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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(1:05 p.m)

CHAI RMAN WALLI'S: Ckay. W are back on
the record, and this session will be open. W wll
begin with Dr. Susan Sterrett.

M5. STERRETT: Okay. Thank you for
letting me talk today about sonmething | think is
i mportant.

CHAl RVAN WALLI S: Are you on with the m ke
and all that?

M5. STERRETT: Sorry?

CHAI RVAN WALLI' S:  You have to speak into

t hat m ke.
M5. STERRETT: Can you hear me now?
CHAl RVAN WALLI S:  Yes.
M5. STERRETT: Okay. Hello. |'mSusan G
Sterrett. I"m a professor of philosophy at Duke

University in Durham North Carolina. Prior to ny
academ c career, | worked on the design of nuclear
power plants. M/ coments today are just updates to
remar ks made t o ACRS conmi tt ees on previ ous occasi ons.

First abrief review |Inearlier remarks,
| expressed concern. There were really two issues,
one over whether the AP1000 integrated plant design

had been designed to the | evel of detail appropriate
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for the 10 CFR Part 52 process under which it's been

submtted for design certification.

As | understandit, the anal yses perforned
wer e supposed to reflect inasnuch as possible, final
desi gn based upon verified design cal cul ati ons. After
final design approval, the questions that can be asked
are very limted. So, the new 10 CFR 52 one-step
licensing process is neant for a plant design that's
at about the stage in the design process where plants
under the ol der two-step process were at when appl yi ng
for an operating |icense.

So, one of the things | ask i s whether the
AP1000 design was at that stage or at a nore
prelimnary stage, that is, a stage where perhaps the
maj or conponents and lines of primary safety systens
had been sized and functional capabilities of other
systens specified but where not all the details
guar ant eei ng those functional capabilities were in
fact provided have been yet specified or verified.

Then in other remarks, | asked about the
process by whi ch t he AP600 i nt egrat ed pl ant desi gn was
operated to an i ntegrated AP1000 pl ant design. There
are a nunber of questions that | think ought to be
asked to insure confidence in this design. One ngjor

guestion was who's entitle to make t he deci si on about

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

643

whi ch features, calculations, and docunments for the
AP600 need to be reviewed for changes in upgrading to
t he AP1000? A change control process neant to
eval uate how i ndi vi dual proposed desi gn changes to an
al ready sort of determ ned pl ant desi gn are eval uat ed
and i npl ement ed probably wi Il not address the kind of
overarching questions that arise in such a nmajor
uprati ng.

kay, so far that's just what | asked
before. There's been --

MR. KRESS: Let ne ask you a question.

MS. STERRETT: Sure.

MR. KRESS: Wiy do you view this as an
upgrade? Why not just viewit as a different design?

M5. STERRETT: Well, vyes, it's only
because Westinghouse called it an uprating, but |
t hi nk the reason that they did that, you can ask t hem
but | believe last tinme when Ron Butte gave a
presentation to the ACRS conmittees, that's what he
sai d.

MR. KRESS: It doesn't fit the description
of an uprate that the staff normally uses.

M5. STERRETT: Yes. You know, yes, |I'm
just trying to understand howto conceptualize it. |

t hink the reason is that they approach it as a design
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constraint is not to change anythi ng unl ess you have
to, and that's very nuch |ike an uprating. So, that
nmeans you i nherit as nuch as possible whereas if you
wer e doi ng a new pl ant design, you woul dn't probably
have that kind of constraint. Does sonmebody want to
conment on that?

CHAI RVAN WALLI' S: | thi nk what we' re doi ng
is we're actually treating it as a new design

M5. STERRETT: Ckay.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: But we're | earning from
what we | earned with the AP600. So, we're not saying
it's an uprate, but where we | earned sonet hi ng about
AP600 which is applicable, we're applying that
| earning, but it's not as if we're treating is as an
uprate from sonet hi ng.

M5. STERRETT: Ckay, then let's see how
t he question would read if that's the case. How woul d
you approach a desi gn where one of the constraints is
to keep as many of the docunments fromthe AP600, as
much of the hardware, so you start with the AP600 as
a constraint and you try and make as few changes as
possi bl e? | think sone of these questions would still
ari se.

CHAl RVAN WALLI'S:  Well, we've asked that

sort of question. They have the same accunul at or
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size, for instance, but they have a different core
make-up tank size. W' ve asked about that, and it's
not as if they're locked into it. They justify why
thisis so. They' velearned fromthe AP600 experience
t hat the accunul at or was probably oversized for that
pur pose, but the CMI needed to be expanded. So, it
goes along with what | said before. They've |earned
from AP600, but | don't think there are unreasonabl e
constraints being inposed.

M5. STERRETT: Right. The question that
I"m asking is if you do each of these changes as
evaluating this particular change |ike accunul ator
size or nunber of nmain steam valves, nunber of
feedwater heaters and so on, if you do each one
separately, it seens to me you don't quite capture
what you need to as opposed to | ooking at the whole
t hi ng al t oget her.

So, you may know t hat you need to uprate,
i ncrease the accunmul ator size, but how do you know of
all of the stuff you've inherited, how do you know
what ' s i npact ed by t hose changes, t he changes you have
made? What's the process? That's what |'m asking.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Ckay, well, I think we
ask ourselves sone of the sanme questions you're

aski ng.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

646
M5. STERRETT: Okay. So nothing so far is

new. That's all | raised before.

Al I want to tal k about today is thereis
sone activity related to this topic since that July 18
subconm ttee neeting that | want to tal k about today
for just a few m nutes.

In that July 18 neeting, the NRC
identified as an open itema QA inspection, and when
| raise ny question about the |l evel of detail of the
desi gn and t he questi on of howthe process of choosing
whi ch docunents and features from the AP600 were
i npacted and which were not, one response to the
guestion was to refer to the QA inspections to be
perforned at a |later date.

The QA inspection was performed in
Sept enmber of 2003 and the NRC i nspection report made
publicly available in m d-Novenber.

CHAI RMAN WALLI S: 2003, Right?

MS. STERRETT: Sorry, 2003. | don't have
a val i dat or checking nmy notes, unfortunately. It now
appears that the QA inspection addressed | ess than |
realized. The questions |'ve raisedrenmin unanswered
after it sothat the update is just that I had t hought
that this QA inspection was going to answer sone of

t he questi ons.
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Meanwhi | e, the date scheduled for fina
desi gn approval has been noved up to coincide with the
date the FSER is to be issued. So, 1'd just like to
talk about a few things in that report that are
troubling, but to nme at least, if not so apparent on
the surface, things that didn't result in a
nonconf ormance finding or are now consi dered cl osed
out open itens.

First, the QA plan referred to as a
project specificquality control planwas definitively
identified as the AP600 quality assurance program
plan. It was recently made publicly avail able. The
part applying to design control | think is just a
singl e paragraph referring to unspecified witten
procedures covering the change control process. Wen
| say unspecified, not specified in that procedure,
not that it's not specified somewhere el se.

So, it doesn't appear that it was part of
t he purpose of the QA inspection to really get into
the question that | was interested in that | thought
was inportant, is the kind of procedures needed to
i nsure desi gn adequacy for the uni que kind of project
the AP600 is. That is, the change control procedures
deal with give ne a change, and then 1'I| evaluateits

appropri ateness, what else is inpacted and so on.
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Well, how are these things done? 1Is it
done one at a time? |s one person doi ng one part and
one person doing another? That's the question.

So, a procedure that was nmeant to handl e
i ndi vi dual changes, that's what |'masking. |Is that
t he procedure that was used for at |east | consider
nore overarching questions. Hence, the question
identified above about whether there was a procedure
and if so, which procedure it was that covered the
overarching process of determ ning which features,
cal cul ati ons, and docunents of the AP600 apply to the
AP1000 unchanged and which are inpacted by the new
desi gn, shall we say, renmins.

The reason | focus on this is that it
can't be done pieceneal. Many cal cul ations use the
results of other calculations, either directly by
usi ng val ues of paraneters that are conmputed by ot her
calculations or indirectly by involving design
features or values of paraneters based upon other
design calculations. The order in which things are
done matters.

Now, of course, |'mat a di sadvant age here
because this sessionis closed, sol really don't know
whet her you know, where this figures in what you're

dealing with today.
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Secondl y, the report concluded that audits
and sel f assessnents perforned for the AP1000 have not
performed a conprehensive review of calculation or
design analysis technical validity. One issue
identified only as a weakness in the QA program and
not a nonconformance was the inadequacy of
Westi nghouse's corrective action to an issue report
i dentifying a probl emthat AP1000 sel f assessnments di d
not get bel owthe procedural adherence | evel and into
the technical application of the cal cul ation.

Anot her observation made throughout the
report was that the audits focused on conpliance with
quality requirements rather than a review of the
technical validity of the AP1000 desi gn process.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: This is, you're readi ng

fronf

M5. STERRETT: The QA inspection report.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: By the NRC?

MS. STERRETT: Yes. And you can see the
rest. The point is sinmply if these were ongoing
problens at the tine it was being -- the design was
bei ng devel oped, it's not the sort of thing -- it's

hard to see how actions taken now on cal cul ati on,
forms, procedures, and self assessnents in the future

are going to address that influence in the past.
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Anot her observation that report was the
inspectors noted that the technical revi ewer
perform ng the 2003 sel f assessnent was the aut hor of
one of the assessed calculations. Thisdidn't leadto
a nonconformance either, but the QA report noticed
t hat the i nspectors questioned if the self assessnent
process was capable of reliably detecting technical
deficiencies in the design control process.

Then that i ssue was to be dealt within an
open item and the open itemrenmarked that the scope
of the internal audits and self assessnents focused
primarily on procedural adherence rather than the
t echni cal validity of desi gn anal yses and
cal cul ati ons. So, Westinghouse was asked to do what' s
gquoted in A and B there.

"Inlight of thelimted scope of internal
audit and self assessnent calculation technical
validity reviews, please describe any nethods and
oversight activities wutilized by Wstinghouse to
assess the effectiveness of the AP1000 desi gn contr ol
neasures, particularly those related to the techni cal
validity of design products. In your response,
descri be any additional assessnments or reviews that
have been perfornmed, including the scope of these

revi ews. "
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The portion of the open item appears to
have been closed out based on a response given in
Novenber of 2003. The response in which the openitem
was cl osed out, though, is largely the offense of a
particul ar corrective action. In other words, they
were cited as a failure to do sonething that was
required, and it was pointed out that actually it
wasn't a failure torespondto arequirenent. It was
just a suggestion. So, that response did result in
the closure of that open item

Now, I"'mnot criticizing that at all.
The point is just that it |ooked like this is a point
inthe reviewwhere this question wuld be dealt with,
and actually the question still remains. That is, the
response that was given really was a defense of a
particular corrective action and wasn't really an
attenpt to establish in general the adequacy of the
nmet hods and oversight activities utilized by
Westi nghouse. |'mquoting now fromwhat the request
was -- to assess the effectiveness of the AP1000
design control neasures, particularly thoserelatedto
t he technical validity of design products, end quote.

So, that's why | say that many of the
questions | raised earlier remain unanswered in spite

of the cl ose-out of this openitemabout the technical
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validity of design products.

There's one other comrent | have only
beconme recently aware of that bears a little bit on
the issues here. In reading the publicly avail able
docunents, | see from the discussions of the
construction inspection docunment, framework docunent
for the 10 CFR 52 process, that it's not going to be
possible to test all the I TAACS, the i nspections test
anal ysis and acceptance criteria. Rat her, a
statistical sanpling method will be enpl oyed.

| just nention that because several tines
t he response to nmy concern about the design detail in
the 10 CFR 52 |i censing process has been nmet with the
remark that if there is a deficiency, it will show up
in the ITAACS. And if all the ITAACS are net, the
plant will perform properly froma safety point of
Vi ew. |"ve never agreed that this response is
appropriate, but nowin addition, it appears that that
ki nd of exhaustive check and bal ance isn't going to
exi st anyway.

My remarks today are not because |'m
critical of nuclear power plants in general. |'mnot
or even of the 10 CFR 52 process per se, just that the
10 CFT 52 design process shouldn't be applied to a

pl ant design submittal unless it's been designed in
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the detail required by that process.

It seens to nme there are questions that
ought to be asked to provi de confidence that the pl ant
has been so designed. The recent QA inspection has
asked sone of these questions, but | think that in
spite of the fact that the associated open itemis
consi dered resolved, the result does not inspire
confidence. Infact, | thinkit's raised sone doubts.

Now, howthis relates to the safety basis
of the plant, | wasn't going to go into that because
| assune it's clear that nunmerous design aspects
t hr oughout the plant inpact the safety analysis in
various ways. | mentioned a couple of themin earlier
remar ks. One is just classification based on
frequency of initiating events is one. Another is if
you're counting on a capacity of a nmmjor conmponent
like a relief valve, of course the piping layout to
that is going to affect the capacity, even if you' ve
sized the valve properly, and that they do so even
nore when a risk based approach is used in the
| i censing process, sol won't gointo that anynore, as
t hat point was met with agreenent when it was nmade on
earlier occasions.

This concludes ny formal remarks for

today. Thank you for |istening.
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CHAl RVAN WALLIS: I'mtrying to get sone

of your points. | think your point is that what we
| ook at with AP1000 is the mmjor conponents and how
t hey are connected in a way whi ch does not gointothe
detai|l of exactly where all the pi pes woul d be per haps
in a systemor howthere m ght be auxiliary pipes or
things |like that and whet her this pipe goes through
t hat roomor near another roomso there m ght be ot her
effects if this pipe burst, andif we don't quite know
where the ot her pipes are or the other roons or other
instrunments or sonmething, we can't do a ful
assessnment of what m ght happen. Is it that there's
not enough detail in the design so that we can | ook at
all the effects? Is that really what you' re getting
at ?

MS. STERRETT: Well, it's close, but it's
alittle bit nore dangerous | think, and that is that
those details are there. There are so many of them
that are inherited fromthe AP600 t hat we nay t hi nk we
know. The question is which of those were eval uated
for the inpact? It's al nost harder when you' ve got a
conpl ete plant design you' re maki ng sonme changes to.

So, the question, | would just vary it a
little bit from what you ve said is, have you

considered all the way these things would change?
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It's not that there's m ssing detail

CHAl RVAN WALLI' S:  Let's say, suppose that
the steam pipe routing relative to the control room
were an issue. I"m not going to say it is, but
suppose it were. So, if something of that |evel of
detail were an issue, and suppose that the AP1000
steam pipe routing relative to the control roomwere
the sane as in AP600 and nothing was significantly
di fferent, sanme pressures, t enper at ures and
everything. One m ght say one doesn't need to revisit
that if it's already been decided for AP600. So,
there are certainly sone things that carry over from
previ ous, even at sone |level of detail.

M5. STERRETT: Right. |'mjust askingthe
guesti on about of all the things that woul d have to be
| ooked at, what was the process used to deci de which
things we'll just say well, we used the sane as on the
AP600 and which not. | mean, | think the point was
made agai n and again how many of the docunents were
t he sane, how much of the | ayout was the sane and so
on. That's why the question arises. Should it be so
much the same? How was it decided? Was it one
person? Was it decided by different people in
di fferent places who didn't know what the others were

doing? Was there a conmttee of a bunch of select
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peopl e who did know everything that was going on?
That's the question.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: And al so, the carry-over
from AP600 to AP1000 isn't quite as easy as you m ght
t hi nk because | think the staff nenbers reviewing it
are not the same as the staff nenbers who did the
AP600. There have certainly been changes on t he ACRS.
There are people on the ACRS who weren't here when
AP600 was reviewed, and so they certainly have to
start fromthe beginning. It's not as if they carry
over too nmuch nmenmory from before. O course, that
menory m ght even be useful, not harnful, but they
have todigin at alevel where they' re satisfied when
they didn't necessarily know nmuch about AP600 at all.
So, | don't think it's as if they're prejudiced by
what they | earned about AP600, if that's the concern.

M5. STERRETT: | wasn't concerned about
prej udi ce.

CHAI RVAN WALLIS: This is a fresh | ook at
a systemwhich | think we're taking on its nerits.

M5. STERRETT: Yes. Well, the concern was
nore that when | | ook at the DSER, how did argunents
go? A lot of tinmes the argunents go in terns of the
such and such systemhas the capability of bl ankety-

bl ank, right? Now, the questi on about detail ed desi gn
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is okay, well, that was a capacity. Maybe it was
upgraded for the AP1000. Maybe it was the same as on
t he AP600, but the question is the anal yses are using
sort of, alot of times they're using a general system
paraneter of a capacity that will be -- it being
provi ded i s dependent on t his ki nd of revi ewwhere the
details were reviewed to see whether wi th the changes
-- it may even be that | think in the first time |
spoke, gave exanples of how maybe the system stays
exactly the same, but there's some interfacing
pressure that's different.

So, that's the kind of thingthat when you
do your anal yses, | think, froml ooking at the DSER,
you wi |l often do things like in the safety anal ysi s,
| think you have to do things like well, what's the
maxi mum relieving capacity of a valve or sonething
like that, or what's the mnimum or things |like that.
So, that's the kind of thing I'mthinking about where
you're just looking at a certain paraneter. The
question that would arise is what do we have to | ook
at to guarantee that that paranmeter with all the
changes on the AP1000 is actually provided?

CHAI RMVAN WALLIS: Do ny col | eagues have
sonething to add to this point? Staff or

West i nghouse, do you wish to say anything at this
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poi nt ?

MR. SEGALA: | guess at the last ACRS
meeting inJuly, we had commtted to responding to Dr.
Sterrett's concerns, and we still plan to do so.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S: So, you're going to
wite a formal reply to Dr. Sterrett.

M5. STERRETT: |'mjust curious. How was
t he process done? | nean, is that a question that you
asked, and I nean, is there sonething | just haven't
read or sonet hing that's not publicly avail abl e? Some
report that said --

CHAIl RVANWALLI S: You' re tal ki ng about t he
QA programin particular?

M5. STERRETT: Well, no, |I'mtal ki ng about
the overarching question of how these changes are
or chestr at ed. In other words, if you had sonebody
doing this system and sonebody doing this system
there has to be sort of an overall view

M5. UHLE: This is Jennifer Uhle fromthe
staff. |I'min the PAR section, reactor systens, and
| can speak for ny area of review. The design review
has gone according to the standard revi ew pl an, which
isusedfor all Iicensing, bothlicensing actions that
come in for a plant that's already built and al so for

design revi ews.
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The way t hat we have approached it sinply
is that this is a new design, and we have i nput decks
that are developed for the AP1000, and they are
reflective of the AP1000 as built design, and we have
anal yzed all the Chapter 15 transients and anal yses,
as required by the standard revi ewpl an frombegi nni ng
to end. So, we have anal yzed the entire operation of
t he system

M5. STERRETT: Okay, yes, | understand
that. It was a matter of -- then the question ari ses
about what -- you're using certainsystemcapabilities
i nyour analysis, and the point | raised earlier about
t he design details, guaranteeingthoseisreally where
t he question ari ses.

M5. UHLE: So, are you questioni ng howt he
vendor or the licensee who is going to operate this
pl ant, how they are assuring that they have actually
built the AP1000 that is consistent with the as
anal yzed AP1000 desi gn?

M5. STERRETT: Generally.

M5. UHLE: That goes back to the | TAAC
process, which is not our area, so | can't really
speak for the staff on that.

MS. STERRETT: Yes.

MR, KRESS: W can comment on your concern
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about the statistical sanpling in the |TAAC The
staff has assured us that it will belimtedto a very
fewthings that are anenabl e to statistical sanpling.
That' s things |i ke there's many, many, many conponents
of that particular nature that have to be shown how a
particular reliability or sonmething, or particularly
capacity So, you can't really investigate that nmany,
maybe sonmething like a relay or sonething of that
nature. W use a statistical sanpling on that, only
when it's appropriate.

So, you know, it woul d be very fewthings
t hat undergo that process.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  So in general, they'l
cover the whole field, but where there are a | ot of
common things, |ike relays, it m ght nake nore sense
to sanple not all of them and have sone rea
confidence that when they got know edge about the
whol e set by | ooking at a smaller subset?

MS. STERRETT: Wen you have sort of a
honogenous bunch of things.

CHAI RVAN WALLI'S:  This wouldn't apply to
big items. They were | ooked at individually.

M5. STERRETT: Okay, thank you for
[ i stening.

CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  Thank you very nuch. |
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real |y appreci ate havi ng soneone outsi de the nucl ear
club present questions and concerns. Thank you very
much.

Can we nove on to a closed session now?
The staff has been waiting to present.

(Wher eupon, at 1:30 p. m, the proceedi ngs
went off the record and i medi ately resuned i n C osed

Session.)
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