i s very smal |, as Tompoi nt ed out yest erday,
if you assunme it goes to failure the frequency is
probably smal |l enough that you are still in the smal
ri sk basis.

The defense-in-depth is really just in
case we are wong about how frequent the DEGB really
is, and so we are covered in both ways. | nean, our
rationalist assessnent i s that t he DEGB LOCA frequency
isvery small, the defense-in-depthisthereif we are
wrong about that.

MR, KELLY: We're going to tal k about four
basi c steps.

DOCTOR KRESS: You nentionedthethirdrisk
net hod, is that |ight rel eases?

MR KELLY: Yes, it is.

W' re going to tal k about four basic steps
t o maki ng pl ant nodifications. Thefirst is to define

your proposed change, identify the process you are
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going to make, then perform an engi neering anal ysis
which includes PRA in your typical determnistic
eval uati ons, define your i nplenentation and nmonitoring
prograns, and t hen submt the proposed changes, if the
submttal is required.

So, when one goes about defining a
proposed change, we are |ooking for the licensee to
effectively indicate what are all of the aspects of
the plant that are going to be affected by this
change. This includes aspects of the plant’s design,
ot her aspects of its licensing basis, operating
conditions, et cetera.

W want them to identify the SSCs,
procedures, et cetera, that will be changed, and when
we | ook at this, as we tal ked yesterday a little bit
about cumul ative risk, when NRC | ooks at the changes
that are proposed over tinme under 50.46a, if we are
going to treat these as, in essence, when we are doi ng
t he nunerical conparisons, as a single change.

DOCTOR KRESS: Let nme ask you a question
about that. It’s bothered nme a little in the past.

| can envision one change increasing the
ri sk and anot her change bringing it back down, but the
two changes may not be equivalent in terms of the

contribution to uncertainty.
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Do you have a way to deal wth that,
because a set of changes together may not end up at
just the sanme risk point, it may add up with a
different uncertainty.

MR KELLY: Well, that’s correct.

DOCTOR KRESS: And, | don’t know how to
actually deal with that in this process.

MR KELLY: Well, | think that that’'s a
good point, and one of the aspects that goes al ong
with all of this is that, |I think we’'ve talked a
little bit al ready about defense-in-depth, and one of
the major reasons why we have defense-in-depth at
power plants is because of the i nherent uncertainty in
certain aspects.

| believe is that if we sawthat what was
bei ng proposed was a set of changes that mght be
significantly increasing the uncertainty associated
with the ability to plan, to prevent, or mtigate
serious accidents. W expect defense-in-depth would
be comrensurately i ncreased to take i nt o account such
changes.

DOCTOR KRESS: That would be the | ogica
approach. So, | gather fromthat you are going to ask
for wuncertainties associated with these changes,

uncertainties that we are going to see?
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MR. KELLY: That’s correct, inour proposed
rule we are asking the licensees to specifically
address uncertainties in their submttal.

MR. ROSEN: Now, G enn, | must have bl anked
out when you were tal king about that third bullet.
Are you really saying that every tinme the |licensee
cones in, if alicensee was doing this repetitively,
to ask for a change he has to go back to the very
begi nning of tinme and, basically, add themall up and
show that the total continues to beinsignificant? Is
t hat what you -

MR, KELLY: Well, in essence, what you are
| ooking at is, | could take an exanple, | have ny PRA
for ny plant today, and it’s not too difficult to put
sonme things in the event trees and fault trees such
that | can turn on various gates on and off wth
certain conmands so that | can effectively nodel or
take out of the nodel things that |’ve done for
50. 46a. So that, if I’m not |onger, for exanple,
taking credit for ny accunulators | can -1 don’t want
to get too much into details, but you can effectively
put it into the nodel directly, the PRA nodel, such
that over tinme as | change the nodel it’s just |I'm
addi ng one nore piece here that | can turn on or turn

off, so that when I | ook today |I can say, okay, here
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we are today with ny plant, here’s how |l’mgoing to
change it, and I’mgoing to nodel it that way. And
then, I can go back to nmy plant before | had all the
changes, and | can run the PRAin both situations, and
see what’'s the differential core damage frequency.

MR RUBIN. Maybe | coul d add sonet hi ng.

Doct or Rosen, wer e you aski ng t he changes,
t he | arger changes, or just the i nconsequential group
of changes?

MR. ROSEN: No, | was just aski ng what that
third bull et meant, howare you goi ng to neasure t hat?

MR RUBIN: Yes, these are consi dered under
the 1.174 approach these are considered a single
bundl e t o change, due to the rule, and, yes, they wll
be | ooked at, and totally they nust neet the accepted
criteria of at nost a small increase.

DOCTOR WALLIS: Is this going to be at
di fferent tinmes, you make sone changes thi s year, next
year, and the next year, you add themall up?

DOCTOR KRESS: Well, | think the 1.174
process automatically tracks that.

MR RUBIN If it’s a rel ated change, and
we’ ve defined this as part of the rule process as
being a rel ated bundl e change. Even if they’ re done

over years apart, you have to keep track of the 50. 46a
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rel ated changes, and that in conbination shoul dn’t
i ncrease, they shouldn’'t cause nore than a snall
i ncrease inrisk, which shoul d be devel oped in the reg
gui de, and sonme wi Il be negative. W expect sonme wl |
be i nprovenents in safety and we are suggesting somne
quantifiable, some not quantifiable.

MR. ROSEN: So, effectively, a plant wll
have a budget, a budget, each plant will be granted a
budget by this thing of some el enent of risk, and t hey
can - addi tional risk, increnental risk - and they can
use it as they choose over the remaining life of the
pl ant .

MR. RUBIN. Kind of Kyoto, perhaps, on
gr eenhouse gases, but, in any event -

MR ROSEN: I’m not an expert on Kyoto,
you' Il have to use anot her anal ogy.

MR. RUBIN: Yes, they' Il have a quot a.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Let me understand
this, what you are saying. | make, say, three
changes, you guys approve them | get a delta CDF
that’'s positive. Then three years down the line |
propose anot her change, related to 50.46. The way |
understand it is that this newchange will have to be
evaluated in the context of the nodifying plan,

because you have al ready made three changes.
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MR, DI NSMORE: No.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: No?

MR. DI NSMORE: You’' d have to conpare back
to the original configuration.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: So, that was ny
guestion, so you are going to calculate now a delta
CDF whi ch wi I | be the conbi nation of all four changes,
the three that have been approved and the new one?

MR, DI NSMORE: Yes.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS:  Well, that goes
agai nst 1.174.

MR RUBIN: Therew || be two cal cul ati ons.

Based on the as-built plant with the previ ous changes,

they Il take the new proposed change and cal cul ate t he
delta, and that will probably have to showthat it’s
a small increase in risk, at nost, or naybe even
i nprovenent. But, they also will have to take the

changes i n conbi nation.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Even though they are
three years apart.

MR. RUBIN Even though they are three
years apart, with the nost current nodel.

DOCTOR KRESS: But, they are already in
combi nati on because they are reflected in the current

state of the CDF.
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MR. RUBIN. But, not as a group of 50.46.

DOCTOR KRESS: Wl |, what do you do with
that i nformation then?

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: You are conparing to
t he current baseline.

MR RUBIN. What we don’t want is a
creeping increase inrisk in aliquots of 10° CDF t hat
over tine -

DOCTOR KRESS: But, 1.174 autonatical ly has
a break.

MR. RUBIN: 1.174is aregulatory gui de and
not a rule.

DOCTOR KRESS: Oh, | see.

MR. RUBIN:. And, it was our intent and
expectation that we would not get this creeping risk
effect, but there is no regulation to prohibit it.

The Committee and staff discussed just
this very issue about six or seven years ago. And,
t he experience we’'ve gained in many years of risk-
informed |icensing applications has been, in fact,
there has not been a creeping increase in risk, all
t he changes have been small. In total, the inpact to
t he risk-infornmed changes gl obal | y have been smal | or
neutral or reductions in sone cases, but nowwe are in

rul e space, and in rul e space we are saying the draft
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proposal is that there shoul d al ways be a reval i dation
that all the changes in total, with the nost current
nodel , take themin and out of the nodel and make sure
that the total inpact is no nore than a small increase
in risk.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: But, I'mleft with this
argument that it’s okay to change ny risk by 1 x 10°
under 50.44, but it’s not okay to add another 1 x 10°
under 50.46, even though the total risk is the same at
the end of the process.

I f I’ ve made sone change under 50. 46, and
|’ve added 1 x 10°° 1’'ve used up ny full quota of
50.46 risk, but I can go off and change sonet hi ng el se
under 50.44 and up ny risk by 1 x 10° and that’s
okay. But, | can’t go back and add another 1 x 10°
under 50.46. | don’t know why | color the risk.

MR. DINSMORE: It’s kind of set up, we' ve
been doing this for all the applications, we’ ve been
consi stently applying this process.

For each set of rel ated applications, you
are right, you can select different types of
appl i cations, and you can add those up i ndependent|y.
But, within an application we keep track of the
cumul ative effect of the changes.

The best exanple is this integrated | eak
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rate testing, where they cane in, they started with
threetines inten years, they got permssiontodoit
once in ten years, then they cane back in and said we
want to do it once in 15 years. W conpared that once
inl5tothe original threeinten, not tothe changed
one in ten.

So, we’ve been doing this with all the
applications, and it’s correct that if they select
fromconpl etely di fferent applications they can al ways
cone up to this boundary for each application.

DOCTOR KRESS: | was under the inpression
that this rule was directly tied to 1.174. 1s that a
fal se information?

MR. DI NSMORE: No. Well, it is, because -
we believe it is, because what we are doing is we are
groupi ng all the changes that you are allowed to do
because of this rule as one application. So, in that
respect it’'s identical to what we’ ve been doing with
| ST, 1SI, all these other applications. W take each
application and we keep it in a box, and we contro
what’ s going on within that box.

MR RUBIN. If | could add, this is, |
believe, directly in line and consistent with the
bundl i ng application concept in 1.174, and all we are

doing here is defining 50.46 changes are a bundl e.
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DOCTOR BONACA: It seens to nme what you are

really doing, | mean, you are saying that whatever
plan, sonme of them will stay with according to
Appendi x K, some will stay with the current best
estimte, and some of themw ||l choose to go risk-

i nformed, but the current baseline as the other plans
that stay with current Appendix K, the existing
baseline is still alive. | mean, you are still using
it as areference point to anchor the changes you nmeke
t hrough the risk-informed process, and | agree with
t hat concept.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: But, is that stated
explicitly in 1.174 that you do that?

MR. KELLY: Reg Guide 1.174 indi cates that
the - again, Reg Quide is a guide, it’'s not a
requi renent, and it speaks about that, in essence, the
maxi mum change woul d be all owed under that guidance
woul d be an increase in core damage frequency of 107°
per year. W could allow a higher increase, but it
woul d be sonmething that would require additional
consi der ati on.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: But, bundl i ng requests
that are nade over a period of years.

MR. KELLY: Reg Gui de 1.174 does tal k about

tracking the cunul ative ri sk.
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DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Tr acki ng.

MR, KELLY: It’s in the back, right, it
tal ks about tracking it.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: But, it doesn’'t say
that the cumul ative risk should be | ess than 10°, it
says for each application | think it should be |ess
than 10°°.

MR. RUBIN. But, here we have a situation,
as Doct or Sheron pointed out, there is expectation in
the industry, sonme of the inprovements in risk
reduction, and that was the entire concept of the
bundling effect in 1.174, to allow credit for
decreases to conpensate for increases in related
applications, and only allowed in 1.174 in a rel ated
application, a related - where there’'s comonality
driving the changes.

And here, the commonality is 50.46a, the
change in the regulatory -

DOCTOR APOCSTOLAKI S: Essenti al |y t hen, what
you are saying is that the way you are interpreting
t he ri sk-i nfornmed changes i s that the nost you can get
fromthis rule, for exanple, is 10"

MR. RUBIN Yes, sir.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: W don’ t car e when you

get it, but that’s your ultinmate maxi mum benefit.
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MR. RUBI N. Yes, but the expectation woul d
be pluses and mi nuses as the process goes forward.

MR. ROSEN. And, that’'s true for every
plant, regardless of their initial CDF. It’s the
same, it’'s a one-size-fits-all

DOCTOR BONACA: But, what is the maxi num
benefit? | mean, | don't understand that, benefit to
what, increased risk is a benefit. | nmean, it’s a
stop to nme, okay, it neans there is built in the rule
an expectation that the changes never - not
necessarily, you know, they wll not go beyond the
stop, but in reality you expect sone benefit.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Anyone who proposes a
change because of positive CDF obviously does it
because they are benefits associatedwithit. | think
that that’s what they nean, it’'s not that they are
increasing risk just for fun, it’'s a benefit.

DOCTOR WALLIS: I like this, because now
there’s some incentive to pronote safety. They want
t o make t hese changes whi ch i ncrease ri sk, they’ ve got
to cash in these pronote safety things that everyone
has been tal ki ng about, but there’s noincentive to do
t hem unl ess you have sonething like this.

MR. DINSMORE: If they hit the limt, the

only way to make future changes is to do as Doctor
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Wal lis said, nmake sone positive changes.

DOCTOR WALLI S: So, youreally are goingto
account for nore safety by making use of this.

MR. ROSEN. Sure, but let me track this
third bull et nowone nore step, this one-size-fits-all
piece of it. A plant that now have a CDF of 1E?°
versus a plant that now has a 1 x 1E”* CDF let’s say,
the 1E° CDF plant can double its risk, right?

MR KELLY: That’s correct.

MR. ROSEN. The 1E* plant takes a 10
percent .

MR. KELLY: Ri ght, because it already has
- the reason is that it already has a significantly
| arger baseline risk. | mean, if you go to Reg Cuide
- again, the rule, as it is currently proposed,
indicates that there should be sufficiently small
increases in core damage frequency, large early
rel ease frequency, and | ate rel ease frequency - Mark,
did you want to say sonet hi ng?

MR. RUBI N: Yeah, | just wanted to add, in
track down with 1.174 it was clearly identified that
plants that went 1E* or above we |ooked very
carefully at, and we would not expect or be very
receptive to the maxi numal | owed delta CDF and delta

| oop changes in those areas.
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DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Actual 'y, the maxi num

is 10°° then, a step down.

MR. RUBIN: Yes. The definition is only
very smal|l changes woul d be all owed. The definition
inthe Reg Guide is - 1E® of course, it’s not a rule,
it’s a Reg Gui de, but that concept probably shoul d be
carried through as we develop the final rule. I nean,
very good point.

MR. KELLY: The st at enent of consi deration
as it currently exists has exanples that lay this out
very simlar to what’s in Reg Guide 1.174, that |ays
out an exanple of one way that the staff would
consi der increases inrisk to be acceptable. And, as
part of that the SOC currently reflects the idea that
i f your baseline CDF is too high, that we would frown
on any additional increases.

MR. ROSEN:. Let me turn the argunent over
for a m nute, because | think you ve made your point
about baseline risks that are high.

How about baseline risks that are |ow?
The plant that has already invested a | ot of noney to
get its CDF way down, say 1E® it now cones in with
a change that says it wants to double the risk. |Is
t he staff going to go, oh, ny God, the sky is falling?

MR RUBI N: No.
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MR. ROSEN: O, is the staff going to say,

wel |, yeah, you have invested a lot in getting it
down, and you are nuch better than the average pl ant
and -

MR, RUBI N Yes.

MR. ROSEN: - now you want to take a
little bit back?

MR. RUBIN: Yes, sir, that is what we are
going to say, and that’s consistent with our current
ri sk-informed process, is this was, again, debated
heavily when 1.174 was devel oped, as you probably
remenber, and the decision was that we would go with
absolute deltas and that the plants that were nuch
lower in risk would be allowed this same increnental
changes at a maxi mum as any other plant.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: An i ssue that ari ses,
t hough, is, okay, so it seens that you have a nunber
of things when you say from50. 46 delta CDF i s 50. 44,
other things, then how you define these things is
i mportant, right? Sometines it’s obvious, you have a
rul e 50.46, okay, anything that's related to |arge
LOCAs is one thing. Then you have anot her one just
for tech specs, all the tech specs are in one place?

MR. DINSMORE: We're still in the process

of defining the bins. Mst of themare pretty easy to

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

32

def i ne.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Yeah.

MR. DI NSMORE: There m ght be sone that
are, for exanple -

MR ROSEN. Wait a minute, wait a mnute.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Let him finish.

MR. DI NSMORE: - for exanple, if sonebody
comes i n, which has happened, and they want to reduce
some type of tornado protectionrequirenents, andthey
use risk to say it, if the sanme client canme in and
wanted to do the same thing with sonme other tornado
protection requirenents we’ d probably call that a bin.
It’s not real -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI'S: So fire is one bin?

MR. DI NSMORE: Maybe, we haven’t wor ked al |
t hat out.

MR. ROSEN: That’'s not what Mark said
that’s why | wanted a tinme out here. Mark was sayi ng
t he commonal ity i s 50. 46, not slices of 50.46, topical
areas within it.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI'S: No, no, no, we are
t al ki ng about broader applications. I f they apply
this philosophy to everything, what is bundling?
Wi ch changes do you bundl e together? Sonetinmes it’s

obvi ous, 50.46, okay, anything related to that. But,
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they are not going to tech specs.

MR RUBIN: If | could add, the bundling
concept is nuch | ess rigorously defined for non-rule
applications. Typically, it would be related to a
specific application, they cone in with a diese
generator AOT change, which 30 day, a 21 day, naybe
they are really pushing the delta COF limts on this
change, but there’s a seismc vulnerability to the
di esel structure of the cooling systenms, and they fix
that at the sanme tine. W’ ve actually seen those, so
there’s an i nprovenent. That's a bundl e change, they
add the pluses and m nuses, we | ook at the deltas.

W don’t have a bundle of tech spec
changes. On sone occasions, when there’'s a real
commonal ity that goes over years, |ike the ILRT type
A changes, very clearly it’s the same i ssue, every 15
years, or three out of ten, or one out of ten, we do
consi der that a bundl e change, as did Steve G nsnore,
but the concept of bundling is nmuch nore restrictive
for general applications than we are making it here.

Here, it’srulerelated, andit’s goingto
be defined very precisely.

DOCTOR KRESS: If |I've got five different
bundl es, five different types of changes, | can have

a 10° delta CDF in each one of then?
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MR KELLY: As of right now you can.

DOCTOR KRESS: So, the total depends on how
many bundl es | have and how | define thenf

MR. DI NSMORE: But you can’'t go over the
107

DOCTOR KRESS: Ch yeah, you might hit that
limt.

MR. KELLY: Right, and the reason, thisis
somet hi ng that, you know, assum ng some day we get to
the rest of option three, which is risk informng of
Part 50, it may be at that point we’ll have a process
where we’ ve got clearly defined, what is the all owed
overall increase in risk at your plant, and we’'d
manage it that way.

But, at this point, because what we have
is aseries of i ndependent risk-infornmed applications
we -

DOCTOR KRESS: So, if 1'm a |Ilicensee
wanting to take advantage of the new50.46 rule, |’ ve
got to sit down and carefully choose what changes |’ m
going to go for, because |I’'ve going to be limted in
t he nunber of them | can do.

MR. ROSEN: That's right.

DOCTOR KRESS: Linmited by an arbitrary 10°°

i nthat bundling. You know, why shoul dn’t that bundle
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be given nore than 10°? Wiy is 10° an operate | evel
for that particul ar bundl e?

DOCTOR BONACA: Way should any - it seens
to me that we have buil di ng expectations here that the
regul atory process, through bits and pieces, wll
allow increases of risks here, and there, and
everywhere. There is no regulation right now that
requires any licensees, even with the plants at 10
are higher, to reduce their risk through sone
initiatives. | don't understand why we are buil ding
this expectation that, in fact, they will be all owed
margins for increases in risks here, and there, and
everywhere, and now they are tal king about maybe in
the future we' Il bundle them together. | disagree
with the concept.

| think we are buil di ng expectationonthe
industry in the wong direction. | think that they
should risk inform okay, but the risk information
should really, in my judgnment, should cone to a break
even risk, there should be al nbst no risk increase.
O herwi se, we are building a regulatory process -

DOCTOR KRESS: W canme down several tines
inour letters saying it is appropriate to trade off
ri sk for reduci ng unnecessary burden, so | ong as t hat

tradeoff falls within acceptable ranges, and that
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acceptabl e range i n our m nd was what was outlined in
1.174.

MR. ROSEN. That’'s right, you can’t go
back.

DOCTOR BONACA: No, |'m not saying you
ought to go back.

DOCTOR KRESS: you ar e changi ng your m nd.

DOCTOR BONACA: No, because you are putting
alimt, okay, then!l thinkit’s really m sconstruing
t he neaning -

DOCTOR KRESS: 1.174 has limts init.

DOCTOR BONACA: | wunderstand that. The
limts were intended, in fact, that - the way we are
tal king about this it seenms to me we are building an
expectation that 1'Il be allowed this nuch of this,
this much of this, | can -

CHAI RVAN SHACK: No, but there is an
absol ute stop sign.

DOCTOR BONACA: What is it?

CHAI RVAN SHACK: 107

DOCTOR WALLIS: | don't see the problem
you've got with that, we tal ked about bundling sone
years ago, all this was explained, they are doing
exactly the same noww t h bundl i ng as t hey di d before.

DOCTOR APOCSTOLAKI S: No, it’s not exactly
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t he sane.

DOCTOR WALLIS: But, this particular rule
change, there’s got to be sone i ncentive for industry
to inprove safety by all those changes, which they
tal k about but they won’'t do unless there’'s sonme
i ncentive.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: But, no, when it was
presented to us, |I'’mnot saying that - maybe it’'s a
clarification, | don’'t know, but whenit was presented
to us the issue of bundling was presented |ike, you
know, what do you do if a licensee submits three
requests that are related to the same issue, okay,
should you consider them as one request or three
separate requests? Because all three may | ead to ki nd
of 3 x 10° change, whereas each one would be
approvable. And, we decided at that tinme that maybe
bundling i s okay.

But, this ideaof bundlingall the changes
related to one issue, no nmatter when they are
subm tted, you mght call it an interpretation of
that, because it’s not really deviating that nmuch, but
it’s an interpretation that at | east sone of us here
have not -

DOCTOR WALLI S: But, George, howot herw se

woul d you give credit for inprovenents in safety?
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DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: What does t hat nean?

DOCTORWALLI S: Wel |, because nowif you' ve
i mproved you can trade that off, if you get 10° one
year plus, and then you get a m nus the next year, it
nmeans you are back to zero and you can -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: But, how can you
i mprove? | mean, this -

DOCTOR WALLIS: It’s Ii ke a bank account,
you i mprove safety, you decrease your CDF, then you -

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: So, you do sonet hi ng
to decrease the CDF.

DOCTOR WALLI S: Right, and you trade that
of f agai nst the next change. It’s good tone, it’'s a
bank account, put it in, take it out.

MR. ROSEN:. Wl |, with one nuance, G aham
| think you mi ght have sone smal | m sperception. Sone
of the changes that have been proposed by |icensees
that you see in the NEI document we reviewed, are
changes the |i censees want to do to reduce burden, but
t hey al so reduce risk.

DOCTOR WALLI S: That's fi ne.

MR. ROSEN:. And, so that, to say that they
won’t do them because - they are not going to do any
changes that reduce risk -

DOCTOR KRESS: They can use their bank
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account then.

MR. ROSEN. - there’s an incentive there
for themto do it, sinply -

DOCTOR WALLIS: Sonmetinmes there is, so
that’'s fine.

MR. ROSEN: It's a sinpler way to run the
plant that’s less likely to -

DOCTOR WALLIS: Maybe they can get sone
credit towards ot her changes t hey want t o make, bundl e
it. Wiat’'s wong with that?

MR. ROSEN: No, there’s nothing wong with
it, I just want to nmake sure that it’s understood t hat
t here are changes |icensees want to nmake that reduce
burden, but also reduce ri sk.

DOCTOR WALLIS: Well, | think they should
be rewarded, and | think they are if they can bundle
t hose with sonething el se.

MR. DI NSMORE: | think, Doctor Apostol aki s,
you are right. The 1.174 does not clearly lay this
out, but if you |l ooked in the individual Reg Cuides,
t he | STI aside, and | have the text here, | don’t know
if you want to -

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Go ahead.

MR. DINSMORE: - it’'s clear what’s going

on. For the IST, in-service testing, it says, "The
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cunul ative i npact of all | ST programchanges, initial
approval plus | ater changes, should conply with the
acceptance guidelines.” For greater QA it says, "If
during the categori zation process it beconmes apparent
that theinitial categorizationis nodifiedto such an
extent that the boundary results may be non-
conservative a new boundary cal culation should be
perforned.”

Tech specs is a little nore conpli cated,
it says, "Wien AOTs and nmultiple safety systens are
ext ended, the |ikelihood of sinultaneous outages and
mul ti pl e conponents i ncreases, thisissueis addressed
as part of the inplenmentation considerations.” In
ot her words, they control it by controlling what you
can take out at the sane tine.

| n-servi ce i nspection says, "R sk-inforned
| SI progranms shoul d be eval uated periodically as new
i nformati on becones avail able that could inpact the
|SI program™ That's a little nore fuzzy, but it
pretty nmuch tells you the sane thing.

So, they all pretty clearly lay out that
we expect to keep track of what’s going on within the
i ndi vi dual bundl es.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Wl |, maybe, | don’t

know, you should find a place to state that clearer
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that this is what you doing, because if we are
surprised, | nean, | can imgine that nany other
peopl e woul d be.

MR RUBIN: | think it’'s described nore
conpletely in the statenment of considerations, and we
certainly will take another | ook and see if it needs
nore anplification

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Yeah.

MR. ROSEN: | think you can do that, you
can say that individual applications or silos, the
real risk is controlled, and then you need to say
sonet hi ng about what the aggregate of all the silos
and all the applications, how you control that. W
have to nake it very specific.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: Is there another
revision of 1.174 coming up? W had one, right?

MR. RUBIN. There’s not one planned as far
as | know. Yeah, there was a revision done about a
year ago.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S:  Yeah, because that
woul d be a place really to state it clearly, thereis
this interpretation of all this.

DOCTOR BONACA: The reason why | sai d what
| said, you know, I’ mthinking of a plant that’'s five

in 10°, and if the strategy was, you know, |’ mgoing
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totry torelax this, relax that, so with LOCA | can
go to six in 10°, and with 44 | can go to seven
10°°, and so it might keep creeping up. | don’t think
that was the intent at all of Reg Guide 1.174.

You have the stop there, but it wasn't the
intent, and that would be a strategy which | would
consider totally unacceptable on the part of the
pl ant .

MR RUBIN. Yes, you are absolutely
correct, Doctor Bonaca, and that was -

DOCTOR BONACA: And, that’s why | just nade
the statenent, because that shouldn’t be construed
that there is an allotnment of that nuch risk that you
are going to spend here, and there, and everywhere.
| think your effort should be the one of having no
increase inrisk in any one of these - because if | go
into risk-inform ng because you have sone benefits and
sonme benefits to safety, and they wash out, and you
get some better.

Now, you may increase in some cases, and
it’s small enough that it’s acceptable, but again,
that’s different fromthe strategy descri bed here as
an exanpl e woul d be.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: But, 1.174, | nean,

t hat i ssue was di scussed at the tinme, and t he question
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was raised, okay, so by increasing by 10° after a
nunber of years will all be near the goal. And, the
answer from the staff was no, this would not be
allowed. But, this is different from saying now we
have bins, and we go, you know - anyway, |’ m not
saying that this is not appropriate, it’s just that
it’s kind of -

DOCTOR WALLI'S: But, you are surprised.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: | amsur pri sed, yeah.
That doesn’t nean it’s - you know, it may be - it may
turn out to be a pleasant surprise. |’mnot saying
anything, I'mjust trying to digest it.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: Wel |, | think G aham has
a good point, it gives you an incentive to kind of
budget your bank account.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS:  There should be
sonewhere a statenment of this, and maybe sone
expl anati ons, because you areright, Steve, | nean, if
| go to one of the guys at your site if it’'s clearly
stated, but I’mnot sure - only people interested in
t hat change woul d read that.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: This would hel p, | think.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: You need it in the
general regul atory guide.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: This woul d hel p the public
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perception, too, otherw se you give the inpression
that all you are doing is relaxing regulations. You
are actually providing an incentive for increased
safety in some other way. | think you want to nake
the nost of that. It seened to be mssing fromthe
earlier docunents, nowit’s comng in nore.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: As a matter of fact,
| woul d suggest that maybe you guys present that at
t he next PSA conference in San Francisco, as a first
step. |’ mserious, there should be awitten docunent
when you are actually stating this.

DOCTOR KRESS: | recall an ACRS letter
whi ch George Apostol akis had a |lot of input into, |
recall aletter fromACRS t hat George Apostol aki s had
a lot of input into, in which we tal ked about risk
acceptance netricsinthree regions. One regionwuld
define conpl et el y unaccept abl e t o be above i n terns of
risk, a mddle region which was a regi on which cost
benefit changes are all owed, and a third regi on whi ch
is called conpletely unaccepted, you can nove around
in that all you want to, conpletely accepted | mean.

Now, this is just conpletely contrary to
t hat concept which we, | think, bought up on, because
we are tal king about - we are in that region which

cost benefit changes ought to be allowed, and we’'re
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saying, no, we are restricting it very, very, very
much.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: W'rerestrictingit.

DOCTOR KRESS: Yes, we are.

DOCTOR WALLI S: But, the costs will drift
t owar ds t he unacceptabl e regionif you don’t have sone
bal anci ng tool .

DOCTOR KRESS: As long as it doesn’t cross
the |ine.

MR, KELLY: 1'd just |ike to point out that
what we currently have witten inthe SOC al nbst cones
word for word out of the CGuide 1.174. So, if you
liked it in 1.174, you are going to like it here.

Per haps, you'd like to nove on to -

DOCTOR WALLIS: Are you going to tell us
what an inconme sequential change is?

MR KELLY: W will get there, yes.

MR. ROSEN:. Maybe.

DOCTOR BONACA: | think ACRS has to talk
about this issue again, because sone of us were not
t here when you wote that letter.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: But, theletters don’t
change as nenbershi p changes.

DOCTOR WALLIS: W can wite another

letter. \When we learn sonething that inproves our
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know edge we can change our m nds.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: W' re resol ute.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: That's right.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: Onwar d.

MR KELLY: Okay.

The rule permits two basic plant change
processes. The first is where alicensee woul d subm t
for our review and approval the changes that it wants
to make. We'd |ook at the PRA, we’'d | ook at their
changes t hat t hey propose, we’ d det er mi ne whet her t hey
had net the criteria, defense-in-depth, and things
like that. And then, if we were satisfied they' d get
a license anendnent to give themthe go ahead t o nmake
t he changes.

The second process would be one where a
licensee cones in and requests the authority
initially. The first step is that they would
initially request the authority to be able to meke
t hese inconsequential changes. In order for us to
grant that authority, they’d coneinwith a submttal
t hat denonstrates to us their process that they woul d
be usi ng for | ooki ng at these i nconsequenti al changes.
We'd | ook at their PRA in a nmuch nore robust manner,
because now normally on a specific proposal that

they’d conme in in under a |icense anendnent request
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we' d be nost interested in those areas that appear or
that are dealing directly with the changes that are
proposed.

Under the inconsequential change, we’d
have to | ook at a broader range of the PRA, because
t hey woul d have been asking normally for the ability
to make inconsequential changes in nany, nany
different areas of the plant, and we want to make sure
that that process, as well as the PRA, were up to
snuff as far as that goes.

Once we’ d given approval to them then a
| i censee, |ooking at these changes, woul d be al | owed
to make these inconsequential changes w thout prior
NRC revi ew and approval .

Again here, they would have to bundle
t hese i nconsequenti al changes, and t hey woul d have t o,
subj ect to our audit, be prepared to denonstrate that
t hese changes that they nmade w thout our approval
were, and continue to be, inconsequential.

MR. ROSEN. Now, there’'s a difference
between doing it w thout your approval and doing it
wi t hout your know edge. Wuld you require themto
informyou that we have - for exanple, the |licensee
wites you a |l etter saying under the inconsequenti al

change t hi ng we’ ve nmade t he fol | ow ng changes wi t hout
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your prior approval, thank you very nuch

MR- RUBIN. That’s a very interesting
question. W hadn’t really thought a | ot about that.
| believe what we originally envisioned was, no, the
i nformati on woul d be avail abl e on site for audit, but
it’s an interesting issue.

I f I coul d provi de sone perspective of why
this in the draft rule, there were sone stakehol der
coments that there would be nunerous rel ated 50. 46a
changes that would be truly so inconsequential, not
only couldn’t they be quantified in any risk nodel,
but qualitatively they would have no inpact at all.
They’ d be, perhaps, instrunentation changes, sone
smal | set point changes.

DOCTOR BONACA: Wi ch we coul d expect to be
covered under 50.59?

CHAI RMVAN SHACK: Why do you need this
50. 597

MR. KELLY: The reason i s, under 50.59 you
have to neet all the regulations. Here you have an
opportunity to do sonething different than what’s in
t he regul ati ons.

MR. ROSEN. As long as you brought up
50.59, with respect to ny earlier comment about being

i nfornmed, 50.59 at | east used to require you to i nform
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the Conmm ssion of changes you ve made under its

authority.

DOCTOR BONACA: Once a year.

MR. ROSEN: Once a year, yes.

Inthis case, you don’t even have that, so
that's pretty perm ssive. | would suggest you m ght

want to take a | ook at some of that.

MR. RUBIN. That’'s a very good point,
Doctor Rosen, we’ll take under consideration.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKIS: | don’t wunderstand
what you just said, 50.59 requires that we conply with
all the regulations, but this one doesn t?

MR KELLY: Well, the difference is here
t hat we’ ve changed - i n essence, | et ne rephrase what
| said.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Good idea, do that
agai n.

MR. KELLY: You still have to comply with
t he regul ations.

DOCTOR APOCSTOLAKIS: Al right.

MR. KELLY: The difference is that in
50. 46a you are operating under a slightly different
set of regulations than you are under 50. 46.

MR RUBIN. denn, let me add one

addi ti onal perspective, and then the real expert
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sitting here next to ne will give the proper answer.

50. 59, the assessnment of 50.59 i s based on
the |ikelihood and consequences having a very snal
i npact, but they are design basis accidents only.

Here, the 50.46a process requires the
assessment of, well, is your inpact on severe
accidents and the mtigation of the beyond TBS goi ng
to meet your accepted criteria or be inconsequential ?

So, the assessnent here is broader than
50.59 currently requires, becauseit | ooks into severe
acci dent sequences. So, that’'s the significant
di fference.

Now, Eileen, you can help ne.

M5. MCKENNA: This is Eileen McKenna from
the staff.

Mark is exactly right, 50.59 is the
determ ni stic design basis, and this is trying to get
alittle nore at the other aspect of it.

The Committee may recal |, you know, back,
| don’t know, six, seven years ago there was sone
initial box about risk inform ng 50.59, and | think
the thinking at the time was, well, you really
couldn’t risk informthe change control process unl ess
the requirenments thenselves were actually risk-

i nforned requirenents.
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So, now that we are seeing that we
actual ly have, as G enn was saying, as part of the
rule that there are certain risk acceptance criteria
that need to be satisfied, that naki ng t he process by
whi ch you assess your changes if you bring that kind
of information into the picture, of course, Doctor
Rosen is correct, that 50.59 does require periodic
summary reports of changes that were nmade. | think
the other thing is that, you know, we al so have FSAR
updating kind of information, so there is some way of
getting know edge, but we really have to, | think,
t hi nk about whether it makes sense for us to ask for
t he same kind of reports on inconsequential as we do
under 50. 59.

MR. ROSEN:. No doubt you could dig it out
wi th your other inspectors or with your inspections,
it’s only a question of how easy it should be.

M5. McKENNA: Ri ght, and that’s somnething
we’ re taking under consideration.

MR, KELLY: Doctor Rosen, you had asked
bef ore about whether there was a definition for what
constitutes inconsequential, and what our current
thinking is, and, well, if you go back to 50 - or,
excuse ne, to Reg Guide 1.174, it tal ks about in your

| onest regi on when your core damage - if the increase,
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proposed increase was |ess than 10° per year, that
that would be allowed regardl ess of whatever your
basel i ne ri sk was.

And, our prelimnary thinking is that if
alicenseecaneinwth arisks that cunmul atively were
at the 10° or less level, that that would constitute
an inconsequential risk. So, as long as they kept
their overall inconsequential changes in total to be
less than 10° we would feel that that’s sonething
that didn’t require a |lot of regul atory oversight.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: So, they woul d have to
keep track of all the site changes for the life of the
plant, right?

MR. KELLY: That’'s correct, because, |
mean, we were told by industry that these are really
i nconsequential changes, and if they are really
i nconsequential changes it shouldn’t be such a big
deal to -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: But, a lot of these
probably woul d not be amenable to quantification.

MR KELLY: That’'s correct, nuch of it
woul d be a qualitative type thing, where they woul d be
com ng in and explaining why it really has no effect
at all on -

MR. RUBI N. Excuse ne, denn, they will not
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be comng in, but when they come in with their
original submttal ontheir process, their capability,
t heir PRA adequacy, to nake these deterni nations that
will include the application of qualitative risk
determ nation and safety margins, defense-in-depth
eval uati on nethods, and they' Il need to convince us
that they have a broad enough nethod that they can
make t hese determi nati ons t hat are truly
i nconsequenti al , and this we got from our
st akehol ders, where there were a nunber of things that
weren’t going to have any inpact at all, | nean zero,
essentially.

But, we want to nmke sure that their
net hods are adequate. |If there’'s some limtation in
their PRA scope, or their ability to apply non-
quantifiabl e nethods, and convince us they have a
robust deci si on process, we may limt the changes t hey
can make in this inconsequential bin and nake them
for exanple, no external event analysis, that they
have sonmething i n that area and t hey haven’t convi nced
us that their margins, their qualitative nmethods are
adequate, they' Il have to cone in, and we may |imt
it.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: But, there is an

inherent limtation, inthe sense that you cannot have
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a quantitative estimate of the - but you will have to
rely on your judgnent and the |icensee’s judgnent.

DOCTOR KRESS: Wl I, fromthat viewpoint,
George, if |1 have a whole ness, as we say in
Tennessee, a | ot of inconsequential changes, at what
poi nt do | add up all these and say they are no | onger
i nconsequential, if they are only qualitative? How
about qualitative?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: | guess it woul d have
to - you would have to trust the judgnment of the
staff.

DOCTOR KRESS: So, when you have di fferent
staff nenbers -

DOCTOR APOSTCOLAKI S: You cannot quantify
ever yt hi ng.

MR. ROSEN:. Well, clearly, youare goingto
reach this condition very soon, because nost of these
i nconsequenti al changes wi || be changes on t hi ngs t hat
aren’t nodeled. So -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Ri ght .

MR. ROSEN. - you are going to not have a
way to quantify it.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: O they are not
nodel ed wel | .

MR. ROSEN: Well, or nodeled at all, you
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know, |ike vents and drains on a primry system

MR. DI NSMORE: We have ways to deal with
50. 69 and the South Texas Extension Project, there's
a series of questions that people go through. So, we
do have ways to systematically deal with these.

MR ROSEN:. But, they are qualitative.

MR. DI NSMORE: Yeah, qualitative.

MR. ROSEN: Ri ght.

MR. DI NSMORE: And, we woul d assume that
this would be a simlar type of arrangenent.

MR. ROSEN. Well, that’s fine, but just
t hose are good questions, |'’mvery famliar with them
but if you expect to get a nunmber of 1E to the m nus
sonet hing you are fooling yourself.

MR RUBIN. We don’'t expect to get a
nunber, but there may be, in this whole group of
i nconsequenti al changes, there may be a few that are
gquantifiable, and we say, if there are, quantify them
and keep them on your record sheet.

MR. ROSEN: Well, the question is, for
exanpl e, does this conmponent affect any emergency
operating procedure? That’'s not quantifiable, but
it’s known, and if it doesn't, well, you get one
answer .

DOCTOR WALLI S: Well, the inconsequenti al
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measure is risk, and it’s less than 10°° is that what
| ve heard?

MR. KELLY: Yes, increase in core danage
frequenci es.

DOCTOR WALLIS: But, | wunderstood from
yesterday that there are certainthings |ike this 2200
degrees which have nothing to do with the risk and
don’t map onto it, so someone could make a change
whi ch doesn’t show up in the PRA, and doesn’t change
ri sk apparently, but allows the tenperature of 2400
degr ees.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: If you work with the
mar gi ns, yeah, the margins are not -

MR KELLY: Well, in addition to -

DOCTOR APOSTCOLAKI S: - so there’'s
sonet hi ng el se goi ng on

MR. KELLY: - in addition to considering
the potential effect on core damage frequency
estimates, |licensees will have to al so, in perform ng
their inconsequential process -

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, there are other
nmeasures of consequence.

MR. KELLY: - look at Jennifer’s things,
because if you |l ook here at the last bullet on this

slideit says the licensee eval uati on process i s goi ng
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to be the sane for both changes, in a sense of they
are going to have to go through and consider the
effects on peak clad tenperature, the effects on -

DOCTORWALLI S: So, inconsequential will be
sonething |ike Jennifer’s 300 degrees?

MR. RUBIN Let me, if | can step in here,
that area, as was pointed out by the Commttee just
now, this won’t have a direct effect on risk, because
t he changes in the thermal -hydraulic areas will still
be shown t hrough the eval uati ons net hods that Doctor
Uhl e and Ral ph Landry are inplementing, to show t hat
there’s still sufficient margin of thermal -hydraulic
success, nmeaning you still have a resulting cool abl e
geonetry available, so you don’'t have an accident
progression sequence, and there’s no challenge to
public safety.

So, even though there my be sone
reductions in margin, the confidence is still high
enough that there won’'t be an inpact.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: As long it remains
hi gh, you are right.

DOCTOR WALLI S: So, you’re goi ng to define
what you nean by margin specifically, and point out
that there are thernmal - hydraul i c nmargi ns, maybe t here

are sone fuel damage margins, there's certain things
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you measure which you then use to interpret this
mai nt enance of margins? Margins have al ways been a
sonmewhat vague termin the past. You are nowgoingto
define margi ns areas where you actual | y have neasures
of margin?

DOCTOR UHLE: This is Jennifer Unle from
the staff. The way we perceive this whole thing to
work would be when a |icensee could nmake a change
wi t hout getting, you know, NRC approval, you know,
this pre - essentially, they had the screening of the
PRA tool to nmke sure that they have an adequate
programin place, and then alicensee is allowed again
t he 300 degrees that they wouldn’t have. They could
make a change and just report annual |y, you know, what
t hat change was to us, so the only ti ne where a change
could be nmade without NRC reviewing it and approving
it would be following this inconsequential risk, as
wel | as themstill being bel owthat 300 degree change.

And, in addition to that, to ensure that
by margin we nmean the plan is still below 2200, 17
percent, and the other three success criteria that
hand i n hand with t he 300 degrees is that also all the
success criteria are still net.

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, the Reg Guide or

something will have a list of thermal-hydraulic
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mar gi ns and some contai nment margins, yesterday we
heard the contai nment pressure mght go above the
design pressure, there’'s going to be a list of
speci fic things which you check to see if the margins
are still maintained, rather than having a vague
stat ement about margins, therew || be specific things
listed, and there will be neasures of those margi ns?
M5. McKENNA: Let me say sonething -
DOCTOR WALLIS: So we know what we are

doing and the |icensee knows what he’s doi ng?

M5. McKENNA: - before you get to the
mar gi ns questions, | think -
DOCTOR WALLI'S: Wl I, I’ mjust askingthis.

Can anyone give ne a straight answer?

M5. McKENNA: Well, first | wanted to say
that with respect to the revisions of the rule on
i nconsequential changes it states specifically the
changes have to neet the acceptance criterialaid out
in the rule, which include things |ike the 2200
degrees, the changeinrisk, the containnent integrity
provisions, all those things still have to be net.

As Jennifer was saying, there' s also
specific provision that the change, the amount of
change in the nodel related tenperature of the 300

degrees clearly doesn’'t nmake any sense to make a
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change that will have to be immedi ately reported to
the NRC as being a big enough change or requiring a
reanal ysis, you know, to do that on their own. So,
that’'s specificintherule, that those things haveto
be nmet, and that it be inconsequential.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: I'’m just saying, | think
the rule is going to be witten so that it’'s very
vague about margins, and so | want to know where we
find these margins, where are they defined?

DOCTOR UHLE: Qur definition of margins,
alluded to this yesterday, is that the licensee's
cal cul ation indi cates that the tenperatures are bel ow
t he acceptance criteria.

DOCTOR WALLI S: That's just one margin.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: The probl emwi t h t hat
is that yesterday we heard statements |i ke, oh, sone
of the cal cul ations are 2100 degrees. Then | think
somebody el se sai d, you are begi nning to see danage at
2300 degrees, because everybody agrees 2200 is a
conservative limt.

Now, when you talk about nunbers Iike
that, | would really like to understand a little
better what the probability is that they are going to
have damage.

| f you are tal ki ng about cal cul ati ons t hat
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gi ve you peak tenperature of, | don’t know, 2000 or
1950, then | believe the margin is large and it
doesn’t really matter.

And, we did some cal cul ations recently at
M T, under NRC sponsorship | mght add, andit really,
| nean, trying to put the margins into the PRA nost
of the tine if the margins are very large it doesn’'t
matter. But, for nu reactors, for exanple, it does
matter. The event sequences, the event trees, change
agai n, because now, you know, you have the sequence,
and at the end you have the issue of whether the
actual - sonething we call dysfunctional failures,
where the tenperature in this case would actually
exceed under certain conditions the damage
temperature, or if it’s a pressure or whatever. So,
you get a bifurcation of the tree.

Most of the time for LMWRs it does not, and
the probability that it wwll gointheright direction
is very high. But, in sone cases, | don’t know, it
m ght matter. For future reactors it does matter
because you don’t know, okay, these uncertainties are
| arge enough so it does matter.

So, I"'mpretty confortable with nost of
t he event trees we have now, that they are not really

affected significantly by the nmargin, because the
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probability is very high. But, when | hear statenents
i ke yesterday from M. Sieber and others that, gee
whi z, you know, you don’t have several hundred degrees
difference, so you may have only 100 or 150 or
sonething, that |I don’t know. Sonebody have to | ook
into it.

The margin - the probability may still be
| ar ge enough that you wi Il not have a failure, because
see that’s the problemw th the margins, as they are
defined in the determnistic wirld, as long as you
below the limt it’s okay, the probabilistic world
says no, there is a probability you will exceed it.
So, it depends a lot on the uncertainty you have about
the estimates of 100 and the failure Iimts on the
ot her .

DOCTOR KRESS: You have to have probability
di stributions.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: There’s a big issue
noww th the failure limt in - fuels, right? In that
case, | would go back to -

DOCTOR KRESS: Do you put probability
distributions on the limts al so?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S Yes.

DOCTOR KRESS: To get the overall?

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Yes, yes.
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DOCTOR WALLI S: Wl |, that makes sense, we

tal ked about that yesterday, if thermal-hydraulics
were properly nodeled in the PRA you could just rely
on the PRA, you wouldn’t have to have these separate
definitions of margins.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI'S: That's correct, if
everyt hing was -

DOCTOR WALLIS: Wiat |I'm trying to
determine is where do I go, when |I read the rule |
don’t think I’mgoing to get a definition of margins,
| think I’ mgoing to get sone overall statenent about
mai ntai ning margins. | think that’s not good enough,
so | want to - when | see the Reg Guide that’s when |
deci de whet her or not you’ ve nade a proper definition
or margins and know what you are doing, and the
licensee will know what the rules are. |Is that the
case? |I'mjust trying to sort this out.

MR. KELLY: Well, we haven't started onthe
Reg CGui de yet.

DOCTOR WALLIS: So, | won’t know when you
are going to clearly define margins.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKIS: In this context, |
think they are using it the traditional way. As |ong
as the calculation is -

DOCTOR UHLE: Yes, it’'sdetermnistic, it’s
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nmerging the determnistic with, you know, theseinthe
PRA, and a margi n, what you are saying that you have
adequate margin, we have the safety limts, and that
there’s this perceived margin between the safety
[imts and then when you woul d actually have -

DOCTOR WALLI'S: That’s no margin, that’s
sinmply neeting a criteria, being below 2200, it
doesn’ t say anything about margin to nme, it could be
2199, 1'd say the margin is one degree.

DOCTOR UHLE: But, it’s perceived that the
2200 17 percent gi ves you 100 percent confidence that
you are not getting -

DOCTOR WALLI S: You never have 100 percent
confi dence.

MR RUBIN It gives you such high
confi dence -

DOCTOR UHLE: High probability.

MR. ROSEN: - such hi gh confidence that it
coul d be nodel ed -

DOCTOR WALLIS: Okay, but this will be
def i ned sonewhere | ater on

DOCTOR UHLE: The definition -

DOCTOR WALLIS: I'’mgoing to look for it.

DOCTOR UHLE: - okay, but I'm going to

tell you what -
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MR. ROSEN:. That’s fair warning, | think,

you know.

DOCTOR WALLI S: That's all | need to know,
| don’'t really have to have -

DOCTOR UHLE: | can tell you what the
definitionis, and the definitionis, if you neet the
success criteria that is indicating that you have a
sufficient margin.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: But, you are saying this

tome, | want to see it inwiting, and | want to see
it clear. | want to see that sone tine.

DOCTOR UHLE: | think if you read the
transcript it will be in witing.

DOCTOR WALLIS: 1’11 ook for it inthe Reg
Quide, that’s all I"msaying. Wrd descriptions now

don’t mean anything until you’'ve witten it down, and
that is your clear end statement, then we can review
t hat .

|’ ve said enough, | just told you, I'm
going to look for it.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Let e add sonet hi ng,
| think inthetraditional interpretation, as |ong as
you are bel ow everything is okay.

Peopl e knowthat the failure agreenment is

a conservative choice. People know that the
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cal cul ati on nmeans and conput er codes are conservati ve,
i ke Appendi x K stuff. So, we say, as |l ong as you are
bel ow t hey don’t say, but they nean, there is a high
probability that you will not have a failure.

And, what happens in the determnistic
worl d i s, when one of these assunptions is chall enged
for whatever reason, people go back and | ook, and |
t hi nk that’ s what’s happening with the enthal py inthe
hi gh burner fuel case. A lot of people say, now wait
a mnute, the failure limt, what is it?

| deal |y, we should do what Graham just
sai d, ideally we shoul d assi gn di stributions, takethe
di fference and so on, so youw !l knowthat if you are
exactly one degree below here is the probability of
failure, if you are 200 degrees below here is the
probability of failure.

Thi s i s not done right now, except in sone
rare cases, as | said yesterday, in the containnent,
for example, civil engineers who usually do these
cal cul ations they also have a tradition, in fact,
| onger than ours, on probabilities, and they give you
bunches of curves, fragility curves and so on, and
then you calculate the peak curves on ground
accel eration, and automatically you get the result of

t he convol uti on.
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But, we don’t do that routinely, because
even if you did, as | said, we did sone cal cul ati ons,
t he probability that you have a functional failureis
very | ow under normal evaluation. Okay? It’s very
low, so it doesn't really affect the end result.

DOCTOR UHLE: Can | just add one thing,
and, hopefully, this will provide a bit nore confort,
is that the PCT reported, renenber, is only for the
hot pin, sothis is not the average tenperature in the
core, it is the hot pin.

So, that is providing you extra, if you
want say, margin.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: The nessage | thinkis
t hat you wi || hear about this again in future nmeetings
of this Conmttee.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: |’ mj ust goi ng t o suggest
that we take a break for 15 minutes. W’ ve been sort
of going at it for along while this norning, and I’ m
sure Ceorge is ready for a break.

(Whereupon, at 9:44 a.m, a recess until
10: 03 a. m)

CHAI RVAN SHACK: This is a Subcommttee
neeting by definition, a quorum of one. Onward.

MR. KELLY: On our next slide, what we

wanted to talk about is the cool able geonetry, and
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what - and sone inplications about how we deal wth
cool abl e geonetry.

Just ki nd of going over the rationale for
why we did what we did, as you ve noticed the
requi renents for eval uati on of what’s accept abl e have
been relaxed in the region beyond the TBS. And, in
particul ar, you no | onger, basically, have to assune
single failure in that area.

The reality is that also at plants the
ri sk significant SSCs, your energency service water,
LPSI, energency di esel generator, will be renoved from
time to time for test and mai ntenance, anong ot her
things, or you run it and you find that it’s broken
and they have to do some work on it.

How do we assure, under t hose
ci rcumst ances, because we are assum ng when we do t he
analysis in the TBS area that everythi ng works. So,
how do you deal with that? Wll, that’s where we go
to the next slide.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: Well, cool abl e geonetry,
according to Jennifer, still meant 2200 degrees and
all that kind of stuff?

MR. KELLY: As of thistine, that’s exactly
what it nmeans, until sonmeone comes in with adequate -

DOCTOR WALLIS: Is the Reg Guide going to
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be a bit nore specific about what you nean by cool abl e
geonmetry?

MR  KELLY: We wll - | have to let
Jenni fer answer that.

MR. RUBIN: And, in Jennifer’s absence,
Doctor Landry will be answering that question.

H , Ral ph, have a seat.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Do you need to hear
t he question, Ral ph?

MR. LANDRY: Do | get to hear the question
or do | just answer.

MR RUBIN Is there going to be nore in
the Reg Guide on the cool able geonetry as it is now
defined in the material ?

MR. LANDRY: |In the Reg Gui de, we do i ntend
to give a great deal nore description of what
constitutes cool abl e geonetry.

Now, yesterday we tried to talk about
that, Jenny tried to talk about it, and I tal ked about
it, what we nean by cool able geonetry. And again,
what we keep coming back to is the statenent that
cool abl e geonetry, as we can define it today, is the
speed imt of 2200 degrees Fahrenheit and 17 percent
maxi mum | ocal oxi dati on.

In light of the information that we have
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t oday, that is what we define as cool able geonetry.
That may change next year as the Ofice of Research
puts together all of the work that they’ ve been doi ng
in assenbling a better understanding, or a different
understanding, of what is the real relationship
bet ween ductility, tenperature and oxi dati on, fromal
the fuel work that they are assenbling right now

DOCTOR WALLI S: So, you m ght have actual |y
a nore physical basis eventually, based on the
ductility and the integrity and sone other things,
rat her these surrogates.

MR. LANDRY: That’'s correct, they may have
- we haven’t seen the result yet, so we don’'t know
what they will put together for this topic, and we
don’t want to preclude where they are going, or nake
a statenent in a rule that we have to then in a year
go back and change. So, we sinply nade t he statenent,
cool abl e geonetry, and we wanted to explaininthe SCC
and we’ | | expl ai n and expound upon further in the Reg
GQui de of what we nean by cool abl e geonetry, so that we
have sone | eeway, that when we get the information
from Research in another year we can change those
gui dance materials without having to change the rul e.

DOCTOR WALLIS: | think when you do this,

you have to nmake a statement about what consequences
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you are trying to avoi d.

MR. LANDRY: That’'s correct.

DOCTOR WALLIS: And, that is really the
starting point, and when you actually work back from
t hat maybe you can determ ne what kind of ductility
you need.

MR. LANDRY: That's correct, and | believe
that that will help with getting that definition wl|
come in the Research material next year

DOCTOR KRESS: Your consequences are
inplied as only gap releases, that’s an inplied
consequence already. You don't allow gap rel eases,
but you don’t want the pictures to go to points that
you are getting nore than that.

MR. LANDRY: Wel |, inthe 50.46 devel opnent
inthe early ‘70s, the point was that when you exceed
2200 degr ees Fahrenheit, and/or 17 percent oxi dati on,
you | ose ductility to the point that - these failures
we're positive, or we're sure will give us a core or
a cladding that could be cooled w thout shattering,
what the difference is between this value and the
actual point of shattering we didn’'t want to define
and say, well, it’s 2300 and 18 percent, or sonething
of that nature.

| f you remenber the interimrul e was 2300
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degrees and 17 percent, and the final rul e backed of f
fromthat and said, let’s put alittle nore margin and
go to 2200 degrees and 17 percent, because we know
t hat when you get above this range you start to | ose
ductility at a faster rate.

DOCTOR KRESS: The probl eml’ ve al ways had
with that is, it’s not 2200 or 17 percent, there is a
rel ati onship between the ductility, the tenperature
and the percent oxidation.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: And the tine.

DOCTOR KRESS: And the time, and the tine
that’s invol ved in the percent oxidation, but there's
arelationship between them and |’ mnot sure that you
are going to end up with - I mean, those two val ues
aren’t necessarily representative of all the sequences
that have tine, tenperature, that's different - the
sequence is a different kind of picture. You are
going to get different ductility val ue, dependi ng on
how |l ong you sit and get a picture, you can end up
with 2200 and 17 percent and lose all ductility, is
what I'’mtrying to say.

MR. LANDRY: W agree with you, Tom and
that’s why we are waiting for the Research support.
But, that’'s why we put in -

DOCTOR KRESS: Vel |, what woul d happen if
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Research cones in and tells you that you ve nade a
m st ake on the 17 percent, and that it really ought to
be a lot lower in order to bound these other
sequences? Do you have to go back and fix all the
ECCS?

MR. LANDRY: Well, we could go back and
make a change in the rule if we have to, but right
now, that’s why we want these nunbers far beyond TBS
range to be in the SOC and the Reg Gui de, rather than
inthe rule itself.

DOCTOR KRESS: The rule is just going to
say cool abl e geonetry.

MR, LANDRY: Correct.

Now, i f yourecall yesterday when Jennifer
was maki ng the presentation, she pointed out that one
of the things that we want reported on in the up to
TBS range nowis not only a tenperature change, but a
change in oxidation, because we recognize that
oxidation is not only a function of tenperature, but
it is afunction of tinme of tenperature. And, in the
snmal | er breaks we’l|l have a longer tinme at a noderate
to noderately high tenperature, rather than a short
period of time at a very high tenperature, so that you
can have nore extensive oxidation. And, we wanted to

precl ude massive or |arge changes w th oxidation
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CHAI RVAN SHACK: At the risk of distracting

us further fromthe main point here, when you do the
best estimate anal ysis, do you conpute that oxidation
of Baker-Just or can you use Cathcart-Pawel or sone
ot her nore accurate nodel ?

MR. LANDRY: At this point intinme you can
use anot her nodel, because the rule does not state
whi ch oxi dati on nodel you have to use. It does in
Appendi x K. Appendi x K says thou shalt use Baker-
Just.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: Yes, Appendi x K1 know, it
was the best estimate.

MR. LANDRY: But, the best estimate does
not, and S-RELAPS.

CHAl RMAN SHACK: But, | guess in large
break you're peak tenperature limted anyway, so it
may not be quite as exciting as it would be if you
went the small break best estimate.

MR. LANDRY: Wth the nodels we’ve seen so
far, yes, but as | started to say, the S-RELAP5 - ANP
nodel has both Baker-Just and Cathcart-Pawel built
into it.

The rule does not say we have to use
Baker-Just, so we |ooked at the nodel that was

proposed for S-RELAP5, we cane back and said, okay,
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we’ |l have to accept this because the regul ati on says
sinmply 2200 degrees, 17 percent oxidation, we don't
have a regulatory basis for saying if you use this
nodel you have to use this tenperature and this
percent age oxidation, if you use this nodel you can
use this tenperature and this percent oxidation, and
so on. The regulation does not give us that
flexibility today.

DOCTOR KRESS: | envision a little bit of
correlation between tenperature, time, rate of
oxi dation and ductility as a function of what ki nd of
cl ad you have, actually. So that, in essence, | think
the limt ought to be, if you have this nmuch change in
|l oss of ductility, or sone neasure of |oss of
ductility, and you no | onger have a cool abl e geonetry,
| think that’s what you ought to define cool able
geonetry as, and then they can calculate for all the
LOCA sequences how nmuch | oss of ductility you have due
to this correlation. And, the correlation wll, of
course, have either a Baker-Just or whatever the best
estimate is of the oxidation nodels are. That seens
to nme |like a coherent way to do these.

DOCTOR WALLI S: What we’ ve established is
t hat they are going to do sonething rational, it’s not

just going to be vague.
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DOCTOR KRESS: Yes.

DOCTOR WALLIS: It will be defined in the
Reg Gui de, and they are going to do their own nunbers.

DOCTOR KRESS: They are going to say
cool abl e geonetry -

DOCTORWALLI' S: Ductility, the appropriate
vari able, that’s what they' Il focus on.

DOCTOR KRESS: That’s right.

DOCTOR WALLI' S: And then, when they cone
back we can question them about whether it’s a good
nodel or not.

DOCTOR KRESS: The Reg Cuide ought to
speci fy sonet hing nore than just the tenperature and
oxi dat i on.

DOCTOR WALLIS: If it does not specify
that, we'll tell them

DOCTOR KRESS: Ckay.

DOCTOR RANSOM Is the fact that these
criteria apply only to the hottest rod just added
conservati sm presumably, there’s only one rod.

DOCTOR KRESS: It nmy not be that
conservative if you get significant power uprates,
because you are starting to add that over the whole
area. But, as of nowit’s sonetinmes conservatism

MR. LANDRY: The current net hodol ogi es, and
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Vic knows this even better than | do since he wote
t he Code, the common net hodol ogi es have a singl e hot
rod, hot channel cal cul ati on, and then an average rod
for the whole rest of the core. The cal cul ated peak
cl addi ng tenperature and cal cul ated naxi mum | oca
oxidation are for the hot rod only.

There is, however, a calcul ation for the
average rod, the peak cladding tenperature on the
average rod and t he oxi dati on on t he average rod. So,
you can look at those two and say, what is the
di fference?

Al the calculations to date, yes, we are
only calculating the hottest rod in the core.

DOCTOR WALLI'S: There’s al so a core-w de
oxi dation criteria.

MR. LANDRY: Yes, and we do a core-wde
oxi dation to cal cul ate hydrogen generati on.

DOCTOR WALLI S: But, that |ooks at all of
the rods, not just the hottest rod.

MR. LANDRY: Now, where there’'s a
difficulty isif yougoto acalculationfor which you
have reduced peaking, so that the entire coreis at a
| ower peaking factor, so that the hot rod is actually
the entire core. This was a problemback in the m d-

70s when a l|lot of steam generators were getting
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heavi |l y plugged and cal cul ati ons were comng in from
sone of the utilities that wanted to |leap their PCT
[imt by reducing the peaking factor on the hot rod to
t he core average peaking factor. That says now t hat
the entire core is the hot rod.

DOCTOR WALLIS: Anyway, | think we can
probably nove on, but these are details we are going
to exam ne pretty thoroughly when you conme inwi th the
Reg Cui de.

MR. ROSEN. Steve and 3 enn, this may be
just a problemw th the |language in this bullet on
this slide, but it would seemto ne that it ought to
say, would not result in |oss of cool able geonetry,
rat her than what you have in there.

MR KELLY: That’s correct. That’s correct.
It’s not that we want to preclude themfromhaving a
cool abl e geonetry, that’s not normally our intent.

MR. ROSEN: No, | woul d expect not, but I
woul d hate to see that |anguage carried to the rule.

DOCTOR WALLIS: This |ooks |ike one of
t hose sentences that in the ACRS | etter that we have
to work on.

MR. KELLY: Again, although it’s not well
stated in the slide, the way we intend on assuring

that in the TBS regi on, and beyond TBS regi on, that we
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are not setting ourselves up for operating such as if
we had a |arge LOCA that we were going to core nelt
and maybe early rel ease. \Wat we are doingis, we are
sayi ng that you shoul d only operate in a configuration
where it’s been denonstrated that if you were to have
a large LOCA that you would continue to have a
cool abl e geonetry.

And, as it notes later on in the slide,
one way a licensee could dothat istolimt its power
uprate or just to analyze those situations and show
that, in essence, it could handl e a single failure, or
just to choose to operate to say that if it uses a
LPSI punp because it has to go out for a test and
mai nt enance or sonething like that, then they’' Il down
power during that period while it’s being fixed.

There are a |l ot of different options that
t hey have, but we believe that this requirenment of the
rule will force utilities to nake sure that they are
operating in a safe condition.

Agai n, we also talked about here
cont ai nnent performance, and we have added a |ate
cont ai nment performance netric, and the question is
why are we doing that. Well, if you go back and you
| ook at the proposals in the proposed rule for the

changes in the GOC, you'll see in the area beyond the
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TBS that |icensees are not going to have to consider
single failures, and this will allow them to nake
certai n changes to the contai nment i nthe systens that
t hey woul dn’t have been able to make before.

W al so note -

DOCTOR KRESS: Such as reducing the spray
flow rate?

MR. KELLY: That’s a potential thing that
they could do, or the containnment heat renoval
processes. And, those changes woul dn’t change CDF or
LERF, but they would affect the | ate rel eases.

So, you know, in the past -

MR. RUBIN: It woul d not necessarily affect
LERF, they would not affect CDF.

MR KELLY: Right.

In the past, what we are doing today,
normal |y we handl e | ooki ng at these | ate contai nnent
failure issues as part of our Reg CGuide 1.174 we use
our defense-in-depth argunent. W believe that in
this case, where we are specifically nodifying the
regul ations to allow the potential for these changes
that we should be a little bit nmore robust in our
gui dance about what’'s acceptable, and, therefore,
we’'re going to be | ooking at what is an appropriate

cont ai nnent performance netric. W don’t know what
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that is today, but we’'re going to have that in tine
for the final rule.

MR. ROSEN: In time for the final rule, or
intinme for what you publish?

MR. KELLY: Well, we are going - we wi || be
publishing it fairly quickly. W’ re planning on going
to the Conmmi ssion in Decenber, to the EDO and to the
Conmi ssion in Decenber. We tal ked about that
yest er day.

MR RUBIN. Excuse nme, denn, if | could
comment. No, it wasn’t for the final rule, we hopeto
have sone certainly guides in the Reg GQuide in the
m ddl e of next year, but we have a great deal of
t echni cal work, we’ ve got the Research i nvol venent to
| ook at the options and proper way totry to deal with
the | ate contai nment failure.

MR. ROSEN:. So, what you are telling us now
isthereis going to be a guideline for |ate rel ease,
and that - but you are not telling us what it is.

MR.  KELLY: At this point we have a
pl acehol der there.

MR. ROSEN. W have to judge, okay, it’s
okay to go out and have a coment with just that nuch
init.

MR. RUBI N: The point we are nmaking hereis
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that it’s a useful or needed decision netric to help
eval uate potential plant changes. W haven't yet
devel oped the quantitative value, but, of course, it
really doesn’t include quantitative values for
anyt hing, and we are just pointing out here that this
i s needed for the decision process.

MR. ROSEN:. No, that’s okay, | understand
t hat, when you do come up with that it will be in the
Reg Guide and we’ll get a chance at the Reg Cuide.

DOCTOR KRESS: Are you in discussions with
or aware of what the people working on the technol ogy
mutual framework is considering when its setting
metric?

MR. DINSMORE: The technology neutral
framework, | think, is looking at a conditiona
contai nnent failure probability of .1, and so, you
know, all of that is being kind of - we are kind of
starting to figure out how to deal with this.

DOCTOR APCOSTOLAKIS: | think they ve
changed t heir argunent, they are really | ooki ng at the
rel eases.

MR. DI NSMORE: |s that what they are going
to do?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Because it’s not

cl ear, you know, the core damage versus contai nnent.
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They are going with frequency - consequence versus
frequency curves, like the Farner curve, you know,
that’s the | atest we have seen

DOCTOR KRESS: But, at one tinme they had a
concept for an LRF, it had to do with conditional
contai nnent failure, and as best | renmenber it was
accommodat ed by the val ue for core damage frequency.
If you met the core danmage frequency, you
automatically met this scenario.

MR. RUBIN: Let ne just comrent here that,
| nean, those are excell ent observations, we did | ook
at conditional contai nnment curve probabilities for the
damaged reactors eight or nine years ago. There are
sone difficulties in using that as a netric.

Here, | don’t think we want to tell you
t hat we’ ve zeroed in on any netric, what we’ve done is
identified this as what we think is a |ikely decision
nmetric to go out with the draft rule. W’d like to
get comment fromthe stakeholders. At the sane tine,
we do sone technical developnment to see if there’'s a
feasible, justifiableapproachtousefor thisnetric.

DOCTOR KRESS: | believe you' re going to
have simlar problems as you had with LERF, the
consi stently accepted value will depend on the site,

because what you are worried about is the |and
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contamnation - you are worried about | and
contam nati on and total nunber of this |atent cancer,
that thing, and that’s going to depend on the site,
and it’s going to be nore sensitive than t he LERF was.

You know, the LERF - a val ue of LERF over
all the sites to be consistent with the safety goal
QHO varied only by a factor of four or five. So, you
coul d cone up wi th one val ue and say it’s good enough.
You aren’t going to have that freedomw th the LRF

you are going out for 50 mles or so, and |and

contam nation and total latent cancer, so the
variation site to site will be a real problem in
trying to cone up with a value. | just wanted to

caution you on that.

MR. RUBI N: Thank you, that’s very hel pful .
There are a lot of challenges in developing this
metric, especially with relationship of anything we
can tie to elenents of the safety goal or not.
Perhaps, a site bounding criteria will have to be
identified because of the i ssues you rai sed. W have
a lot of work ahead of us in this area.

DOCTOR KRESS: It will be interesting to
foll ow.

MR, KELLY: Ckay.

We are going to nove on to the nuneri cal
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risk criteria. The rulerequires that the total risk
of all changes nust be estimated and be sufficiently
small. | think I'd probably put the estimated there
i n quotes, because we do know that - we do allow for
sone use of non- PRA net hods, but we are expecting that
t here shoul d be strong justificationfor why those are
adequat e. W are going to talk a little bit nore
about that in a later slide.

One of the things that we have put inis
that if proposed changes are not nodeled in the PRA
then they either should be nodeled or should
denonstrate that it basically doesn't nmake any
di ff erence.

MR ROSEN: That happens all the tine.

MR KELLY: Right.

MR. ROSEN:. Many features that aren't
nodel ed, sinply because if you do nodel themyou can
show t hat they never enter into any of the sequences,
so it’s a waste of time to nodel

MR KELLY: Right.

MR. ROSEN: It’s just an exerci se.

MR KELLY: Right.

MR ROSEN: So, is that the kind of
denmonstration you Il be seeking? | nean -

MR, KELLY: | believe we would certainly
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accept sonething like that as a denonstration, but I'm
not saying that that’s the only way it can be
denonstr at ed.

VR. ROSEN: That’ s a gualitative
denonstration, having nodel ed all these things we can
show you that they never show up in the sequence
anyway.

MR, KELLY: O, it may be | could just sit
down and t al k about why ny wat er cool ant has no effect
on core damage.

MR. ROSEN: We have no way to put it in
sequence.

MR KELLY: Right.

DOCTOR WALLIS: Safety grading doesn’t
affect the non-PRA? You don’t have to consider it?

MR KELLY: The nunerical criteriathat are
currently in the SOC that we’re tal ki ng about in our
exanpl es conme real |y ri ght out of Reg Guide 1.174, and
as Mark was tal king about earlier, the guidance for
LRF will be devel oped and we’ll, in fact, have that
ready in time for the Reg Cuide.

CHAl RVAN SHACK: Just at the risk of
bringing up the bundling argunent again, suppose |
take a power uprate, do |I do two cal cul ati ons, one

where | have the new 50.46 and one where | have the
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ol d one, and only the portion of the delta CDF that |
can get because of the newrul e goes to count agai nst
t he 50.46 quota?

MR. DINSMORE: |s the power uprate due to
your relaxed 50.46 requirenents?

CHAl RVAN SHACK: Well, | can uprate it
partially wi thout the 50.46 by using a best estimte
nodel, and then | can get a little bit nore power
uprate by using the new 50. 46.

MR RUBIN. That’'s - let me respond to
that. That is a great question. | w sh we’'d thought
of it.

But, right now we are seeing a |ot of
power uprates based on the «current regulatory
authority, and | guess we were assuni ng that everyone
woul d be doing their power uprates as they are now
under the current regulatory flexibility, and that
we’'d be seeing uprates that were just defined as
50. 46a uprates. And then, we’d | ook at the inpact of
t hose against the criteria.

So, | think the answer to your question,
scratching ny head, is yes. W really should strip
themout, it gets awmfully conpl ex. Hopefully, they’l|
just come in with uprates related to 50.46a, rather

than trying to get the ones that we could get from
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before, that would be our preference, but | guess we
have to think about that in the rule.

Thank you.

MR. KELLY: The nuneri cal criteria
appl i cabl e for all nodes of operation, again, doesn’'t
necessarily mean that they all have to be quantifi ed,
but they certainly all have to be addressed. And,
that’s an expectation here, just as it was in Reg
Guide 1.174. It’s actually not an expectation, it’s
requirement in the proposed rule that they be
consi der ed.

Al so, that as in Reg Guide 1.174 that the
licensee should | ook at the proposed risk-inforned
pl ant changes would dramatically alter any risk-
i nforned decisions that they had made previously.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Wait a mnute, let nme
understand that. This m ght create significant burden
on the |icensees, right, and the staff? They d have
to go back and | ook at what was requested, what was
approved, and re-evaluate it, and |I’'’m wondering in
calculating delta CDF and delta LERF within 50.46,
they woul d have to take the plant as it is with the
changes that have been approved. Wuldn't that be
sufficient information for you to nake a decision?

Wiy are you asking themto go back and revisit past
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deci si ons?

MR. KELLY: Well, one of the reasons -the
maj or reason why we have it hereis that it is in Reg
Guide 1.174, and that we - because it’'s our
expectati on under this rul e change that |icensees wil|
be able to nmake nmuch nore safety significant changes
than ordinarily they do make, that they m ght have, as
was t al ked about alittle bit yesterday, the tentacles
fromthis may spread i nto many, nmany different areas.

MR. RUBIN:. Let me add sonething here, if
| could, Doctor Apostol akis.

Hopefully, this is not a big significant
deal . The phil osophy hereis that it’s risk-informed
regul ation, risk-informed changes that have been
i npl emented over the years. Sone of them may have
come out acceptably because of a perfornmance
assunption or a systemavail ability that nowgoes away
because of the change from50. 46a, and we just want to
ensure that if anything |ike that exists -

DOCTOR KRESS: Wul dn’t that be reflected
in the delta CDF?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, that’s what |’ m
wonderi ng about, | nmean, they will have to do a delta
CDF cal cul ation for the 50.46, soif you have received

perm ssion to have sonething out wouldn’'t that be
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reflected in the new cal cul ati on?

MR. RUBIN: It would be reflected to sone
degree, but it wouldn't fully reflect that the delta
i npact of the change that was approved sone years ago
still meets the acceptance criteria. | don’t think -
we don’t want to be overly burdensone.

MR. KELLY: | can give an exanple. Let’s
say | had a plant that had a 72 hour AOT for its
di esel, and they got a seven day or 14 day extension,
and we said - and that that estimted i ncrease in core
damage frequency was 9 x 10°, and we said, yeah, you
are just under the thing, it seens okay.

But now, with other changes that | may
make under 50.46a, if | were to go back and | ook at
t hat change, maybe nowit’s 1.8 x 10°°, which woul d be
the increase associated with that going from three
days to 14 days. So then we would say, maybe that
wasn’t such a good AOT increase.

MR RUBIN. | think we mght even, | -

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Excuse nme, on this
topic, but the fact nowthat your diesels are all owed
to be out for seven days, woul d af fect the cal cul ati on
of delta CDF for the proposed change.

MR. KELLY: No. It would affect your -

because nowthat |’ ve al ready made t hat change, okay,
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that has affected, past tense, my baseline risk. So
now, we are talking about on top of that we are now
addi ng another - you know, all we are checking for
when we do our 50.46a, when we are |ooking at the
nunerical criteria, we are |ooking at how nmuch from
our baseline today we are increasing core damage
f requency.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, today, and t oday
you have al ready approved the expansion of the AOTI.

MR DINSMORE: | think this isn't as
dramatic as it | ooks, because the ASME standard, for
exanpl e, when they do a PRA update, and | guess as
t hey i ncorporate these changes into the update on the
PRA, when they do a PRA update they are supposed to go
back and check on all the previous risk-informed
applications and esti mates.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, so t hey have done
this once, they now have a PRA that is up to date.
Si x nonths | ater they decide, you guys published this
rule, they decide to request a different change.

The baseline now is the one | have now,
where the diesel AOT is seven days, right?

MR. DI NSMORE: Ri ght .

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: And, that fact will

affect the new delta CDF cal cul ati on.
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MR. DI NSMORE: Ri ght, and once -

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: And, what |’ msaying
is, mybe that’s enough. Wy are you asking themto
go back and re-evaluate the original petitionthat |ed
to the seven days?

MR. DI NSMORE: And, what | was trying to
say is that they kind of have to do it - they are
supposed to do it anyway, the ASME st andard woul d say,
all right, you are using your current PRA, you do your
cal cul ati ons, you come in to 50.46, the current PRA
i ncludes the 14 hour, 14 day, whatever, you do your
cal cul ati ons, you conme in to us, we say, okay, you can
make the change. You nake the change, you put that
change in your PRA, so, therefore, you ve updated the
PRA. Then you are - anyway you are supposed to go
back and check the validity of all the other previous
ri sk-infornmed applications.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Real | y?

MR DI NSMORE: Yes.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI'S: | don’t recall that.
It’s in the ASME st andard?

MR. DINSMORE: It’s in the standard, yes,
but it’s kind of in there as a should, and this just
ki nd of reassures us.

MR. ROSEN:. My question about this bullet
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is, isthis the sanme thing you were tal ki ng about this
norning, | mean earlier today, about cunulative
tracki ng cunul ati ve changes?

MR. DINSMORE: No, it’s not the sane.

MR. KELLY: No, it's -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: 1t’s rel ated.

MR KELLY: It has to be rel ated.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Its’ rel ated, because
if the original expansion to the AOT is affected by
the 50.46 change, then you have the question of
whether to include that original change in your
bundl i ng process. Wuld you consider it despite the
50.46 now, or is it a separate?

MR, KELLY: It’s separate. | nean, what
this - you know, |1’ ve gone al ong and | nade sone ri sk-
i nformed deci sions, and they were based on the pl ant
being in a certain kind of configuration and ot her
things. |’ mgoing to change those confi gurati ons now.
Have | changed the plant so nuch that the risk-
i nformed deci sions that | made before no | onger nake
sense? | say, you know, if | go ahead and nmeke t hese
changes now it kind of negates the argunents that |
made before on sone risk-informed deci sions.

If it doesn’'t negate them then they are

okay. If it does, then the |licensee should | ook - we
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even had a case recently where - didn’t sonebody cone
in when they found that they had -

MR. DI NSMORE: Yes, sonebody canme in and
said that the criteria - the new PRA violated the
criteria if they used that to redo an analysis they
did on an earlier application. So, they are tracking
it, they can do it.

In this case, it turned out that it
violated the criteria because when they updated the
PRA t hey made a big m stake in the way t hey were doi ng
the -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, but that was a
m st ake, and they wanted to tell -

MR RUBIN:. No, they reported it before
they identified the m stake. They reported it as a
potential violation of the acceptance criteria of a
previous risk-informed application because of a PRA
nodel update.

MR. DINSMORE: So, it is possible, and the
answer is, yeah, it would be the curmul ative i npact of
all the previous changes under each of them

It starts to get a little conplicated.

MR. RUBIN: W& need the deltas nore in the
Reg Guide, of course, and |’ mnot conpetent or clear

that requantification of all themis required, but,
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per haps, sone high-level look to make sure that a
fundanmental assunption that was a basis of the
acceptability of a previous change hasn't been
i nval i dat ed.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: It probabl y makes nore
sense. Are we requiring this of all the rul e changes,
| mean, 50.44, if they do sonething there they woul d
have to go back -

MR KELLY: 50. 44, al thoughthe first risk-
i nformed change was really made, m nor changes that
affected risk, simlarly with50.69, thisisthefirst
ri sk-inforned application that |I think is making full
use of -

MR. RUBIN: Yeah, 50.44 is arisk-informed
determnistic rule, infact, using the incites of PRA
the rule, non-voluntary, theruleis revisedto all ow
renoval of certain pieces of equipment. No risk
calculations are required by the licensee. The
generic basis for the changes was sufficient.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, but | nean, they
made t he changes, and they have already gotten five
approval s of risk-infornmed changes. Should they go
back and re-eval uate those because of the change?

MR. RUBIN: Yeah, well, the changes - the

t hi ngs, the reconbiners and things they pull out of
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t he plant, yeah, will get reflected in the PRA nodel,
but, in fact, they won't, because they have no benefit
in severe accident space in the first place is why
they were allowed to be renmoved in 50. 44,

So, the answer to your question is yes,
but it has no effect.

MR ROSEN: |’ msitting here thinking about
a real problem and rmaybe you could just comment on
it.

Let’s just say a plant gets two or three
of these 50.46 changes behind them and then goes
ahead and does fire risk requantification, kind of a
gl obal change. How would that play?

MR. DI NSMORE: You nean they would do a
fire PRA and use that instead of this?

MR. ROSEN: Yes, they had a PRA, but, you
know, it was state of the art when it was done, but
t hey go ahead and do this fire risk requantification,
completely relook at all of the issues, try to dea
with all the issues.

MR DI NSMORE: Hopeful Iy, when they didthe
screeni ng anal ysis against the fires, I'"mnot quite
sure | understand the question.

MR. ROSEN: Well, I'’mjust trying to see

with that kind of a big perpetually gl obal change to
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t he PRA.

MR. KELLY: We’'re going to tal k about this
alittle bit later. Steve is going to get into that
when we tal k about the cunul ative and how you deal
wi th PRA updates. W' Il be tal ki ng about how you deal
wi t h PRA updat es.

MR. ROSEN: That would be a substantia
updat e, and coul d have broad scal e i npacts on the ri sk
sequences.

MR. KELLY: And, | think the bottomline
is, if you do a PRA update you are expected to go back
and to confirm that you continue to neet the
acceptance criteria on 50. 46a.

VR. DI NSMORE: And, hopef ul | vy, t he
screening criteria which they used to say that fire
didn’t inpact the decisions which we were all ow ng, or
t he changes which we were allowi ng them should have
been sufficient such that when they actually do the
fire PRAand i ncorporated it systematically, that the
past changes shoul d have been okay, and if they are

not then we maybe should |ook at the way they are

doing it.

MR. ROSEN: | think that’s an expectation
t hat , wi t hout havi ng done t he fire risk
requantification that people wll only have an
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i ntuition about not have any real detail ed know edge.

MR. DI NSMORE: Well, there would be sone
systematic way of saying, well, if it’s involved in
fire sequences, check and seeif it’sinvolvedinfire
sequences, if it’s screened out, and if it has - if
it’s not involved then you shoul d check and see if it
had an i nfl uence on those that were screened out. So,
it’salittle nore than an intuition, it m ght not be
perfect, there m ght be cases where it woul d change,
but that would be the intent of the way that the
process woul d work.

MR. ROSEN. So, you see no bar to going
ahead with 50. 46 ahead of fire risk requantification.
| nmean, they can't -

MR. DINSMORE: It will limt the changes
that they coul d nmake.

MR, KELLY: To sone extent.

MR DINSMORE: May limt the changes.

MR. ROSEN:. Because at the end of the day
you' Il say, yeah, but you haven’t done risk
requantification on fire, and we don’t know, there's
alot of stuff that goes through the sane areas here.

MR. KELLY: | think |icensees nake these
decisions all the tine, where they say, you know, |’ m

alittle bit ahead of the curve, so to speak, in a
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certain area, now !l can either be very aggressive and
t ake the very maxi num advantage | take of this, or |
can say, you know, |’ mgoing to only take those things
which I'mreally very sure of that will be okay, and
even if | have to requantify this later

MR. ROSEN: It’s goingto be alimtation.

MR, KELLY: Yes.

Steve is going to go ahead now and tal k
about the risk assessnment requirenents.

MR. DI NSMORE: Yeah, okay, |'m going to
di scuss the PRAs that they are going to be using to
cal cul ate these things.

These things are very famliar. In
general, we were discussing the other day, and we
di scovered we’'ve been doing these risk-inforned
appl i cations for about seven years, and these things
that they are supposed to address, these have been
very useful. W’ ve actually been able to use themto
identify insufficient nodeling, and we’ve been ableto
work together with the |icensees, and based on this
list of stuff we’ve actually - we’ve had pretty good
success. So, we are going to keep using these pretty
much the way they are.

The PRA t echni cal adequacy, this is going

to be kind of a continuation of the way that we're
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doi ng busi ness. 50.46 applicationis not going to be
a standard application, like an ISl or IST, it’s,
essentially, going to be, well, the licensees are
goi ng to go t hrough t heir anal yses and eval uati ons and

try to figure out what they can change, and whatever

they can change they’'lIl cone in and request that
change.

So, it’s a very open-ended type of
arrangenent . So, for each one that cones in, of

course, we are going to review the PRA, take into
account what ever standards exist, and if the standard
doesn’t exist then we'll have to review that PRA
pi eces in nore detail

W' ve changed this slightly to say that
the PRA nust be able to calculate the CDF, the LERF
and the | ate rel ease frequency. Actually, pretty nuch
everybody can cal cul ate | ate rel ease frequenci es now,
it’s no great burden. Plus, in the nu reg, which
tells you how to calculate a sinplified LERF that
actually is in there how to calculate |late rel ease
frequency, although NEI has been trying to get that
t aken out for years, but didn't succeed, soit’s still
in there.

And again, if there’ s approved standards

out, and they nmeet those standards, it will have a big
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i npact on the degree of the amount of reviewthat we
have to do.

W are going to follow this phased
approach to quality. The phased approach nostly tells
you howto reviewa subnmittal com ng in, based on what
it wants to do and what standards and so on are
avai | abl e.

We have taken a little criteria fromthe
phased approach and put it into the rule, which m ght
be a little new, which is we say that the PRA nust
consider all initiating events and operating nodes
that would affect the regulatory decision in a
substantial manner, should be in the PRA

Now, there are two ways to do that. One
isthat if you don’t have a fire PRA, and then you are
not really supposed to change stuff that m ght affect

the fire PRA We haven’'t quite figured out what

substantial manner is, but we'll work on that in the
Reg Guide. | think we'll go ahead and further define
this.

And, ot her than that, the process woul d be
pretty nmuch the sane as what we are doi ng today.

MR. ROSEN: That’'s kind of what | was
getting at. If youcan't affect -if you haven't done

a fire PRA, and you can’t change anythi ng that m ght
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be affected by the results of such a fire PRA, that’s
pretty nuch everything. You just don’t knowa priori.

MR. RUBI N: W face that now, Doctor Rosen.
It’s been a chal | enge for applications that have cone
in where there mght be some inpact on fire. W' ve
been able to deal with it sonmetimes using what incites
cane from the FIVE analysis, sonme  boundi ng
cal cul ations, but there are definite limtations due
to | ack of scope of nodeling, and that has al ways been
a clear restriction limtation in the use of these
techniques at the beginning of a full-scope, high-
qual ity anal ysis.

MR. ROSEN: Then | cone back to where we
were before. It’s going to limt what you can do,
because you are goi ng to have questions that you can’t
answer and that the licensee can’t answer. And then
you can say, well, | guess we are not going to cone to
a conclusion on this.

MR. DINSMORE: Well, it might not limt it
conpl etely, because we do have these guidelines on
what we accept for risk assessnent net hods, ot her than
what’s actually in the PRA

A lot of people in industry are pretty
smart, and they’'Il cone in and they Il give us

argunments about why this won't nmake hardly any
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di fference what soever, and that point is going to be
not a significant contributor, and we’'re all owi ng t hem
t hat opti on.

MR. ROSEN:. There wi Il be cases where that
will be pretty apparent on both sides of the table,
but then there will be the ones where it’s not so
apparent, and you' ||l just have to exerci se di scretion.

MR. DI NSMORE: Right, we'll work through
t hose |i ke we kind of do nowto some extent, although
not as - again, this is going to be a nuch broader
scope of applications that we have to deal wth.
That’s going to be the main change that’'s going to
cone down.

| guess we’ || go back to 41. Uncertainty
analysis, we are going to have to deal wth
uncertainty analysis wthin the framewrk that
uncertainty analysis is generically dealt with and we
can’t cone up wi th any new speci fic guidelines that we
can use.

Essentially, they just nust denonstrate
that the risk assessnent adequately addresses the
uncertainty, so that there’'s confidence that the
nunbers that they do provide clearly reflect the
effect on risk. | know that Research is devel oping

gui del i nes how to deal with uncertainty, and | think
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they are coming to talk to you in Decenber, | believe.

MR. ROSEN: About nodel uncertainty.

MR. ROSEN: It’s only on nodel uncertainty.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S:  Model uncertainty
qguanti fication.

MR. ROSEN: Not broader than that?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Uncertainty whichis
br oader .

MR. ROSEN: Ckay. Well, |I was listening -
going to listen to part on what we are going to do
about nodel uncertainty.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Wl |, that’s the key
i sSsue.

MR ROSEN: I ncl udi ng those t hi ngs we don’t
know about .

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Yeah, they have to
tell us everything they know about things they don’t
know about, right?

MR. DI NSMORE: W have great faith in M.
Dr oun.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: W have great faithin
what ?

MR, DI NSMORE: Ms. Droun.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Oh.

MR DI NSMORE: Then we' | | go to
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i npl ementation and nonitoringis always a big piece of
ri sk-inforned activities. Licensees nust denonstrate
t hat the acceptance criteria in the rule continue to
be net, given other changes to the plant, its
operation, PRA nodel data updates.

Thi s neans that every tinme they update the
nodel they are going to have to redo all the
calculations for this risk-informed activity, and as
| indicated earlier nost of the other ones have the
same requirenment init.

If it can’t be denpnstratedthe acceptance
criteria continue to be net, a |icensee nust propose
steps to renedy the situation. | think we’ve kind of
-1"mnot sureit’s a consensus yet, but we’ve ki nd of
deci ded that if, for exanple, you bunp up over to the
10° limt because you ve been doing other things at
the plant, you don’'t have to take out what you did,
you m ght be able to address it by doing sonething
el se. In other words, you could - there’'s sone
flexibility in howyou coul d get that back bel owthose
gui del i nes.

Again, that’s not real clear, because |
t hi nk t he Commi ssi on used reversi bility once, but what
means isn’'t clear.

VR. ROSEN: I suppose they neant
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reversibility if you can't do what is suggested, make
sone ot her change that’s countervailing.

VR. DI NSMORE: That’'s kind of the
interpretation that we’ ve been working on, working
W t h.

And then, the last slide, the peer view
process on the PRA is a one-shot deal, and the ASME
gui del i ne again does say that if you do substanti al
changes to your nodel you' d have people conme in and
revi ewthose substantial changes. But, it’s still not
clear over the long termhow we are going to at | east
nonitor the quality of the PRAs.

And, we’ve decided that the updated PRA
must retain sufficient technical adequacy to
denonstrate that the acceptance criteria continue to
be net.

And, after our discussion we’ve kind of
just | ooked towards | think it’s the 50.46 - the 50
degree thing, we'd have to report it. And, we
t hought, and we | ooked back at why they were asking
for that, and if you look in the regulations it says
they are asking for that exactly for this reason, to
retain confidence that the nodels that they are using
are able to denonstrate that this criteria is being

met .
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So, we kind of just took that as a
precedent which had been working quite well, and
t hought that we would apply it to the PRA side of the
equation here. And, we just said, well, if they are
goi ng to have bi g changes in the CDF and LERF it woul d
be nice to know. For exanple, if they had these big
changes they could notify us and they’ d say, oh, well
it’s already been peer reviewed and that woul d nean
one thing, if they had big changes and just notified
us that woul d nmean anot her.

The 20 percent nunber | think is open for
di scussion. |’mactually not sure where it came from
but it was deci ded upon, and this was for the baseline
nunber s.

And then we al so, even though that they
are required to nonitor the increase due to this
application, and if it bunps over 10°° than they have
to do sonmething, this is a somewhat | ower boundary on
if it changes by a certain anmount they should notify
us again. And again, this is to provide confidence
t hat the adequacy of the PRA has provided confidence
that the accepted criteria are net.

These nunbers as well, we’ ve used them
from- we pulled themfromthe - these are very snal

changes. W couldn’t, of course, make it the sane
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10°> which is the limt, because they have to do
sonething el se, and that’'s where these cane from

And, if you'll notice LRFis inneither of
these guidelines, late relate frequency, because we
don’t have any nunbers for themyet, and so we didn’'t
have any starting point.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: You coul d have made it 20
percent of the all owabl e change.

MR. KELLY: | would just note that on this
| ast bull et that these i ncreases or these changes are
all associated with nerely the updated PRA. It has
nothing to do with any of the - it’s just what the
nodel i ng change is, or other changes that m ght have
happened in the plant, how they are going to affect
t he nunbers that we’ve al ready cal cul at ed.

MR RUBIN. And, | will add to that that
thisis purely areportingrequirement, the staff will
not necessarily take any action here, it just gives us
t he know edge and the ability if we want to | ook at
somet hi ng.

MR. ROSEN: Is that areport i mediately or
an annual report?

MR. KELLY: | think a proposed 60 days.

MR. RUBIN: And, PRA update process is a

maxi mum of a two cycle period.
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MR. DI NSMORE: And, that concludes this

presentation.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: At hought occurred to
me that’s not directly related to what t hey are doi ng,
but maybe we m ght coul d take a note of. You know, we
al ways review rules, draft rules, and regulatory
guides, and then after they are published and
implenented | don’'t think the Conmttee is aware of
how t hey are i npl enmented and what the experience is.
And, fromthe di scussi ons yesterday and today, | think
it woul d be useful for us to have maybe an hour and a
hal f, two hours presentation, an information neeting
only, from people who do nake deci sions, have been
maki ng decisions for the |ast several years, using
ri sk information.

Li ke Steve a few m nutes ago just said,

you know, we’ ve been doing this for seven years, it’s
been working very well, the Conmttee i s not aware of
what is going on. So, maybe you guys can cone here
with several cases, sone where you are really happy
with what you saw, others where you denied the
petition, the request, and just enlighten as to what
are the issues of PRAs, how things are happening,

because | might say we are in the dark here.

MR. ROSEN: George, Mark Rubin and | had a
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conversation in the hall before this neeting about
t hat very point, and there were peopl e who, before we
enbarked on this thing, felt that making these kinds
of changes would result in very abrupt perfornmance
degradations in the plant in various areas, |ISl, |ST,
all these applications woul d have negative and al nost
i mmedi at e consequences.

And, | would -1 don’t think that’'s been
true, been borne out.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI' S: It has not been true.

MR. ROSEN: And, | think it woul d be usef ul
to have sonme sort of tinme line and sone sort of
accounti ng.

DOCTOR APOSTCOLAKI S: What i s t he experi ence
of theregulatory staff ininplenenting 1.174? How do
t hey apply, for exanple, | don’'t think we are really
fully aware of how the stuff applies, these
qualitative boxes, defense-in-depth, margins, and |’ m
really curious to see a case, for exanple, where the
del t a CDF wer e okay and everything, and the staff said
deni ed because of defense-in-depth consideration. |'m
going to send a note to the Planning and Procedures
Subcomittee so you guys can consider it.

MR. SNODDERLY: | think we did that,

George, last - well, 2003, when we did the Flemn ng
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report, because the Flem ng report |ooked at four
exanpl es of where the staff had used - done risk-
i nf ormed deci si on- maki ng, and he di d an assessnent of
t hat .

DOCTOR  APOSTCLAKI S: But , t hat was
Fleming’s point of view | want to hear these guys.

MR. RUBIN: Yeah, we sent hima nunber of
SEs, some that were favorable, and a couple of
rejections for the Cormittee to review.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: When di d t hat happen?

MR. RUBIN It was about a year and a half
ago.

MR. ROSEN. But, that’s safety eval uati ons,
| was nore focused on performance in the plant. Have
t here been events that one could attribute to risk-
i nfornmed changes that woul dn’t have occurred.

DOCTOR APOSTCOLAKIS: That’s a separate
i ssue.

MR. ROSEN: Yeah.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: No, 1'd like to see
the licensee’ s request and the staff’s eval uati on, and
maybe tell the staff to nake a presentation. Do we
have those SEs that they sent, | renmenber there was a
report but not any attachnments fromthe staff.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: Maybe Carl sawt he SEs, we
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didn't.
DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: | didn't see them
MR. SNODDERLY: | gave the SEs to all of
us, or to those people -1 showed the staff.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: | got the six cases
from Gary Hol ahan, but that was five, six years ago.
Those were extrenely enlightening, now if we can do
the same thing now, but include the licensee’s
application, to see what they actually -1 don’t think
it’s a big deal.

MR. RUBIN: No, and it’s not unreasonable
for, you know, once every year or two years that we
have sone exanpl es.

MR. ROSEN: And, ny point, the idea that
you woul d tel | ne about events that have occurred, and
maybe as Bill suggests, a null set, but just the point
that, say, 56 out of 60 potential people who could
have done thi s have perforned arisk-informed|Sl, for
exanpl e, woul d be very useful to know. | nmean, | know
t hose nunbers are getting high, but I don’t know how
hi gh.

MR. KELLY: And, no |l arge |evels.

MR. ROSEN: And, there hasn’t been one t hat
|"ve been told about.

MR. DINSMORE: It’s about 75 plants.

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

113

MR. ROSEN: Seventy-five units have now
done risk-inforned |SI?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: And, | think all of
them are planning to continue it.

MR. DINSMORE: All but two.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay.

MR ROSEN. Well, that’s just a thought.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Vesner has a nice
t hi ng. Is that okay, if we could have such an
i nformation neeting?

MR. RUBIN:. Sure, hopefully, after we get
the rule out, maybe the Reg Gui de.

MR. ROSEN: Wl |, you can do this while you
are resting, it’'s easy.

MR RUBIN: It was a timng issue, Ceorge,
but we’'ll certainly acconmpbdate your request.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: You could do it in
your sleep. You could cone here and -

CHAI RVAN SHACK: They may have to do it in
t heir sl eep.

MR RUBIN W wuld be pleased to
accommodate the Conmittee in this area.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Oh.

MR. ROSEN: You’' ve been to charm school ,

t 0o.
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MR. SI EBER When does your term expire?

You can do it right after that.

CHAl RVAN SHACK: When will we have the
presentation of the main Commttee?

MR. SNODDERLY: Yeah, that’s what Brian
wanted us to provide the staff feedback on.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: How rmuch time do we have?

MR. SNODDERLY: Ri ght now we ar e schedul ed
to go from8:35 until 10:30, so it’s two hours.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI'S: An hour and a hal f.

MR SNODDERLY: Two hours, 8:30 to 10: 30,
so two hours.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: I think this |ast
stuff nust be reviewed because it’s inportant. Not
all of it, but a lot of it.

DOCTOR KRESS: Particul arly t he questi on of
bundl i ng.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: The questi on of what ?

DOCTOR KRESS: We coul d | ose t he whol e hour
and a half, Tom but that’s going to be one of the
itenms that’s going to be discussed, | think rightly,
before we wite a letter.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: And, sonething from
Jenni fer, another chance of | osing the whol e hour and

a hal f.
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CHAI RMVAN SHACK: | was going to suggest

Brian’ s overview nysel f.

DOCTOR APOSTCOLAKI S: That was good, that
was good.

CHAIl RMVAN SHACK: But, that takes up a
goodly chunk initself, you know. 1 think we can have
Brian’s overvi ew and one other topic, so you have to

pi ck either Jennifer or PRA. |'d probably go for the

PRA.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: PRA.

MR RUBIN: I'd go for Jennifer.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: How about Jenni fer doing
t he PRA?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: No, but I think what
M. Fischer presented, it was only four slides, but
there is information there that’'s useful.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: There’s informationthat’s
useful in many pl aces, but we only have an hour and a
hal f, George.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Wl |, all she has to
do is show it and say here are the GDCs that are
effective. 1It’s not a big deal.

DOCTOR BONACA: Two hours.

DOCTOR  APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, Brian's

presentation, | think, is - now one of the things
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where you can - one of the things where you can save
time - or also add sonmething about the safety
benefits.

MR. ROSEN:. Safety benefits.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: The safety benefits,
yeah.

CHAIl RMVAN SHACK: Well, he's got slide 4
with the second bullet.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: Slide what ?

CHAI RMVAN  SHACK: Slide 4 of hi s
presentation, second bullet.

MR. ROSEN. He expects to reduce plain
risk. That’'s not enough, there’s a whole subnmitta
from NEI that one could at |east -

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: One of the t hings they
don't needto dois tell us what they intend the risk-
informng regulations is, if you are nmaintaining
defense-in-depth, if youaretryingtoinprove safety,
we Wi Il knowthis stuff. You don’t have to give us a
general -1 knowthat that’s coombn to start that way.

MR. KELLY: is there anything out of our
subm ttal or discussion that we had today that you
particularly would like to cut out?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: That 1'd like to cut

out. Yeah, your slide two.
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DOCTOR KRESS: Three and four.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Three and four.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: No, no, no, four you want
in, four is exactly what you want in there.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S:  Four is inmportant,
yeah.

DOCTOR KRESS: Yes.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Si X.

MR RUBIN. Six is out?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S Yes.

MR. ROSEN. You definitely want to have
ei ght, but have it right.

DOCTOR KRESS: The way it is.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Twel ve?

CHAl RVAN SHACK: I n or out, George?

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKIS: Qut. And, that’'s it
in my mnd, because everything else, you know, is
really one way or another inportant.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: Yes, nost of us are here,
nost of us have heard of all of this.

DOCTOR BONACA: Al lowtwo and a hal f hours
for this presentation, and qualified is going to be
two and a half hours.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: You’' re the chairman, you

are going to be in charge, you can whip them right
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t hrough, Mari o.

DOCTOR BONACA: No, | can’t whip them |
nmean, you are in charge, you are supposed to be the
one that you say two hours, you stay within two hours.

MR. ROSEN: You coul d get those done in an
hour and a half and give the chairman back a half an
hour .

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: M . Dudl ey’ s
presentation, | think, has to be there. It’s right
after Brian’s.

Now, sel ectingthetransitional break size
probably does not belong to this, because we are goi ng
to have a separate neeting on that, aren’'t we?

MR SNODDERLY: Yes, Novenber 16'".

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: So, that’s out.

MR. SNODDERLY: And, maybe the anal ysis we
| eave out, too.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: The anal ysi s.

MR. SNODDERLY: Because the idea woul d be
t hat we understand the criteria that they are goingto
use, but it’'s going to be - the guidance wll be
provided in the Reg CGuide, which we are going to
revi ew.

DOCTOR APCSTOLAKI S: | think there are two

or three, or maybe four, issues that really require
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some bundling of this issue.

MR. SNODDERLY: See, | think that’s nore
i nportant, because that deals nmore with rul e | anguage
whi ch you are tal ki ng about putting out, as opposed to
things that are going to be in the Reg CGuide.

DOCTOR SHERON: One possibility is that,
you know, since | think you' ve asked a lot of the
guestions of nyself and al so Dick, | think | coul d get
ny slides in ten mnutes. Dick, | just asked D ck,
you know, wi thout a lot of questions he thinks he
could run through his inten mnutes. If there's tw
hours allotted, and you typically give 50/50, so you
coul d have 20 m nutes, you know, 15 or 20 minutes for
Jennifer torunthroughthe thermal - hydraulic anal ysis
part, and then another 20 m nutes for Mark or so to go
t hrough the - or, you know, whoever to go through the
PRA, if you want. And, you are right, you could, if
you are happy with the break and saving that for
anot her subcommittee wi th Research t hat woul d be fi ne.

And then the only thing is the conform ng
changes. | think if you wanted, Dick, we could
probably just nerge that into Dick’s and have him
cover it.

DOCTOR APOSTOLAKI S: Jenni fer didn't have

very many slides, and as | renenber she went through
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themfairly quickly.

MR. ROSEN: You know, on the conform ng
changes you don’'t really need to do nore than say
we' | | make conform ng changes, right?

DOCTOR SHERON: Right, and | said Dick
coul d probably just mentionthoseinhis presentation,
and that woul d cover that.

CHAl RVAN SHACK: Okay, | nean, let’'s try
that, and 1’1l just crack the whip hard enough to get
us through, you know, we’'ll just cut off the
di scussion as need be to nmake it happen.

DOCTOR SHERON: Ckay, so then, Dick and
will take about 20 m nutes, about 20 mnutes for
t hermal - hydraulics, and 20 m nutes for PRA. Sounds
good.

MR. ROSEN. Are we done?

CHAI RMAN SHACK: Unl ess anybody el se has
anynore comrents or questions, | think we are ready to
adj our n.

MR. SNODDERLY: Unless anyone wants to
amend the conments that they nade at the end of
yest erday eveni ng, but otherwi se we'll go with those
comments not hearing any ot hers.

CHAI RVAN SHACK: The neeting i s adjourned

t hen.
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(Wnher eupon, the above-entitled matter was

concl uded at 11:09 a.m)
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