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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
+++++
ADVI SORY COWM TTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
( ACRS)
MEETI NG OF THE AD HOC SUBCOWM TTEE
ON EARLY SI TE PERM TS
+++++
VEEDNESDAY
MARCH 2, 2005
+++++
ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND
+++++
The Conmittee net at the Nuclear Regulatory
Commi ssion, Two Wiite Flint North, Room T2B3, 11545
Rockville Pike, at 1:00 p.m, Dana A Powers,
Chai rman, presiding.
COW TTEE MEMBERS:
DANA A. POVERS, Chairman
GEORGE A. APOSTOLAKI S, Menber
MARI O V. BONACA, Menber
THOWVAS S. KRESS, Menber
W LLIAM J. SHACK, Menber
JOHN D. SI EBER, Menber

GRAHAM B. WALLI' S, Menber
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ACRS STAFF PRESENT:

VEDHAT EL- ZEFTAWY

NRC STAFF PRESENT:
LAURA DUDES, NRKF/ DRI P/ RNRP
M CHAEL SCOTT, NRR/ DRI P/ RNRP
BELKYS SOSA, NRKF/ DRI/ RNRP
BRAD HARVEY, NRR/ DSSA/ SPSB-C
BROOKE POCLE, NRC/ OGC
KAZ CAMPE, NRR/ DSSA/ SPSB
CLI FF MUNSON, NRR/ DE/ EMEB
GOUTAM BAGCHI, NRKR/ DE/ EMEB
PAUL PRESCOTT, NRR/ DI PM | PSB
JOHN SEGAK, NRR/ DRI P/ RNRP
JAY LEE, NRR/ DSSA/ SPSB
ROBERT WEI SMAN, OGC/ RP
DAN BARSS, NSI R/ DPR/ EPD
KEN HECK, NRR
DALE THATK, NRR/ DI PM | PSB
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ALSO PRESENT:
Rl CHARD BAKER, Bechtel Power Corporation
M KE SCHOPPMAN, FRAMATOME, ANP
TOMOHO YAMADA, JNES
CHARLES MUELLER, U.S. Geol ogi cal Survey
ANTHONY J. CRONE, U.S. Geol ogical Survey
STEVE ROOTH, Bechtel Power Corporation
GEORGE ZI NKE, Ent er gy/ NUSTART
EDDI E R. GRANT, Exel on
JOE HEGNER, Domi ni on
BRENDAN HOFFMAN, Public Citizen
EUGENE GRECHECK, Domni ni on
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PROCEEDI NGS

DR. PONERS:. The neeting will now conme to
or der.

This is a nmeeting of the ACRS Subcomittee
on Early Site Permits, and in sone incarnations it's
been call ed an ad hoc subconmttee. The nenbers may
be ad hoc, but there's nothing ad hoc about the
subcommi tt ee.

I'm Dana Powers, chairman of the
subcommittee. (O her ACRS nenbers in attendance
i nclude George Apostolakis, Mario Bonaca, Thonas
Kress, WIIiamShack, G ahamWallis. Jack Sieber wll
join us as his busy neeting schedul e all ows.

For today's neeting the subcommttee will
review and discuss the NRC Staff's draft safety
eval uation report regarding the North Anna early site
permt and the applicant's submittals for this early
site permt.

As you are aware, subconmttees gather
i nformati on, analyze relevant facts and issues, and
formul ate proposed positions and actions for
deli beration by the full conmttee.

Dr. Medhat El-Zeftaway is the cognizant
ACRS staff engineer for this neeting, and actually

knows what we're doing.
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The rules for participation in today's
neeti ng have been announced as part of the notice of
this nmeeting previously published in the Federal
Regi ster on February the 15th, 2005. A transcript of
this neeting is being kept by K C, and you will be
kind to K. C. because she is new here, and this is her
first exposure to a litany of geol ogical terns that
surpasseth all human understanding. So a certain
anount of kindness will be appreciated.

This transcript will be nmade avail abl e as
stated in the Federal Register Notice.

It isarequirenment of this conmttee that
al | speakers first identify thenmsel ves and speak with
sufficient clarity and volune so they are readily
heard. Should you not do this, you will be called

"and I" or "I just want to" or "hey, you funny
| ooki ng. "

We have received no witten coments or
requests for tine to nake oral statenents fromnenbers
of the public.

At this point | am supposed to make sone
comments, and iy first coment is that the technol ogy
avai l able for reading a 2,000-page docunent off a

conputer screenis truly abysmal. | asked ny staff if

t here was anyt hing better, and sure enough, they cane
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6

up with something that was fantastically better, but
does not work on PDF docunents.

So clearly there is some progress in
conmput er science to be nade.

O her than that, | have no opening
coment s.

Do any of the nmenbers have any opening
comment s?

Seei ng none of those, | think we're going
to turn to M. GCene Gecheck, who is the vice
president of Domnion, who is going to give us an
introduction to this nassive tone of geological
i nsights that surpasseth all human under st andi ng.

MR GRECHECK: Well, with that, I'm not
sure how | can --

(Laughter.)

MR. GRECHECK: But thank you, Dr. Powers.

Agai n, | am Gene G echeck, vice president
of nucl ear support services for Domnion, and it is
our pleasure to be here at this -- one of mny
m | estones for --

DR POAERS: Now that's the first
di si ngenuous thing that you've said; right?

(Laughter.)

DR. PONERS: | seriously doubt that you

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

7
stayed up nights saying, gosh, | just wish | could go
to the subconmm ttee neeting.

MR. GRECHECK: Actually, | did.

(Laughter.)

MR. GRECHECK: But go to the first slide.
This is an inmense m | estone that we have been doing
this for about a year and a half now, and along with
the staff, learning what this thing called an early
site permt is all about. It's been a very
interesting process. | think there are nany | essons
| earned, and one of the things that we are | ooking
forward to, once our application and the other two
that are close behind us are conpleted, | think it
woul d be useful for all the stakehol ders to take sone
time to go through that and figure out what we've
| earned fromthis.

But as you can see, we submtted our
application back in Septenber of 2003. There have
been three formal revisions to the application
submitted. Primarily of interest for this discussion
is revision 3, because that was the one that nostly
focused on requests for additional information or
changes that we nmade to the application as a result of
requests for additional information.

As you know, the staff issued the draft
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SER i n Septenber, and we are scheduled to respond to
essentially all of their remaining open itens. You
saw t he nunber of open itenms in the DSER.  For the
nost part we will respond to all of themtonorrow, so
that we will have that, and I'll talk about a couple
of those questions in a nonment.

So we are reaching the end of the safety
review.

DR APOSTOLAKIS:  You said for the nost
part?

MR GRECHECK: There are two that we --
one we answered earlier, and there is one that will be
answered at the end of this month. But the vast
majority will be answered tonorrow.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Thank you

MR. GRECHECK: On the next slide, as you
can see, one seismc open itemresponse was answered
back in January. W did also provide sone extensive
feedback on the draft SER and that is -- that was
provi ded el ectronically, but that is on ADAMS and is
accessi bl e.

DR PONERS: Now that is a contradiction
in terns.

(Laughter.)

MR. GRECHECK: That | won't comment on.
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W have had several phone calls to discuss
open itens, and we did have a neeting |ast week with
the staff over in the other building to go through the
entire list of open itens and attenpt to come to sone
| evel of understanding as to the acceptability of the
responses that we plan to nmake in our submttal
t onor r ow.

Based on all of those neetings, we think
that technical resolution appears to be achievabl e.
| did want to take a few mnutes just to tal k about
seismc, since obviously there is a great deal of
interest on that subject here anpong the subconmmittee
menbers.

| think what we will hear today is that we
are all exploring this for and havi ng sone i nteresting
growi ng pains as we go through this process.

| think you may be aware that all three of
the ESP applicants essentially have used the sane
nmet hodol ogy. This was work that was done by EPRI in
response to changi ng NRC requi renents during the | ast
decade.

So basically any questions that we see on
this application having to do with the nodels or how
t he nodel s were used or the basis for the nodels wll

apply to the entire industry at this point. So it's
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pretty nmuch a generic issue.

| think -- and | certainly will let the
staff discuss how they did their review, but sone of
the questions that we are seeing at the nonent are
starting to get into details of sone of the
constituent nodels that went through this SSHAC
process, and | think once we start getting into that,
we are getting into issues where the applicants,
including us, did not go through and try to
selectively pull itenms out of the nodels.

W went through the process; that doesn't
nmean we necessarily agree with all of the nodels or
the conclusions that were drawn by the nodels, but
that's what the process was supposed to deal wth.
The process was supposed to cone to this consensus
position based on the various nodel inputs.

So | think that as the afternoon
progresses, we nmay see sone di scussions on that.

DR. APCSTOLAKI S:  Now this EPRI nodel was
a process; it was not just a nodel ?

MR, GRECHECK: Correct.

DR.  APOCSTOLAKIS: It had never been
bl essed by the NRC staff.

MR. CGRECHECK: That is correct.

DR. APCSTOLAKI S: Although a regul atory
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guide later said you can use either that or the
Lawrence Livernore approach. That's kind of a
bl essi ng.

MR, GRECHECK: Right.

DR. PONERS: Well, | nean you cone in and
you say here is this thing that was devel oped, what is
it now --

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: '89, since '89.

DR POVNERS: So 15, 20 years ago. Sone
long time ago. And in the intervening period, we find
that the data base they used is now called into
guestion. Isn't the whole process called into
guestion now? O certainly all of its conclusions are
called into question.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Again, it depends on
whet her the data or the nodel is in question. | nean
the data | can understand. They are updating their
data base, but the nopdels are questioned as well.

MR. GRECHECK: But they are nuch newer
than 1989. | think the SSHAC process is what, '97?

DR APCSTCLAKIS: Well, let me understand.
When you say SSHAC, you are referring to that seismc
hazar ds?

MR, GRECHECK: Yes.

DR. PONERS: That you m ght know sonet hi ng
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about, George.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: No, because | didn't see
it anywhere in the docunent.

DR. PONERS:. It's not nentioned in polite
conpany.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: But SSHAC itself again
recommended t he process.

MR GRECHECK: That is correct, and that's
the process that we used to develop the EPRI --

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: Ch, that's what you
used?

MR GRECHECK: Yeah.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: | read all 150 pages.
| didn't see anything about that in there.

MR SMTH Marvin Smith with Dom nion

Just to clarify alittle bit, the EPR
nodel that we are talking about is the CEUS ground
notion nodel. There was a | ot of work done, as you
know, back in the late '80s by EPRI, Livernore, and
ot hers, when these were originally devel oped, and one
of the criteriain Reg Guide 1165 is that there was an
expectation that if 10 years or so passed that you
woul d go back and reexam ne the nodels, et cetera.

So the -- and again, this isn't discussed

in a great deal of detail in our ESP application, but
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it is discussedin detail inthe EPRI reports that are
referenced in that application, and so what EPRI did
is applied the SSHAC process, the SSHAC |evel 3
process, to devel op a new CEUS ground noti on nodel i ng,
and that is the ground notion nodeling that we have
appl i ed.

DR APOSTOLAKIS:  And what is the date of
t his?

MR. SM TH. The nodel itself was conpl eted
in 2003. Actually the final project report itself was
actually only issued in the end of 2004, Decenber
2004. There were interimreports issued, a nodel was
devel oped, but this is a very recent nodel.

Agai n, what they did is they went through
aliterature search and identified quite alot of work
that has been done in the last 15 years, and had a
process to go through and pick out the constituent
nodel s to nake up this ground notion nodel based on
much nore recent work than what was available in the
| ate ' 80s.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: But how is that hel ping
you? | nean according to your first slide, by
Sept enber of ' 04, you had conpl eted t he versi on REV 3.

MR SMTH  Correct.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS:  And you are saying that
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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

14

t he EPRI docunent came out in Decenber. Maybe --

MR SM TH. There were previous EPR
docunents on this nodeling work that cane out. But in
ot her words, EPRI did the actual nodel itself and the
original -- the initial docunentation was conpleted
before we submitted our application back in 2003. But
EPRI continued to work and to -- and issued a final
project report. It didn't really change the nodel in
any way, but it did further docunent the details of
t he process that they went through in order to devel op
this nodel, and that final project report, which we
submtted, if you look here at the -- where we
i ndicate that the open itemresponse was submtted in
January 25th, 2005, one of the open itens dealt with
sone of the details that were involved in this
nodeling effort, and so what part of what we did in
that January 25th, 2005 submttal is submt this
Decenber 2004 final project report, which contained
addi tional details about the SSHAC process, the | evel
3 process they foll owed, and how t hey cane to devel op
t he CEUS ground noti on nodel.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Your basic approach is
this EPRI work?

MR. SM TH. For the ground notion nodeling

itself.
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DR. APOSTOLAKI S: For the ground notion,

not for the --

MR SMTH:. Not for the data, no. The
EPRI report is on ground notion nodel ; in other words,
how you nodel the ground notion from the point of
originto the plant.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: The seismicity part, the
seismc curves, those were from where? Fromthe
regi onal '89 study?

MR SMTH W went through and did a --
we certainly took that, but we went through a data
updati ng process and | ooked very extensively at all of
t he data sources, et cetera, and updated that until --
to reflect again the know edge that had been gai ned
si nce.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: Do we have access to the
EPRI report of 20047

STAFF: Not the 2004. | think we have an
earlier version.

MR SMTH  Well, again, that was
submtted with this January 25 submittal, so it's
certainly on the docket now.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay, great.

DR. PONERS: Al right.

MR. GRECHECK: So | knew seisnmc would be
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interesting, so I'mglad we brought that up.

So with the exception of that, we really
do believe that with the responses that we are going
to provide tonorrow and the discussions we have had
with the staff that it appears that the remaining
techni cal issues on the application are well under --
on the path to being resol ved.

So we are looking forward to the next
steps in the process, and | just did want to nention
one t hing here, that we have had sone di scussi ons with
the staff, and that is we have started revi ewi ng sone

of the proposed |icense conditions which al so exist in

the draft SER, and we are -- have just begun having
t hose discussions, but | would say at this point we
still have sone issues that -- conditions that we

ei ther do not understand or do not believe are based
on the -- are adequately based on the materials in the
appl i cation.

The reason | think that is significant is
because again this is the first application. Part of
the reason that we and the other applicants and the
Depart ment of Energy have been working on this at this
point was to establish the regulatory basis for the
ESP process as we go forward, and | think it is

important for wus to establish sone regulatory
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certainty in this process, with sone clear criteria
and cl ear expectations for future applicants as to
what to expect and how to translate things that you
put in your application into expected conditions.

So we are going to spend sone tinme with
the staff hopefully working on that.

So that's all | have.

DR. PONERS: Let me ask you a couple
guestions about that. And | guess it's a question
about what your going-in philosophy was in preparing
t hi s docunent.

You're asking for a site pernmt that will
be valid for the next 10 to 20 years, SO you are in
some respects prognosticating what the future is, yet
t hroughout nuch of your application there's very
little prognostication whatsoever. It is nore saying
the future shall be nmuch like the past, and here's
what the past |ooked Iike.

So why di d you eschewt he prognostication?

MR. GRECHECK: Do you have sone specific
areas of --

DR POWERS: Sure. Let's turn to the
nmet eorol ogy work in which everything is based on
“"this is kind of what we have seen in the past," yet

| have got an entire world that is saying, well, no,
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t he weat her is changi ng.

Now sone of those say that it is a
systenmati ¢ change; sonme of those say, no, this is a
m nor fluctuation. But they all agree that the
weat her is changing in the coming years fromwhat it
has been in the past. But your application seens not
to make -- let ne put a caveat:

Anyt hing | say about your application may
be incorrect because | didn't find it, okay? I|I'm
still struggling a little bit with this electronic
gizno, so it's sonmetines hard for ne to find things.
And feel free to correct nme if it's in there.

But | could not findthis, any recognition
of this worldw de body of opinion. Sone of those
opi ni ons have i npact.

For instance, | can find for you
relatively easily people saying, well, the hurricane
frequency is going to double, and then | can find you
some experts that say, yes, and those hurricanes are
going to be worse, and the others say, no, there are
going to be nore of them but they're going to be
m | der hurri canes.

But | nmean there's not a hint of that kind
of information in the application. And | wonder why.

MR. GRECHECK: Because | think that the
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same dilemma that you just described, there is
certainly alarge body of papers and peopl e' s opi ni ons
out there about what that is, but based on what | have
seen fromeverybody that hypot hesi zes one effect, you
will find sonebody that will hypothesize sone other
effect.

You have t o nake sone base Iine for design
and traditionally, both froma design standpoint and
froma regul atory standpoint, what you do is you go
t hrough the historical record, you attenpt to discern
fromthat historical record what you believe boundi ng
conditions are, and you use those boundi ng conditions
for both licensing purposes and for design purposes.

DR POWERS: But, see, here is a case
where it's not clear that the past is bounding. Ckay,
you could take, for instance, the worst of the
experts. You can say, okay, well, here's a guy that
says this is the worst frequency of hurricanes that |
can find in the literature, and here is the worst
intensity of those hurricanes that | can find in the
literature, and that woul d be boundi ng.

| nmean | think everybody would concede
that that was boundi ng because you could show that
nothing in the past has been nuch worse than that.

The thing that is distressing, especially
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with respect to hurricanes, is you say, well, there's
been this many since the dawn of tinme or when people
actually recorded the fact that there were hurri canes,
and the worst ones, where you find all the worst ones
were in the last 40 years.

Ckay, that's not a conforting thing, if
|"ve got people predicting nore and worse coming in
t he future.

Let ne be fair. 1'mgoing to ask the sane

guestion of the staff, so you guys can prepare your

answers.
MR SCOIT: This is Mke Scott with the
NRC staff. | would be happy to answer now if that
woul d work for you. Let him go? Ckay.
DR. PONERS: Let M. Grecheck explain to
ne.

DR. APCSTOLAKI S: Can we pursue this point
alittle nore?

DR PONERS: Sure.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS:  Two questions or
comment s.

As Dana just said, this permt wll be
valid for 20 years -- is that what it is? Yeah. |If
there is new data fromnow until then, does the

regulation -- do the regul ations ask you to go back
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and update the study, or whatever basis you used to
get the permt?

MR. GRECHECK: The way | understand it,
the regul ations require at the tinme that we woul d cone
in for a COL application, if we chose to do that, if
we wer e awar e of significant changes, then we woul d be
required to bring that up.

DR. APOCSTOLAKIS: But the second point
now, you have a couple of statenents in the -- or at
least | read themin the SER, but |'msure they were
in your original application, updating the data base
from'89 or whatever EPRI used then, to today, or to
whenever you submitted your application.

The new earthquake now has a recurrence
peri od of about 500 years, when peopl e t hought at that
time it was several thousand years? |In the Charl eston
earthquake -- | nean these are the two |[argest
eart hquakes east of the Rockies. Again went down, |
t hi nk, 550 years from several thousand. Ww, that's
pretty inpressive.

DR. PONERS: Not nearly as inpressive as
the fact that it only had a 1 percent effect on their
risk.

(Laughter.)

DR. APCSTOLAKI S: But, ny goodness, if the
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permt is valid for 20 years, and | extrapolate from
what | read happened in the last 15 years, am| going
to see such dramatic changes in the next 20 years,
too? Are you going to reduce that to 10 years? O
something else? 1Is this -- in other words, how mature
are the theories that we're using or the nodels or the
data? This is a pretty dramatic change. It's al nost
i ke a PRA guide playing with the exponents of the 10
to the mnus 6, and say, well, yeah, | don't think
it's 10to the mnus 5. Yeah, but in seismc, | would
expect it to be alittle bit nore serious.

So what do | do, in other words? If |
want to be a cautious regulator and | read that, and
| know that | am about to approve a permt -- not ne
personal ly, but a permt for you guys for 20 years,
woul dn't that bother me that there was such dramatic
change in sonething that | thought was -- had a very
long return period? O is that sonething we have to
live with? Do we have enough conservati sm sonewhere
to cover ourselves?

MR GRECHECK: Well, | think we do. |
t hi nk what experi ence has shown us, not only here but
internationally with many industrial facilities that
have been exposed to actual earthquakes as opposed to

hypot hesi zed ones, is that the actual robustness of
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t hose structures and conpl enents i s much greater than
what we anal ytically assunme in these cal cul ati ons.
DR. APCSTOLAKIS: | think that's a true
st at enent .
MR. GRECHECK: So | think that there is
significant margin and significant conservatism and

| suggest that particularly in an area of seismc,

which is not, in ny opinion -- and | amby no neans a
geol ogi st or a seismc expert, but it is not -- upto
now has not be extraordinarily precise or -- what |'m
trying to say is that the -- translating between

t heory and actual observed effects does not appear to
be extraordinarily robust. There seens to be a great
deal of assunption and perhaps al nost paranetric type
nodel s that devel op that.

If that is the case, then | think that we
have a ot to learn. But | think based on actual
experience, particularly when structures have been
exposed to actual ground notion, it suggests that
there i s nuch nore robustness than what we assune for
anal ytical purposes for safety.

DR. PONERS. M. Scott, you want to do --
pitch in sonething here?

MR. SCOTT: Mke Scott, NRC staff.

Regar di ng t he question in general, we have
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a regulatory franmework in Part 52 that includes a
process by which if the paranmeters as defined in the
early site permt are exceeded at sone |later time when
an applicant comes in for a conbined |icense
application, there is a process by which the issues
can be revisited.

There are sone predictions in the early
site permt application, and the staff refers to them
inits safety evaluation report, but in any event, the
early site permt applicant, and ultimately if they
are successful, the early site permtholder, is
burdened with providing boundaries that they will be
able to live with at the conbined |icense stage, and
if the site falls outside those boundaries, then the
applicant needs to provide additional analyses that
show that the site is still adequate.

DR. PONERS: Well, | guess | understand
your response. There is inbalance in the presentation
of the application in the | evel of detail that raises
this question of why wouldn't you discuss -- | mean
the argument gets nmamde that, well, the future is
difficult to predict, and | think that is probably
true, but when you say it's difficult to wite on it
because there are conflicting opinions, in fact, when

you read your seisnic section, you go through and say,
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well, there are differences of opinion on the past as
wel | .

You make judgments on who to include and
who not to include, and we'll explore a couple of
those judgnments in a mnute. But | nean you are
perfectly capable of assessing people's witings on
the past, but you seened unwilling to discuss the
future, and | nean in granting sonmething for the
future, shouldn't we think a little bit about the
future, rather than saying, well, we'll wait unti
sonmebody is going to actually use this?

| neanit's a very practical approach, but
t hen we can t hrow out t he whol e process and say, okay,
when you are ready to put up a plant, cone in and tel
us about your site.

You are still going to be caught in the
position of having to predict the future, there for 40
years instead of 20.

MR. GRECHECK: But even at that point
there would be no -- wunder the current regulatory
schenme, at |east, there would be no requirenent, even
if this were a COL application, totry to predict what
t he weat her, for exanple, would be over the next 40
years.

You woul d use exactly the sane approach
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t hat has been used here, where you | ook at historical
data and you come up with bounding conditions.

DR. PONERS: All you are doing is changing
t he question, which is --

MR GRECHECK: | wunder st and.

DR. POVERS:. Ckay, why don't you change
the regul ation? Wich may be nmy question, after all
right?

Ckay, | prom se that we would tal k about
some of the discussions of the past. Let's tal k about
the Wens fault and quaternary fault, evidence of
fault activities in the site.

You go through and you excuse the Wens
fault. That doesn't exist. And whatnot. And you
cite Crone and Weel er for doing that, and you excuse
a lot of the evidence of quaternary activity based on
Crone and \Weel er.

When we go to Crone and Weeler, we find
i ndeed they went through and they | ooked at a nunber
of these pieces of evidence, and they cl assified them
into classes, A B, C, and D, the only one of which of
those classes that we care at all about are the A
cl ass.

But when we | ook at what they did, they

| ooked at physical evidence on the surface, and then
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said, now, is there any evidence that this has been
active in the last 5,000 years? And if it wasn't,
they immediately put it into a | ower category.

Aren't we asking a different question?
Here is this physical surface manifestation.
Shouldn't we be asking the question is there any
evidence that this has not been active before we
excuse it?

MR, GRECHECK: (oviously |I'mgoing to ask
for sonme techni cal hel p here because |I' mcertainly not
able to answer that directly. But again, | feel that
the approach that has been used has been
systematically applied in the way that has been done
for previous applications and is what is expected by
the staff.

But if Marvin or Steve or soneone wants to
make a nore technical discussion, | would be willing
to yield nmy place on the floor to them

MR SMTH  Again, this is Marvin Smth.

| don't think we have the seismc

techni cal expertise here to discuss this in detail at

this point.

DR. POAERS: Well, | don't want to get
hung up on the specific. | bring up specifics to say
it's a specific question. It is really the
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phi | osophi cal question of how you go about disposing

of this evidence. | nean should the disposition --
how many of these things can | excuse by whatever
argument versus how many should | include, barring

there being definitive evidence to exclude it?

| mean how do you approve it? What was
t he phil osophy of approach? Because | can find you
papers inthe literature that are different than Crone
and Wieeler, take a different view than Crone and
Wheel er. Crone and Wheel er, maybe they have a better
PR man t han t hese guys do. You know, | nean a |ot of
peopl e | ook at Crone and Weel er, but there are other
papers in the literature, and what | am trying to
under st and, what | amstruggling with understanding is
what was t he phil osophi cal under pi nning on | ooki ng at
t he surface manifestation?

Because, now, recognize that at vyour
particular site, you' ve got an awful |ot of fault
activity that has no surface manifestations, and that
too rai ses a question.

MR SMTH Well, again, we did a very
conprehensive, not only literature review, but you
know, engaged a nunber of consultants to go out and do
field studies, to -- and recorded the details of al

of that in our application and basically presented
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that for review

You know, when you are dealing wth
sei smol ogy, of course, you have a |ot of uncertainty
associated with that, and that's one of the reasons
why you go through these studies where you consider
not only the data, but the epistem c uncertainties and
those are all taken into account, and you cone up with
at the end of the day SSEs that are extrenely
conservative

And then those very conservative safe
shut down eart hquake ground noti ons have to be shown to
be agai n very conservatively included in the design or
structure of systems and conponents that are i nportant
to safety.

You know, seisnmic is certainly not one of
those things that affords itself the absolute
certainty that, as you say, sone particul ar event has
never occurred. It's nearly inpossible to prove the
fact that sonmet hing hasn't happened or can't possibly
happen. And | don't think that is really the way you
do these studies.

You try to look at taking all of the
l[iterature into account, taking the very conservative
approach, not only on what the sources m ght be, but

what the recurrence intervals are, and incorporating
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t hose into your anal ysis.

For exanple, you point out the fact that
the New Madrid and Charl eston earthquake recurrence
intervals, the postulated recurrence intervals were
significantly reduced in the last 15 years.

| woul d al so observe, however, that that
did not have a dramatic effect on the cal cul ated safe
shut down eart hquake, and | think the reason for that
is that the overall process of developing the safe
shut down earthquakes incorporates a considerable
anount of data and epistem c uncertainty into it.

DR. APOCSTOLAKIS: Well, New Madrid is too
far away.

MR SMTH New Madrid is too far away.
Charl eston, for central Virginia, is pretty far away
as well, although as we point out in our application,
certain people have postulated, although it's not
really -- again there' s uncertainty as to whether this
is true or not, but since certain people have
postul ated that there nmi ght be a northern extension of
that -- of the fault that resulted in the Charl eston
eart hquake, we did in fact consider and | ook at that
and see whet her or not that had any inpact on the SSE
for North Anna site, for the North Anna ESP site.

So, you know, again the approach and
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phi |l osophy here is -- and again, it really is this
SSHAC process where you -- you know, you go through
and you don't dismss any particular piece of
literature, but you really have to cone at the end of
the day to some conclusions as to, you know, what
appears to be a reasonabl e set of conclusions. And we
t hi nk we have done that.

DR. POAERS: Let ne take a quote here.
Crone and \Weel er assessed the faulting at Adarona as
likely to be of quaternary age. But because the
i kelihood has not been tested by detailed
pal eosei snol ogical or other investigations, this
feature was assigned to class C, which effectively
neans we don't worry about it.

I n ot her words, they said, okay, well, we
got this thing, we don't know a damm thing about it,
so we'll not worry about it. And you have accepted
t hat .

Now why woul dn't you say no, no, nho, nho,

that is fine for an academ c study, |I'mdoing a
practical thing, I want to be reasonably boundi ng.
Wy didn't | say I'lIl put that in class A? Because |

don't know. GCkay? That's what I'mtrying to
under st and.

MR SMTH Well, | think again if you
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were to take that approach, you would again never
reach a conclusion on, you know, anything.

DR. PONERS: Wiy would | not reach a
conclusion? It seens to ne | would reach a
concl usi on.

MR SMTH. Well, | guess you would -- if
the conclusion -- | just don't think you can go
through and we didn't attenpt to have our seismc
experts go through and we sai d, you know, we assenbl ed
a teamof seisnic experts and said take this, |ook at
all the data, and give us your best technical
judgnment. And that's what they did.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So you're saying the
basis was different, then?

DR POAERS: It must have been a different
basi s because thi s says because we don't know anyt hi ng
about it, we're going to ignore it.

DR. APOCSTOLAKIS: And now you're saying
they | ooked at it and they decided it was ignorable.
That's a very different basis.

DR PONERS: | nean if it had been said,
yeah, we thought about this as not inportant, you
know, | woul d probably say, well, | may not agree with
them but at |east they |ooked at it.

MR SMTH  Again, we would have to get
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the technical experts here to discuss that in detail,
if that is necessary, but --

MR. SCOIT: This is Mke Scott again.

As it happens, we have one -- actually
nore than one technical expert on this subject here.
W can either bring themnow to address you --

DR. PONERS: They can answer the sane
guesti on.

MR. SCOTT: GCkay. So we'll just wait
until we get to it in our part. GCkay. W do have
peopl e here that can answer some of these questions.

MR SMTH  Let ne discuss with you just
for a second, if you don't m nd, your question earlier
about, you know, neteorological conditions.

Agai n, what you are | ooking at, if you are
establishing, you know, sonmething like a w nd speed
that's a characteristic value for North Anna ESP site,
you know, there's a process you go through that is
intended to achieve a very bounding value for that
kind of a paraneter, and certainly the historica
record is the primary thing you have to depend upon to
do that.

But you do it inreally a statistical and
very conservative way. | nean it doesn't just sinply

| ook at what the highest wind speed | have seen and
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say that's it. You know, it goes through and does an
anal ysis of that, but it is based on the historical
record.

But the purpose of that is to come up with
again a conservative representation of what m ght be
a wind speed or a ground snow | oad or those type of
paranmeters. And it certainly is not any different
than the way it has frankly been done in |icensing the
current reactors.

You know, | don't think anyone for a
license in the current reactors -- again, it's a very
conservative approach to comng up wth bounding
val ues that you can have confidence in, but it's not
a process where you go through and attenpt to predict
future changes in meteorol ogi cal conditions.

DR. PONERS: You say it's conservative,

and what |'m asking you is why do you think it's

conservative, in the face of this body of world
opinion  -- I mean it is universal anong
net eorol ogi sts, as far as | can say, that say the

weat her is changing. And why it's changing, they
di sagree on, and that's really not gernane, why it's
occurring is probably not gernmane.

MR SMTH. Well, for exanple, if you | ook

at the tornado wi nd speed, you know, you are coni ng up
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with a process that |l ooks like a 10 to the mnus 7
type of wind speed probability. And many of the other
paranmeters that you look at, you apply a very
conservative approach to the historical data to
cal cul ate a paraneter.

Now if the currents of tornadoes, for
exanpl e, were to increase, perhaps that's | ess than 10
to the mnus 7, as far as what that w nd speed would
be, but, you know, there is built into the regulatory
process and built into the analysis we did a very
conservative approach to trying to come up, based on
the historical record, with the site characteristics
that, you know, would be inportant to consider in the
design of structures, systens and conponents.

But it is based upon the regulatory
structure that's in place, and | think, frankly, that
regul atory structure appropriately | ooks at the act ual
data that you have and then applies sonme very
conservative approaches to interpreting that data to
come up with values that give you a conservative
design input to your design of your structures,
systens, and conponents.

DR. PONERS: | think you are touching on
an approach that | think | would have taken on

speaki ng of the prognosticationissue. The only thing
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mssing is to say, okay, | got this approach that's
fairly -- and if |I look at all these -- it's hard to
say they're weather experts. Maybe they're weat her
specialists in this world, but experts |I'm not sure
there are.

| | ooked at all those, and it |ooks |ike
they m ght nove nme up from10 to the mnus 7 to what,

3tines 10 to the mnus 6 or sonmething |ike that, and

t hat def endants nake any difference. GCkay. | nmean
don't know how far they will nove nme, but it's not
enough for nme to change the argunent that [|'m
boundi ng.

And had there been sonething said like
that, then | would probably have to -- | would have
munbl ed and probably dug out sone paper that said it
was worse than that to harass you with, but -- other
than that, | nmean that is not an illegitimte
approach, to fall back and say, well, the regul ations
tell ne to do this, I"'mnot sure that this is mature
enough of a regulatory area to derive much confi dence
fromthat.

MR. SM TH: Well, again, | would point
out that it's the same regul atory approach that has
frankly been used for licensing the existing fleet of

reactors.
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MR. GRECHECK: | understand your point,

and | think it's sonething that is worth considering
at sone point, but |I think at this point ny thought on
that is since there is so nuch uncertainty about that,
if I was going to be putting -- if | was going to use
a probabilistic approach on this and say, okay, well,
here are sone projections that | could surm se from
some of these predictions, but then | have to attach
some uncertainty level to that --

DR. PONERS: Well, | nean that's in fact
what you did in the seismc area. You canme in and
said, well, all right, it changed this, it changed
that -- well, that's the uncertainty | have so |' mnot
going to worry about it. And that kind of an
argunment, |'ve gotten in trouble with that.

MR. GRECHECK: | could see how that could
be done, and | hate to just keep com ng back to the
standard statenent we fol |l owed the regul ations, but in
essence when you are filling out an application like
this --

DR. PONERS. Yeah, yeah, you probably have
to, right.

Any ot her questions onthat? |If not, I'II
nove on to anot her area of interest.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS:  Well, what is your SSE?
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The saf e shut down eart hquake?

MR. GRECHECK: Yes, it's -- you know, it's
shown in the application. There's a curve in there
t hat shows you the accel eration versus frequency.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Yes, but you pick the
SSE to correspond with certainly frequencies, do you
not ?

MR SMTH \Well, it's one of the areas
that we think needs further exploration in terns of
what you see versus past practice.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: But | thought you said
somewhere that you used a nean frequency of 5.5 10 to
t he mnus 57

VR. SM TH: That's an occurrence

probability.
DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah
MR SMTH  Ckay.
DR. APCSTOLAKI S: Doesn't that give you --
MR SMTH That's not a frequency. In

ot her words, the SSEitself is defined by a curve that
shows accel eration as a function of the ground notion
frequency of the ground notion.

DR.  APOSTOLAKIS: No, it's ground
accel eration, a frequency --

MR SMTH. There is a peak ground
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accel eration associated with that, which is the
accel eration that occurs at the highest frequency. In
other words, the peak -- the PGA is a specific
acceleration value that is associated with high
frequency accel erati ons.

MR SCOTT: This is Mke Scott.

| mght just insert, when we get to the
staff's presentation, we will be projecting that SSE
figure.

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: Ckay. Fine. Fine. No
nore questions for you.

DR PONERS: What | would like to touch
upon now, again it is not much the specifics as the
phi | osophi cal under pi nni ng of t he approach you adopt ed
here that | am nost interested in, but I"'mgoing to
try to pick specific things just to give us sonething
concrete to discuss.

Wen | look at the itenms in the
application, in sone cases | find a fairly el aborate
background, and then it comes out and here's the
nunber we got. Ckay, and it will even say, okay, |
followed this particular procedure, you know, Reg
GQuide 1.65, and | got this nunber. But it doesn't
show ne any of the steps, and | can pull the Reg CGuide

or what ever docunent you have used, and | can | ook at
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the procedure, and | say, you know, gee, there are a
| ot of steps, and |I'm not sure | can reproduce this
nunber.

And now sonme part of this nay be because
| amstill struggling with the el ectronic mani pul ation
of a 2,000-page docunent on a slow conputer or
sonmething like that, so correct ne if |I'mwong, but
ingeneral | had a hard time goi ng through and sayi ng,
here is the nunber they got. Here, for instance, are
the Chi over Qratios that they obtained, and | don't
know how they got -- | mean | can't sit down and say,
oh, yeah, yeah, that's the nunber | woul d have gotten
or it's two tines the nunber | would have gotten, or
10 percent of the nunber | would have gotten

Where do | goto find that? Do | have to
come down to your site?

MR SMTH  Well, you talk, for exanple,
about Chi over Q that involves statistical analysis
of three years worth of hourly neteorol ogi cal data.
Now we don't put three years worth of meteorol ogical
data, obviously, in the application. W certainly
provi ded that data to the NRC so that they could, for
exanpl e, i ndependently run an analysis to confirmthe
results that we achieved.

And so, you know, in a |lot of cases, you
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know, the data involved is pretty extensive and i s not
going to be included in the application, but certainly
if the staff, the NRC staff considers it inportant
enough that they want to do their own independent
anal yses, then we provide themw th the data and al so
with the detailed engineering calculations to the
extent that they want to see that.

DR. PONERS: | guess it's the engineering
cal cul ati ons.

MR. SM TH. The engi neering cal cul ati ons
are nuch nore than 2,000 pages. You're probably -- |
hesitate to guess how many pages it is, but it's alot
nore than 2,000. And so you don't try to incorporate
all of that detailed engineering calculational
packages into the application. It is basically the
results of those analyses and a description of the
net hodol ogy t hat you used to attain those results that
are included in the application.

But the anal yses thensel ves and the data
is certainly available. 1It's in our records. |It's
been provided, you know, as requested by NRC, and so
it's there to the extent that it's necessary to | ook
at it.

DR. POAERS: | nean, for instance, when we

talk about Reg Guide 1.6 -- | nean it's kind of a
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prescription, and again, |'m just using this as an
exanple. I'mtrying to understand the phil osophy
behi nd the application.

| nean, coul dn't you have gone t hrough and
sai d, okay, step nunber one was this, this is what we
did, and if you want to go into the details, it's in
such and such? And then step nunber two is this, and
t hen you cone down until you finally get this Chi over
Qratio.

MR. GRECHECK: You coul d, yeah, but --

DR PONERS:. It's just an alternative.
|"mjust trying to understand how you sel ected to do
what you did, because it results in a trenmendous
bal ance i n the docunment. | nean in some cases there's
nore detail than probably I can handle, and in sone
cases it's so terse, | say, well, okay.

MR. GRECHECK: And again, | think there
was a very concerted attenpt to have a witer's guide
in the preparation of this application to have sone
consistency in that. So if you see those kinds of
things, it was because a decision was nmade that this
is using a standardized nethodology which people
famliar with the process should be aware of how this
works, so therefore, you know, we have that

calculation certainly in our records, but a person
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famliar with this shoul d understand what's happeni ng
here. And if they want to cone and | ook at the
detail, they can.

In other cases where we were trying to
devel op a met hodol ogy that may not perhaps exist or
may not have been commonly known, then there's nore
detail put in there to try to explain what that
nmet hodol ogy i s.

DR. PONERS: | nean that's as good a
rationale as | can think of for doing it. | mean Chi
over Qratios, | could probably go | ook at your FSAR
you probably did the sane thing, had the sane ratios
and whatnot in it.

MR GRECHECK: Correct.

DR. PONERS: Any other questions?

And you thought this would be quick,
didn't you?

(Laughter.)

DR. PONERS: GCkay. Well, thank you very
much. And we will nove on to M. Scott. And, M.
Scott, | amgoing to interrupt you at 2:45. You have
chosen to start late, so you will have to suffer the
consequences of that, of your own election here.

MR SCOTT: Yes, | nade that decision and

didn't even know | didit.
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(Laughter.)

DR PONERS: |I'mgoing to interrupt this
at 2:45 to take a break, and then we will just resune.
So think about -- recognize that.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay, fine.

| believe before | get started that the
section chief for New Reactors, Laura Dudes, would
like to nmake a few renarks.

M5. DUDES: M nane is Laura Dudes.

| think | would be remss if I didn't take
this opportunity to thank M chael Scott for the work
t hat he has done, and you are going to get -- part of
our agreenent for Mke's transition date was he had to
make it through today and tonorrow wi t h ACRS bef ore he
conmes over to you.

But | do want to recognize the work that
he has done on this first-of-a-kind project, and al so
i ntroduce Bel kys Sosa whi ch you know from ACR- 700, as
your new early site pernmt project manager.

DR. PONERS: |If she's going to drive the
early site permts the way she did ACR- 700 -- is that

(Laughter.)

M5. DUDES: | don't think so. George just

asked if Mke is noving.
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DR. PONERS: He's comng with us.

M5. DUDES: W sent out a nenp at sone
poi nt .

DR. PONERS. George, if you would cone to
neeti ngs, you would know.

(Laughter.)

DR. PONERS: He's one of the kindred.
W' ve got to be nice to him

M5. DUDES: We did choose to start |ate.
| just want to take a step back on the early site
permts and tal k about sone of the activity, recent
activity that we are | ooking at.

| think, as has been said several tines,
these are first-of-a-kind reviews. W are |earning
| essons as we go through these early site permts.

W tal k about the 20-year duration, and
think those are good questions. W need to | ook at
what is going on today. W may be | ooking at three
and four-year durations before we are actually sitting
back here | ooking at a COL as a group and questi oni ng
t hese activities.

The current environnment of new reactors,
the activity is increasing and it's increasing at an
exponential rate. W are tal king about COLs. W are

tal ki ng about COLs in the next several years, and | am
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not even talking about one anynore. People are
starting to becone nore and nore specific.

Now as ot her national policies continueto
nove in this direction in the next year, we should
start to see this flurry of maybe circular activity
sort of shoot out of the gate in a straighter |ine,
and we are going to get a |ot busier.

So these early site permts we tal k about,
it is a product of Part 52. |It's inportant that we
get it right. |It's inportant that we ask the right
siting questions because it is feasible and probable
that these permts can be -- could be referenced in
applications in the near tine rather than | ong term
So | think that is really inportant.

The other thing is just as information or
for all of you is that North Anna, this North Anna
application is the first application to go. W have
two nore that are staggered at two-nonth intervals, so
we are here today to discuss the draft safety
eval uation report for North Anna, and we will be in
full commttee tonorrow

Basically after that we are going to have
Clinton and we will have Gand Gulf to followin the
next several nonths, and the staff is working on doing

a high quality safety review and also trying to do
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that within a published tinefrane and schedule. So
you will see us conming to you with a draft SER at two-
nmonth intervals, and then we are going to cone right
out of that and we will be back together again,
sitting here with the final for North Anna.

So | knowthat M ke is going to tal k about
getting an interimletter, and hopefully by the end of
today we will have a good idea of where we stand on
the draft and what we need to do and how we need to
conmuni cate in the future.

DR. POWNERS: Professor Wallis, your
subcomm ttee chairman, would like to retire.

M5. DUDES: Well, | think it is inportant
to recognize, we are | ooking at resources froma new
react or agency standpoint for the Ofice of General
Counsel , our new reactor staff, the technical staff.
But | think it is also inportant to step back and | ook
at our scheduling and resource burden over in the
ACRS. W have three early site permts that are
st aggered by two nont hs.

Now you nove forward i nto t he next year or
two and you are working on design certification for a
ESBWR. You may have another early site permt. W
may be getting into conmbined |icense preapplication

and |icense revi ews.
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So as we progress and defi ne our resources
and our expansion or possible expansion, | think the
ACRS should take a | ook at that as well, and we will
try and provide you wth that information and
comuni cate with your branch chi ef as nuch as possi bl e
on this.

So with that, M ke.

MR. SCOTT: GCkay. Do we need to pause
here or keep goi ng?

DR. POAERS: No, Jack is going to take
over as being chairman while | go and do ny little
t hi ng.

MR. SIEBER  You'd better speak quickly
while Dana is out of the room

MR. SCOIT: kay, let's get right to it.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: At 2:45, we have been
prom sed a break.

MR SCOTT: W are on slide two, and this
is of course just the purpose. Qur purpose here today
is to brief the subcommttee on this application and
the staff's revi ewof that application, and to support
the subcommittee's reviewin the subsequent conmittee
interimletter that we are going to request that you
send to the conmm ssion.

Next sli de.
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This is today's agenda. Now, of course,
when we nade this presentation up, we didn't know
exactly what the subcommittee's interest woul d be. W
have gotten a little smarter in the | ast hour on that.
W may spend | ess tine on sonme of these things as you
prefer.

| would |ike to go through and just go a
little bit over where we have been and where we are
going, so you wll wunderstand the context for the
di scussion that foll ows.

Regardi ng the questions that were raised
of Dom nion that perhaps the staff could weigh in on,
we do have a full conplenent of tech staff reviewers
here who can answer sonme of those questions that
per haps need an answer fromthe staff.

Next slide.

Thi s slide nunber four just discusses the
regul atory franmework we are in here, which of course
is subpart Ato 10 CFR Part 52, which governs early
site permts, and Part 52 references subpart B to 10
CFR Part 100, which contains the applicable siting
eval uation factors.

10 CFR 52.23 requires an ACRS report to
t he conmi ssion on safety reports, so that's of course

why we are here today.
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The purpose of the ESP process itself is
to resolve issues at an early stage before a | arge
expenditure of resources is needed to identify site
i ssues.

As Laura nentioned, North Anna is the
first of three of these. Basically you have the other
two applications conming at two-nonth intervals, and
then by the tine you are done with those, then the
final safety evaluation report will be conplete, and
so you will have three nore opportunities to review
t hese applications. And nost all that happens this
cal endar year.

DR APOCSTCLAKI S: The other two have not
been submitted yet; is that --

MR. SCOTT: No, all three applications
have been subnitted. They were all actually submtted
wi t hin about three weeks of each other in |ate 1993.
It's just that we staggered the revi ew of each of them
by two nonths, just for staff resource constraints.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  You nean 20037

MR. SCOTT: What did | say? '93? 2003.
Sorry. 2003.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: They start getting --

MR. SCOIT: Although the applications

essentially cane in sinultaneously, the staff does not
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have the resources to review three of them
si mul t aneousl y.

This one was put on the fastest track.
Exelon Cinton follows two nonths after this one, and
Grand Gul f two nonths after that.

DR APOSTCLAKIS: Al right.

MR. SCOTT: Ckay. Where we have been.
nmentioned that the applications were submitted in
Sept enber '03. W docketed it a nonth later. The
staff issued its draft environnmental inpact statenent
in Decenber '04, and we issued our draft safety
eval uation report the same nonth and provided to the
committee the first week of January -- or excuse ne,
the | ast week of Decemnber of '04.

Qur schedule, our current schedul ed
assunes an ACRS interimletter to the commission in
March of ' 05.

The schedul e then follows for the staff to
provide the final safety evaluation report to the
committee in |late May 2005.

Now | notice it does say prior to fina
division director and OGC concurrence. This is
simlar to a practice that | wunderstand that we
proposed to the conmttee for AP-1000. You have an

essentially final docunment, but with a few steps you
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have to go just to final reviews of the final SER
nostly in the Ofice of General Counsel.

W would then issue the final safety
eval uation report in June of '05. W assune -- again
our schedule assunes an ACRS final letter to the
commi ssion in July of 'O05.

W will incorporate that |etter, nmake any
changes if necessary, in a supplenental FSER and
issue the final safety evaluation report as a NUREG
currently scheduled to occur at the end of August of
' 05.

W then have mandatory hearings. As you
may be aware, the Part 52 process requires a hearing
for all early site permts, and this one in fact has
a contested hearing, and that hearing will occur we
believe some tine inthe fall of this year or at | east
begin in the fall of this year. W the staff, of
course, have no control over that schedul e.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Who is contesting it?

MR. SCOIT: There were three intervenors,
Greenpeace -- |I'm going from nmenory here -- Public
Citizen, and Little Ridge Environnmental Defense
League.

Bob can correct nme here. Wat were the

i ntervenors?
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MR. WVAEI SMVAN: | ' m Bob Wéi sman within the

Ofice of General Counsel

I am representing these -- I am
representing the staff in the North Anna proceedi ng.
It was the NI RS, Nucl ear | nformation Resource Servi ce,
not G eenpeace. But the other intervenors M ke
correctly identified.

MR. SIEBER. And the issues?

MR. SCOIT: Now there were a nunber of
contentions raised. The Atom c Safety and Licensing
Board admtted two, both of themon the environnental
si de.

One of them has since been settled, and

the one that remains is regarding striped bass in Lake

Anna.

No contentions were adm tted on the safety
si de.

Ckay, so we have t he hearings coning up at
the end of -- after all the staff's review products
are conplete, then we will have the hearing, and then

t he comm ssi on deci sion is assuned or expected in m d-
2006. O course, that's their prerogative as to when
they actually issue, if they issue.

Next slide, please.

Just to give a fewdetails about the North
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Anna site and the application. It was submtted for
a site basically within the existing North Anna Power
Station site, adjacent to the existing Units 1 and 2,
and partially overlying the cancelled Units 3 and 4.
You may recall fromthe 1980s that Dom nion did begin
construction on two additional wunits, and then
cancel l ed them and subsequently renoved nuch of the
construction material, though |I understand the base
mat is still there for Units 3 and 4.

North Anna Power Station is owned by
Virginia Power and A d Dom nion Electric Cooperative
and controlled by Virginia Power.

Dom ni on Nucl ear North Anna, LLC, who is
the applicant for this early site permt, is, like
Virginia Power, a wholly owned subsi diary of Dom nion
Resour ces, | ncorporat ed.

Domi nion has requested the limted work
aut hori zation in accordance with 10 CFR 52. 17.

Domi ni on has requested that their site be
approved for the location of two units, and | put that
termin parentheses -- in quotes for a reason. The
units would be of up to 4300 negawatts thernal
capacity, but aunit is not necessarily one reactor in
this case, because Dom nion has declined to submt a

specific design at this stage.
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They have decided that they would prefer
to retain the flexibility to make a deci sion on the
design | ater, and have used what is referred to as the
pl ant paraneter envel op approach, which we briefed the
committee on in the past as part of their early site
permt process.

So they developed their PPE, plant
par anmet er envel ope, based on a nunber of current
designs of interest which you can see there on the
sli de.

So each unit may be one | arge reactor, or
nore than one smaller reactors.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Has the NRC agreed that
t he nunber of smaller reactors constitute one unit?
| nmean the ACRS was hopelessly split in one of its
letters as to the goals that would apply in such a
case.

VR. SCOIT: There is an ongoi ng
di scussion, an issue resolution, | believe within the
staff regardi ng what al |l owances or requirenents apply
to multiple units on one site. And | believe that is
still a current issue.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So Dominion calls it a
unit, but we are not calling it aunit? W don't know

what we're calling it.
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MR. SCOIT: | would state that slightly

differently. W -- they have submtted plant

par amet er s, pl ant design paraneters that are
representative and that they intend to be boundi ng for
these reactor designs, and we are review ng their

pl ant parameters fromthe standpoint of whether they
are reasonabl e or not.

It is then the applicant's burden to make
sure that they picked paranmeters such that when they
come in on a conbined license with an actual design
that it fits within those paraneters.

So our safety evaluation is not based per
se on what a unit is.

DR APOSTCLAKI'S: | understand that, but
| nmean your first bullet says Doni nion requests site
approval |ocation of two units.

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR. APCSTOLAKI S: Wiy did you have to put
that two there?

MR SCOTT: Because that -- well, that is
in fact what the applicant did. The applicant --

DR APOSTCLAKI S: That affects in a rea
way the paramneter envel ope?

MR SCOIT: Yes. Each unit is 4300

nmegawatts. The total -- correct ne if I'"'mwong --
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DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Forty-three hundred is

the total or --

MR SCOTT: | think it's 8600 total. |'m
getting nods back there. GCkay, 8600 total. Okay. So
4300 each negawatts thermal

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: | guess it's unclear to
me why calling it a unit --

MR SCOTT: |It's alnpst -- it's a
bookkeepi ng exercise to account for the fact that if
you | ook at the reactors that they used in their PPE
they are of widely differing sizes.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Sure.

MR. SCOTT: And they are asking the NRC to
accept that 4300 negawatts thermal of new capacity can
be put on this site, and that m ght be two ESBWRs or
it mght be four ACR-700s or whatever. So that --

DR APCSTOLAKIS: O these, we have
certified APR- 1000, right, an ABWR?

MR. SCOIT: Correct.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: And the ABWR

MR. SIEBER: But their ABWR has a power
upgr ade.

MR. SCOIT: That's correct, yes.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: And we are in the

process of certifying ESBWR, aren't we?
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MR. SCOTT: Now t he ESBWR, we believe we

are going to receive in the near future for
certification.

APOSTOLAKI S:  How about the GI- MHR?
SCOTT: Those are further out.
APCSTOLAKIS: TR S?

SCOTT: Also further out.

APOCSTCOLAKI S: PBMR?

2 3 3 3 3 3

SCOTT: Also further out.

MR. SIEBER. It woul d appear that the
gross negawatt thermal is a description of the fission
product and the energy --

MR. SCOIT: The accident analysis is based

on the -- actually on two of the designs that were
chosen here. It is inportant to understand that if

this applicant, if Domnion receives an early site
permt, it will not be for any particular design.
Not hing on this list will it be approved for.

When an applicant chooses to use the PPE
concept, they are seeking additional flexibility,
accepting the fact that they are |eaving additional
issues, if you will, open for the conbined |license.

DR. APOCSTOLAKI S:  And they did
representative source for AP-10007?

MR SCOTT: AP-1000 and ABWR
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M5. DUDES: MKke, can | just clarify? W

have not -- the only design that we have certified,
gone through the entire rul emaki ng process, is the
ABWR.  AP- 1000, we have issued the final safety

eval uation report, but that's in process of design
certification, and we are awaiting an application for
design certification of ESBWR

DR APOSTCLAKI S: The commi ssion has not
deci ded this?

M5. DUDES: Correct. Correct. AP-1000
is not a certified design at this tine. It is in
process.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: Wasn't there a limt at
some point of 3800 negawatt thermal ?

MR. SCOTT: Were did you see that? |

don't --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS:  No, |'mthinking about
inthe past. | nean nost plants |licensed in the U S
were limted to 3800 negawatt thermal, | thought.

MR SCOTT: I'mnot aware of a limt |ike
that, certainly I'm not aware of one in the

regul ati ons.
DR APOSTOLAKIS: Well, that's when System
80 cane out and nmatched the limt.

MR. SCOIT: Well, that design nay have
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been certified to that limt. | don't -- |I'mnot
aware of an NRC generic limtation on the size.

Just to address alittle bit nore the PPE
concept. W talked about this. Qur review of the PPE
values is limted to whether they are reasonable. It
does not approve any -- if we do issue an early site
permt that addresses PPE, we are not approving siting
of a particul ar design.

The staff plans to include in any early
site permt that m ght be issued for this site the PPE
values that are used in the staff's evaluation of
conpliance with regul ati ons.

The conbined |icense applicant will, as |
nmentioned earlier, need to show the design falls
wi thin the PPE val ues that are specifi ed.

Next slide.

There was sone change to the application
part way through regarding its cooling system just
for your information. Oiiginally both units were to
be cooled by the | ake, in one case through once-

t hrough cooling; in the other case, through possible
use of a cooling tower.

There were concerns raised regarding the
ability of Lake Anna to support two reactors of this

size, and so the applicant changed their application
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to what you see here, that Unit 3 would use once-
t hrough cooling, and Unit 4 would use a dry, closed
loop cooling system to discharge heat to the
at nrosphere, and not to the | ake.

This would be a very large dry cooling
system
VWALLIS: Dry radiative cooling?
SCOIT:  Yes.
VWALLIS: By radiation only?
SCOIT: It's closed | oop, yes.
WALLI'S: No convection at all?

SCOTT: Convection radi ati on.

T % 3 32 DD

VWALLIS: | think it needs some
convection. You mght have trouble on a cloudy day or
sonmet hing, or certain days, a sunny day, let's say,
t he sun m ght actually radiate nore to you than to t he
wor | d.

MR. SCOIT: kay. The applicant has
specified that if their design that they ultimtely
select at COL requires an ultinate heat sink, then
that heat sink will be underground, which has sone
import, as we will talk about in a few m nutes.

Dominion is considering the use of the
existing intake and discharge structure in the

cancelled Units 3 and 4, which renmins. It was not
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renoved as a result of the cancellation of Units 3 and
4.

And they are seeking 20-year early site
permt term as was discussed earlier.

Just to talk a bit about the draft safety
eval uation report, as Laura nentioned, thisis afirst
of a kind. W did have a generic issue resolution
process with the industry before the early site permt
applications were received, to attenpt to identify
i ssues that could cone up in the review of early site
permts and resol ve them

I nevitably, we didn't capture all such
i ssues before the applications were submtted, and so
we have had sone additional issues conme up during the
application revi ews.

The review guidance docunent that the
staff has used, | believe the commttee is at least to
sonme extent famliar with, because we have briefed you
on it several tines in the past, and that is review
standard RS-002.

Next slide.

This slide just is a list of the review
areas and the staff reviewers. Mst of those staff
reviewers are here today to answer your questions in

t hese vari ous areas.

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

63
DR. PONERS: The RS-002, by the way, is a

fine docunent.

MR SCOTT: |Is a what?

DR POAERS: A fine docunent. And
really, really benefited from going through this
first. Wat | |like best is the scope and associ at ed
revi ew summary you have right up i n the begi nning that
says here's what it is and here's where it is, things
like that. That's nice.

MR. SCOIT: W appreciate that conment.

Next slide.

Ch, let ne go back --

DR. PONERS: Let nme ask you, how does that
conpare or what do you do with this siting guide from
EPRI ?

MR. SCOIT: Which one is that, please?

DR. PONERS:. Siting guide. Site selection
and evaluation criteria for early site permt
applications from EPRI.

MR. SCOIT: | would say we have not
directly used that. The staff, | believe, had access
to that during devel opnent of the individual sections
of the reviewstandard, but the reviewstandard is the
staff's application guidance and its references, of

course.
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Before we | eave the |ist of individual --

DR POWNERS: Well, there nust have been
some el ection made here not to cone up w th sonething
jointly for --

MR. SCOIT: Soret hi ng what ?

DR. PONERS: Jointly.

MR SCOIT: That, | believe, would be a
correct statenment, yes. NEl had provided sone
suggestions -- this is probably three years ago.

DR. PO/ERS: Right.

MR SCOTT: And the staff |ooked at that,
of course, but we developed our review standard
i ndependently of what NEI had proposed.

DR. PONERS: Gkay. It was very hel pful

MR. SCOIT: Thank you.

Before we |leave the list of areas and
reviewers here, | just want to nention that the staff
benefited from a nunber of expert inputs. In
hydr ol ogy, neteorol ogy, and site hazards areas, we had
support fromPacific Northwest Laboratory, and in sone
cases sone i ndependent eval uati ons were done by those
fol ks.

In geology and seisnology, our staff
benefited fromsupport fromthe United States Geol ogi c

Survey, and one of the experts in that area is here
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t oday.

In the emergency planning area, the NRC
consulted extensively with the Federal Enmergency
Managenent Agency.

So we had a large teaminvolved in
reviewi ng the docunent.

| would I'ike to nowtal k about sone of the
i ssues that have energed during the review of this
appl i cation.

Sonme of themare not directly related to
this site, but cane up during review, and so | wanted
to pass themon to you.

First of al |, regardi ng emergency
pl anning. Domnion, like the other two early site
permt applicants, elected to seek acceptance of what
are referred to as major features of energency plans

as provided in 10 CFR 52. 17.

That concept, mjor features, is not
defined in detail in the regulation, and so we have
ended up having to deal with, well, exactly what is a

maj or feature and what finality does it provide to the
appl i cant.

The revi ew gui dance that we have used for
review of mmjor features is a draft NUREG actually

supplement to a NUREG which you see there on the
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slide. [It's a joint NRC-FEVA docunent.

The industry, the three applicants --

DR. PONERS: Do we have a copy of this?
| have not seen a copy.

MR. SCOTT: W wll get you one.

DR. POVNERS: | have not seen a copy of
t hi s.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay. W can get you one.

There has been sone concern in the
i ndustry regarding the degree of finality associ ated
with major features Dbecause, of  course, t he
applicant's objective at early site permt is to
achieve finality on as nany features as it can.

And as it turns out, where we are with
maj or features is if a nmajor feature is provided,
typically we are tal king about limted | evel of detai
of information. The staff can, at the early site
permt stage, reviewthat information and if it finds
t he description to be acceptable, conclude that that
maj or feature is acceptable, and that conclusion is
final, subject to the requirenments of 10 CFR 52.

However, the i nplenentation detail of the
maj or feature that is provided is not reviewed by the
staff at early site permt under this option, and so

t hose i npl enent ati on details are subj ect to additional
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consi deration at conbined |icense.

So that's where we are wth this
currently, and you mght say it's alimted finality
that the applicant can obtain with the najor features
opti on.

Moving on to seismic. As was noted
earlier, Dom ni on has proposed a new per f or mance- based
approach for determ ning safe shutdown earthquake.

Clinton Exelon also proposed using that
appr oach.

It is not entirely consistent with the NRC
approved nethod in our Reg Guides. It is described in
this particular ASCE standard 43-05 that you see
referenced here on the slide, it is a risk-based
approach that targets a perfornance goal which you see
there, 1 tines 10 to the m nus 5th annual probability
of unacceptable performance of category 1 systens,
structures, and conponents.

DR APOSTOLAKI S: What does that nmean?
I'm trying to understand what t hat neans.
Unaccept abl e --

MR. SCOIT: |1'Il ask nmy expert to answer
that. diff Minson.

MR MIUINSON: I'mdiff Munson. I'mwth

t he Division of Engineering.
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The 1 times 10 to the mnus 5 refers
directly to the onset of inelastic defornmation.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: Is it a deformation
probability, is it unconditional? Wll, what is it?
| mean this is what?

MR. MUNSON: It's a goal, performance goal
that we set, 1 tinmes 10 to the mnus 5, and that's the
target, and so --

DR APOSTCLAKI'S: This would include the
occurrence of the earthquake or --

MR. MUNSON: Right, the ground notion.
Ri ght, right, right.

DR. APCSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.

DR PONERS: So it's per year?

MR. MUNSON:. Per year.

| would |like to add here that on the next
slide -- I"'mstealing Mke's show a little bit, but
North Anna deci ded --

DR. PONERS: | think he'll give it up.

(Laughter.)

MR. SCOIT: Yeah, | can handle that.
That's fine. You're doing great.

MR.  MJNSON. Yeah, they decided to
wi t hdr aw.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Wll, let's go back and
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understand the inplications of this. Back to slide
14.

MR- MIUNSON: Let ne finish what | was
sayi ng.

The next early site pernmt applicant has
decided to retain this, so we are going to have mnuch
nore detail, we m ght even have a neeting on this.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS:  So you woul d take then
-- you would look at all the category 1 systens,
structures, and conmponents, and you would take -- you
woul d pick the one for which the onset of what --

MR. MUNSON: I nel asti c.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: Inelastic deformation
occurrence first, | guess, as a m ni mumof sone sort.
| don't know. And then you would say the probability
of that should be less than or equal to 10 to the
m nus 5, or the frequency of this occurring should be
| ess than -- and this would be the nean frequency?

MR. MJUNSON:. That is nean, yes. |It's
mean.

W actually --

DR APCSTOLAKIS: Isn't that a little
hi gh?

MR MUNSON: Well, it's based on the core

damage frequencies for the plants that have done
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seismc PRAs, and --

DR APCSTOLAKIS: It's based on it. \What
does that mean?

MR. MJUNSON: Several of the existing
nucl ear power plants have had seisnic PRAs done as
part of |IPEEE, and they -- those values, the
probability of core damage frequency, that 1 tines 10
to the minus 5 was based on that, on that val ue.

DR PONER: Didn't that satisfy the LERF
safety goal, the 10 to the m nus 5th?

DR.  APCSTOLAKIS: Well, actually it
shoul d, because the onset of the elastic deformation
is not necessarily LERF.

DR. PONERS: That's right. But if it were
LERF, you would still neet the safety goals.

DR APCSTOLAKIS:  You would still neet it.

DR. PONERS: So this ought to be pretty
good.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Right.

DR WALLIS: | don't know if | understand
this. There are lots of different structures,
systens, and conponents. They all have a probability
of this happening. Is 10 to the mnus 5th the highest
probability of all of then? The | owest probability of

all of then? O do you add up the probabilities of
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all of then?

MR MUNSON: No, it's --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So you coul d have |ess

DR. WALLIS: So you could have a hundred
with 10 to the minus 5 probability, which would give
you 10 to the mnus 3 probability.

MR. MUNSON: No, it's not -- every system
structure, conmponent category 1 has to at |east have
1 tinmes 10 to the mnus 5 as -- that's the guarantee
of the new approach.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: | think the question is
what if you have a hundred of then?

DR. POAERS: Well, even if you did, it
didn't matter.

MR.  MJNSON. Because they are not
conmpoundi ng.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Wiy not ?

MR,  MJINSON:. | nean what you are
essentially saying is -- this is not a random event,
that' s why.

DR POWNERS: For one. And for two, once
you hit this |l evel, they are saying this is tantanount
to having an acci dent.

DR APOCSTCLAKIS: | think that's it.
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DR. PONERS: GCkay. And there's clearly
margin built into that

MR. MUNSON: But like I say, in the next
two nmonths or so, you will see a ot nore detail on
t hi s.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Anot her 10, 000- page - -

DR. PONERS: But | think your last line --
| think it is hard to say that it's incorrect because
that's your assessnent, but the last line | think you
are really targeting this as a conparison to LERF and
not core damage frequency.

MR MUNSON: 1'Il have to |l ook that up to
verify that.

MR. SCOTT: Ckay, | think we have already
tal ked to some of this. The staff inforned the
applicant after they submtted their application that
the time required for review of this nethod,
per f or mance- based nethod, would likely result in a
del ay of conpletion of the review of the application,
and the applicant ultimately decided that they --

DR. PONERS: Can we do that with you
that, you know, you send over these 2,000 pages? Can
we send a note and say it's likely to result in delay
in review of your application?

(Laughter.)
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MR. SCOTT: Can we send a note? No.

M5. DUDES: Did you want ne to answer
that, M ke?

(Laughter.)

MS. DUDES: No.

DR. PONERS: @Guess what. Tough

MR. SCOTT: So in response to that
concern, the applicant ultinately elected to use the
Reg Guide 1.65 nethod, with justification for use of
a reference probability of 5tines 10 to the m nus 5th
per year, which they provided to us.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: See, that's where | also
got confused. Somne probabilities were nmedium sone
were mean. |s this a nmean val ue?

MR MUNSON: It's a nean val ue.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: It's a nean value, 5 10
to the mnus 5 per year of what? O reference
probability, which would nean sonething, right?

MR. MUNSON: The reference probability is
the probability of exceeding the SSEs for the 29
sites, existing nuclear power plant sites.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: So then there is a
statenent there that | don't quite understand. And
then if you do that, then you have high confidence

t hat 50 percent of the plants have not -- are no worse
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than you are, or sonething like that?

MR. MUNSON: Right.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: This is sonething that's
i nteresting.

MR. SCOIT: This is in Reg Guide 1.65.

DR APOCSTOLAKIS: The committee has
reviewed this at sonme point and said it's okay? O
was it a different commttee?

(Laughter.)

MR MUNSON: | don't know. This was
before ny tine.

What happens is you calculate the
reference probabilities for each of these 29 sites,
and then you take the median or the nedian |evel.

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: And you coul dn't have
said that in the docunent?

MR MUNSON: It's in the docunent.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: It's not. | found it
two, three tinmes there.

MR. MUNSON: | can show you the reference.

DR. APCSTOLAKIS:  Wwell, 1'll show you
it's in one docunent, but not this docunent.

MR. SCOTT: If we could go -- Bel kys, take
us one nore forward, please. There you go.

This is a diagram from the application
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that shows the devel opnent of the site's SSE. The
| oner two curves, as you can see fromthe | egend, are
the I ow and high frequency spectra at 5 tinmes 10 to
the mnutes 5th. And you can al so barely see the
per f or mance- based spectrum that the applicant
subnmitted, that Domi nion submitted. It basically is
overlain by the selected SSE spectrum

Doni ni on chose to use an SSE spectrumt hat
falls on top of their performnce-based spectrum The
staff accepts or plans to accept that based on the
fact that it is conservative with respect to the 5
times 10 to the mnus 5th | ow and hi gh frequency
curves.

Qur potential acceptance of that does not
nmean we have accepted the perfornance-based nethod.
W have sinply accepted that they have chosen an SSE
that is conservative.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So how does this figure
-- how am | to read this figure? | mean the
i ndependent variable is the frequency? So that if |
go in with a frequency of 10 hertz --

MR. MUNSON: If you | ook at the freqguency,
you consider that as the natural frequencies of
different systens, structures in a nuclear power

pl ant . So our resident frequency say of 5 hertz
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woul d have a ground notion accel erati on val ue of, you
know, going up to the -- you know, .1 g or .2 g or
what ever .

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: O .3, yeah. So then
t hey should design it --

MR. MUNSON: Right.

DR APOCSTOLAKIS: The ones that will have
5 hertz natural frequency should what? Design so that

MR. MUNSON: Well, in an ideal world, they
woul d pick a certified design that envel opes their SSE
so they would be good to go. They wouldn't have to
figure out the natural frequency of every conponent or
structure.

MR SCOIT: However, that's an itemwe are
about to discuss.

DR, APCSTOLAKIS: [I'mstill trying to
understand how to interpret the figure.

MR MUNSON: Can | --

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Absol utely.

MR. MUNSON: The red curve that you see,
the spectrum is the high frequency earthquake. That
woul d be an earthquake of nagnitude 5.4 earthquake at
20 kil oneters fromthe site. That's the ground notion

froma magni tude 5.4 earthquake at 20 kil oneters from
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the site.

The blue curve is the |ow frequency
eart hquake whi ch woul d be a Charl est on eart hquake, the
magni tude 7.2 at 300 kiloneters fromthe site.

If they were using the Reg Guide 1.165
approach, their SSE woul d foll owthat bl ue curve until
it intersected the red curve, and then it woul d go up.
And that would be the SSE they woul d choose.

They chose to continue to use a
per f or mance- based approach because it envel opes t hose
two spectra.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Didn't we just say that
they did not follow that?

MR. SCOIT: The point |I think that Ciff
was trying to nake, and | tried to make it as well,
was that they could have chosen a curve hi gher even
than the one they did, and it would be even nore
conservative

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: Right.

MR. SCOIT: kay. So as long as the curve
t hey chose i s conservative conpared to the red and t he
bl ue curves, we are all right with it. W are okay
with it, not because it was devel oped from
per f or mance- based spectrum or per f or mance- based

approach, but rather because it is conservative.
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DR. POAERS: Well, it's conservative with

respect to what you have chosen, you know, red and
bl ue, that you like. You sonehow have confidence in
red and bl ue.

Now when we go and | ook where red and bl ue
came from all of a sudden maybe we are not so

conservati ve

MR. MUNSON: Well, | believe we are. |
nean we follow -- we have followed the regulatory
gui de approach or guidance. W -- the application

used the earlier EPRI nodeling approach with updates
to characterize the seism c sources.

They also wupdated the ground notion
nodel i ng, and they went through the entire process to
redo their probabilistic seisnmc hazard assessnent,
and they conme up with these two earthquakes as the
controlling earthquakes for the site.

Now whet her - -

DR. APOSTOLAKI S: It's a result of whether

MR. MUNSON: Right. That's all based on
their probabilistic seism c hazard nodel i ng.

DR. WALLIS: What did they do with this
unnanmed fault that traverses this site? It just isn't

all oned to have an earthquake? O --
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MR. MJUNSON: They determ ned, and we

evaluated this determ nation, that that fault is not

a capable fault.

DR WALLIS: | see.
MR. MUNSON: Well, let ne finish. 1In the
eastern and central US., it is very unlikely to

characterize, to have a one-to-one associ ati on bet ween
faults and seismc activity.

So what is done for these seismc hazard
assessnents is to characteri ze area source zones where
there is seisnmc activity or faults that are presuned
to be active.

Instead of characterizing individua
faults, you characterize the whole area and say this
area is capable of a nmgnitude 6 earthqgquake every
1,000 years or every 500 years, or every 250 years.
That is the type of input that gets put into your
probabi |l istic seisnm c hazard nodeling.

The i ndi vi dual faults are generally not --
you are not able to correlate those one to one with
seismic activity in the central and eastern U S.
There is just not enough | arge earthquakes that cone
and rupture to the surface, so you can't -- like you
can in the western U S., you can look at the San

Andreas fault and say there is seismc activity there.
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The earthquakes in the East are small, so
they don't rupture the surface, so you can't attribute
an earthquake to a specific fault.

So what you do is you nake area zones.

DR. APOCSTOLAKIS: So the regulatory
gui dance then for the criterion of 5.5 times 10 to the
m nus 5 epistem c nean frequency per year results in
a curve here?

MR. MUNSON. Right, those two curves.

DR APOCSTOLAKIS: And this -- and it comes
fromthe analysis of EPRI and -- okay. kay. And
then the selected curveis alittle nore conservative
of the blue line, but it's right on the red line for
hi gher frequenci es.

MR. MUNSON: Right.

DR APOSTCLAKIS: And this is derived in
a way that is described in the regulatory guide, or
the regul atory gui de says just be conservative?

MR. MUNSON: No, it's -- the step-by-step
net hodol ogy is in the regulatory guide. And basically
the regul atory gui de says we have accepted the
Li vermore or the EPRI nodeling. Every 10 years you
need to update it, and that is what they have gone
t hrough. They have gone through and updated the

ground notion and the magnitudes.
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DR. APCSTOLAKIS: So this spectrumthen is

not the result of a single earthquake; right?

MR MINSON: Right. This is all the
sources. Right, it's a conposite of all the sources
and their recurrence and their nagnitudes and their
ground notion. Al those factors.

DR APOSTCLAKIS: So we don't tal k about
an SSE of a specific magnitude anynore?

MR. MUNSON: Right. Wlat we do is we get
the final hazard curves and then we go and deaggregat e
t hose curves. W take apart those curves to see which
eart hquake magni t ude and di stance is contributing the
nost, and that becones our controlling earthquake. So
we have two controlling earthquakes, a | ow frequency
and a high frequency.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: \Where is all this
di scussed?

MR. MUNSON: I n Reg CGuide 1.65.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: Can | get a copy?

DR. PONERS: As long as we've got you
here, and because |'ve got to get along with M ke here
in the future, you have outlined what |I think is the
conventional w sdom on how we handl e East Coast
eart hquakes. Don't know nuch about them so we just

sum an average and things like that for areas.
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But in your own report, | see seismcity
maps, seismc events that take place in the East
Coast, and what | see is two parallel lines. | see
one line that noves fromthe New Madrid area up
t hrough Tennessee, and | see another one that noves
fromthe southern part of the United States right up
smack dab through this site, with lots of little blue
dots onit, suggesting that there have been historical
eart hquakes of magnitude greater than 3.

That suggests to nme that now on those two
parallel lines, which fromthe geostratigraphy, as |
understand it, reported by the applicant, nakes sense.
They shoul d be parallel |ines of earthquakes because
you' ve got one thing pushing in against another. It
says you shoul d | ook for capabl e and i ncapable faults
around the site. Indeed, that is what the applicant
has done, is he has gone through and | ooked at things
and |ooked at lots of them and we can agree or
di sagree with his assessnments on whet her those faults
are capabl e.

Did you review that material or not?

MR. MUNSON: Well, what we do is we start
as -- our starting point is they have elected to use
the 1989 or late '80s EPRI nodel. That characterizes

all the seismic sources in the central and eastern
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U. S.

Now t heir obligation after that is to go
t hrough and assess any new infornmation since the | ate
*80s and see if those characterizations are still
correct, of the ground notion as well as the seisnic
sour ces.

So we have reviewed that information
Basically what Dom nion did is they threw out every
postul ated possible fault in the local and regiona
area, and di scussed why or why not they thought that
was a capable fault.

And so it was our job to | ook through and
see whether we agreed with that or not.

DR. PONERS: kay. And so | cone back to
the Crone and Weel er categorization question. They
used Crone and Wheeler as the basis for judging
whether there is quaternary activity at areas where
there is evidence of seismc activity.

Yet when you | ook at Crone and Weel er,
this was a nore academ ¢ study, and they demanded
positive evidence that there had been seism c activity
at a geological approach to put it in class A |If
it"s not in class A vyou really don't care about it.
kay?

And if there wasn't, then they would put
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it in one of the | ower classes.

It seens to nme that froma regulatory
poi nt of view, you take a different approach to this.
And especially when they take and they put something
in nonclass A sinply because it hadn't been
i nvestigated. That seens the wong basis for us to
excl ude.

MR. MUNSON. Well, first let me say, we
actually have Dr. Crone here. He was one of the
advi sers that we had, and | will have hi mcone up and
he can address that directly.

But what | also --

DR POWNERS: He can address what he did.

MR. MUNSON: Right, but what | --

DR. PONERS. Wat you need to address for
nme is what the regulatory phil osophy is.

MR MIUNSON: Well, whether a fault, an
i ndividual fault is categorized as A, B, C or Dis
| ess inmportant as to how the overall area seismcity
or seismc activity is characteri zed.

I n ot her words, the only thing I'mworried

about - -

DR. PONERS: Since | threw out all the
active things, I know howthe overall areais goingto
be --

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

85
MR MUNSON: Well, what we are concer ned

about with these individual faults that are in the
area is the surface faulting potential at the site
itself.

As long as the area seismicity is captured
in the nodeling, then whether an individual fault is
active or not -- | nean they are assessed and if you
read the RAls and the RAl responses, you wll see
pages and pages of di scussi on about whether this fault
is active or not, or capable or not.

So | don't think -- | tend to get the
i mpression that you thought that, you know, we judged
| ack of evidence as no evidence. But | would disagree
with that.

MR SCOIT: It's 2:45. Do you want to
t ake the break?

DR. PONERS. Yeah, it mght be appropriate
to just go ahead and take a break here for -- until
what is that, 3:02.

[ Wher eupon, the foregoing matter went off

the record at 2:49 p.m and went back on

the record at 3:03 p.m]

DR. PONERS: Now, M ke, you're really not
getting through your slides very fast, so --

(Laughter.)
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MR. SCOTT: ['ll work real hard on that.

It's entirely in ny control, of course.

DR PONERS: You have the ultimate in
control here.

MR. SCOIT: If we can pick up -- are we
ready to begin, or do we need to wait on the others?

DR PONERS: W do not need to wait. W
have a quorum at two.

MR. SCOTT: GCkay. Wuld you like to
di scuss further the questions regarding the Crone and
Wheel er information? Do we need to get Dr. Crone up
her e?

DR. PONERS: Well, no, what nmy -- |
couldn't care | ess about Crone and \Weeler, to be --
I"mtrying to understand the phil osophical approach
that the staff is taking.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR PONERS: | want to understand the
phi | osophy that was taken in the application. | want
to understand how the staff viewed it when they read
t hi s.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

DR. PONERS: Because if you cone through
in the various assessnments on what is and is not a

capable fault nade in the application, and the staff
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reiterates those judgnents, and | amtrying to
understand how they cane to that conclusion. Oay?

| mean on the face of it, I would not have
cone to that conclusion, it seenms to ne, because |
woul d have operated on a different basis. | would
have said this nust surely be a capable fault, save
there is evidence to the contrary. And yet that seens
not to be the way that things were done.

MR. SCOIT: Wuld you speak to that,
aiff?

MR. MUNSON:. Well, basically once again,
we have a central Virginia seismc zone. W have a
wi de area zone. That zone is classified as a
magni t ude 6.8 capabl e source zone.

Many of these faults that we are
di scussing -- for exanple, the Weens fault, the Hlls
Shear fault, the Muuntain Run, all these faults are
within that central Virginia seisnmc zone. So they
woul d be doubl e counted if we assunmed that these are
all capable faults.

Now part of the probabilistic seisnic
hazard nmethod is to look at the seismicity, |ook at
these faults, and evaluate their capability, their
characteristics, and that's what EPRI did in the |ate

'80s, and then they updated this for their early site
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permt application.

So we asked RAlI's about sone of these | ocal
faults, and Dom nion had their experts respond. W
had our USGS experts evaluate their responses. W
eval uated t he responses al so as the staff and cane to
the conclusion that, you know, these faults are not
capable. These are pal eozoic faults associated nostly
wi t h t he Appal achi an Orogeny in the | ate pal eozoic, so
-- and perhaps sonme of the seismc activity when the
Atl antic Ccean reopened.

But as far as evidence for activity in the
| ast 10,000 years, we did not see any.

DR. PONERS: Do you think what you have
done is adequately reflected in your SER?

MR MUNSON: | believe so.

DR. PONERS: | nean in general you cone in
and say yeah, what he said.

MR, MUNSON: Well, | think that's a sinple
-- | believe we have provided an adequate basis for
nost of our determinations. | amopen to el aborating
further.

MR SCOIT: Shall we nove on?

DR POVERS: Pl ease.

MR. SCOIT: Let's go back, Belkys, to a

previ ous slide, nunber 16.
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Anot her seismc i ssue that has conme up is,
as | believe Aiff noted earlier, North Annais a rock
site, and what we have noted is that the site SSE
whi ch we have discussed, exceeds the design SSE at
hi gh frequencies for certified designs to date.

That item is really in the followng
st at us:

The application has identified what the

SSEis for the site. The staff has eval uated that SSE

as noted in the SER A conbined |icense applicant
would need to resolve the disparity if one exists
between the SSE for the design and the SSE for the
site.

Let's go back to slide 18, pl ease, Bel kys.

This is a figure, and it's not
particularly clear as projected, but I think you will
find it clear in your handout.

However, it turns out that we have
transposed the two curved scales there. 1In other
words, the darker curve, the black curve, is the site
SSE and the red curve is the Reg Guide 1.0, 1.60 SSE
So | apol ogi ze for that.

In any event, as you can see, at high
frequency, if you can -- I'mhaving a little trouble

wrapping ny brain around this thing being backwards
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-- but at higher frequencies, the site exceeds the
design, and that, of course, in the perfect world that
was di scussed earlier, the design would be -- let ne
get this right -- the design woul d bound the site SSE

and no further anal ysis woul d be necessary at conbi ned

l'icense.

But that is not the case for this site.
So thisis --

DR. POAERS: Ckay, | cone in here for a
COL. 1've got to deal with this issue.

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR. PONERS: How nuch does that open up?

MR SCOTT: It -- whoever cones in at COL
and woul d seek to reference this early site permt
will need to show that their plant is safe from a
sei sm c perspective on this site.

Nowt her e ar e undoubt edl y several possible
ways to do that, and we are not fixing that at the ESP
st age.

DR. PONERS: But |I'm asking, it opens --
it seens to me that this is a vulnerability of the
two-step |icensing process.

MR. SCOTT: It is a-- | guess, and diff
can correct nme if | go wong here, but | would say

that it is because of the fact that we are putting a
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new regul atory franmework into practice, and this is
one of those things that was identified as part of
putting that into practice.

Yes, there are limtations in a process
that resolves sone issues up front and others it
| eaves for the later stage in the process.

Again, ideally every site issue would be
conpl etely resol ved at early site permt and woul d not
come up again at conmbined license. But there are
bound to be certain aspects of the site-related i ssues
that carry over, and so that was a | ongwi nded answer
to it is a part of the two-step process that is
i nvol ved here.

Movi ng on, slide 19.

Another issue that has cone wup is
regarding -- and | believe Donm nion pointed out -- |
don't know if they nentioned it this afternoon, but
there has been sonme concern regarding what are we
attenpting to do at early site pernmt. Are we
attenptingtoidentify site characteristics, or design
i nputs? And sonme of the wording in our safety
evaluation report |led to sone concern on the
applicant's part that we are trying to do -- to define
at the early site permt stage the design inputs.

W note on here that the rule quotations
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or partial quotations that you see there, we are
attenpting and the applicant is required to identify
t he physi cal characteristics of the site and establi sh
site paraneters, and where the applicant has provided
the informati on appropri ate and applicable to general
design criterion two as discussed at the bottom of
this slide -- that is they provide consideration of
the nost severe natural phenonmena with sufficient
margin for limted accuracy, quantity, and period of
time in which the data have been accumul ated -- then
we have attenpted to give themcredit for that in the
safety eval uation report.

Next slide.

DR. KRESS: Let ne ask you a question
about that before you go on.

MR. SCOIT: Sure.

DR. KRESS: Was any consi deration given to
the site population density around it in these early
site permts?

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR. KRESS: For exanple, was it projecting
into the future?

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR KRESS: Twenty years or so?

MR. SCOTT: Yes. In section 2.1 of the
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safety evaluation report, we have got an anal ysis of
popul ati on projections and Jay Lee is our reviewer for
that. Jay can correct ne if | state this wong. It
is for the period of the early site permt, correct,
if one is granted?

MR. LEE: This is Jay Lee, NRR staff.

They projected up to 2065.

MR. SCOTT: Ch, all right. The termof a
40-year plant |license added to the 20-year ESP term

DR KRESS: And the criteria for whether
or not that is all right is current site requirenents
on popul ation density and --

MR. SCOTT: W have sone regul atory
gui dance that refers to the nearest popul ati on center
and how far away it is fromthe exclusion area.

DR, KRESS: And a popul ation center is
defined as over so nany people in a -- per square mle
or sonet hi ng?

MR. SCOIT: Is it per square m|le?

MR. LEE: No, excuse ne, the popul ation
density is specified inthe regulatory guide 4.7 to be
500 persons per square mle.

Now the population center and the
popul ati on center distance is specified in Part 100,

sayi ng 25,000 people. W consider it as a population
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center. And it requires to be 1-1/3 tines the

di stance of a | ow popul ation zone. |In the case of --
the LPZ distance is six mles, so 1/3 tines six mles
is 7.8 mles. So we are |ooking at whet her
potentially could they have such a popul ation center
havi ng nore than 25,000 persons within the 7.8 mles
fromthe reactor.

DR. KRESS: And you used historical growh
data of population in that area to nake that judgnent?

MR LEE: Yes. You know, in fact, we did
10 mles fromthe reactor, the largest conmunity is
the town of Mneral, Virginia which has | believe a
popul ation of |ike 424 persons, based on the 2000
census.

DR. PONERS: They don't have a probl em

MR LEE And so we did 7.8 mles
di st ance.

DR KRESS: But this is intended to be
sort of a general question, not just questioning this
site. | don't see that it has any probl em

But, for exanple, would Indian Point neet
t he requi rements?

MR. LEE: | cannot really speak for Indian
Point, but the New York City is --

DR. KRESS: Wll, there are sone reactors
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there. It nmust have net the requirenents at one tine.

MR. SCOTT: | don't think we are going to
be prepared to speak to that because, of course, we
haven't eval uated | ndi an Point.

DR POVNERS: | think Indian Point was
created before the regul ati on was.

DR. KRESS: Before the regulations were.

DR. BONACA: If | renenber clearly, in
the early '80s, for plants under construction at that
time, that were in high popul ati on density | ocati ons,
they required a l evel 3 PRA, for the full consequence
anal ysi s and t he understanding of -- and | think that
| ndi an Point was subjected to that. MIIstone 3 was
subj ected to that.

DR. KRESS: Having a level 3 is one thing,
but having a level 3 that neets certain criteria.

DR. BONACA: Well, when the request was
made, it was pretty open-ended, but there were then a
lot of interactions during the |ate phase of
construction to mnimze rel eases and to address the
HVAC systens, to address the --

DR PONERS: |'mnot sure how this relates
to ESP.

DR. BONACA: It doesn't, probably. I'm

tryi ng to understand, however, sone of the new desi gns
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that are coming in with support of PRA not alevel 3,
and a l evel 3 would apply only to the site, and that's

why | was asking these questions is | would like if

there is no requirenent, | guess.
MR. SCOIT: | would say that, unless Jay
knows sonething different, I'"mnot aware of it. That

doesn't necessarily mean it doesn't exist.

DR. KRESS: Well, it seens interesting to
nme that we are dealing with siting and level 3 PRAis
normal I y what one thinks of when we tal k about siting
characteristics and interactions. But | don't see any
requi renents or any cal cul ations using |l evel 3 in any
of the early site permts or in the rules.

It just seens strange to ne.

MR. LEE: Well, we do address that aspect
in the EI'S, environmental inpact statenent.

MR. SCOTT: Well, and we al so address the
ability of the site to conply wth the dose
consequence evaluation factors. |It's not a PRA but
it is a measure of the -- you conbine an accident, a
design basis accident with this site, what sort of
dose is received off site, which | think is a related
subj ect to what you are tal ki ng about there, and that
is part of what we do. It's not a PRA, but it is an

assessment of the dose against -- |I'm sorry,
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assessment of the site against radiological dose
consequence evaluation factors. And that is part of
ESP.

Next slide, please.

On what we were tal king about, basically,
was With respect to site characteristics versus design
inputs. As | nentioned, we have given Dom nion credit
for consideration of nost severe natural phenonena to
allow them to support conpliance denobnstration at
conmbi ned |icense that they conply with general design
criterion two.

Dom nion is concerned that the ESP shoul d
not specify design bases because they always woul d
have the wherewithal to have a nore conservative
design basis than the site characteristic mght |ead
themto have.

So they have said, and the staff agrees,
that site characteristics should serve as m ni num or
conservative site-related design inputs, but are not
speci fic exclusive design criteria.

Next slide.

W also have identified a number of
exanples involving interface between the early site
permt site and the design, which is intended, of

course, by the regul atory process to be t he subject of

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

98

design for certification and for as needed additi onal
revi ew of conbined |icense.

Exanpl es of that are shown on this slide.
For exanple, potential interferences or interfaces
between new plants and plants that happen to be
| ocat ed next door to the new plants.

W have a specific item regarding the
potential underground ultinmate heat sink if one is
required in the presence of the water table that is
near the surface, which it is at this site.

And another exanple that we have
identified is the potential for frazil or anchor ice.
These are site-related itens that don't clearly have
a site characteristic that we can identify and put in
the permt, and so we have been westling, the staff
has been westling with how best to deal with these
itens, and a couple of themI| will talk about here in
t he open item di scussion here in a few m nutes.

Which brings us to future oriented itens.
The ACRS staff indicated to us when we were talking
about planning for this neeting, this presentation,
that the commttee and the subcommittee would like to
hear about the future oriented itens that are in the
early site permt.

O course, as an initial step on the road
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tolicensing, there are itens that are not resol ved at
the ESP stage, and we have tal ked sone about sone of
t hose.

W divided, when we did the safety
eval uation report, these future oriented itens into
the four classes you see there.

Open itens, of course, are those that we
need addi ti onal information on before we can i ssue the
final safety evaluation report. So they are future
oriented near term

DR. PONERS: Now in the version of your
SER that | was given, there is quite a list of open
itenms. About half, | would guess, fall legitimately
within the domain of interest of this conmmittee --
sone of themdon't.

MR. SCOTIT: Ckay.

DR. PONERS:. And whatnot. |Is that stil
the operative list, or is there a truncated list?

MR. SCOIT: Wat | did in drafting this
presentation was there are slides that follow that
di scuss them

| don't, frankly, know which ones you are
not interested in. You can let me know that and we'l]|
nove on beyond them very quickly.

DR POVERS: Uh- huh
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MR. SCOTT: But | would propose to discuss

each of thembriefly, at |east to stinulate questions,
if you have any, on those particular itens.

What | woul d propose to do here woul d be
to discuss the open items. The confirmatory itens
regardi ng qual ity assurance, | don't think and had not
pl anned to discuss that further. The staff has done
a followon inspection on it, and believe it has been
adequat el y addressed.

The COL actionitens are -- | did not plan
to discuss themindividually unless there were sone
that were particularly --

DR POAXERS: M viewis they were
interesting, but I wasn't -- | nean they are not
really germane to the data coll ection exercise we are
under goi ng ri ght now, unl ess sonebody thinks that you
have m scat egori zed t hem

MR. SCOTT: |'Il give you a disclainmer on
that. W are currently considering, based on what we
get in response to the open itens and sone additi onal
consi derations, we may end up recategorizing sone of
t hose itens.

DR. PONERS: Yes. And it's not terribly
sur pri si ng.

MR. SCOTT: Especially the first-of-a-kind
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nature of this.

DR. POVWERS. In ny exam nation of your
permt conditions, nost of themfell very logically
fromthe presentation either within the application or
within your assessnent. Hence, we put a permt
condition here. | nean none of them struck ne as
"God, why did they do this." But it's probably the
best explained thing in your SERis why you put permt
condi tions on that.

| find that very transparent.

MR. SCOIT: kay. Well, | appreciate
that. As | said, though, we are still discussing
t hose.

DR PONERS: Sure.

MR. SCOIT: And trying to figure out how
they all fall out.

It sounds |ike what you are telling ne is
we need to focus on the open itens and you will tell
us which --

DR PONERS: Well, | still want to

understand how you approach philosophically this

review. | still haven't asked you the prognostication
guestion. | was waiting for an appropriate slide to
do it on.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.
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DR. POVERS:. Yeah, it is very inportant

for nme to understand how you approached it

phil osophically. Your SER is fairly clear on the
factual assessnent. |It's understandi ng what underpins
that that | wanted to pursue a little further.

| also wanted to pursue a little further
the inability | have, taking the two docunments, to
reproduce the quantitative, okay. | nean | can't
because | don't have everything that you have.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

DR. PONERS: | may not be able to because
|"'m technically incapable of it, but right now I
derive sone sol ace fromthe fact that | don't have al
the nunbers | need in order to do it, and why is that
a correct thing to do?

MR. SCOTT: Wiy is what a correct thing to
do?

DR. PONERS: Wiy is not being able to
reproduce the quantitative between the two reports
okay?

MR. SCOIT: | guess | would answer that
generically that the application and its references
and the safety evaluation report and its references
shoul d col | ectively provi de the supportinginformation

needed for the --
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DR. PONERS: | think they don't.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR PONERS: | think there is docketed
ion that surely exists, but it's not pointed
he reports.

Now | could be wong on that.

SCOIT: Ckay.
PONERS: But --

SCOIT: Can you give an exanpl e?

T % 33

POVNERS: Just how you get the Chi over

Q ratios.

MR. SCOTT: Ckay. W have, as it happens,

Jay Lee who can speak to that. Was there a specific

guestion on that, or do you want himto go through in

gener al

explicit

how t hey cane up with those?
DR. POAERS: No, | think they are very
MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR. POAERS: They said | used this Reg

GQui de and | got these nunbers.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

DR. PONERS: kay. But when | go to that

Reg Guide, there is not the tables and nunbers | need

to see i

(202) 234-4433

f I would get those nunbers.

MR. SCOIT: kay, | misstated the
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ref erence person here. Brad Harvey has stepped up to
t he m crophone.

Brad, would you care to answer that?

MR. HARVEY: This is Brad Harvey with the
NOR st aff.

The nunbers, the Chi over Q are
calculated fromthe licensee's hourly neteorol ogi cal
data base using the conputer program PAVAN, which
basis is Reg Guide 1.45.

The application was asked to provide a
copy of their hourly data base in an RAl that we
subnmitted, and indeed they have, so it is on the
docket as a public record.

DR. PONERS: Gkay. Now if | read these
docurnents, would | know to ask you for that?

MR. HARVEY: For what, please?

DR. PONERS: That hourly dat a.

MR. HARVEY: | believe that there is a
record of the asking the RAl

DR. PONERS: | didn't get your RAls.

MR. SCOTT: Well, no, what Brad is saying
is, isinthe safety evaluation report is basically a
summary of each RAI that is applicable, request for
additional information that is applicable. It says

the staff asked the applicant to provide X, and the
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applicant in its response provided Y. So you wll
find that in there.

DR POAERS: | will find that information?

MR SCOIT: Yes.

MR. HARVEY: Basically you will have
troubl e reproduci ng that particul ar one unl ess you had
the hourly data and the code to feed it into.

MR. SCOIT: Wll, you won't see, of
course, the data table in the safety evaluation
report.

DR. PONERS: You know, | presune that |
can chase this all down if | know to chase it down.
The way | read the document -- and trust nme, about
page nunber 1600, | began to | ose track of page nunber
20, and whatnot. But, you know, | just sit there and
say, you know, here's this table of ratios. They
don't seem |ike they are unreasonable ratios to ne,
but on the other hand, | don't know how they -- |
can't redo these rati os.

MR. SCOIT: | would say it is a good
comment that if we have not clearly stated in the SER
where the nunbers came from including a reference,
then we need to do that. So we will take a | ook at
t hat .

DR. POVNERS: Now | need sone assurance of
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plausibility on the nunbers.

MR. HARVEY: The applicant was asked to
provi de a copy of at |east the inputs to the conputer
code, and the staff's actual output is also avail abl e.

MR. SCOIT: W should be able to provide
an ADAMS reference and get the docunent out and
provide it to the subcommttee. | don't see why we
can't do that, so we will do that.

DR. PONERS: Ckay. Please continue.

MR. SCOTT: COkay. So slide 23 begins the
open itens discussion. Wuld you like ne to just
briefly discuss each of them or would you like to
tell me to skip sonme that you are not interested in?

DR. PONERS. Let's go through a coupl e of
them and we'll see how we do.

MR. SCOIT: Take a shot. Al right.

To begin with, item2.1-1 -- this is not
a really great exanple, because it turns out it's a
| egal i ssue.

DR PONERS: Yeah, it's outside our frame
of interest. Let's get to the second one.

MR. SCOIT: Say no further. Ckay.

Item 2.3-1, basic wi nd speed or fastest
mle. As noted on here, Dom nion provided the 100 --

and we tal ked about historical data use -- the 100-
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year return fastest mle value froman industry
standard that they sel ected.

DR. PONERS: GCkay. Now here is ny
prognostication question cones in.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR. PONERS:. Taking a historical record,
here's what over the last 100 years this is sonething
that you can use for the basic wind speed. Fastest
mle. | have got this entire body of neteorologists
swearing and be dammed that the weather is changing;
that this historical record will not be useful in
prognosticating for the next 20 years.

| nean -- and there's not a word about it.

MR. SCOIT: COkay, Bel kys, take us back to
slide 19, please.

DR PONERS: No, | don't want slide 19.
You' re going back to the general design criteria.

MR SCOIT: Well, and | think it's fair to
state that that is the regulatory framework within
whi ch we are operating.

DR. PONERS:. Properly read, that says you
have to take into account the historical data. It
does not say that that is the only thing you can take
into account.

MR. SCOIT: That is certainly correct.
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As | menti oned, when Dom nion's fol ks were
up here, we have a process that involves | ooking at
historical data. |In certain areas it also involves
future predictions that are a little nore credible,
per haps, such as popul ation density.

In that process, we make deci sions based
on the information available at the tine, in this case
of the early site pernit review. The applicant bears
t he burden of providing enough margin such that that
information will remain valid for the tine of the
early site permit, and if it turns out, let's say 20
years from now, Dominion elects to -- let's say they

receive an early site permt and 20 years from now - -

DR. PONERS: | know where you are goi ng on
t hi s.

MR. SCOIT: Oh, okay.

DR. PONERS: | nean that's just what you
sai d.

MR. SCOTT: Yes, it is. It is that, that
if their information is no longer valid, then they
will not be able to get a conbined |license wthout
addi ti onal anal ysi s.

DR. PONERS: | mean that seens like it's
the kind of a coward's way out, because in that case

you woul d say, well, don't do anything and when you
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come in with the COL, we'll check everything.

MR SCOTT: |It's not intended to be that
way. It's intended to say we | ook at the historical
record, we ask for margin. W expect margin. |
shoul dn't say we ask for it; we expect margin. And if
the applicant fails to provide margi n adequate, then

DR POWERS: Yeah, but that's where the
guestion of adequate cones in.

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR. PONERS: | nean your docunent doesn't
say, okay, here's how | assessed adequacy. |'ve got
this entire neteorological cormmunity ready to attest
the weather is changing -- the clinmate is changing,
not the weather. And based on that, and | ooking at
this literature, | think we need this kind of margin.
Your document does not say that.

MR SCOIT: That's correct.

Brad, would you like to add sone
perspective to this?

MR. HARVEY: Yeah, there's two points |
would Iike to bring up.

Nunmber one -- and | woul d use the word, if
we go back to slide 23, Bel kys, we are tal king about

trying to define a basic wind speed as a site
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characteristic, and the comm ssion has used 100-year
fastest mle wind speed value. And the 100-year
returnis what | would focus on here. Because if you
go to the ASCE 702, which is the Anerican Society of
Cvil Engineers Structures, they define basic w nd
speed as a 50-nile -- excuse nme, 50-year return.

Sothereis already -- the staff is having
added additional --

DR POAERS: That is not additiona
margin. |If you in fact | ook and see that everything
that constitutes the -- makes -- leads to this 100-
year return occurred in the last 40 years, which in
fact is what you will find.

MR. HARVEY: The industry standard has you
design to a 50 year. W have put margin by insisting
that they design to 100-year.

DR. POAERS: What |I'mtelling you is
you' ve got no margi n when you did that.

MR. HARVEY: The margin is the difference
bet ween the 50 and the 100-year.

DR. PONERS:. |If there was no high speed
wind in the first 50 years, it gave you nothing. And
if the winds in the next 50 years all get nore intense
than the last 50 years, you in fact don't have any

margin at all.
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| nean that's the question, and yet your
docunment says not a word about this. | nean it's
remar kabl e in the sense that | can't think of anything
connected with this early site permt that has been
nore in the public consciousness than the changi ng of
the climate.

VR. SCOIT: That's been fairly
controversi al

DR. PONERS:. It's been fairly
controversi al

The part that is not controversial, it
seens to me, in ny casual examnation is nobody
contests the fact that the climate is changing; it's
only why it's changing that is contested.

MR. SCOIT: | would say that -- and I'm
not a neteorol ogi st here, but I would say the climte
is constantly changi ng.

DR. PONERS: And | think some proponents
of climate change will agree to you exactly and say,
all we are looking at is a fluctuation that has been
persi stent throughout history. Qhers say it is a
systenmati c change. But everybody says it's a change.
And yet your docunent says anything at all about this.
And so assessing nmargin, it's not clear you did it.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS:  And the change will be

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

112
significant in 20 years?
DR. POAERS: Well, | mean that's where, as
| read it, and | amat best an anmateur here, and nore

likely a dilettante, some come back and say, oh, yes,

we will get nore frequent periods of high wi nd, but
because they are nore frequent, they will be Iless
i ntense.

O hers conme back and say, ah, no, we wll
get nore intense and nore. But the docunent is silent
on that. And | am aski ng why.

MR SCOIT: Well, at one level it's
because the regulatory framework does not require
that. | know that is not, you know, a satisfying
answer .

DR. PONERS:. It just changes the franmework
of the question.

MR SCOTT: | understand.

Brad?

MR. HARVEY: The other point | want to
make is that the nunbers that we chose are out of
again an ASCE standard, which those standards are
constantly being updated based on what they see as
climatic change.

You nentioned the fact that we have seen

more recent hurricanes down in Florida. | woul d
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expect that that document in the future will probably
show that there will be a higher basic w nd speed
specified for Florida.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: But is the standard
intended to apply to structures that will be built 20
years into the future?

MR. HARVEY: | believe it is, yes.

DR APOCSTCLAKIS: O is it current?

MR HARVEY: I'msure the lifetine of the
structures are being used to -- that this docunent is
being used to design is supposed to 40 years,
comer ci al bui | di ng.

DR APOSTOLAKI S: Does the standard
address the issues that Dr. Powers has raised?

MR. HARVEY: | have seen discussions in
some of these conmittees where they are | ooking into
that, yes. | do believe that has been and will be the
consi deration of putting new standards together.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: But there is nothing in
the standard that -- the comrittee may tal k about it,
but --

MR. HARVEY: Well, you will see that
Florida has a nuch higher basic w nd speed than
Virginia does, which reflects the occurrence of

hurri canes down there.
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DR. APCSTOLAKIS: No, that's not change in
the future. That's a geographical change.

VR. SCOIT: Brad, what they are
specifically asking is does the -- do the standards
that were used by the applicant and the staff attenpt
to forecast clinmatological data 20 years in the
future?

MR. HARVEY: | would say no, but on the
ot her hand, | would say there is margin beyond which
ordinarily industry uses it to design buildings that
we insist upon for our plants. So inplicitly there is
margin in there.

It may not, you know, explicitly be
addressing the climatic change, but it will handle
t hat phenonenon to a certain extent.

DR POAERS: But what we know is there is
margin if | were going to build a building in the |ast
hundred years. GCkay. W do not know that there is
margin in the next 20 years.

MR. SCOTT: And again, we are not
aut hori zing anyone to build a nucl ear power plant at
this stage. They nust come in at conbined |icense or
seek a construction permt under Part 50, and if,
let's say, they do that 20 years down the road, the

data has changed such that the criteria that are
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specified in the early site permt are no |onger
valid, then the i ssue can be rai sed again at conbi ned
l'i cense.

DR PONERS: We can all be thankful that
Prof essor Wallis is not here, because | think he woul d
have a cardiac arrest. These things get ossified into
these permits so badly that 1'lIl be stunned if you
force a change here.

Let's go on. | understand where you're
st andi ng.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay. Item 2.3-2, snow pack
wei ght versus snow | oad. This is another
net eorol ogi cal item

W have a regul atory guide that provides
gui dance on determ ning the wei ght of snow and i ce on
safety-rel ated structures.

In the process of doing this review, we
also -- what's the right word -- unearthed a branch
techni cal positionthat provides clarification onthat
regul atory guide. As you can see here in the sub-
bullets, normal winter precipitation |oad should be
100-year snow pack. Extrene |oad should be the weight
of 100-year snow pack plus 48-hour probabl e maxi mum
Wi nter precipitation.

W discussed this with the applicant.
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This is a situation where you have nore than one site
characteristic that potentially could cone together to
provi de a m ni num desi gn basis input.

So what Dominion plans to dois to provide
100-year snow pack, 48-hour maxi numsnowfal |, 48-hour
wi nter PMP, and then the COL applicant will need to
determ ne how to conbine those for this particular
site.

DR POWERS: Yeah. Didn't in fact in
their application they provide 24-hour?

MR. SCOIT: Twenty-four hour --

DR. PONERS: Maxi mum precipitation

MR SCOIT: | believe it was 48 hour.
Brad?

MR. HARVEY: That nmay have been for a
fl oodi ng purposes.

DR. PONERS: Maybe it was. You may be
right onthat. | remenber seeing a | ot of 24-hour and
maxi mum snow pack data, but it gets fuzzy quickly.

Ckay.

MR. SCOTT: Al right. Next item There
is an open itemregarding a site characteristic to
assess the potential for freezing in the ultimte heat
si nk.

Dominion plans to submt a site
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characteristic of accunulated degree days bel ow
freezing to address this cocai ne.

DR POWNERS: See, now here is where
prognostication in the future would just hel p themout
enor nousl y.

MR. SCOTT: |If you believe gl obal warmn ng.

DR. PONERS: Yeah, everything is getting
war nmer .

MR SCOTT: But | would still submit there
is sone controversy there.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: | can assure you,
not hi ng gets warner in Boston.

(Laughter.)

DR. PONERS: And they're not building one
i n Boston.

MR SCOTT: W have had sone di scussions
with the applicant regarding their choice of weather
station for the data that's used and the nethodol ogy
for calculating this accumul ated day characteristic.
W believe there is a path forward there that the
appl i cant can use.

The next itemis the inpact of the dry
cooling system which | discussed earlier.

DR. KRESS: On the accumul ated degree

days.
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MR, SCOIT: Yes.

DR KRESS: Do those have to be
consecutive or can it be -- can you have below
freezing one day and above freezing the next, and
bel ow t he next, but you --

MR. SCOIT: Did you hear that, Brad?

DR. KRESS: How do they accunul ate these?

MR HARVEY: |'mnot certain. | think
part of the issue is what is the nethodol ogy the staff
is using versus the applicant.

MR. SCOIT: Goutam Bagchi, would you I|ike
to speak to that? Goutamis our hydrol ogy reviewer,
but he has been working with Brad Harvey on the
net eorol ogical -- certain parts of the neteorol ogical
al so.

MR BAGCHI: The tinme wi ndow that one uses
to accunul ate the degree days is not fixed, so our
contractor PNL | ooked at different tinme w ndows and
came up with an interval that gave us the highest
nunber of accunul at ed degree days.

DR KRESS: It's an interval.

MR BAGCHI : Sorry?

DR. KRESS: That neans hot days offset
col d days.

MR. BAGCHI: Sonetines they do. In
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Novenber, when they started, sone of the days offset
that, the cold days, yes.

DR APCSTCLAKI S: |s that reasonabl e?

MR. BAGCHI : Wy not? It's cunulative
degree days. Wat gives you the worst kind? They
| ooked at all the data year after year after year, and
came up with a particular date, and that curve is in
t he DSCR

And t he applicant got 200 degree days and
we got 378 or sonmething. W need to, you know,
under st and each ot her's nmet hods and processes, but we

di d an i ndependent cal cul ati on.

MR. SCOTT: Returning to item2.3-4, there

is an open itemregarding the inpact of the dry
cooling systemfor Unit 4 on atnospheric tenperature,
and Donminion plans to provide, in the absence of a
specific design for that dry cooling system a
gualitative or semiquantitative assessnent, and then
addi tional quantitative infornmation will be needed at
conbi ned |icense.

This is another case of flexibility
retained in a PPE, but it means that additional
information is needed at the COL.

Item2.4-1is coordi nate reference system

| don't think that one really needs to be tal ked
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about .

Item2. 4-2 has been an i nteresting one for
us. The applicant, as | nentioned earlier, plans to
at least attenpt to use the discharge structure for
the Unit 3 and Unit 4 that were cancel |l ed previously.
That structure or tunnel runs very close -- the
applicant has told us likely or possibly within one
foot of certain of the Unit 1 and 2 service water
pi ping that runs back and forth to the existing UHS
for Units 1 and 2.

And so we had an open itemto basically
specify a m ninumdi stance. Well, it turns out that
the m ni nrumdi stance horizontally is zero because the
one woul d run under the other.

If they are able to use the existing
structure, then it shouldn't pose a problem but if
for whatever reason they find they can't use the
exi sting structure, then the question is what then.
And there have been discussions about whether a
m ni mumvertical di stance can be specified and, as you
can see down here, Dom nion has told us they don't
believe it's feasible or necessary to specify a
m ni mum vertical separation distance.

They note that this is only one of many

possi bl e exanpl es of interferences that can and w ||
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be addressed at the construction stage, and they have
stated that 10 CFR Part 50, particularly 50.59, wll
provi de protection for the operating plant from any
activity nearby, and the ESP construction being an
exanpl e of that.

Now this itemcontinues to see di scussion
internally to the staff.

DR POAERS: Why?

MR. SCOIT: Wy are we continuing to
di scuss it?

DR PONERS: On the face, on the bald face
of it, 1 can hypothesize literally hundreds of
potential interferences between a new plant and an
exi sting plant.

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR POWNERS:. | nean | could presunably
come up with a very inmaginative reactor that would --

| mean that would go on ad nauseam. Wy this one

attracts your attention in particular.

MR. SCOTT: Well, the short answer to that
is because this particular subject -- this 1is
hydrol ogy. This particular subject matter is a
subject for early site permt, not per se this
i nterference i ssue, but hydrol ogy and where the water

comes from and where the water goes back 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

122

So it came up in that manner, but the
guestion you just asked i s the sane question the staff
is asking itself internally, is how does this shake
out with the fact that there are nucl ear power plants
near by, which is the case for all three of these early
site permt applications, and how do we deal w th that
now at early site permt, when we are really all about
site here, and not about design and design
i nterferences.

You are asking the sane question that we
are aski ng oursel ves.

ltem 2.4-3, i npacts  of low flow
conditions. Domnion intends to address a m ni mum
| ake | evel or address low flow conditions in the | ake
with mninmm]lake |evel, which is the same approach
they have taken for the existing North Anna Power
Station units.

W also had an open item for ice jam
formation and breakup, and as noted here, the
applicant intends to attenpt to bound that i npact, and
they believe they will be able to, based on the
previ ous eval uations they have al ready done of the
breach of upstream danms that could cause flooding in
Lake Anna.

2.4-5, mnimmintake water tenperature.
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There is, we believe, no clear quantitative site
characteristic that speaks to the vulnerability of the
plant to frazil ice.

Are you all famliar with the termfrazi

ice?

DR PO/ERS: Yes.

MR. SCOIT: kay. So Dom nion plans to
note in its application that frazil ice conditions

could occur at the site, and then at the conbined
license stage, clearly the conbined |icense applicant
woul d need to provide design neasures that can dea
with the possibility.

W had a discussion with the applicant
regardi ng whet her this informati on shoul d be provi ded
at early site permt or not, but basically again the
early site permt is about the site, not the design.

DR. PONERS:. In the applicant's
application, he defines criteria for the formation of
frazil ice involving tenperature, cooling rate, and
turbul ence l evels. Do you agree with those criteria?

MR SCOTT: Well, I'll ask ny expert here
to speak to that.

Gout am Did you understand the questi on,
Gout anf

MR. BAGCHI : | do. There are certain
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condi tions of operation during which those things are
not going to be realized, so we have cone down to the
point that the site has conditions that could create
frazil ice.

DR. PONERS: And I think he agrees with
you that it's in principle possible to form frazi
ice. He argues that largely because of the turbul ence
criterion, it never actually gets there.

MR. BAGCHI : Only by turbul ence, the
frazil ice wouldn't go away is what | understand.
Their argunments included the possibility of other
pl ants running, including sonme warm water flow back
into the --

DR POAERS: | nean it's nore subtle than
that. He says when the other plants are running, |
never get the tenperature criterion.

MR. BAGCHI : Right.

DR. PONERS: Wien they are not runni ng and
it is possible to get the tenperature criterion, |
don't have the turbul ence.

That's nmy summary. | caution you --

MR BAGCHI : Well, | have to take it back
with nme, then. M understanding was that that by
itself is not going to preclude frazil ice formation

and anchor ice fornmation.
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DR. PONERS: At any rate, | just wondered

if you had agreed with the turbul ence criterion.

MR. SCOTT: | would say that the applicant
has -- well --

MR. BAGCHI : Turbul ence by itself is not
going to preclude it, is what my consultants have
concl uded.

DR PONERS: |It's the |lack of turbul ence
that avoids the frazil ice. It's not stirring the

water up, and so it fornms a coherent |ayer of ice
rat her than suspended ice particles, and so he didn't
get the problem kay. And it was interesting.
nmean | found it fascinating. | did not have a -- the
applicant actually includes a reference, and | just
didn't have a chance to exam ne that reference, and so
| took the coward's way out and said, ah, | know the
staff has |ooked at this in extreme detail, checked
agai nst el aborate experinents, and knows al |l about it,
right?

MR. BAGCHI : Sorry to disappoint you.

(Laughter.)

MR. SCOIT: Do we have anything else to
add to that, Goutan?

MR, BAGCHI : No.

MR. SCOIT: kay. Let's see, 2.4-6,
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anot her interface type question. Stability of the
underground ultimate heat sink against groundwater
pressure.

As I nment i oned earlier in t he
presentation, in parts of the site the water table is
near the surface, which could cause alifting force on
an enpty or partially full ultimte heat sink, and so
we have westled with what is the appropriate site
characteristic to deal with that possibility, and have
ended up concl uding that we sinply need to have a site
characteristic that states the groundwater el evation
and the conbined license applicant will need to deal
with that groundwater elevation, if they choose to
have an under ground UHS.

ltem 2.4-7 speaks to correlating
groundwat er | evel neasurenments with data from | ong-
term pi ezonet ers.

DR. PONERS: Meters based on the
pi ezoel ectric effect; how about that?

(Laughter.)

MR. SCOTT: Wbrks for ne.

Dom nion has stated that the short-term
and the longer terminformati on do not correl ate wel |
di fferent purposes and | ocations for the information.

The staff has indicated they need to show
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t hat post-drought data that they have taken is not
anonmal ous. They used data fromjust at the tail end
of the 2001-2002 drought that was the driest period
for many years around.

DR. PONERS: | will point out that someone
from New Mexi co does not believe there has ever been
a drought in Virginia.

(Laughter.)

MR. SCOTT: Well, you m ght get boaters on
Lake Anna to disagree with that.

DR. POWAERS: They don't know what a
drought is.

MR. SCOIT: In any event, Dom nion has
stated they are going to take additional data to
address that, and we have i nfornmed Dom ni on that they
are going to need to assess the inpact on their
anal ysis of the lack of correlation between the |ong
and short-term dat a.

2.4-8, conservative hydraulic conductivity
is needed, and they plan to provide a nore
conservative method to conmng up with that.

They al so, 2.4-9, plan to show that any
upward hydraulic gradient is a small fraction of the
hori zontal flow and to bound its inpact.

W have an open item 2.4-10, that speaks
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to providing addi ti onal seasonal data to support their
concl usi ons regardi ng hydraulic gradient. They plan
to provide that.

2.4-11 is an open itemregarding on-site
nmeasur enent s of adsorption and retention coefficients,
and the approach that the applicant intends to use to
address that open itemis to use on-site neasurenents
of soil conditions and conmbine that with a | ook-up
table from the Environmental Protection Agency to
determ ne these coefficients.

DR. PONERS:. | nean is there anything
wong with that?

MR. SCOTT: The issue is that the
regul ation says that site characteristics such as
various exanples of them are based on on-site
nmeasurenents, and so in this case you have an on-site
nmeasur enent conbined with a | ook-up table.

W have been advi sed by counsel that the
initial cut on that is that probably would be okay,
but they want to do sonme nore looking at it.

DR. POWNERS: Yeah, | nean it seens |et
them argue with the I|anguage, but the fact 1is
somewhere or the other you are going to refer to
referential data in order to turn your on-site

nmeasurenents i nto sonethi ng somebody can under st and.
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MR. SCOIT: Right.

DR POVNERS: | nean sooner or |ater that
is going to happen, no matter what.

MR. BAGCHI : The words in Part 100. 2(c)
are very specific. You mght want to read that.

MR. SCOIT: That's what | was referring
to. And that's what we are having our OGC support
fol ks | ook at.

Technically it seens |i ke a reasonabl e --

DR. PONERS. Yeah, | mean you may conme up
with a conclusionthat it's better to change the words
than it is the inposition. | nean --

MR. SCOTT: | hope we don't have to go
there, but we have to do what nakes sense.

DR. PONERS: It's not going to surprise ne
if we run into those things.

MR. SCOTT: Well, right. And as a matter
of fact, of course, we are putting subpart (a) to Part
52 to use for the first time, and so a | ot of things
have cone up

2.5-1, criteria for ground notion nodel
wei ghting and the nodel clusters for the EPRI 2003
ground notion evaluation. As Donminion noted in their
presentation to you this afternoon, they have

responded to this item but we have certain questions
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regarding it, which you see in the sub-bullets there.
And so we are going to need to interact with them
further to identify how to nove forward with this
item

This is the one where GCene G echeck
referred to this is an industry study and EPRI
nmet hodol ogy, and we are questioning details of that
nmet hodol ogy. Staff's position on that is that we need
to have confidence in the nethodol ogy, and we need
this information to have that confidence. And, no,
the applicant did not generate it, but their
application is before us.

DR POVNERS: It doesn't matter, if it's

not an approved nethodol ogy, it's their obligationto

defend it.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

2.5-2, incorporate site-specific geol ogic
properties and their uncertainties into the

determ nati on of the safe shutdown earthquake. They
plan to determne -- the applicant plans to determ ne
this SSE at a hypothetical rock outcrop consistent
wi th NRC guidance, and to determ ne the transfer
function fromthat.

They have descri bed their proposed net hod

to us and the staff has no questions on it. This is
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an itemthat we are not actually going to get the end
result until the end of the nonth, so we'll see when
it comes in.

On slide 32 are lots of open itens, and
there's kind of a history on these. | don't know how
interested you are in getting into themindividually.

There are about --

DR, PONERS: 13. 3-4.

MR SCOTT: 13.3-4. Reliance on DCE for
pl unme tracking. ay. Let ne speak briefly to how we
got where we are with these.

There were a series of requests for
addi ti onal information that spoke to off-site
energency planning issues. The applicant provided
information to respond to them but after the due date
for addressing that information in the safety
eval uation report that we just put out in Decenber.

So all those itens you see in front of
you, they have responded to, and the staff has no
addi ti onal questions on them But it sounds like the
ACRS does have a question on one of them

DR POWERS: Yeah, 13.3-4, what is it?

MR. SCOIT: Bruce Misico, our EP person,
cone on down. Bruce is our |lead reviewer for

energency planning, and I will ask himto respond to
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t hat questi on.

DR. PONERS:. Thank you

MR MJSICO  Bruce Misico.

These questions were put together jointly
with FEMA, the Federal Emergency Managenment Agency.
This one in particular reflects sone criteria in
supplement 2 to NUREG 0654, which is our guidance
docunent that we are using to reviewthe application.

The specific criteriain sup 2 asks for a
description of howtechnical resources will be called
into assist during an accident, during an energency.
And what we saw in the application and reflected in
both the North Anna enmergency plan and the state and
| ocal energency plans were descriptions of how they
woul d notify and incorporate Federal resources for
radi ol ogi cal assessnent.

This particular question did cone from
FEMA in that they were looking for alittle nore
detail, and we are currently evaluating the response
t hat we got.

MR.  SCOTT: Does that answer your
guestion?

DR. PONERS: No.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay. Rephrase, please.

DR. POAERS: Are they using DCE -- are
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they going to call up DOE and say track this plune
that we are releasing fromour plant?

MR. MJSICO They could. They coul d.

DR PONERS: That's ridicul ous.

MR. MJUSICO What they' re doing here, what
we're asking for in the guidance is a description of
potential resources that could be available. It
doesn't nean t hey woul d need t hose resources, but ones
that are out there that could be avail able and relied
upon. Federal resources to supplenent the state and
t he appli cant.

MR. SCOIT: |Is this typical for off-site
ener gency pl ans?

MR MJSICO Yes. Yes, it is.

MR. SCOIT: And we should point out here
that the enmergency planning, the off-site emergency
pl anni ng i nformati on that Dom ni on has provided us is
based on their existing emergency plan for North Anna
Power Stati on.

MR MJSICO And we have copi es of
suppl ement 2 that | brought up, and you can see the
exact |anguage which asks for a description of this.

DR. SIEBER Is the site in Orange County?

MR MJSI CO Orange County?

DR SIEBER  Yeah.
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MR. SCOIT: Partly -- well, no, the site

DR, SIEBER. | thought the site was in
Loui sa County.

MR SCOTT: Yeah, the 10-mile --

MR. MJSI CO Yeah, Orange County nakes up
part of the 10-mile enmergency planni ng zone.

DR SIEBER: Ckay. But the site is not in
Orange County?

MR, SCOTT: No.

MR MJSICO | think it's in Louisa
County, yes.

DR. SIEBER: And so you would be relying
on Loui sa County energency personnel as the prine
respondi ng | ocal agency as opposed to Orange County?

MR MJSICO You have to --

MR. SCOIT: Oange County has a role.

MR MJSICO Yes. Yes. You have to | ook
at the specific roles of the local or county
resources. You've got the state resources that are
above them and then if necessary, you go to certain
Federal resources.

For purposes of North Anna, the counties
depend primarily to the state resources as far as

gener al radi ol ogi cal energency assessment and
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response. |If the state is overwhelnmed in their
ability to analyze the accident, they could go to the
Federal resources and ask for additional resources,
addi ti onal hel p.

DR. SIEBER Well, plunme tracking and
anal ysis of datais the licensee's responsibility, is
it not?

MR MJSICO In part, yes, it is. 1In
part. And the licensee has its own capabilities to
perform some of that function, but froman off-site
standpoint, the state has a responsibility as well as
the counties to provide that assessnment in
coordination with the site, if necessary.

DR SIEBER The licensee collects -- does
surveys, tracks the plume, collects data, analyzes it,
and provi des advice, basically, to the state. Now it
is incunmbent upon the state, depending on how the
state is set up, since the state and counties are not
licensees, to assure that information they get from
| icensees properly represents the actual situation.

MR. MJUSICO That's correct.

DR. SIEBER So that they can make a
decision based on the |icensee's advice. Ckay.
That's alittle bit different than what | read in this

sl i de.
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MR. SCOTT: Well, these are short hand.

MR. MUSICO Yeah. The state has its own
capabilities to performa lot of the work, and to a
great extent they would corme in and confirmthe work
that's done by the part of the licensee as far as
determ ning the scope and magni tude of any rel ease.

The state, in addition to verifying what
the licenseeis telling them they al so suppl enent the
resources of the licensees to respond to the acci dent.

DR. PONERS: Let nme ask phil osophically
here a question. You' ve got a site with two reactors
on it that have acceptable energency planning
capabilities. Suppose the applicant canme back and
sai d, okay, in answer to your questions, we're going

to do the same thing for these we do with the existing

plants, or nutatis nutandi, period. One sentence.
Why woul dn't that be perfectly adequate?

MR MJISICO First of all, we have a
gui dance docunent that gives us criteria to evaluate
t he application against.

To a great extent, the response and the
descriptions that they woul d provi de, which they have
to provide in the application, are exactly the sane
for the existing plants as well as any proposed new

plants at the site.
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MR. SCOIT: But there are three subject

areas they need to address, right, which is -- what
were the three tines?

MR MIJSICO Well, the three basic
conponents -- and supplement 2 makes that clear --
they need to identify significant inpedinents to
devel opnent of energency pl ans.

You' ve got three different ones --

MR. SCOTT: What | was getting at and what
| think he's getting at is if you're going to
i ncorporate an existing plan, you need to show that
it's --

MR MJSICO Up to date?

MR. SCOTT: Up to date, applicable to the
existing site.

MR. SCOTT: And?

MR. MJSICO You hel p ne.

MR SCOTT: If | knewit off the cuff, |
woul dn't have asked you. Well, one of themis
escapi ng us.

There are certain criteria that you need
to go through to apply the existing information. The
staff has stated, and actually use of existing
i nformati on was a subj ect that the comm ssi on found of

concern prior to the reviewof these applications, and
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so it is reflected in RS- 002.

In general, use of an existing plan does
not require a detailed staff |ook at that plan. But
we do have to have -- we do have to nmake sure that it
is up to date and applicable to the site, and what ever
that third criterion is that Bruce and | can't bring
up right at the nonment. And that's the way we
approach those.

DR. PONERS:. You're delving in what are
the capabilities of the hospital and the emnergency
services. | mean what I'"'mwestling with is why do
that for this?

MR. SCOIT: Say agai n?

DR. PONERS: Wy do that for this? It's
all going to change between now and the tine they put
up a new plant there, anyway. You're going to have to
| ook at it again when the new plant cones up.

MR. SCOTT: That's a valid point and it's
a lesson learned that we have for these initial
revi ews.

DR POVERS: Yeah, it seens to ne that
would look at this real hard and say am | just
destroying trees for no particul ar purpose.

MR. SCOIT: W are |looking at this hard;

have | ooked at it hard. It is a | esson | earned.
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DR. POAERS: Yeah, | agree with you, |

woul d | ook at this one real hard, because --

DR SIEBER. On the other hand, there's a
value to precedent, so whatever you do now,
particularly with existing plants, allows for easier
establishment of extended capability with political
subdi visions, it seens to ne.

DR, PONERS: Well, | think I would agree
wi th you, Jack, if we were tal king about a greenfield
site here.

DR SIEBER  Yeah.

DR. POAERS: W are tal king about a
situation where in principle, the energency plan is
regularly and continuously exam ned, scrutinized,
checked, and whatnot, and continues to neet al
regul atory requirenents, and a statenent to t he ef fect
that we are not going to undo this or change this with
good, sound reason whenever we build a plant here.
O herwise, it's going to | ook the sane would seemto
be enough.

DR. SIEBER. | agree with you.

MR. SCOTT: Next slide, Belkys, 33.

There are certai n ot her energency pl anni ng
itens that are open. There is an open itemregarding

t he adequacy of the TSC and the ECF and the OSC, and
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basically to achieve this major feature, the applicant
woul d need to provide design type information that
t hey do not plan to provide, so they have indicated to
us they are going to withdraw the request for this
particul ar najor feature.

And we have asked for additional
information on their evacuationtine estinmate. Again,
they reference an existing evacuation tinme estinate.
Staff has a nunber of questions on the details of that
pl an, and Dom nion is review ng the docunent agai nst
the staff questions and plans to provide additional
i nformation.

kay, that's all of the open itens.

Now | have a slide here, 34, that
identifies what we are trying to do with COL action
itenms, which | don't know whether you would find of
i nterest discussing those. | think I heard you would
not .

DR. PONERS: Well, let nme just check with
the nmenbers. Do people want to go through this? |
don't find this terribly pertinent.

DR. SIEBER It will be dealt w th again.

DR. PONERS: Yeah. | nean we're going to
see this all again, and | didn't find them-- | mean

none of themrocked ny world here.
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MR. SCOTT: Do you want to discuss the

permt conditions individually?

DR POAERS: | will again survey the
menbers. | nyself, when | went through and cross-
checked, and by the way, | did not cross-check every

one of them but | got a lot of them You know, in
general, in your SER you had big bold letters.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

DR. PONERS: A condition, and if you read
t he paragraph ahead of it, okay, | understand this.
| mean in general | nean the one that springs pronptly
to mndis that the guy said, oh, we backfilled with
the existing saprolite and found that didn't work
worth a damm, so we won't do that in the future, and
you guys said, okay, conditional |icenses, don't do
that in the future.

| mean it seenmed very logical and
transparent.

DR SHACK: Well, which ones does Domi nion
have technical concerns wth?

DR. PONERS: Good point.

MR. SCOIT: ©On. Domi nion has concerns
with the -- the short answer is we are stil
di scussing this with Dom nion, and we are not going to

be able to tell you today which particul ar ones they
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-- as they noted, they think sone of them probably
woul d better -- a COL action item m ght better be a
permt condition or neither of the above.

DR. SHACK: Onh, well, it's not really a
t echnical concern then, it's a --

MR. SCOIT: There may be some that they
have techni cal concerns with, but I amnot going to be
prepared to discuss those. Gene wants to do that.

MR. GRECHECK: W't hout going through them
in specificity, I think in a few of them the -- it
was the sane issue that we heard di scussed before as
to whether it is a site characteristic or a design
i nput, and in some cases there is sonething specified
that says this is a condition, and we are saying
wel |, we recogni ze the reason that you did that, but
there may be other ways to deal with the technica
i ssue other than establishing sone sort of a design
input. So | think that's the kind of discussions that
we are havi ng here.

DR. SIEBER  Perhaps while the licensee is
available to help ne a little bit, it seened to ne
fromthe geography of the North Anna site, that Lake
Anna, the level that it's controlled by dans, is that
correct --

MR. SCOIT: A dam yes.
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DR. SIEBER. A dam okay.

MR, SCOIT: Yes.

DR. SIEBER. And so it's not |ike an open,
free running system There's the -- the |ake |evel
has sone controls on it, and once you get to the
mnimumlevel, it's basically by evaporation that the
| evel gets belowthat; is that correct? For an
ulti mte heat sink?

MR. SCOTT: The ultimate heat sink is not
t he | ake.

MR. CGRECHECK: The | ake is never used as
an ultimate heat sink, including for the existing
units.

DR. S| EBER.  Ckay.

MR. GRECHECK: The lake is there only for
condenser cooling and for makeup wat er purposes. But
your question about the level, the |l ake's major |oss
is evaporative |osses, and there are a nunber of
i nputs of streams conming into the |ake, and then you
have a discharge rate at the dam

There is a regul ated di scharge rate that
we need to nmaintain for the purposes of water usage
downstream and there is also sone requirenments that
the state has inposed that if the | ake | evel drops

below a certain level, then we need to reduce the
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di scharge rate at the dam

Now the reason that this has becone
interesting is that, as was nentioned in the 2002- 2003
timeframe, there was a maj or drought in Virginia. The
di scharge rate was reduced to its mninmumlevel, and
we saw | ake | evel dropping below | evels that we had
seen before, because there was so little input com ng
into it.

DR SIEBER Does Dom ni on have control
over the discharge flowrate and the operation of the
danf

MR. GRECHECK: The dam bel ongs to
Dom ni on, and we do control it.

DR. SIEBER. So you are neasuring flow
with aweir, | take it?

MR, GRECHECK: Yes.

DR. SI EBER.  Thank you.

MR. SCOIT: Any other questions on the
open itens or permt conditions?

| woul d suggest we skip to slide 40 then,
Bel kys.

The safety evaluation report that we
publ i shed i n Decenber, of course, contains a nunber of
open itenms and in those sections that contain open

itens, we have not reached a concl usion regarding the
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adequacy of the information provided therein.

In a nunber of other sections, however,
there are not open itens, and so you will see on this
slide and the ones that follow some concl usions that
we have reached at this stage.

For exanple, the applicant, we believe,
has provided appropriate quality assurance neasures
equivalent to those in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B
Appendi x B does not explicitly apply to an ESP, but we
bel i eve that neasures are needed and t hat Dom ni on has
provi ded t hem

Site characteristics are such that
adequat e security pl ans and neasures can be devel oped,
which is largely a function of both the topography and
t he anount of | and t hey have avail abl e, and we bel i eve
t hey have adequate site to support security neasures,
which is the bar that they need -- the hurdle they
need to pass over at early site permt.

DR. POAERS: And the conmittee has
explicitly excluded that from our review.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay. Slide 41. Additional
concl usi ons fromthe individual sections.

W talked about popul ation center
di stance. Jay Lee referred to that, and the criteria

regardi ng popul ation density are net for this site.
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The appl i cant has established appropriate
at nospheric dispersion characteristics to support
radi ol ogi cal cal cul ations. W tal ked about that as
wel | .

Based on their use of plant paraneter
envelope and their choice of tw representative
designs to do dose consequence anal yses, the site
neets the criteria in 10 CFR 50.34(a)(1).

O course, when an actual design cones in
at conbined license, then we will need to conpare the
rel ease characteristics with those that are assuned,
whi ch are PPE at the ESP stage.

DR. KRESS: Wuld the proposed PPE all ow
the current plant to be built there, Ilike the
West i nghouses or the GES?

MR. SCOTT: By current plant, you nean one
that is an ol der design but currently licensed? O --
okay, | --

DR KRESS: Not one of the advanced
pl ant s.

MR. SCOTT: Yeah, right, sonething like --
woul d it neet the dose consequence criteria in
50.34(a)(1)? | assume -- |'mgoing to make an
assunption here that since Part 50 applies to the

existing plants, that that would be the case. But it
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is not a question we asked.

Jay, you want to speak to that?

MR. LEE: Yeah. This is Jay Lee again,
NRR st af f.

Yes, they do neet, could have been an
operating regul ation, but we had 1 and 2. Either they
nmeet 10 CFR 50.34(a)(1) criteria or the Part 100 dose
criteria. |If they still use TID source term they
have to neet the Part 100 subpart (a). But if they
converted their design basis tothe alternative source
term | don't remenber now whether North Anna
converted or not. If they did convert, they must neet
10 CFR 50.34(a)(1), those criteria, which is 25 rem

DR. KRESS: 1In the policy statenent on
advanced reactors, there is a statenment, | think, that
says there is an expectation of a higher I|evel of
safety for new plants. It doesn't to be addressed
here.

MR. SCOIT: Well, the conpliance of the
site with the dose consequence eval uati on factors was
based on use of newer designs, those that are -- and
Laura corrected ne on that, either certified or inthe
certification process.

DR. KRESS: But what |'msaying is that |

think this site, when approved, you could build a

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

148

Westinghouse large dry PWR or a GE existing BWR on
that site, based onthis -- it wouldn't exclude those.

MR. SCOTT: No, and | don't think that's
the role of early site permt. The role of early site
permt is to say is this site suitable for
construction and operation of a nucl ear power plant,
and if it will support construction and operation of
an advanced design as well as construction and
operation of an ol der design, then it presumably is a
good site.

| just don't think that --

DR. KRESS: Wll, that's what |I'm saying
is it doesn't seemto address this expectation for a
hi gher | evel of safety for new plants.

MR. SCOIT: The only way that -- | guess
| can answer that on two |evels.

One level is that the requirenent does
apply to both newer and ol der plants, so | guess if
you could say the requirenent in Part 52 could have
been sonmething different than what it is now, it m ght
have addressed what you're tal king about.

DR KRESS: M point is there is no
criteriain here at all that says you cannot build an
exi sting current plant there.

VS. DUDES: M ke, excuse ne.
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| think you are absolutely right, Dr.
Kress. The advanced reactor policy statenment focuses
on the vendors and t he desi gns and doesn't really talk
about the siting criteria, and so you are correct,
with the early site permt as issued or as i s proposed
to be issued, you could put an existing plant on
t here.

DR. KRESS: Doesn't that bother you guys
at all?

M5. DUDES: Well, the advanced reactor
policy statenment is a policy statement. W use the
phi | osophy and the concepts in that to do
preapplication with vendors and to focus in on our
design reviews. | think it is an expectation that we
will be using one of the nore advanced desi gns for

t hese ESP sites. But - -

DR. KRESS: Well, | think it's probably
true, but --

M5. DUDES: But for the siting reviews --
yeah, we are really focusing -- | nean it's focusing

on having an enhanced safety within the design. The

site -- we have a paraneter envel ope and --

DR. KRESS: Well, let ne put it another
way. |If this applicant cones down to the COL stage
and says, well, we've decided we want to put a |arge
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dry Westinghouse |ike we have sonewhere else,
subat nospheri c Westinghouse |i ke we al ready have on
the plant site -- would you say no?

MR LEE Can | try?

No, we will not say that so |l ong as they
neet -- so long as they neet 10 CFR --

DR. KRESS: O course they're going to
neet 10 CFR They've already got two plants just |ike
it that neet it.

M5. DUDES: | don't think we would say no,
but I think it's worth further discussion.

DR POVNERS: The nore | | ook at advanced
designs, the nore | |ike the Wstinghouse.

DR. KRESS: | think there's a m ssing
conmponent here.

MR SCOIT: It's fair to state that we did
not -- that the NRC did not in subpart (a) to Part 52
attenpt to codify what you are tal king about.

DR SIEBER: The structure of the rules
doesn't address this point, and so if a Ilicensee
wanted to build another plant, you d use the set of
rul es that you have or get busy on a rul ermaki ng.

M5. DUDES: Right. Absolutely.

MR. SCOTT: And actually the policy

statenent that he's referring to, Laura, when does
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that date back to, do you recall?

M5. DUDES: The first one was in the
1980s.

MR. SCOIT: kay, so nore or |ess about
the sane time that Part 52 was --

M5. DUDES: Yeah, actually the policy
statenent precludes Part 52, and that's how you got
t he PRAs and severe accidents incorporated into the
design certification portion of Part 52. So the
policy statement set the stage for what was to cone
with the advanced designs. And at that tinme an
advanced design was | think considered an ABWR or an
evol utionary desi gn.

So as we nove forward, the designs are
becomng -- are far nore advanced than what was
expected in the timefrane that that cane out.

DR. BONACA: In this case, clearly M neral
has very little population. But assune that this were
asitewth avery large population around it. Wuld
this early site application sonehow constrain the
i npl enentation of a power plant there?

MR. SCOTT: Well, again, we have criteria
by which we judge popul ation density, and if a site
did not nmeet those criteria, then we have follow on

actions to deal with that.
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DR. POVERS: It is an item of historical

i nterest that you have t hose because of conpl aint from
the ACRS. A large popul ation center is a requirenment
i nposed by the ACRS. O requested. O requested by
t he ACRS.

MR SCOTT: Next slide. The other --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Com ng back to what Dr.
Kress said, when the conm ssion says we have an
expectation that sonething will happen, can you really
put that in the regul ations?

MR. SCOIT: W certainly --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: It's not an expectation
if you put it in the regul ations.

MR SCOIT: It would be converted to a
requirenent if it's in the regulation.

DR APOCSTOLAKI S:  Yeah, but that's not
what the commission intended. |If they wanted the
requi renent, they would direct the staff todoit. So
| don't know how you do that.

DR POVNERS: You can't. | mean | think
the commi ssion deliberately did not want to put
requirenents in. They said it was an expectati on.

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: It was sonething that
was encouraged in the industry to i nprove safety, but

they didn't want to --
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DR. PONERS: Make it a requirenent, no.

DR APOCSTOLAKIS: So | don't know how the
staff could come back and say we don't approve this
because it doesn't neet the expectations of the
conmi ssi on.

MR. SCOTT: W can't within the regul atory
framework that's there.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: So it's an issue there.

DR POAERS: | think the comm ssion itself
could say no, we don't do it, but I don't think the
staff can.

DR. APOCSTOLAKI S: Wl l, even the
comi ssi on can say --

DR. PONERS: | think they would have to
explain it to a nmagistrate of sone sort.

MR. SCOIT: Let's not go there.

Fi nal concl usion here, potential hazards
associated wth nearby transportation routes,
industrial or mlitary facilities do not pose undue
risk to a facility or nuclear plant that mght be
constructed on this site. There is very little in the
way of nearby hazards regarding the North Anna site.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Just a -- naybe it was
already in the thing and | mssed it. You are doing

this, comng back to the safe shutdown earthquake.
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This i s now, you know, using the | atest approaches and
usi ng the spectra frequenci es and so on.

Now the two units that are already on
site, were they licensed using these methods?

MR SCOIT: diff, take it away.

MR. MUNSON: Actually we are westling
with this issue ourselves. The SSE for the early site
permt is much higher than existing SSEs for the two
units.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: What is the SSE for the
exi sting units?

MR MJUNSON: It's -- | believe it's .15 g.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So, you see, for those,
you can give nme the peak ground accel eration, right,
.15 g?

MR- MUNSON: It's because it's a standard
shape, anchored at a peak accel eration.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Right. W don't do that
anynor e.

MR. MUNSON. W don't do that anynore.
They could do that. They could have selected a
st andard shaped envel ope, their | owfrequency and hi gh
frequency spectra, and said this is our SSE. But they
didn't do that. They didn't elect to choose that.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Can you infer, though
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from what they did what the equivalent SSE and the
conventional mnethods woul d be?

MR. MUNSON: Well, the shape is entirely
different. | nean we can pick off a peak accel eration
fromtheir ESP SSE

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: But you said earlier
that the requirenent now is much nore stringent;
right, for the newreactors? Sonehow you have reached
t hat concl usi on.

MR MIUNSON: The old criteria was a
determ ni stic approach, where you pi ck one eart hquake,

t he maxi mum credi bl e earthquake, and you cal cul ate
t he ground noti on.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: This is how you do it?

MR. MUNSON: You cal cul ate --

DR APOSTOLAKIS: Look at the results. So
the existing units have a .15 g peak ground
accel eration SSE?

MR. MUNSON: Right.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: Then the new units wll
have the curve that you showin this area, that M ke
showed us? By |l ooking at those two, the .15 g and the
curve, how did you conclude that the requirenents for
the new reactors will be nore conservative?

MR. MUNSON: Well, the new approach is a
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probabilistic approach that considers all seismc
sources in the region, in the area, not just one
maxi mum cr edi bl e eart hquake. So we believe that the
' 97 rul e change, where we had 100. 23 over ol d Appendi x
A, Part 100, was an inprovenent. They could have
still done the old deterninistic approach with certain
i mprovenents, but now we are recomrendi ng that they
use this probabilistic approach because it considers
all sources, and we get a nore realistic earthquake.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: More realistic is not
necessarily nore conservative.

MR. MUNSON. The --

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: In fact, it usually
isn't.

MR. MUNSON. The earthquake for the site

hasn't changed. The earthquake that we considered a

.15 g is still a nmagnitude 5-1/2 at 20 kil oneters.
That is still the same earthquake that they came up
with doing this new nmethod. 1It's the ground notion

estimate fromthat earthquake that has changed.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: But that is what is
controlling the cost of the facility?

MR. MUNSON: That's controlling the SSE
Ri ght .

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: And ultimately the cost.
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MR MUNSON: So it's the sanme eart hquake,

it's just different ground notion estinates.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Right. And what |'m
asking is, is there any way you can derive a
representative SSE in ternms of g, peak ground
accel eration, fromthe curve that we saw so that we
will have a better idea of how nore stringent the new
requirenents are?

If you told ne, for exanple, the curves
that you saw earlier correspond to a .3 g --

MR. MJUNSON:. Right. They do roughly
correspond to that in the |ow frequency. Yes, yes.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: So that is an
interesting question, is it not? Thank you very nuch,
yes.

MR BAGCCH : W did IEEE. W did --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Ch, you nean they al so
passed even if it's --

MR BAGCH : Yes, sir.

DR APOSTCLAKIS: So what does that tell
us now? \Were does that |eave us?

MR, BAGCHI : It says that those plants
whi ch have not --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So the new plants then,

if the requirement is .3 g, presumably you will be
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able to pass .45 g?

DR PO/ERS: Yes.

MR. BAGCHI : Well, nore than likely, .5 g.

DR. APCSTOLAKIS: Well, why are they
spending all this noney?

MR. BAGCHI: No, .5 g, because the
advanced reactors require a value of 1.67 tines the
SSE.

DR APOSTOLAKIS: First of all, is that
answering part of Dr. Kress's question?

MR BAGCH : | don't know.

DR APOCSTCLAKIS: It seenms to me this is
nore safe now.

MR. BAGCHI : As far as the earthquake it
i's; no question about that.

DR. APOSTOLAKI S:  But what questions are
you starting with then?

MR MJINSON. We are | ooking at the
existing units in terns of what does the inplication
-- what is the inplication of this newinformtion on
seismic for the existing units? W are |ooking at

that right now.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: Well, | nean |
appreciate the answer they gave us. |I'mstill not
sure what that neans in terns of -- | nean are we
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| ucky that we were so conservative in the past?

DR SHACK: Well, no, is it a difference
bet ween design basis and the IEEE? That is, if you
ook at it fromthe I|EEE point of view, it's okay.
IPEEE. So in a risk point of view, it's okay, but you
have a desi gn basis question; is that the i ssue we are
real |y addressing here? Yes.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: Ckay. Okay. So there
are sone questions. And they will be answered in the
context of this activity, or --

MR. MUNSON: No, they would be addressed

in terms of -- or considering whether to ask the
applicant whether they -- a backfit would be
necessary.

MR. SCOIT: Applicant?

MR MINSON:. O the utility. Licensee.
Sorry.

DR APOCSTOLAKIS: To ask them what ?
Whet her to backfit? | nean do we ask the |icensees
whet her a backfit is required?

MR. MUNSON: No, we are not asking them
we're exploring this issue.

DR. PONERS: |Interesting word.

DR APOSTCLAKIS: |'m confused, but --

M5. DUDES: | think we're getting, in
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terns of operating reactors and the ESP, | don't want

to get too far

al ong, because |'m not sure how they

are handling that generically, and | don't think we

have the right people.

i ssues as wel | .

sites just

DR.

APOSTOLAKIS: Well, it rai ses other

| nean why are we | ooking at these

because they happen to be sites that

sonmebody decided, you know, to ask an early site

permt for,

and using those new methods and finding

that we have nore stringent criteria? How about the

sites that are not -- that are not being used for an

early site permt? | nmean it is a generic issue

there, |

| ooki ng at.

at .

t hi nk.

MR.

DR.

SCOIT: | think that's what they are

That's what he's saying they are | ooking

APOSTOLAKIS: And we will have a

presentation on this at some point?

but that'

(202) 234-4433

MR.

S - -

3 3 3 3

SCOIT: That will be down the road,

APOCSTOLAKI S:  Down the road?
SCOTT: Down the road.
APCSTCLAKI S:  Okay. Very good.
PONERS:. Ckay. Please continue.

SCOIT: Ckay. Slide 43. This is just
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a wrap-up.

Agai n, we expect npst open itemresponses
in very shortly. W are working through sone issues,
| ooking forward to seeing the interi mACRS | etter, and
to com ng back this sunmer to brief you again. And
come back tonorrow and brief you again.

And as noted on the bottom bull et here,
the staff is identifying |lessons |earned fromthis
process of which there have been many. Wile we
appreciate the praise for the review standard, we are
going to be incorporating --

DR PONERS: |I'mfairly conplinmentary of
your SER as well. | nean | think you spend too much
time quoting the application, but you know, it's not
badly witten. | nean it was readabl e.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: The citation of figures
and tables, though, that are in the applicant's --

DR. PONERS:. Yeah, | agree with you, you
really ought to be put -- if it's a pertinent table,
you ought to put it in.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: And those terms, we said
earlier, in geology -- ny goodness.

DR POWNERS: That is another one. | did
take the trouble of <checking how nmany of the

geol ogical terns you used, and I had to | ook up four
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that actually were in one of those | arge dictionaries.
It's not 100 percent.

MR. SCOIT: Yeah, okay. So what | think
you're telling us, we had sort of a glossary for the
hydrol ogi c ternmns.

DR. PO/ERS: Right.

MR. SCOTT: But not for the seisnol ogical
terms. W need to add that.

DR. POAERS: You mght want to just be
fair with your public and not kill them

MR. SCOIT: Especially that subject matter
is particularly arcane, so --

DR. PONERS: Well, you know, ny criterion
is if it's in a decent-sized dictionary, great. |If
it's not in a decent-sized dictionary, then | say,
wel |, nmaybe it deserves a little --

MR. SCOTT: Well, it fools Bill Gate every

DR APOCSTOLAKIS: Well, nost of these are
of Greek origin --

DR PONERS: That is not a criterion for
fooling Bill Gates. It does, however, because it
fools one of the word processors that sonetines |ead
to m sspellings.

MR. SCOIT: Did you find one in there?
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DR PONERS: Several tines, | saw words of
a technical nature that had just been m sspelled
probabl y because the word processor -- sonebody said,
oh, yeah, fix that, and didn't nean to.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR. PONERS: Those will be inpossible to
find unless | circle them

MR. SCOTT: Well, if you happen to, and --
we'll get the new project manager on that right away.

(Laughter.)

MR SCOTT: The rest of these slides are
the back-ups that contain the itens that you all
el ected not to discuss.

| would Iike to follow up on a coupl e of
t hi ngs.

First of all, we owed you a copy of
suppl emrent 2, the energency planning docunent, and
Bruce Musico, as usual, is right on it and here are
about 10 copies which we will hand off to you.

W al so need to provide you the reference
to a copy of the PAVAN data that supports -- what was
it, Chi over Q2 Chi over Q So we'll get to that.

Bruce and | failed to open on one of the
three points regarding use of existing information,

but Bruce handed ne the copy of the review standard
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here. The three itens that are needed -- and this was
provided interview standard -- were an existing
energency plan is -- you need -- the applicant needs

to show that it's applicable to the proposed site.
That's in nost cases for an adjacent site, it's not
going to be too tough. There m ght be sone
considerations in there, but anyhow, they need to do
that. Showit's up to date, and reflects the use of
t he proposed site for possible construction for a new
reactor or reactors.

If you are going to build a new reactor
and it renmoves a possible evacuation route from use,
then clearly you would need to address that. So it's
that kind of thing that needs to be addressed. So |
wanted to follow that up.

DR. PONERS: And those sound em nently
reasonable, going in, plunging into details on
hospital staffing on things |like that sounds |ike an
exerci se.

MR. SCOIT: That point has been raised.

That concl udes our prepared remarks. W
greatly appreciate your time, and | ook forward to --

DR. PONERS: Now you have asked for what
you have gently called an interimletter.

MR, SCOIT: Yes.
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DR. PONERS: Wat do you want us to say?

MR. SCOIT: Say agai n.

DR. PONERS: What do you want us to say?
You're on the right track, keep going, good job?

MR. SCOTT: | would be -- if you felt
noved to say that, we'd be happy to have you say that.

DR PONERS: |'mjust trying to --

DR. SI EBER: How about one that's highly
critical?

(Laughter.)

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: The staff is asking the
| icensee whether they want to do a backfit. Now the
chai rman i s asking you what you want in a letter?

(Laughter.)

DR. PONERS: |'mjust trying to understand
what is neant by the word "interim" | didn't say
that's what they were going to get.

MR. SCOIT: |If there are points that we
need to address based on your review, then we would
much rat her hear them now than four or five nonths
from now when you give the final letter. So we
appreciate the fact it's clear that you all have taken
a good look at it, and if you have sone
recommendati ons, we need to --

DR. POVNERS: Yeah, that's one comment |'m
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going to nake to you, when you appear -- you're on the
agenda for tonorrow?

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR. PONERS:. Let nme assure you that nost
of the other conmttee nmenbers who are not here
probably have not | ooked at this and a sinple editing
of these slides probably is not going to be adequate
for them

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR. PONERS: You or the applicant is going
to have to tell themwhat this site is, what's there,
and give them sone background.

MR SCOTT: You didn't find the discussion
of that in here?

DR. PONERS: No. | nean give thema
picture, tell themwhere it is.

MR. SCOIT: Slide 7.

DR. POAERS: That may have been when | was
out doing ny thing, but ny |ooking through it --

MR SCOIT: Seven, 8, 9, 10.

DR. PONERS:. G ve thema picture and sone
of your maps out of your docunent.

MR. SCOIT: Ckay.

DR SHACK: Show them the one where the

nearest big town is Mneral.
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DR. PONERS:. Yeah. Yeah. That's a good

one.

DR SIEBER. And show themthe one with
the faults traced on it. Show themall three streets
and the post office.

MR. SCOTT: GCkay. So what you are asking
for is some drawings to --

DR. POWNERS:. Sonething to give us sone
backgr ound.

MR. SCOTIT: Ckay.

DR. POVERS: How | ong do they have? Hour
and a hal f?

MR SCOTT: That's an hour and a half for
oursel ves and Domi nion; right? Hour and a half total.

DR. PONERS: And so you're -- | nmean
effectively | would count on naybe 30 nmi nutes total of
tal king for you.

MR, SCOIT: Sure.

DR. POAERS: GCkay. So you're going to
have to get to your points right away and sone of
these on this -- you know, first-of-a-kind, things
i ke that, and probably the chapter headi ngs i s about
all you're going to get through there.

MR SCOTT: And | had, of course, drafted

the presentation for tonorrow, and | hear you giVing
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me sone feedback on that.

What | had thought to do was to nove al
of the detailed, you know, future itemdi scussions to
t he back-ups, and any that you all want to tal k about,
we can tal k about, which would largely | eave us with
the overall "here's where we've been, here's where
we're going, here's what we're trying to do," you
know. | anticipated that would run the designated
time. You never know, but that was the thought.

DR PONERS: Yes. Well, what | want to do
now is to discuss with the -- have each one of the
nmenbers gi ve you sone feedback, both on the -- on what
they have read and seen, what they think will be
hel pful to the full conmittee tonorrow.

| see no reason not to start with Jack.

DR. SIEBER. Ckay. | guess ny overal
i mpression of the application and the SER as it stands
now is good. I'mfamliar with the site. | was on
their safety review conmttee for a while. I'm
particularly interested in issues involving energency
pl anning and that's pretty established for that site,
you know. They al ready have an energency pl an, they
have a notification system They have exercised that
pl an, and the state of Virginia and Loui sa County have

been through this process. So | don't see that as
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anything particularly challenging with regard to the
site.

There was a question asked earlier why do
people pick sites where there's already existing
pl ants, and that's probably one of the reasons, is the
infrastructure is already there, a tal ented workforce
is already there, and a lot of the staff review has
al ready been done for the construction permt stage.

Overall, | don't see any inpedi nents now
except for the open itens to conpleting the staff's
review and issuing an early site permt.

O course, alot can happenin five or six
nont hs.

Wth regard to tonorrow afternoon's
presentation, | would suggest perhaps a little bit
nore general approach. Those of us who have read
partially the documents -- by the way, there is a
t remendous nunber of pages, and | could not testify
that | read every page.

On the other hand, | think a general
revi ew of the process and howthe North Anna site fits
into that process and conplies is a good approach for
a presentation to the full commttee.

DR. PONERS: |'m stunned, Jack, that you

haven't read every page. How about the references?
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Did you have a chance to go through those?

DR, SIEBER. | got all those.

DR. PONERS: Ckay. Good. | couldn't find
49 at all.

Go ahead.

MR  SCOIT: Since this one didn't
chal I enge you enough, the next one we'll try to bring

in some nore references.

DR SIEBER Is that a Mdwest site?

MR. SCOIT: dinton, yes.

DR. SIEBER That will do it. Ckay.
That's it, M. Chairman, for ne.

DR. PONERS:. Bill?

DR. SHACK: | don't think I have anything
to add to what Jack said.

DR POWERS: Mario?

DR BONACA: No, the sane. | think that
actual Iy the devel oprment of paraneter envel ope and t he
concept they were proposing -- | think the SER is
pretty clear. | think that -- | just was wondering
about the issue of population density because that
woul d have been a good exercise to understand how
different it woul d have been, but for this site, where
there isn't a concern with the person density, it

seens to be --
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MR. SCOTT: W have no open itens in that
ar ea.

DR SIEBER. On the other hand, the
popul ati on has changed a fair anmount in the |last 20
years. You know, they are selling hones all around
the | ake, and on the other hand, it is a dense pack.

MR. SCOIT: What you have --

DR. PONERS: Once, Jack, you drive all the
Hol | ywood st ars out of Montana, m ght they not descend
upon this?

MR. SCOTT: What you have at Lake Anna is
a large nunber of -- a significant nunber of |ake
houses, but once you get back fromthe | ake, the
popul ation --

DR. POAERS: | was surprised, the
transi ent popul ation, tenporary occupants, they are
al nost equal to the total popul ation.

DR. BONACA: If | renenber,
Charlottesville is 30 m|es?

MR SCOTIT: |Is that, Dom nion, 30
something mles to Charlottesville?

MR GRECHECK: It's either 35 or 37.

DR SHACK: But | would think that
Charlottesvilleis growing at afairly rapid clip, but

37 mles is 37 mles.
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MR. SCOIT: There's at |east 20,000

students there.

DR. SIEBER. The prevailing wind is the
ot her way toward Ri chnond, and Ri chnond --

DR SHACK: Richnond is what, 50 miles
away ?

MR SCOTT: Richnond is a simlar distance

away fromCharlottesville, 42, 40 mles, sonmething in

t here.

DR. BONACA: And you have al so sone urban
area in the northeast portion, right? About -- what
isit --

MR SCOIT: That's about 70 or 80 mles
away.

DR. BONACA: That's what, Petersburg?

MR. SCOTT: GCh, you're thinking of
Washi ngton. |'msorry.

DR. BONACA: No, that's all right.

VR. SCOIT: You're thinking of
Frederi cksburg.

DR. BONACA: Fredericksburg.

MR. SCOTT: Wich is not a huge town,
al though it has seen a | ot of growh.

DR PONERS: Dr. Kress, | have admred

your restraint in not bringing up LERF criteria here.
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| wish you would conment on that.

DR. KRESS: | think LERF is the wong
criteria to use. That's why |I haven't brought it up.
And | don't see it showi ng up anywhere, anyway.

My interest is in --

DR. PONERS: |'m surprised that you think
it's not the criterion, because --

DR. KRESS: It's the wong --

DR PONERS: -- if | add a third reactor
on a site that just barely neets the LERF criteria,
then | push it over. Unless it's a perfectly safe --

DR KRESS: That was one of the
notivations for ny question of adding a plant just
like they already have there. But they're going to
add one of these new plants where the LERF is so | ow,
you won't even see it.

But my interest is in this population
around the plant, and not just -- | would |like to see
nore of the population that would be affected by
| atent effects. W don't see those in these criteria
anywhere. | would like to know what the -- nore about
di stant populations like Richnond, Charlottesville
and why they don't becone part of the considerations
for these early site permts.

So | wuld like to at | east see what's
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around this plant at distances where you woul d expect
|atent fatalities, if you had an accident. That woul d
be ny -- what | would |ike to see nore of.

| don't seeit inthe criteria anywhere on
how you do it, so, you know, | don't know what |'m
goingtodowithit, but it seened to ne |like it ought
to be a consideration.

DR. PONERS: Professor Apostol akis.

DR APOCSTCOLAKIS:  Well, | was overwhel ned
by t he anpbunt of material that was supplied to us, but
| must say | was al so i npressed by the quality of the
staff's review, and | agree with the previ ous speakers
who praised the draft SER

So nmy overall impression is very
favorable. That's it.

DR. SHACK: | would say | appreciated what
to me was a very clarifying discussion on the seismc
activity, and | thought that was hel pful.

DR PONERS: |'msure there will be |ot of
guesti ons.

MR SCOTT: Al these individuals who
supported us today are coming back for a return
engagenent tonorrow, and --

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: So the return period is

one day?
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(Laughter.)
MR. SCOIT: That's right. And we don't

think that's going to increase between now and

t onor r ow.

DR. PONERS:. Certainly not by a factor of
10.

DR APCSTOLAKIS: | think this was
amazing. It used to be several thousand years and now
it's 500. | couldn't believe it.

DR SIEBER: That's one second in universe
tinme.

DR. APOSTOLAKIS: |'mglad you said that.

DR. PONERS: Wat | amstruggling with is
what to wite on this, is whether we should speak to
issues that may fall in your conmmttee of |essons
| earned, or wait until you have had a chance to think
about | essons | earned and maybe we coul d cone back and
get together, and kind of have a reasoned di scussion
of | essons | earned together. | guess it's not you
that's com ng back, but --

MR SCOTT: [I'lIl wite that down.

DR. POWNERS:. Sonebody is going to cone
back and discuss -- will be in a position to cone back
and discuss the |essons |earned, and nmaybe | essons

| earned shoul d be sonmething that we should wait until
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then to do. Is that -- and just deal with the facts
her e?

MR. SCOIT: If it's itenms, for exanple,
regarding the regul atory framework, then we have the
framewor k that we have.

DR PONERS: Yeah, | understand.
under st and.

MR SCOIT: Those kinds of issues would be
better solved in another venue.

DR PONERS: It is to -- | nean the usefu
di scussion of |lessons |earned are in fact those that
di scuss the regul atory framework.

MR. SCOIT: Right. WlIl, that's one
subset. There are a lot of -- we have |earned a | ot
from these applications. |It's not just in the
regul atory franmework

M5. DUDES: Well, and let nme just add --
this is Laura Dudes again. | nean | don't want to
| ose sonmething that's in your head that's a |esson
| earned, and I'mnot sure | want to take -- as | said,
when | opened up and | said okay, well, we're
staggered by two nonths and we're going to be here
before you know it with the Cinton DSER and ri ght
after that we're going to be here with the G and Gul f

DSER, and then we're going to have another short,
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bri ef period of tine and we're going to be going final

on this.

So | don't want to | ose the | essons
| earned. | know that we are collecting them now, and
| hope it's something -- | know that the industry is

collecting them now, too, as these are the first
initial -- the first-of-a-kind ESPs.

Sol think it isreally inportant that we
address that. | don't know howto say it, so |I'll say
it plain: 1 don't want to respond to the | essons
learned in the mddle of this unless it's a safety
issue that we need to correct. But if it's an
ef ficiency or an effectiveness or sonmething |ike that,
| would like to foll owour process, and | know we pl an
to do | essons | earned and update our revi ew standard,
listen to what the industry has to say, and al so t ake
i nto account what you t hink.

So interns of including itens in the
letter, | think it's great to not |ose a |esson
| earned or a thought; it's how we respond to it and
how we all understand what's coming up, and naybe
we'll do lessons |learned after we do all three DSER
neet i ngs.

DR. PONERS: | understand your point.

The other thing that |I'mstruggling with
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is unevenness. Both the application and the SER
where in technical depth we have a nodest textbook on
sei snmology, in the source term we say, well, here's
a neasure.

That is a distressing feature.

MR. SCOIT: Perhaps a hel pful way of
dealing with that, you have gi ven us an exanpl e and we
owe you sone additional information onthat. |If there
are ot her exanples that are troubling you, if we can
di scuss those in specifics, then we can take
appropriate corrective actions if that's what is
i ndi cat ed.

You are certainly correct, if you take the
total, you know, page count of the application, there
is alot nore seismc than any one ot her subject area,
and for reasons that were stated. But if we have not
adequately docunented our basis on specific itens,
then we need to fix that, clearly.

DR. PONERS: And | guess it's transparent
that | struggle with nonprognosticati on.

MR. SCOIT: Wth what?

DR. PONERS: Nonprognostication

MR. SCOIT: Ch, yes.

DR. PONERS: And there, | think, you are

in the business of prognosticating, and if it were a
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situation where people -- | could say, okay, here's
one group of people that say that things are going to
get worse. Here's another group of people that say
things are going to get better, 1'd say fair enough.
But | think | can find situations where everybody
agrees where the trend is. They nay di sagree over the
reasons, but the trend they got down, and the
consequences of those trends they di sagree about, and
to be silent on that, | think is not a good strategy.

MR. SCOIT: | guess | would respectfully
say that what | have read in the press is that it's
not quite settled that 100 percent of everyone is on
one side of the global warm ng issue, for exanple.

| amnot sure that there is uniformty in
t he concl usions that you are referring to. | could be
wrong, but | believe there is still a |lot of ongoing
di scussi on about that. But as we said before, you are
correct, it is not in the process to try to predict
that for this type of activity.

DR. KRESS: And one other question. The
prognosticating of say popul ati on changes, do you do
it for the 20 years of the permt, or do you do it for
the 80 years of the permt plus the lifetinme of the
reactor plant once it gets built?

MR. SCOTT: As Jay Lee said earlier, we --
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t he applicant provi ded a popul ati on projection for the
20-year assuned period of the essentially, plus a 40-
year assunmed plant lifetime, which took them out to
2065.

DR KRESS: GCkay. Well, they did add the
two in, then. But it's 40 years instead of 607

MR SCOIT: Well, no, the total was 60; 20
for the ESP --

DR KRESS: | would use 80 because of the
Iife extensions and nost of the new plants are comning
in for 60 years, anyway.

DR. POANERS: And | bet you your |ast 20
years woul d be exceptionally reliable.

DR KRESS: Yeah.

MR SCOTT: You're out there.

DR. PONERS: Domi nion is speaking as well
at the neeting. And we have given you not a whit of
hel p, have we?

MR. GRECHECK: Well, | was going to talk
to M ke afterwards and see how - -

DR. PONERS:. Maybe you can get together
and have sone --

MR. SCOIT: Cene, you need to step up to
t he m crophone, please.

DR. PONERS: You see what ny problemis
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for the full comrittee is |'mnot sure that they wll
have enough background to know what you're talking
about .

MR SCOTT: Which what?

DR POWNERS: The rest of the committee,
t hose not in attendance.

MR. SCOIT: Right.

DR. PONERS: |'mnot sure they' Il -- if |
just take these presentations and throw away every
other slide, |I'm not sure they wll have enough
background to understand what you're talking about.
And so |"'mjust asking for a little nore context and
per spective here.

MR. GRECHECK: | understand that point,
and one of the things | was talking to ny staff back
here about is that we certainly need to be prepared to
address that. But, on the other hand, | have not
prior to this discussion, | had not anti ci pated nmaki ng
a lengthy presentation tonorrow, thinking that the
committee woul d want to spend nost of the tine tal king
to the staff about the work that they had done.

DR POVNERS: | think that is a fair
assunpti on.

MR. GRECHECK: Right. But we will try to

put together sonmething that nmeets your requirenent.
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DR. S| EBER: | think it would be

wort hwhil e, by the way, if there was one slide at the
begi nni ng of sonebody's presentation that says these
are the objectives we are trying to acconplish when
the commi ssion issues an early site permt. Sort of
a scopi ng kind of thing.

DR. POAERS: And if you just take your
tabl e out of -- if you followthat with your tabl e out
of RS-002, which says, okay, here are the areas of
review - -

MR, GRECHECK: Ri ght.

DR PONERS: ~-- that list -- that's an
excellent list, and that's what you followed, but it
provides -- reading that provides all the context |
think anybody needs to have in going into the
subsequent di scussi on.

DR. BONACA: | was just curious about one
thing. They had a permt to construct four units on
that site.

MR. SCOTT: At one tine they had
construction permts for Units 3 and 4, yes.

DR BONACA: And two of them were
partially constructed?

MR SCOIT: Yes.

DR. BONACA: How does the permt expire?
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| mean is there a tine limt to it?

MR. SCOIT: The reqgulations allow for a
termof up to 20 years, which can be renewed with a
timely application. This applicant and, in fact, all
t hree applicants have asked for a 20-year term

DR SIEBER For the old unit. The old --

MR SCOTT: Oh, old units.

DR. SIEBER. The ol d designs they didn't
finish.

MR. SCOIT: Right. Gene, correct nme if
|"'m wong here, you all -- they are cancelled and
there is no active construction permt for those
uni ts?

MR GRECHECK: That's correct. The two
units, Units 3 and 4, were cancell ed separately. Unit
4 was cancelled first, and then Unit 3, but that
construction permt expired, and we nmade no attenpt to
renew it.

DR. PONERS: W have received no request
from the public to make comrents, but | wll ask
having heard all of this, if there are any comments
from anyone el se in the audi ence or the public?

(No response.)

DR. PONERS: Seeing none, | will ask the

nmenbers if they have any cl osing conment s?
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(No response.)

DR. PONERS:. Seeing none, | wll adjourn
this subcommittee neeting, with ny thanks for the
presenters, those running the slides and about to take
on the heavy lifting, even though she drove ACR-700
away. | wll thank Dom nion for com ng up and
apol ogi ze for sandbaggi ng themwi th what they thought
was a brief presentation. And | will thank K C. for
her adm rabl e assi st ance.

And with that, | wll adjourn.

(Whereupon, at 5 p.m, the subconmttee

neeti ng was adj our ned.)
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