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8:30 a.m, Stephen L. Rosen, Chairnman, presiding.

COW TTEE MEMBERS:

STEPHEN L. ROSEN, Chairman
THOVAS S. KRESS, Menber

JOHN D. SIEBER, Menber

ACRS STAFF PRESENT:

SAM DURAI SWAMY, Techni cal Assi st ant

ROBERT B. ELLIOTT, Senior Staff Engi neer

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

SUZANNE BLACK, NRR

ED CONNELL, NRR

CHRI S GRI MES, NRR

JOHN HANNON, NRR

PAUL LAIN, NRR

GARETH PARRY, NRR

MARK HENRY SALLEY, NRR
ERI C VEI SS, NRR

STEVE VEST, NRR

LEON WH TNEY, NRR

JUNE CAlI, RES

KENDRA HI LL, RES

J.S. HYSLYS, RES

JOE BI RM NGHAM NRC/ DRI P
PH L QUALLS, NRC

KEN SULLI VAN, NRC/ BNL
FRED EMERSON, NEI

JOHN BI ECHVAN, NFPA

DOUG BRANDES, Duke Energy
DENNI S HENNEKE, Duke Ener gy
NANCY CHAPMAN, Becht el
BOB KALANTARI, EPM I nc.
ELI ZABETH KLEI NSORG, Kl ei nsorg G oup
HARRY THORNBURG

SHELDON L. TRUBATCH

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

CONT-EENT-S

Openi ng Remar ks

S. Rosen, ACRS
Proposed Revision to 10 CFR 50. 48
to permt voluntary adoption of NFPA 805
i censing basis for light water reactor
fire protection requirenents

E. Weiss, NRR
| ndustry Perspective on Proposed Revision
to 10 CFR 50. 48

F. Emerson, NE
Post - Fire Safe-Shutdown Circuit Analysis

E. Weiss, NRR
NEI 00-01, "Cuidance for Post-Fire
Saf e- Shut down Anal ysi s"

F. Emerson, NE

Subconm tt ee Comrent s/ Di scussi on

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

27

78

87

138

(202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

P-ROGEEDI-NGS
8:30 a.m

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: The neeting will cone to
order. This is a neeting of the ACRS Subcommittee on
Fire Protection. |'m Steve Rosen, Chairman of the
Subconmi tt ee.

ACRS nenbers in attendance are Jack Sieber
and Tom Kress.

The purpose of this neetingistoreviewthe
proposed revision to 10 CFR 50.48, to allowlicensees
to adopt National Fire Protection Association
standards NFPA 805 as an alternative set of risk-
i nf or med per f or mance- based fire pr ot ection
requirements for |ight water reactors.

In addition, the Subconmittee will review
the Nuclear Energy Institute Guidance Document NEI
00- 01, "Qui dance for Post-Fire Saf e Shut down Anal ysi s,
Draft Revision C' and the associated staff conments.

The Subcommttee will gather information,
anal yze relevant issues and facts, and fornulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate for
deliberation by the full Committee.

M. Rob Elliott is the cogni zant ACRS St af f
Engi neer, and M. Sam Durai swany is the Designated

Federal O ficial for this neeting.
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The rules for participation in today's
neeting have been announced as part of a notice of
this neeting previously published in The Federal
Regi ster on May 16, 2002. Atranscript of the nmeeting
is being kept and will be nade avail able as stated in
The Federal Register notice.

It isrequested that speakers use one of the
m crophones, identify thenselves, and speak wth
sufficient clarity and volunme so that they can be
readi |y heard.

We have received no witten comments or
requests for time to make oral statements fromthe
menbers of the public.

We will now proceed with the neeting, and |
will call upon M. Eric Wiss fromthe NRC s O fice of
Nucl ear Reactor Regulation to begin. M. Wiss?

MR. HANNON:  Yes, good nmorning. This is
John Hannon. Injust amnutel will introduce Eric.
| would like to nention that the staff has been
working very diligently over the | ast several weeks
obt ai ni ng support fromthe rest of NRCto support this
rul emaki ng. A nunber of fol ks in the audi ence t oday,
i ncludi ng Steve West, Joe Birm ngham Leon Witney,
Paul Lain, and Ed Connell, are principals that have

contributed to the effort.
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We are | ooking forward to a dialog with you
today. At this point | would turn it over to Eric,
who has a formal presentation.

MR. \EI SS: Good nor ni ng. | think I am
going to start here, but, if necessary, | will go up
tothe podium if you like, because | have sone backup
slides that are only avail able on the overhead.

During this briefing | amgoing to briefly
descri be the history of theissue, outline objectives.
| amgoing to descri be the background, the advant ages
of endorsing NFPA 805, NFPA 805's structure, the
structure of the proposed rule, sonme of the nmjor
i ssues, the status schedul e of our rul enmaking, and
what we think this all means.

Could I have slide three, please? Wat we
are proposing is an amendnent to 5048. At present our
regul ati on, our operating regulation, 10 CFR Part 50,
is essentially a deterministic regulation with very
prescriptive requirenments. W recently issued Reg.
Gui de 1.189, which is a conprehensive collection of
fireprotectionpositions. Thenfollow ngthat, we've
got a National Consensus Standard devel oped by the
Nati onal Fire Protection Associ ati on and was publ i shed
in February of 2001. This standard, NFPA 805, was

devel oped in accordance with the approved American
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Nat i onal Standards Institute Procedures and Polici es,
meani ng that the Commttee makeup nmet all of their
requi renents.

Slide four, please. The rul emaki ng that we
are proposing is consistent wth the National
Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act and OVB
Circular A-119 in that it uses an approved nationa
standard in lieu of agency-specific-devel oped
criteria. The real advantage of NFPA 805 is that it
t akes advantage of probablistic risk assessnment and
advances in fire science since Appendi x R was issued
20 years ago.

| would I'ike to point out that NFPA 805 is
not Appendix R in a new guise. NFPA 805 is a
different nethod of achieving fire safety in sone
regards.

On slide five | have a little Venn diagram
whi ch i s not neant to be conprehensive, but sinply to
illustrate the point that there are differences
between the two techniques and there is a lot of
overl ap. For exanpl e, Appendi x R has a provi sion t hat
within 72 hours that a plant be capabl e of achieving
cold shutdown through repair of the facility.
Appendi x R has a requirenment for energency lighting

t hat doesn't appear in NFPA 805.
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Conversely, NFPA 805 has a requirenent or a
saf ety goal to provide reasonabl e assurance that fire
during any operational node and plant configuration
will not prevent the plant from achieving and
mai ntai ning the fuel in a safe and stable condition.
So there is not a requirenent in NFPA 805, for
exanple, to be able to go to cold shutdown.

Slide six, please. Yes, the advantages of
this approach, well, it allows |icensees to maintain
safety through nore fl exible, efficient, and rati onal
processes. In other words, |licensees can use
engi neering, can use fire science, as opposed to
complying with a set of purely determnistic
requirements. We anticipate that this approach wll
reduce exenption subnmittals and reviews, and in part
that is because the structure of the rule as we have
it nowdoes not require that |icensees, once they are
i nthe process, nake i ndividual submttals tothe NRC,
that what they do is follow the requirenments of the
rul e rather than nmake submittals.

Now there is a license anendnent process
that gets theminto the 805 reginme, but once that's
done, we would anticipate this would reduce the
exenptions. To date, | think there's been sonething

of the order of about 900 exenptions in Appendix R
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Anot her key provisionis that it allows the
use of risk insights, fire nodeling, and engi neeri ng.
Fire nodeling has cone a long way in the past 20
years, and we anticipate that this is going to result
in significant efficiencies for licensees. |If, for
t he sake of exanple, we contenplate a hypothetica
situation where a nuclear power plant discovers
sonmeday that a fire barrier does not neet the
requi renents of, say, being a three-hour barrier, but
fire nmodeling woul d show that they only need to have
a two- hour-and-40-m nute barrier, and, indeed, the
materi al is capabl e of doing that, then NFPA 805 woul d
allow themto use the fire nodeling to justify that
configuration. NFPA 805, of course, also allows a
determ ni stic approach, but we will be tal king nore
about that later.

NFPA 805 and the rulemaking as we've
constructed is consistent with NRC s outconme goals.
It allows licensees to focus their fire protection
program on the nost significant safety issues.

Slide seven. It allows transition of the
existing Appendix R licensing basis, including
existing exenptions and GCeneric Letter 86-10

equi val encies to transfer over, allows future changes
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to the plant and licensing basis to be either
determnistic or risk-inforned.

There's a good di agramin t he NFPA st andard
that shows these two paths. That's Di agram 2. 2.
kay?

After having gone fromthe top down t hrough
t he Chapter 3 requirenents shown in this diagram one
can go to the left or to the right. One can go the
determ nistic route through the | efthand path or the
ri sk-informed, perfornmance-based nethod in the
ri ght hand pat h.

Anot her key provi sion of NFPA805is that it
i ncorporates a change control process. This is no
m nor point. This is one of the essential el enents of
ri sk-inforned, performance-based nethod consistent
with the Conmm ssion's policy statenent.

The new risk-inforned, performnce-based
nmet hods that are not in the standard currently can be
approved by NRR. That is another key provision. Qur
st akehol ders have made the point that thereis nuchin
805 as it exists now that is not risk-inforned,
per f ormance- based, and that i s al so sonet hi ng that the
Conmttee, the ACRS made in a letter to us sone tine
ago.

Havi ng said that, there is not at present
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al ways a new ri sk-informed, performance-based nethod
avai |l abl e for sonme of these requirenents. Having said
that, we constructed the rule in such a way that,
shoul d t hey be devel oped, that the staff coul d approve
them and they woul d becone part of the process.

Slide eight. W just coveredthe Figure 2.2
that shows either the determnistic or the risk-
i nforned, perfornmance-based nethod. |f you renenber
the Venn diagramthat | had on an earlier slide, the
coomobn area is essentially the determnistic
requirements; that is, they | ook very nmuch Ii ke what
appears in Appendix R There is a three-hour
requi rement, one-hour with suppressi on and det ecti on,
or 20-feet separati on w t hout interveni ng conbusti bl es
and suppression and detection throughout the area.
that is alot |like what is in Appendix R essentially
t he sane thing.

Slide nine. There are sone fundanental fire
protection elenents in 805 that are laid out. This
was t he subj ect of some of our stakehol der di scussion
about, what if there are new risk-infornmed
per f or mance- based t echni ques t hat woul d repl ace t hese
hard-and-fast requirenments? That is why we built in
the provision in the rule that would allow NRR to

approve risk-informed, performance-based techni ques
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t hat were new. But these fundanental requirenents are
there, and they appear right at the top of that
di agram 2. 2.

Slide 10. As currently structured, the
proposed rule that we have in front of the Comrittee
would allow the use of NFPA 805 after a I|icense
amendment . However, use of the rule, use of the
t echni que, use of NFPA 805 is strictly vol unteer; that
is, licensees can keep their existing licensing basis
and stay under their existing provisions in Appendi X
R, and at some tinme that they choose to go the 805
route and avail thenselves of risk-informed and
per f or mance- based techni ques, they would submt the
| i cense anmendnent.

When they make that change, the existing
| icensing bases, the configuration and procedures
essentially convey to the new risk-informed
per f or mance- based environnent. Li censees woul d
docunent and mai ntain records onsite, and the reactor
oversi ght process would nonitor future changes. In
ot her words, the inspector would go out and go into
the plant and the fil e cabinet and be abl e to exam ne
the techniques that were used to justify the plant
configuration.

As | have said several tinmes already, the
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NRC can approve new techniques in the future. The
reason | keep hitting this point is that it was so
important to our stakeholders and for us to be
responsive to the ACRS that we built this provision
into the rule.

Next slide, 11. Mjor points: This is one
of NRC s first risk-informed, performance-based rul es,
not the first, but it is precedent-setting in a way.
NEI endorsed this rul emaki ng process in Septenber of
2001 with a letter to us.

W think that a key to the successful
i mpl enentation of this is the developnment of a
regul atory guide. NEI agreed to devel op a gui dance
docunent that we coul d endorse in a regul atory gui de.
In other words, the rule is never the whole story.
One needs an enabling rule to permt |icensees to use
a risk-informed, performance-based technique. Then
the staff needs to |l ay out nmethods acceptable to the
staff for conmplying with that rule, and the third
pi ece i s that we need i nspecti on gui dance so that our
i nspectors know how to efficiently and properly
i nspect against this new process. Then the fourth
component is we need inspector training so that the
job is done right. But no one piece in and of itself

i s the whol e enchil ada. W do need all four piecesin
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order to make this work properly. W have gotten
assi stance from NEl in devel opi ng the gui dance.

| would like to point out that NFPA 805
addresses the existing fleet of |ight water reactors.
There i s anot her NFPA st andard t hat addresses advanced
light water reactors. W have witten the NFPA and
asked them to address advanced reactors in a risk-
i nformed, perfornmance-based way.

Slide 12.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: Hold on just a mnute
there. Go back to the prior slide. This NEl guidance
t hat i s about to be devel oped, will it incorporate NEI

00-01 or in sonme way be linked to it?

MR WVWEISS: Well, I will let Fred Enerson
speak to that, but | believe that is their and our
objective, is that we wll have a risk-infornmed,

per f ormance-based method for addressing circuit
analysis. W will be discussing that in nuch greater
detail later today, but obviously the Commttee's
coment s and advice on this i ssue would have a lot to
do with how far we go and how fast we go.

MR KRESS: How does 804 differ from 8057
W haven't seen 804, have we?

MR. SIEBER:. W had that a couple of years

ago.
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CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Wel |, what is the answer to

Dr. Kress' question? How does 804 differ from 8057

MR WVEISS: Well, 804 deals wth advanced
reactors. It is not a risk-informed, performance-
based t echni que.

MR. CONNELL: Do you want nme to answer it?

MR. VEISS: Yes, please.

MR. CONNELL: GCkay. This is Ed Connell from
the staff.

804 is a standard for advanced |ight water
reactors. It is strictly determnistic. It does
requi re an | PEEE PRA-t ype assessnent, consistent with
the Comm ssion's SECY papers related to advanced
reactors. 1t also has the enhanced fire protection
performance criteriathat were inthe SECY papers, the
93 printed SECY papers, related to you actually had to
burn out the entire area. You weren't allowed to have
but 3& equi val ence of separation of redundant systens
withinthe sanme fire area. So it is parallel to that.

We are using 804; 804 was issued after the
| ast of the first three advanced |ight water reactor
applications came in. W are using it as part of the
review for the AP 1000. W wll be using it for the
ESP/ BWR, if that cones in.

Does that answer the question?
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MR. KRESS:. Yes. Thank you.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN:  But t he fol | ow on questi on,
t hough, is, are there advantages i n 805 t hat shoul d be
-- that |icensees who wish to build an advanced
reactor m ght want to i ncorporate, and if there are,
could they do it?

MR VEISS: Well, it is ny understanding, as
M. Connell just explained, that 804 is not as risk-
i nforned, performance-based as 805is. Sothat isthe
reason that the NRC wote the NFPA and asked themto
devel op a risk-inforned, perfornmance-based standard
for advanced reactors. So the short answer to your
question is, yes, | think there are techni ques in 805
t hat |icensees who wi sh to construct advanced reactors
woul d | i ke to take advantage of, and at present there
isn't an NFPA standard that would fully envel ope the
t echni ques that they would |like to use.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: So you have already
comuni cat ed wi th NFPA aski ng themto sonmehow make an
805-1i ke standard for advanced |ight water reactors?

MR.  WEI SS: That's right, and we went
further than that. W asked themnot only to cover
the advanced light water reactors, but advanced
reactors, period; you know, the gas technol ogy as

wel | .
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Have they responded to

t hat ?

MR. VEISS: Not to nmy know edge, no.

MR, CONNELL: They' ve acknow edged the
recei pt -- what the NFPA St andards Counci | has deci ded
to do at their May neeting was to post a notice of
interest and see if there is any interest in
devel opi ng another standard. So | would expect to
hear back probably by the fall or early winter this
year.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: This is not idle
specul ati on because there are indications that the
Commi ssion wll be addressing applications for
advanced reactors in the next few years.

Ckay, pl ease go on.

MR VWEISS: Ckay. Slide 12 is schedule. W
are here in front of the ACRS today, and we are
scheduled to go to the full Conmttee on Friday. W
have a briefing of CRGR on the 11th.

The proposed rule is to be placed in front
of the Commi ssion in July. W would then publish the
proposed rul e in The Federal Register for conment one
nonth after we recei ve an SRMfromthe Comm ssion. W
woul d proceed to develop the final rule 15 nonths

after close of public comments on the proposed rul e.
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Then we woul d publish the final rule in The Federal
Regi ster one nmonth after the SRMfor the final rule.

Slide 13. In sumary, we believe that this
proposed rule endorsing NFPA 805 will nobve reactor
fire protection into the risk-inforned, perfornmance-
based arena. This represents an opportunity to
i mprove efficiency and effectiveness. As the cliche
goes, it is a win/win because we w Il be applying,
engineering will be applying fire nodeling and fire
science to i ssues as opposed to a set of determnistic
requirenents that are not necessarily in all cases
ri sk-inforned.

Thank you.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Thank you very mnuch.

Let ne ask you a question about the proposed
rule. The staff noted that none of the nethodol ogi cal
appendi ces i n NFPA 805 are part of the requiremnments of
t he standard, and, rather, that the preanble to those
appendi ces states that they are for informational
pur poses only. Because of that, the staff did not
technically review themto date.

In | ooking at them nyself, | thought they
had done a significant anmpunt of work on those
standards, on those appendices. It puzzled nme as to

why t he staff woul d not have expressed sone viewas to
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their validity or useful ness, as the | anguage in the
material providedtothe Commttee was sinply that the
staff did not technically review them because they
were for informational purposes only in the standard,
whi ch seens to me sort of a weak justification for not
expressing the staff's technical view of so nuch
techni cal work. Can you coment on that?

MR. VEISS: Yes. You raise a good point.
This has, frankly, been a point of confusion with a
nunber of interested parties. | regret that, but |et
me say what our original concept was and how it got
changed.

Oiginally, we had contenpl ated putting out
a regul ati on which woul d pernmit |icensees to use risk-
i nformed, performance-based net hods, and t hen we were
going to publish a reg. guide that would describe
net hods acceptable to the staff for neeting that
regulation. It was our original concept that at this
stage we did not want to necessarily endorse the
appendi ces, not because there was anything
particularly wong with them but we just weren't at
t hat stage.

So if you had | ooked on the NRC s website
earlier in the year in one of the first versions of

the rule, it said sonmething to the effect that we are
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not endorsing the appendi ces, not because we thought
anything was wong with them As a matter of fact,
when the NRC cast its ballot on NFPA 805, we did not
cast a negative ballot on any provisions in the
appendi ces. Qur representative and the representative
fromthe Ofice of Research were consulted prior to
casting our ballots, and we did not cast any negative
bal | ot s.

Now, subsequent to that, our Ofice of
General Counsel advised us that there could be a
problem that the | anguage that we had in that nuch
earlier version of the rule could be msinterpreted
and could create a legal problem If we said in a
rul e that we were not endorsing an appendi x, and then
came out with a reg. guide that said we are endorsing
an appendi x, rules trunp reg. guides. So we were
creating an unnecessary | egal conplication.

The regul atory i ntent al ways was t o descri be
nmet hods acceptable to the staff in a reg. guide. It
wasn't as thought we were deciding against the
appendi ces with prejudice. It was just that we
t hought we weren't at that particular stage yet. W
were at the rul enaki ng stage, and we woul d get around
to the guidance at a later point.

So in the version of the rule that has gone
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out for division and office-Ievel concurrence, and we
have the support of all offices onit's silent on the
i ssue of the appendices, and the appendi ces stand as
they are as informati onal appendi ces, just as it says
in the standard. | know this has been sonewhat
confusing, but | hope that clears it up.

We did not nmean to cast any aspersions on
t he appendi ces. W just thought that the appropriate
pl ace to endorse themwas in areg. guide, and we were
subsequently advi sed that an earlier set of |anguage
we had in arule could create | egal problens. So if
you |l ook at the current version of the rule, it is
silent on the issue.

MR. HANNON: Yes, let me augment what Eric
just said. | aml ooking at our current statements of
consi derations indicatingthat the nost recent version
of this thing says that, although each of the three
appendi ces begins with a disclainer, it is not part of
the requirenments of the NFPA docunent, but it is
included for informational purposes only. "The
nmet hodol ogi es contained therein are, neverthel ess,
considered by the NRC to be specified in NFPA 805
within the nmeaning of Section C(4) of the proposed
rul e I anguage, and, therefore, their use by |licensees

need not be preceded by NRC approval of a license
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amendnent request."

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Help ne with that. "Their
use by licensees need not be preceded by a license
request."? You nmean the licensee can change its
program w t hout a |icense amendnent ?

MR, HANNON: No. These appendi ces
consi dered risk-inforned, perfornmance-based nethods
that, by this rulemaking, would effectively be
endorsed by the NRC to enable the licensees to use
them wi thout having getting prior NRC approval .

M5. BLACK: Steve, this is Susie Bl ack.
Perhaps | can explain the | egal nuances.

Oiginally, they were always going to have
a perm ssive to use any risk-informed, performance-
based nmethod that the staff approved, but we were
goi ng to approve those t hrough a regul atory gui de. W
were told that that is not |egal, that the approval
has been gi ven through rul emaking. So this would be
one of several neans of neeting the rule. As we
approved di fferent means of neeting the rule, we woul d
either have to do it by Iicense anendnent or a future
rul emaki ng, if new techni ques cane up.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN:  Thank you, Susi e.

Let me role play a bit here. If I am a

utility person and want to use, after the rule has
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been published in the formit is in now, | want to
t ake advantage of it, is it correct to say that all |
need to do is do the analysis that is required
docunent it, put the docunmentation in the file, and
proceed to go ahead with maki ng whatever changes |
want to make? Because therule -- | amassunming in mny
hypot hesis that the rule has been published and
codified, and that no license anendnent is required?

M5. BLACK: Well, actually, a license
amendment is required by the regulation. The reason
it isrequiredis because your |license probably has in
it alicense condition or tech. specs. that say you're
going to neet 50.48, not 50.48(c). That is what the
i cense anmendnent woul d do.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: But the |icense anendnent
woul d be a very sinple one.

M5. BLACK: Very sinple, and it woul d just
be a perm ssive to use 805 to renove those other
speci fications out of your license.

CHAlI RVAN ROSEN:  But t here woul d be no back-
and-forth with the staff over to what to do or howto
do it at that point. It would be sinply a
notification alnost that the licensee was going to
comply with 50.48(c) rather than 50.48?

M5. BLACK: Except for the fact that this
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regul atory gui dance that NEI is working on, and that
we are goi ng to endorse, woul d provi de nore specifics.
So | think until that is out, it would be nore
difficult for a licensee to just sinply pick it up
usi ng NFPA 805, because | think both the industry and
NRC relies that all the specifics needed for changing
into an 805 programare probably not included in the
appendi ces; especially, for instance, the PSA net hods
are a little bit general.

CHAI RMVAN  ROSEN: So let's anend ny
hypot hesi s. Now in ny hypothesis we have the NEI
gui dance as wel | .

M5. BLACK: Right, endorsed by NRC

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Endorsed by a reg. gui de,
t 00.

MS. BLACK: Yes.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: At which point now a
| i censee can sinply send you a |l etter which says they
want to use 50.48(c), and there would be very little
staff review of that, | would expect.

M5. BLACK: Yes, that was one of the
concerns, that this wuldrequire, transferringto 805
woul d require an entire reviewof the fire protection
program 805 permts you to take your existing

program and put it into 805 space with all of the
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exenpti ons. You can pick up any part of vyour
i censing basis you want to transfer into 805 and keep
it in805. Therefore, we are not going to go back and
go through all the closets and | ook at all the issues
that may have not been -- what do we call those?
Dirty laundry, no.

Fire protection has had a history of
di fferences of opinion on what's the |icensing basis
and what isn't. That was getting in the way of
adopting 805. So our philosophy is, what's approved
stays approved; what was not approved stays
unapproved. But in order to get it in 805 we don't
| ook at all of those what we consi der unapproved. W
won't go looking for them but we go through our
normal process in the oversight program perhaps come
across those i ssues as we have i n the past, but we are
not goi ng to nake any speci al attenpt to re-revi ewany
qguesti onabl e exenpti ons or deviations.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: So where is the heavy
l[ifting inthe future? Wat is the hard part that is
left infront of us? Is it the staff's review of NEI
gui dance?

M5. BLACK: We still have to reviewthe NE
gui dance and any public comments that we receive, but

we think the magjority of the work on adopting this

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

26

ruleis over until additional, say, performance-based
nmet hods or risk-informed nethods are proposed, and
t hen we woul d have a review of those in the future as
wel | . That woul d require additional rul emakinginthe
future to adopt those new mnet hods.

MR. HANNON: | woul d al so suggest that there
may be some heavy lifting associated with com ng up
with the appropriate training program for the
i nspectors.

MR. VWHI TNEY: This is Leon Witney of the
Pl ant Systens Branch

We have to drawthe distinction between the
| icense anmendnments that are needed to adopt 805 and
i cense anendnents that are needed for alternative
nmet hods and anal ytical approaches. There's two
separate license anendnents discussed in the rule
| anguage, and | just wanted to make that clear. So a
| i censee, under that current | anguage that M. Hannon
read, would not have to come in under the second
license amendnent for the alternative nethod
anal yti cal approach within the appendi x. GCkay?

Sonet hi ng t hat wasn't published wi thin 805,
not one of those appendi ces, later on they woul d have
to cone in for a |license amendnent to use them |

believe, even if they were endorsed in a reg. quide,
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on a plant-specific basis they have to ask, and it
woul d be rather easy to grant. But there are two
different |icense anendnents in that rul e | anguage.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Thank you. W are ready to
nove forward now with M. Enmerson, Fred Enerson, of
NEI, please, for the industry perspective on the
proposed revision to 10 CFR 50. 48.

MR.  EMERSON: Good nor ni ng. l"m Fred
Emerson from NElI. Thank you for the opportunity to
di scuss the i ndustry vi ewpoi nt on t he adopti on of NFPA
805 into a rule that would allow the use of risk
information infire protection regulation. Eric mde
a nunmber of references to what NEI is not going to do,
and I will discussthoseinalittle nore detail in ny
presentation.

Al so, onthe industry side of the auditorium
are several people who are active on our |ssue Task
Force and in the devel opnent of the inplenmenting
gui dance that you speak of.

These are the topics | will cover today.
Eric provi des sone background of where 805 cane from
and | will add a little bit to that, not nuch. I
would like to make clear what sone of the industry
positions are in going forward with supporting the

rul emaki ng and devel opi ng the i npl ementi ng gui dance,
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as we have agreed to do.

A fewwor ds about the current rul e | anguage,
and then alittle bit nore description of where we are
going with the inplenenting gui dance:

The NFPA 805 devel opnent was done by the
NFPA Committee on Technical Facilities. A nunber of
the people in this roomparticipated inthat. It was
a several -year effort goi ng through the NFPA process.
Bot h i ndustry and NRCwere represented inthat effort,
along with people who are not necessarily associ ated
with either utilities or NRC. There was a great deal
of effort put intoit, and we ended up wi th sonet hi ng
t hat was a useful docunent, but maybe not quite what
either the NRC or industry woul d have categorized as
i deal .

Based on the conpletion of this docunment,
i ndustry agreed to support the rulemaking. As Eric
i ndi cated, there were a nunber of issues that we spent
some ti me wor ki ng t hrough to provi de t hat support, and
then we agreed to devel op the inpl enenting gui dance.
| will provide a little bit nmore on each of those
poi nt s.

As | indicated, the Technical Comm ttee on
Nucl ear Facilities developed this effort, and there

was a lot of effort associated with it. | think
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have nostly nade these points already.
Some of the issues --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Fred, woul d you go back one

slide?

MR, EMERSON:  Sure.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  You did not address the
second bullet, | don't think, about the concerns over

t he final product and the concerns to be addressed in
rul emaki ng. Do you want to comment on that now?

MR. EMERSON: Yes, | will provide that in a
little nore detail in the subsequent slides.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay.

MR. EMERSON: In fact, in the next one.

Let's see, we had an issue with -- Eric
t al ked about the chapter in NFPA 805 that discusses
the fundanental elenents of any fire protection
program This was to provide a basis that anybody
adopting this standard woul d have to use or to adopt
if they were going to take advantage of the risk-
i nformed net hods and performance-based net hods t hat
were inherent in the rest of the standard. Eric
outlined in his slide what some of those fundanent al
el enents were.

The industry didn't have an issue with the

fact that there needed to a fundanent al basi s on whi ch
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to found any fire protection program or that these
fundanment al el ements needed to be refl ected, but these
el enents, as stated i n Chapter 3 of NFPA 805, were not
per f or mance- based. They provided no allowance for
bei ng perfornmance-based, and industry felt that in a
per f or mance- based standard t here shoul d be roomfor a
i censee to show that he coul d neet these fundanent al
el enents usi ng a perfornmance-based approach, just as
he could for other elenments of neeting the standard
| at er on.

So one of the fundanental di scussion points
we had with the staff over several neetings was that
we t hought the application of perfornmance-based, that
t he |i censee shoul d be abl e to showthat he coul d neet
t hese fundanmental el enments t hrough perfornance-based
net hods as well as through the prescriptive nethods
that were outlined in Chapter of the standard. So
t hat was our issue there.

Also in the first paragraph of Chapter 3,
t here was a st at enent t hat previ ousl y-approved net hods
coul d be used to supersede el ements of Chapter 3. W
felt that previously-approved was a Ilittle too
nebul ous. It is pretty well-known that when NRC
approves sonething with an SER, those SERs are not

necessarily very specific. So the | anguage as stated
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there left a ot of room for interpretation as to
whet her NRC had approved sonething or not.

There m ght have been sone specific feature
of afire protection programthat had been approved as
part of an overall approval of the fire protection
program but made no specific nmention of that nethod.
The | anguage that we were proposing was to allowthe
use of previously-docketed material, instead of
previously-approved, as a nore specific way to
i ndi cate what commtnents that the |icensee woul d be
maki ng t o supersede Chapter 3 el enents with sonet hi ng
that he already had in place.

Then, again, we spent several neetings
di scussing these topics, and | believe worked them
out. | think we have nostly worked themout. W have
had a nunber of neetings inthe | ast several nonths to
di scuss what "docketed" nmeant and what "previously-
approved” nmeant. | think perhaps the discussions are
not finished yet, and we wll| probably have nore
neetings just to nake sure that everybody is clear on
what t hose nean, but those were the principal issues.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Maybe the staff or you can
give me a little clearer view of where that is now.
Clearly, SERs had to | eave a | ot unsai d, and docket ed

mat eri al , havi ng sai d t hi ngs specificallythat are not
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conmented on by the staff, may in fact not have been
approved. So if a licensee relies on a nethod or an
anal ysis, technique, or a feature of a previously-
docket ed pi ece of material, say, inresponse to an RAIl
or sonmething like that, it is obvious that you can get
intoasituationinthe future with an i nspector where
the |licensee can point to the RAI response and t he NRC
staff can say, "Showwhere we accepted t hat particul ar
anal ysis nmethod," for exanple, "in the SER " and no
one will be able to do that. You will be back into
t he endl ess di scussion | oop that we are really trying
to avoi d.

Is there sonme notion in a direction to
figure out howto deal with that?

MR. EMERSON:. Again, the staff has put out
three versions of the rule |anguage for industry
conment prior, and this was i ntended to aid the public
i n under st andi ng what the NRC was going to propose to
the Commi ssion in July. Each time we have had a
neeting to discuss, there have been sonme changes in
t he rul e | anguage and t here have been some shifts back
and forth.

| ndustry has provi ded sone vi ewpoi nts, and
vari ous NRC agencies, including OGC, have provided

viewpoints. | don't knowthat | amin a position to
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-- | cannot speak for the staff and how or to what
extent they have coal esced on a specific viewpoint.
Susie inplied that you' ve pretty nmuch finished it.

M5. BLACK: Well, Steve, like | was saying,
this was going to be a very big sticking point in the
rul emaki ng, and we realized that nothingis different,
or should be different, between one day when you are
i n your Appendi x R program and the next day when you
are in your 805, as far as those types of discussions
or concerns.

So we didn't want to try to resol ve those
types of problens. W are going to resolve those on
a separate track, becausetryingto definethat within
this rulemaking would have bonbed down this
rul emaking. You don't have any different problens
when you go into 805 with the inspectors as you have
today. So we are working that on a separate track,
al t hough NEI is proposing in their guidance docunent
some et hod of determ ning what i s actual | y approved,
and we are going to review that, but we are not at
this point taking any position on their proposal.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  This is not sonething the
ACRS needs to take a position on, | think is what you
are sayi ng?

M5. BLACK: Right.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Because it i s not a probl em

that has turned up as a result of 8057

M5. BLACK: Right.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: It is just a problemthat
has al ways been there?

MS. BLACK: Correct.

MR SIEBER It al nbost sounds like we are
right to the poi nt of where rul emaki ng ought to occur,
unl ess these ki nds of issues have stronger definition
and better resolution, it would be ny opinion.

M5. BLACK: One of the issues that the
i ndustry had is that they didn't want a conplete re-
reviewof thefire protection program whi ch we agreed
with. We think if you are safe today, you are safe in
805 tonmorrow, after you go through the process of
transformng into it.

But, | nmean, certainly the Iicensee could
t ake advant age of changing fromtheir current program
to 805 to cone into the NRC and say, "These are the
gray areas where we are not sure that you have ever
approved us or not," and conme ask us about it, but we
are not requiring that on a generic basis.

MR,  EMERSON: Part of the difficulty we
face, both the staff and the i ndustry, is the staff is

developing a rule, and the industry is devel oping
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i mpl enenting guidance in parallel with the rule. W
are both working to neet a schedul e for conpletingthe
rule with an appropriate gui dance docunment in place
and approved as a regul atory gui de.

Because this is a relatively new type of
rul emaki ng activity for the staff, | nmean, obviously,
there is going to be issues to be worked out within
the staff on what the rule |anguage should say and
shoul dn't say and what the transition should be and
shoul dn't be. At the sane tinme, industryistryingto
react to these changes and provide inplenenting
gui dance that offers a way to deal with this.

So, at the sanme tine the staff is working
what the |anguage of the rule should be and the
statements of consideration, the industry is
devel opi ng guidance to explain this. So it is
required, frequent interaction, so that we can keep
t he i mpl enenti ng gui dance and the rul e in | ocked st ep,
so that we are not creating difficulties for either
the li censees down t he road who need to i npl ement this
or the NRC in inspecting and enforcing it.

So if there seens to be sonme uncertainty
here, it is because we are both trying to keep a
schedule and nove in parallel wth a lot of

conmmuni cati on, and somewhere between the rule
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| anguage, the statenents of consideration, and the
i mpl enenti ng gui dance, all of the necessary gui dance
is going to be provided to the people who are going to
use it. We haven't worked out what that interface is
yet fully.

As | indicated, the inplenenting guidance
that we are developing is going to be the vehicle for
resol ving sonme of the issues. In some cases you don't
need nore words in the rule; you need a better
explanation in the inplenenting guidance. W are
going to provide that.

I n ot her cases there are things that need to
be stated clearly in the rule, so that there is no
uncertainty on either the NRC s part or the potenti al
licensee user's part what the rule is.

The NRC we know wutilized this, wll
eventual |y approve this into a regulatory guide. W
have a contractor team devel oping the inplenenting
gui dance. As Eric indicated, we intend to provide the
first draft of this later this nonth. W have just
gotten the first draft, and we are reviewing it now,
and we will be providing it to staff shortly.

The | ast bullet again indicates the issues
we face in proceeding in parallel with the industry

effort and the staff effort.
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CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Before you get off that

slide, what is that bullet NE rulemaking |ITF
oversight"? Wat is |ITF?

MR. EMERSON: Oh, NEI has overall a Fire
Protecti on Working Goup which oversees a nunber of
fire protection issues or how industry is going to
deal with them  Supporting that working group are
i ssue task forces devoted to specific issues. The
Rul emaki ng | ssue Task Force has been for some ti ne now
addressing issues related to the 805 rul emaki ng. W
wor ked on t he Conpr ehensi ve Regul atory Guide with the
staff when that was bei ng devel oped. So that's what
this group is going to be doing in the future, is
shepherding the inplenmenting guidance through the
stage until we get to the rule stage.

There were sone fundanental i ndustry
positions that | think it would be useful to put
forward as basically our goals in supporting this
rul emaking. First, we want to see increased use of
risk information in fire protection regul ation. Now
everybody in this roomknows how determ nistic 50.48
and Appendix R are, and we would like greater
flexibility in the use of tools, both if they choose
to adopt an alternate licensing basis, like will be

offered in this rule, or if they choose to maintain
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their existing |icensing basis.

The second point is that the rul emaking
shoul d be optional. That was clearly indicated in
Eric's slide and really is not an issue, but it is a
f undanment al position, whi ch we have expl ai ned a nunber
of times in past years.

MR. SIEBER. On that subject, since the use
of 805 is optional, how many |icensees do you think
will take advantage of it?

MR. EMERSON: | can't give you a good answer
to that. What | can tell you is that what we are
striving for with devel opi ng t he i npl ementi ng gui dance
and working with the staff on the rule is to nmake it
as useful as possi bl e and as advant ageous as possi bl e,
so that we renove unnecessary i npedinents tousingit.

Any |icensee who has had t he sane | i censing
basis in place for nore than 20 years now and is
achieving the end of hisinitial operatinglicense nay
not be inclined to make a change li ke this, because it
is a big change, unless he sees sone distinct
advantages. So we are trying to make sure that those
advantages are laid out in a |ogical and
straightforward way, and to nmke it as easy as
possi bl e withinthe constraints of soundregulationto

do t hat.
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MR KRESS: Do you have a list of likely

changes various pl ants woul d meke i f they transitioned
to this rule?

MR. EMERSON:. That would really be plant-
speci fic.

MR. KRESS: [|I'msure it wuld be, yes.

MR. EMERSON: Everyone's licensing basis is
different. So it would be really hard for ne to say
there is a list of specific things.

MR. KRESS: Do you have sonme things that
i kely each plant would do?

MR. EMERSON: Assuming for a mnute that
every plant woul d choose to do this, each plant woul d
have to determ ne where he stood in his own |icensing
basis, what he had committed to, what he hadn't
conmtted to, how his plant was desi gned, and how his
i censing basis stackedupwithanalternatelicensing
basi s, and then NFPA 805. He would have to decide
what portions of 805 were advant ageous to himthat he
wi shed to adopt and which portions, as the staff
indicated earlier, hewuldbringforward fromhis old
licensing basis into the new one.

MR. KRESS: So you m ght have a hodgepodge
of new licensing basis, various m xtures of the old

i censing basis and the new one?
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MR. EMERSON: Wel |, what you raiseis a good

poi nt . It is really a fundanental tenet of our
concerns in making sure that this is done properly,
and that's that the licensing basis, if a licensee
does nmake a transition, has to be very clearly
understood by both the staff and the |I|icensee
t hr oughout the whol e process.

If a licensee doesn't wunderstand his
I i censing basis, he could hardly expect the staff to,
and it isreallycritical that that |icensing basis be
under st ood t hr ough t he whol e process. So, as you say,
if it is a hodgepodge or a mi xture of old licensing
basi s and new | icensing basis, that has to be clearly
under st ood.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Fred | -- oh, excuse ne.

MR. KRESS: That neans it woul d have to be
very wel | - docunent ed?

MR, EMERSON: Yes.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: | find that answer sort of
unsatisfactory in the sense that surely in the
di scussion of this wth your stakeholders, the
i censees, there nust be some anecdotal information
you coul d pass along to give us a better feel for what
ki nd of changes people are contenplating. Can't you

just say, well, licensee X, wthout namng the
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i censee, was thinking about these kinds of changes?

MR. EMERSON: | think we have a licensee
here who would |ike to say sonething.

MR. BRANDES: Yes, |'m Doug Brandes from
Duke Ener gy Conpany. W have, indeed, thought through
this at a high level for our three nuclear plants. |
al so have our PRA anal yst here, and we have spoken
about sone of the things that we perhaps see, if we
decide to pursue a transition |like that.

My opinion at this stage is that we woul d
probably pay less attention or find there is |ess
saf ety significance on sonme of the spurious actuati on-
type issues, perhaps |ess enphasis on sone of the
proscriptive barrier qualifications, andthat we woul d
end up paying nore attention to things like fire
prevention, control of hot work conbustible material s,
and fire brigade response issues.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  That's hel pful . Thank you
very nuch.

| have one other question on this slide
before you go along. It puzzles nme to see that sub-
bul I et under the top one that "Licensees should be
able to use tools whether or not they transition to
NFPA 805." What sort of tools are you tal king about,

ri sk tool s?
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The Appendix D, was it, | think, inthe NFPA

805 standard, are you saying that |icensees sinply
shoul d be abl e to go ahead and do t hat now or when t he
new rule is in place, without really adopting NFPA
805, sinply go ahead and pick up pieces? Wuldn't
that create an unanal yzabl e condition? No one wl|
know where we are at, if that were made true. Help ne
with that. | don't understand that.

MR. EMERSON: Ckay. That has been a
di scussi on topic between the industry and the staff,
as to whet her adopti on of NFPA 805 should be an all -
or-not hi ng proposition. You either nake a comm t nent
to make a total transition or you stay where you are
and you don't use any of the tools at all.

W see it as kind of an evolutionary
process. Since we are all noving in a risk-informed
direction, and since we in the industry think it is
desirable to take advantage of that in the fire
protection area as well, which has traditionally not
been risk-inforned, as | indicated, for alicensee to
make a transition conpletely to a newlicensing basis
is a significant effort, and he is only going to do
that if he sees a certain advantage.

So we think that by offering the Iicensee

the ability to use sone of the tools |ike the ability
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to support exenption requests with risk argunments or
fire nmodeling or support, alternate ways of fire
protection operations in his plant with perfornmance-
based techni ques, that would afford the opportunity
for the Iicensee to begin the process of using risk
information. So that a |licensee who chooses to begin
t he process and sees increasing advantage from usi ng
that may eventually go farther in the transition than
he woul d i f he had to choose between an al | - or-not hi ng
approach from the begi nni ng.

MR. KRESS: Wuld Reg. Guide 1.174 fit into
t her e anywher e on howto make ri sk-inforned changes to
the |icensing basis?

VMR, EMERSON: Certainly Reg. Guide 1.174
provi des kind of the supporting --

MR KRESS: The franework.

MR. EMERSON: -- supporting framework for
what went into NFPA 805, but -- now sonebody on the
staff correct me if I am wong -- it didn't deal

specifically with fire protection, and 805 | think
of fers sonme additional value to a |licensee who wants
to nove in the risk-informed direction for fire
protection.

MR. KRESS: You know, it seens every tine we

cone up with a supposedly new risk-inforned and
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per f ormance-based rule, we end up with this issue.
That is, should we require a full change and
conmtnment to the whole rule or should we allowit to
be slight parts of it, and the parts that we want to
use and keep the old licensing basis?

| just wonder, and this is probably a
question to the staff rather than you, if the staff is
pl anni ng to have any criteria on that. Do we have any
gui dance or criteria on that?

M5. BLACK: Since it is a general question,
we wll let Chris Gines --

MR. KRESS: It is very general. Chris would
be a good guy to address it.

MR GRIMES: Thisis Chris Ginmes. |'mthe
Program Director for Policy and Rul emaking in the
O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation.

That is an i ssue that we have given a | ot of
t hought to in ternms of comng to the ACRS here in the
near future and tal king about our vision of the
regul atory structure in the future. Where should the
regulatory changes go in a way that offers the
i ndustry and our stakehol ders a cl ear appreci ation for
how we are evol ving the safety standards, but at the
sane tinme recogni zes that all of the donestic plants

have evol ved their |icensing basis over tinme and t hey
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are all different?

So we are approaching this from the
st andpoi nt of | ooking at what kind of outcones do we
envision for the future in a way that the regul atory
standards can be inplemented with the nmaxi num
flexibility but with a consistent theme about how
safety i s achieved. So the fundanental answer to your
guestion is that we have to deal with an environnent
where all plants are different, all plants have a
variety of different needs. So we need to provide
sinple, but flexible, nmeans for them to inplenent
t hese safety standards.

My vi ewof the regul ations right nowis that
t hey put m ni mal anmount of definitioninwth alot of
gui dance on different ways toinplenent it. W, quite
frankly, struggle with trying to explain what that
| evel of safety is, and | think Reg. Guide 1.174 is an
illustration of how we have tried to do that with a
fundament al franmeworKk.

MR KRESS: One of the reasons | asked the
question is, in this whole process of risk-informng
the regul ations, it seens to ne Ii ke we need a set of
ri sk acceptance val ues ot her than just the CDF order.
Those are good, but if we had a conpl ete set of those,

thenit seenms tome |ike they would clarify what rul es
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and what parts of the rules would be al | owed, because
you woul d just | ook at the overall risk status of the
plant with respect to these risk acceptance
guidelines, and if they | eak those at sone confi dence
| evel , or, you know, you're not worried about defense
i n-depth margins, and | don't know how you fit those
in. But that would sinplify this whole question.

MR GRIMES: And | think that that is the
fundanental need that we see in noving forward to
develop a sound risk-infornmed framework, a risk-
i nforned, perfornmance-based risk managenent system
The point that you made about review nargins
managenment and the question of the quality of the
deci sion tools as being critical to our ability to --
we have avoided trying to say that there is a risk
definition, acore damage frequency or a LERF, a l arge
early rel ease frequency. W have resisted doi ng t hat
because of uncertainties --

MR. KRESS:. Absol utely.

MR GRI MES: -- and our ability to
articul ate those uncertainties.

MR. KRESS: | understand that, but as we get
better at doing the PRAs and better at doing the
uncertainties, | think we need to start thinking about

really going to that absol utism
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MR GRIMES: And our view --

MR KRESS: It would sinplify life a whole
| ot .

MR. GRIMES: W agree, and our viewat this
point is that we need to nove forward very carefully
in defining the quality standards for a PRA, the
net hods for managi ng margins, and the treatnent of
def ense i n-dept h.

MR. KRESS: And those are basically the
three real issues in doing that.

MR GRIMES: That's correct.

MR. KRESS: And | agreewithit. Thank you.
That is a very good answer. | appreciate that.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: Now back to the question
t hat was rai sed before about the use of tools, | think
your answer is a constructive one, that the intent of
the industry certainly, and perhaps the staff, is to
allow licensees to get their feet wet w t hout making
the full transition to 805, to begin to use sone of
the tools that are in 805, sone of the risk- and
per f ormance- based tools, to see howthey work and to
begin to take sone partial advantage in places where
t hat advantage is obvious. So | amin favor of that.
| think that is a good idea.

The problem 1 still have, though, is, how
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does one do that in a regul ated environnent where a
i censee could be perceived to have stepped outside
t heir Appendi x R basis. Even though they are using
tools that are in the regulatory area, they just
haven't subscribed to those tools. Wat would be the
regul atory response to that, and howwoul d you contr ol
it?

A whol e set of questions about unqualified
uses turn up and peopl e not under st andi ng what' s goi ng
on. |I'mtalking about resident inspectors and even
headquarters staff, if |icensees begin pieceneal to
adopt pieces of this without actually nmaking a fornal
transition to NFPA 805.

M5. BLACK: Steve, could | answer that?

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Pl ease.

M5. BLACK: If they do not adopt 805 and
t hey wanted to use these techni ques, they have to cone
in for an exenption or a deviation because the
requirements are proscriptive. So, therefore, it
woul d becone part of their licensing basis when we
approve that use.

The staff had a lot of discussion about
whet her they should be able to be "cherry-picked, " |
think is the term and we believe that it is best to

do t he upfront anal ysis and t hen, because t he standard
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all ows you to keep your entire |icensing basis on the
determ nistic side until you want to take a step
toward changing one of your roonms or one of your
areas, but we woul d certainly consider an exenpti on or
devi ati on request on a case-by-case basis, based on
t hese tool s.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Ckay, | wunderstand that
now. Thank you.

| think that would then put the staff in
this position where you obtain control over what is
going on froma regulatory basis, and the |icensee
could continue to maintain their licensing basis, but
there would be a tug-of-war going on between the
staff's desire to give the |icensee sone flexibility
to beginto get their feet wet and t he countervailing,
no doubt, desires not to wite nore exenptions.

M5. BLACK: Correct, and the beautiful thing
about 805 is that it would permt licensees in the
future to make these changes based on the criterion
rule without comng to NRC

MR. TRUBATCH: Could | nmake an observation
here? This is Shel don Trubatch.

The sub-bullet there is really quite
unacceptable fromny point because a |licensee at any

ti me can conme and request an exenption or devi ati on on
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any basis that they think they can justify the
exenption or the deviation. So that's not the issue
here. | mean, they can use those tools today w thout
NFPA 805 bei ng even adopted yet as a rule.

What this sub-bullet | think is trying to
get at is that, once the staff has adopted NFPA 805
and the tools, then if a licensee conmes in and says,
"I want to stay in nmy current |icensing basis, but I
want an exenption here, and | want to use this tool,

and here's theresults,"” that the argument over using
the tool is now superseded because the staff has
al ready accepted that that is a good tool. So the
only thing that the staff will look at is how that
t ool s has been appliedinthis particul ar case, rather
than the two-step process of first saying, "Justify

the tool,"” and then justify --
MR. KRESS: Wen you say, "the tool," you're
t al ki ng about a prior PRA?
MR. TRUBATCH. Sone kind of risk analysis.
MR, KRESS: Yes.
MR. TRUBATCH. And if you | ook at the very
old exenptions, they really are what | would
characterize as informal risk anal yses. So we are not

even tal king about sonething that hasn't been in the

past .
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MR. KRESS: Oh, yes, but that informal risk

anal ysis couldn't be called a tool that's approved by
NRC. | think --

MR, TRUBATCH:  No.

MR KRESS: -- it has to be a little nore
t han t hat.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Woul d you state your nane
again and your affiliation, please?

MR. TRUBATCH: Shel don Trubatch. | have ny
own |aw office. | amalso part of the teamthat is
wor ki ng on the regul atory gui dance.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Thank you.

MR. EMERSON: So to kind of sumthis up, the
805 for the |icensee who chooses not to adopt the
whol e enchil ada, as Eric saidright at first, provides
a structure for himto use these tools. He can have
sone confidence that if he does it in a certain
manner, that the staff will accept it, and he doesn't
have to do sonme of the heavy lifting to convince the
staff that this is the right tool, as Shel don just
i ndi cat ed.

Ckay, | think we were on the second bul |l et.
The third position is that there needs to be an
unconplicated transition. Unconpl i cated doesn't

necessarily mean sinple.
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The fourth bull et applies al sothat you need
a thorough understanding of the Iicensing basis.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: My sense of that third
bullet is that | need a road map. | need sone ki nd of
chart that shows nme, fromthe desire of the |icensee
to go ahead with NFPA 805 to actually being in a full
environnent, the steps. It is alittle bit hard to
put it all together.

MR EMERSON: Between the rule and the
i mpl enenti ng gui dance, there needs to be a cl ear road
map.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ri ght .

MR. SIEBER | guess ny way of | ooking at
this transition is that licensees will go along in a
determ nistic way until they come upw th a situation,
maybe by just thinking about it or discovery or
i nspection or sonething like that, that says, "lI'min
trouble in this specific area because | don't conply
with sone feature of Appendix R or the branch
techni cal position. VWhat am | going to do?" The
choi ces are you either physically alter the plant or
you do sone ki nd of analysis to justify where you are.

| f you have applied for an adopt ed 805, that
provides the tools to sol ve that problem Then as you

go along, these are the kinds of places where you
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woul d apply the tool as opposed to saying, "Let nme do
ny entire whole fire hazards anal ysis over again and
see if | can cut out some sprinkler heads,"” or
sonething like that. | see this nore as application
wher e you di scover sonmething in the plant that needs
to be justified.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, Jack, but don't you
t hi nk, though, that using your hypothesis, that a
i censee woul d not -- after having di scovered t he ki nd
of condition you postulate, he wouldn't go then and
adopt 805. He would use that second sub-bullet. He
woul d use the tool rather than the whol e enchil ada.

MR. SIEBER  Well, ny inpression was you
have to apply and adopt 805 to use the tools even in
a specific case. 1Is that not correct?

MR. HANNON: No. This is John Hannon agai n.
No, what we are saying here is that -- and | think
Shel don pointed it out -- is that a |licensee has the
option now, if they want to apply for an exenption, to
use these tool s to support. The only difference woul d
be if the tools were approved i n rul emaki ng, then the
expectation of having the staff re-review the tool
woul d be noot at that point.

So they could still apply the risk- and

per f ormance-based nethods at that point in the
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scenario you would describe and conme in for an
exenpti on w thout adopting 805.

MR. SI EBER: That's true, but then you woul d
have to actual |y docket something for each case that
you wanted to use a tool, as opposed to 805, where you
don't have to be concerned with it under 50.59.

| " mnot exactly sure what the outcone woul d
be, but the thermal |ag issue is probably one of those
t hi ngs that dawned upon |icensees after the plant was
built and stuff was installed, and then all of a
sudden here conmes this test report in that says naybe
this doesn't do as well as it should. So I could
picture it being usedinthose kinds of circunstances.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Susie, did you want to
conment on the use of 50.59 in that circunstance or
sone ot her comment perhaps?

M5. BLACK: Actually, 805 has its own change
nmet hodol ogy within it. It isn"t 50.59. It is in
change, not nmanagenent.

MR SIEBER It is in the standard.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Yes, we have a conmment
her e?

MR. BRANDES: Yes, Doug Brandes from Duke
Energy. | would like to make a point.

My observationis that perhaps the first few
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licensees that transition mght consider doing it
because they have found or identified a problem But
at | east at Duke Energy the way we do busi ness every
day is based on risk nmonitors and risk factors. It
appears to us that fire protection is kind of |ike a
dangling participle in the overall consideration of
these daily risks.

At sone point, if there are not too many
barriers and we could see the way to make it happen,
it mght be useful to transition the fire protection
toarisk-informed | icensing basis, sothat it better
fits in our overall day-to-day consideration of risk.
| wouldn't be surprised if sonmewhere out near our
hori zon others see the benefit of that as well.

CHAIl RMVAN ROSEN:.  Yes, well, | respond to
that imediately with that's right on, Doug. Being
fromanot her plant nysel f before | took this job, that
is so true. That whol e context of decisionmaking is
on arisk basis, and fire protection basically trunps
all of that.

| f that sprinkler upthereisn't working and
it is in our Appendix R basis, you know, you just
light off and go fix that sprinkler, even that, heck,
there are lots of other things that are nuch, nuch

much nore inportant that are out there that commuand
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resour ces. But that just distorts the way an
appropriate risk-managed environnment behaves. For
t hat reason, | think some places will transition, even
t hough they don't see an imedi ate benefit or even
have an i nmedi at e need.

That is a very good point. Thank you.

MR. EMERSON: Each of those positions is
supported by the next slide. In putting up this
slide, I think we have pretty well covered all of the
bullets there. So | amgoing to keep noving.

MR. KRESS: Woul d you expand alittle on the
second bull et there?

MR. EMERSON: On the second bullet?

MR. KRESS: Yes, does that just say that you
think all of the licensees --

MR. EMERSON. \Wether or not they --

MR. KRESS: -- have a pretty good fire risk
assessnent tool ? \Wether or not --

MR. EMERSON: It just neans that al
i censees, whether they go the whole way to a new
licensing basis or want to be able to use the tools
that 805 affords, need to be able to have that
opportunity. And if we are going to wite
i mpl ementi ng gui dance t hat shoul d be i npl enent ed, t hat

it makes all owance for an evol utionary process from
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beginning in a small way to adopting it altogether.
So the rules are consistent throughout that process.

MR. KRESS: Do you see those tools being
subjected to any industry certification process, a
PRA, or woul d that be sonething separate?

MR  EMERSON: Wll, there is an effort
begi nning to devel op, a fire PRA standard. One of the
ot her gentlenen here is the Chairman of the witing
commttee for that and coul d speak nore clearly to --

MR KRESS: |Is that with ANS or ASME or --

MR. EMERSON: Yes, yes.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  It's with ANS

MR. EMERSON: Right, and EPRI is begi nning
a project with the Ofice of Research for fire PRS
requantification. So betweenthosetwo efforts, there
is going to be an effort to make a standard nore
avail abl e and set forth clearer guidelines for what
effective fire PRA should be. That will definitely
support our ability to use risk tools in the future
usi ng 805 or other techniques.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: Now goi ng back to one of
our nmenbers of the public who spoke, Doug Brandes from
Duke answered in part a question we raised earlier,
whi ch Jack rai sed, which was, who's going to do this?

Who is going to take advantage of this?
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It sounds to me like structurally Duke is
t hi nki ng about noving forward with this NFPA 805
appr oach. That response is at |east an inportant
pi ece of the answer to who's going to do it. Aml
correct?

MR. BRANDES: 1'mgoing to say right now we
are | ooking at the possibilities. There's still alot
of barriers and potential hurdl es between now and t he
time the rule is issued. So if we find that we can
wor k through the barriers and the hurdles aren't too
high, then | think we would probably be one of the
first.

MR. EMERSON: Agai n, | think we have devot ed
a fair anount of conversation to this point about the
opti onal nature of the rul emaking.

Nowwithregardtothetransition, the first
guotation | have in ny slide has already just
nmentioned by the staff. The transition process
doesn't either add or subtract fromthe safety of the
pl an. Just from the standpoint of naking a
transition, the safety doesn't change. What does
change is the regulatory environnent and how that
safety is neasured or changes from a determnistic
vi ewpoi nt with you either conply with the regul ati ons

or you don't to a nore risk-inforned, so that you can
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focus your efforts in either know ng what your safety
pi nch points are, the ones that you have to nonitor
and maintain, and ones that you perhaps have to
i mprove so that you can optimze safety with a nore
reasonabl e all ocation of resources. But it doesn't
change the inherent nature of the plant safety.

As | indicated earlier, the process has to
be wel | -under stood by everyone. The staff indicated
that some training mght be required for the
i nspectors when this is done. Obvi ously, the
residents will have to understand it better and the
licensees will have to understand it better. So that
everyone understands clearly, very clearly, where the
licensee is at any stage. Wether he has kept his
existing licensing basis and is going in for a single
exenption or whether he chooses to nake the whole
transition, everyone needs to understand that clearly.

The things that we have to think about and
wor k t hrough between the rule and the statenents of
consi derati on and t he i npl enenti ng gui dance ar e t hi ngs
i ke: Wat do you have to submt versus what do you
retain? Where are |l i cense anendnents requi red ver sus,
"1l say, 50.59-type supporting eval uati ons, where a
| i censee can nake a change wit hout requiring alicense

anmendment or SER i n advance? Those are the kinds of
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things that | don't think we have finished thinking
t hr ough and wor ki ng t hrough, but have to be | aid out
very clearly before we end up with a rule that
| icensees are going to think about adopting.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  And this woul d be on that
road map we tal ked about earlier.

MR. EMERSON:  Uh- hum right.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | think it would be the
answers to those kinds of questions.

MR. EMERSON:  Uh- hum

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  \What about, can you say
sonmet hing -- maybe this is a question that may be wel |
for the staff -- can you say sonet hi ng about what the
effect of all thiswll be onthe ROPin the oversight
process?

MR VEISS: This is Eric Wiss.

W have yet to develop the inspection
gui dance or the training. W have only outlined for
this Commttee the concept that there are four pieces:
therule, thereg. guide, the inspection guidance, and
t he i nspection training. W acknow edge that all of
t hemhave to be put in place for this process to work.

Qur visionfor the reactor oversi ght process
was outlined in broad strokes in that the |icensee,

once having adopted the NFPA 805 I|icensing basis,
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woul d foll ow the approved procedures and net hods and
not make |icense submttals, once having entered the
process, but would follow the nethods and put the
analysis inthe file drawer, so to speak, and have it
avai |l abl e for inspection.

Then we need to construct inspection
procedures and training that are effective and
efficient for the inspectors. | have attended ot her
ACRS neet i ngs where thi s process has been described in
sone detail in ways that have been effective and not
ef fective.

| tell you, | don't think | would be letting
t he cat out of the bag by saying that the peopl e that
do fire protection inspection in the region are not
necessarily qualified now, or will they in the future
be qualified, to revisit detailed fire nodeling or
necessarily even detailed PRA efforts. Wat we need
to do is we need to construct an effective and
efficient inspection process based upon an Appendi x B-
type inspection procedure, but that is all yet to be
wor ked out .

| wish | could be nore definitive, but we
are just not at that stage yet. | would be sharing
personal views rather than representing staff

positions, if | went nuch further than that.
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CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Well, | understand that,

Eric. | think what you have said, though, is
important, and that is that this is such a significant
change that the people who oversee the current
determ ni stic basis may not be qualified now, or nay
not be able to be qualified, to oversee all the tools
in the new basis.

MR. WEI SS: There was an ACRS neeting
recently on another subject. It had to do wth
reactor systems where | think there was a particularly
ef fective process described. |nspectors don't go out
and review the details of core physics cal cul ati ons,
but they go out and see whet her approved codes were
used. They are not necessarily qualified to do the
sane thing that a Ph.D. core physicist does here in
headquarters, but, neverthel ess, they can go out and
make sure that the configuration of the plant is as
described in the analysis, that the people were
properly qualified to do it.

You know, certain peopl e are approved to use
codes. |In some cases they are vendor codes; in other
cases they have been benchnmarked and |icensees are
approved to use them But even then, there are
approved nenbers of the staff that do them Not

everybody does them | nspectors routinely turn up
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very useful insights without having to revisit the
details of a cal cul ation.

Now | amprobably putting too nuch enphasi s
on this point, but, nevertheless, | amtrying to share
with you that | have a clear vision that there's an
effective way to do this and there's an ineffective
way to doit, and we are going to get toit and we are
going to construct sonething that closely parallels
what goes on el sewhere in the i nspection process, and
construct sonething that won't waste the inspectors
time and will achieve good safety results.

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN:  The four steps you have
outlined in this process are the rules, the reg.
gui de, inspection procedures --

MR, VEISS: Yes, and training.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: - - and i nspector training?

MR VEISS: Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: W are focusing on the
training. M particular point was about how in an
NFPA 805 environnent a finding of sone off-nornal
circunstance in the fire protection programwoul d be
anal yzed in the ROP. Wuld that be different than the
current SDPs? Wuld they be different for an 805
pl ant than for a non-805 plant?

MR VWEISS: | don't think so. | don't think
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so. | don't knowif this would be useful or not, but
| want to share with you sonething that we have been
doing in the Plant Systens Branch.

We have been conducting quarterly training
of fire protection inspectors totry to bring up the
| evel of expertise. One of the things that we have
used as a tool in that training process is sonething
t hat we have devel oped, fire dynam c spreadsheet s t hat
use equations and correlations out of the SFP
Handbook. They are put on Excel spreadsheets.

It permts aninspector to determ ne whet her
afireis credible or not, whether it will affect a
target across the room It has been sonething of a
success for us. That kind of tool could help an
i nspector qui ckly determ ne whether thereis a problem
or not a problemw thout getting into the details of
a nore conplicated fire nodel. | nean it is a quick
"go/no go," wusing quantitative techniques. | f
somet hi ng becones borderline or thereis controversy,
then the i ssue can conme to headquarters, where we can
apply nore powerful calcul ational techniques.

But inanmtter of literally a m nute or so,
an i nspector can say, "Aw, this conbustibleload can't
possibly affect that cable tray across the room

That's a non-problem 1've pluggedinthe roomsize,"
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and the stored values for the heat capacity of
concrete, and so forth, are already in the
spreadsheet, and put in the vent size, and so forth,
and it gives hima quick snapshot of whether there is
a potential problemor not.

But that i s meant as anecdotal evi dence t hat
we are working on the problem W haven't forgotten
about third and fourth conponents of this, althoughit
is, admttedly, downstream

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Well, | aminterested in
your answer. | think | ama little famliar with it,
with those spreadsheets, but | think it doesn't go
directly to the inpacts on the ROP. | guess your
answer right nowis you don't think it will have an
i mpact on the ROP, though that remains to be seen.

MR. HANNON: | would also add -- this is
John Hannon -- that | believe that the current
resources that we have in the regions can be trained
t 0 execute the i nspecti on programin the risk-infornmed
arena. That is our intention. As we pointed out
earlier, they may not necessarily be qualified to do
t hat now, but our intention would be that, after the
training, they would be qualified.

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN: Ckay, thank you.

VMR EMERSON: As | indicated earlier,
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what ever the degree of transition that any |icensee
chooses to adopt, | think it is extrenely inportant
that both the licensee and the NRC staff, potenti al
i nspectors, understand clearly what that s,
especially if thereis atine elenent involved inthe
transition. |If a licensee wites a letter stating,
"We intend to adopt NFPA 805, say, for fire area A, B,
and C, and we intend to do it a year fromnow, " both
the NRC and the |icensee need to understand what the
i censing basis is between now and then.

Because the adopti on of NFPA 805 for three
fire areas perhaps is going to i nvol ve an anal ysi s of
the fundanental elenents of the fire protection
program to what extent they apply, to what extent
they may be superseded by existing elenents of the
licensing basis, all of that needs to be, first of
all, analyzed carefully by the licensee who intends to
make the change, and, secondly, he needs to convey
clearly the stages of the transition process, so that
what |icensing basis he is under at any one tine is
not in any way subject to question by either his own
staff or the NRC who conme in and |look at it.

So sonme of the issues that | think we need
or have been di scussing, and nmay continue to di scuss

as we nove forward with the draft rule | anguage and
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t he i npl enmenti ng gui dance, is, first of all, what is
the licensing basis, what is the current I|icensing
basis, and do we understand clearly what that is?

How is the currently-docketed 1|icensing
basis to be used versus explicit approvals fromthe
staff on el enents of the current |icensing basis? How
are you going to get approval of risk-informed,
per formance- based nethods that you don't now take
credit for in your licensing basis that you want to
use to supersede sonething either in your current
licensing basis or in a provision of NFPA 805? How
are we going to get that kind of approval, either
through 1|icense anmendnment or through sonme other
process involving an SER, or whether approval is
required at all?

Those are issues we haven't conpletely
addr essed. You have touched on several tinmes the
i nspection and enforcenent, obviously, depends on
havi ng thi s good understandi ng of what the |icensing
basis is. So | would say that we still have a bit of
work to do to lay out for the |icensees and the staff
how you would treat the licensing basis during the
transition process. To what extent can you use
previ ous el enents to supersede new el ements, and how

do you define that during the transition process?
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As | indicated earlier, the staff has i ssued
three versions of the rul e | anguage, the nost recent
being I think it was | ast week, maybe t he week before,
quite recently. W have, and the industry has,
appreciated the staff's willingness to share the
drafts of the rule |anguage because, again, it is
difficult to devel op a set of inpl enenti ng gui dance if
you are not conpl etely clear on what the draft ruleis
that you are witing guidance for

There has been sone evolution in the
| anguage of the rule, and | don't know, maybe there
will yet be sone evolution before it is submtted to
the Commission in July. | can't speak to that. But
the willingness of the staff to share those drafts
with us and to spend the amount of tinme we have spent
di scussing it has been hel pful in the devel opnent of
t he gui dance.

| don't want to devote too nuch, put too
much enphasis on either the positive coments or
concerns because t hi s | anguage has been avai |l abl e only
so recently. In reading it, | would say there are
sone issues that we may have to spend nore tine on
resol ving before we feel we can understand themfully
and devel op themnore conpletely in the inplenenting

gui dance.
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We have tal ked in the past about the use of
per f or mance- based nmet hods i n Chapter 3. W didn't see
t he | anguage in the current version of the rule that
allows that. | don't think we have fully addressed
some of the proposed i ndustry exceptions, although we
have seen sone effort on the staff's part to do that,
and whether there is a license anendnent needed for
anal yti cal nethods.

Again, those are things | think we will end
up working onin the future. | don't want to put too
much enphasi s on these concerns because | think these
are all things that we will be able to work out, so
t hat t he conbi nati on of rul e | anguage and i npl enenti ng
gui dance works when we are done with it.

Now | would like to spend a little tinme on
t he i npl ementi ng gui dance. | can't be too specific as
to give you chapter and verse of what the guidance is
or i s not going to say in certain areas because pi eces
of it areonly freshly witten and not yet revi ewed or
not witten yet.

The overall schedule for developing the
gui dance i s, again, inconcert with the devel opnent of
the rule, and that is to achieve conpletion, overal
conpletion, by I think the end of 2003.

The staff indicated earlier that their
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schedule for submtting to the Comm ssion is July.
The Commi ssion will take sonme time to reviewthat and
wi Il provide feedback to the staff on what they |ike
or don't |like about the staff proposals for the
rul i ng.

So we have structured the devel opnent of the
i mpl enenti ng gui dance to allowfor the fact that there
m ght be a significant change of direction if the
Conmi ssion chooses to tell the staff to go in a
different direction than the one they have proposed.
So we are hol di ng back sone of our efforts until we
see what the Commi ssion's directionis onthat. So we
have proceeded wi th devel opi ng areas where we think
that we can do so without too nuch fear that the
course is going to be reversed, but holding off in
sone of the nore critical areas until we see what the
direction is.

Once the Conmi ssion has issued -- and we
will provide a draft of the guidance to the staff in
its initial stage, as | said, in June -- once the
Conmi ssion has issued its direction, we will beef up
t he gui dance t o t ake advant age of our know edge of the
Conmi ssi on' s chosen direction, and a second draft wi ||
be in the Decenber-January timefrane. The third

draft, again after a staff review period for each of
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them we expect would be next spring sonetinme. So,
hopefully, that would support the overall goal of
havi ng t he gui dance ready at the time the rule is in
| ate 20083.

Ther e was sone di scussi on earlier about the
appendices. So | would kind of like to discuss that
alittle bit here.

The structure of the inplenenting gui dance
that we are developing is that the body of the
gui dance docunment wll be process information,
specifics in what you should do to |ook at vyour
i censing basis, what kinds of docunments you should
submt and retain, all of the analysis steps and
docunent ati on, and sonme middl e steps, configuration
managenent steps after you have made the transition,
all of that to be laid out clearly in the body of the
gui dance docunent.

Now we intend to provide appendices that
address the use of the information directly in 805.
There are certain processes in 805 that require
further explanation, sothelicensee caninterpret and
use them properly.

As far as the appendix material in 805, we
propose to take advantage of it and use it in our

i mpl ementi ng gui dance, where it seens appropri ate, not
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necessarily endorsing it or not endorsing it, but
t aki ng advantage of it where it supports a clear
under st andi ng of how to nake the change.

| am going in the next few slides to just
give the current status of the outline, and | am not
really going to spend any tine on this because | can't
share any nmeat with you for any specific piece of it,
but | just want to give you a feel for the types of
subj ects we are covering in the docunment and in the
appendi ces to the docunent.

We want to lay out the responsibilities of
the licensees as they go forward, the applicability of
this docunent to them and indicate what the
regul atory framework is for the application of risk-
i nf ormed mnet hods.

Then we get nore into the neat of it, as in,
describe for the licensee what the transition process
is and what options he m ght have, dependi ng on what
his current licensing basis is and where he wants to
go with the final product.

Specifically, we want to provi de gui dance - -
and this is probably the heart of the docunent -- if
he wants to go the whol e way and adopt this as a new
I i censi ng basis or whet her he wants to be able to use

it wwthin the current |icensing basis, there need to
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be clear directions for either alternative, in our
view. Those sets of guidance in Sections 6 and 7 need
to be consistent so that, as | indicated, it is an
evol utionary process; he can nove fromadopting | ess
of it to adopting nmore of it wthout changing the
rules that he is operating under.

Configuration control is going to be an
i mportant factor. Once he has nade a transition and
he has anal yzed where he i s, knows where he is, if he
makes changes to the plant in the future, what he has
to do to maintain his ability to comply with his new
licensing basis. So we will provide guidance in that
direction as well.

In the appendices, the subjects in the
appendices parallel the material that is in the
standard itself. As | have indicated, it is nore of
a how to <consider and apply 805 directly.
Est abl i shi ng t he fundanental s i n Chapter 3, howyou go
about doing that. | dentifying the performance
criteria, the hazards in the systens and conponents.
How t o eval uat e agai nst performance criteria that you
have established. How to use some of the tools that
are in 805, like the risk-informed change eval uati on.
How t o do docunentation and howto interpret, howto

apply 805" s provision for docunentation, configuration
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managenent, and nonitoring, and howto consi der non-
power operational nodes, which is a new feature of
805. So all of those are elenents of the guidance
that we will provide.

Doug Brandes has indicated earlier that for
a licensee to consider making this transition, he has
to see that the potential barriers and sone of the
hurdl es can be overcone. The technical issues that |
have |isted here are ones that we have had ongoi ng
di scussions with the staff. Again, | don't want to
try to use this as a forumto debate the issues one
way or the other because there are other foruns for
doing that. | just wanted to indicate what sone of
t hese concerns were, and sone of thereleasecriteria,
and it is stated as one of the criterion as a basis
for applying 805. The other two are elenments of
Chapter 3 that we think could stand sone revision

How we decide on defining the current
| i censi ng basis, what we need | i cense anendnents for,
and making sure that the convergence of the rule
| anguage and i npl ementi ng gui dance, all of these are
things that we think can be overcone. So we are
| ooki ng forward not so nmnuch to debates, but to getting
a useful product that the staff and the industry are

able to use.
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Monitoring is a potential hurdle that we
will deal wth in the inplenenting guidance.
Consi derati on of shutdown of | ow power nodes for fire
protection is sonething that we will have to devote
sone gui dance to, since it is not something that is
currently done.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: What do you nean by
noni tori ng?

MR. EMERSON: Those of you who are nore
famliar with 805 than | am but there is a provision
in 805 for things that you have to nonitor, and

sonmebody else can chime in on what exactly those

provi si ons are. But we want to be sure that the
nmonitoring is -- anybody want to junmp in here?
Denni s?

MR. HENNEKE: Yes, this is Dennis Henneke
wi th Duke Power.

The nmoni tori ng programi s basi cal | y anyt hi ng
that is inthe performance-based part of it, |ike your
fire punp, sprinklers, we nonitor simlar to what you
do in maintenance rule. So they would go into your
mai nt enance rul e prograns.

MR,  EMERSON: Rat her than focusing on
hurdl es and barriers, which we will get through, |

would like to close by describing what we see the
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benefits of this. As was pointed out earlier,
certainly this would have value in resolution of
current fire protection issues. | think each plant
has issues where they might benefit from having a
ri sk-inforned regulatory environnent to apply to it.
The staff has pointed out, and we agree,
that this will address the four NRC pillars. As Doug
had pointed out earlier, we would Iike to be able to
focus the fire protection program on nore risk-
significant i ssues, and nmaki ng t hi s change and putting
gui dance in place will allowus to do that. It wll
provi de a structure and a consi stent nethod for doi ng
the analysis, such that the |icensees have sone
confidence that the staff will accept it, and the
staff will have sonme confidence that the |icensee has
used a rigorous process for inplenmenting the tools.
It will help us address issues in areas
where fire protection conpetes with other issues,
where there may be nore fire protection and maxi m zi ng
def ense in-depth, and the provisions we hold sacred
for fire protection may run into other areas of plant
operations where there is a conpeting interest. By
placing fire protectioninthe overall risk context of
the plant, that will help us sort through conpeting

concerns |like that.
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CHAI RMAN  ROSEN: As long as the other

conmpeting issues also are risk-informned.

MR. EMERSON: Right. The assunption here,
of course, is that the risk information has proceeded
farther in the consideration of other issues than it
has in fire protection. W want to be able to use
fire protection in a consistent manner throughout the
pl ant .

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | n npst areas that is true,
but not in all.

MR EMERSON: Right. You're right.

Wel |, that concludes ny discussion of how
the industry is participating and what our views are
on this rul emaki ng process.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Thank you very mnuch.

Are there any questions, further questions,
frommenbers of the Commttee? Any further statenents
fromnenbers of the public? O the staff?

(No response.)

If not, we will recess now until 10:45.

(Whereupon, the foregoing matter went off
the record at 10:17 a.m and went back on the record
at 10:45 a.m)

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: M. Eric Weiss will now

address us on post-fire safe-shutdown circuit
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anal ysi s.

MR WEISS: H . This is Eric Wiss.

My presentation on post-fire safe-shutdown
circuit analysis for the ACRS Fire Protection
Subconmi ttee begins with the second slide on purpose.
We are going to briefly describe the history of the
i ssue, outline our objective, alternative and pl anned
courses of action, introduce NEI's nethodol ogy, NEI
00-01 as a potential key elenent to the circuit
anal ysi s resol ution, explaintherelationship of risk-
informed and performance-based fire protection
rul emaking that we just discussed, and seek ACRS
conment and advi ce on NEI 00-01.

Slide 3. On June 3, 1999, NRC issued
I nformati on Notice 99-17, "Problens Associated wth
Post-Fire Safe-Shutdown Circuit Analysis,” that
identified some of the issues. In response, NE
undertook a voluntary i ndustry initiative. As part of
that initiative, they conducted special cable fire
tests at Megapoint Laboratories to test the
configuration and vul nerability of certain
configurations of cable susceptibility to spurious
actuation, multiple spurious actuations. NEl is also
devel oping criteria based upon those test results for

post-fire safe-shutdown circuit anal ysis.
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On Novemnber 29t h, 2000, the NRCtenporarily

hal t ed certai n associ ated circuit i nspecti ons, pendi ng
conpl etion of the industry initiative. In February
2001, NeEI formed an expert panel with the task of
interpreting the results of the cable fire tests. On
Oct ober 18th, 2001, NEI submitted to the staff Draft
C of their circuit analysis methodol ogy, NEI 00-01
February 2002, expert panel conpletedtheir efforts on
interpreting the results of the cable fire tests, and
on March 6th, NRR provided comments to NEI on their
circuit anal ysis nethodol ogy, NEI 00-01.

Qur objectives are: To clarify the
regul atory positions that nmaintainsafety andtotrain
i nspectors accordingly. W plant ultimately to
reinstitute inspections to enhance public confidence;
t o acknow edge effective and efficient strategies that
cone out of the circuit analysis testing and the
met hodol ogy that NElI is developing, and to facilitate
the use of risk insights to reduce unnecessary
regul atory burden.

The rule that we just discussed, the
proposed rule NFPA 805, is an inportant aspect of
this, in that it lays the regulatory groundwork for
adopting risk insights as a |icensing basis.

Now t he staff has a nunber of alternatives
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and courses of action. One thing that we are pursuing
in parallel with NEl 00-01 is we are developing a
NUREGW th definitions, principles, illustrations, and
practical methods of inplenenting the resolution
t echni ques.

We feel that one of the probl ens that we had
when we ran across the circuit analysis issues was
that we didn't have our inspectors fully trained; we
didn't have the fundanentals of circuit analysis
clearly defined to everyone's satisfaction. That is
not to say that we didn't have regul atory positions on
it, but we didn't have themconsolidated i n one pl ace
that people could easily refer to and resolve
di sputes. That created certain inefficiencies and
m sunder st andi ngs.

Appendi x B to NFPA 805 addresses circuit
analysis to sone extent, and that is certainly a
viabl e option, an alternative that we can consider.
Then, of course, what is on the table today, what we
wi || be spending nost of our tine discussing, is NEl
00-01. The staff had contenplated using that in a
nunber of ways that are bulleted here. This is neant
to be in sort of a hierarchy of what we thi nk we coul d
use it for, dependi ng upon the degree of refinenment,

our pedigree, if you will, of NEl 00-01
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We could use it, in this NUREG | talked

about, sort of capture what some people call the | ow
hanging fruit. Those risk insights that are
rel atively noncontroversial and don't need nuch nore
refinement we can capture right away i n t he NUREG and
adopt it. Wth a little bit nore sophistication,

perhaps we can use it to focus inspections on risk-

significant areas. W can use it to prioritize
corrective actions. W can use it to color SDP
findi ngs.

If NEI 00-01 gets to a relatively high
degree of refinenent, where uncertainty is addressed
in a somewhat nore sophi sticated way, perhaps we can
endorse it inareg. guide, and, ultimtely, | suppose
t he pentacle of what we could use it for would be to
adopt it, in the rul emaki ng process, we coul d approve
it as an approved alternative under the mechani sms
that | have descri bed i n NFPA 805, where NRC can adopt
alternative neans. But that is part of the reason we
are here today, is to discuss our comments and the
| evel of refinenment that we have achi eved.

Slide seven, please. As you know, Appendi x
R to 10 CFR 50, our current fire protection
regul ation, is a determ nistic approach that may not

permit rnuch use of risk screening outside of the
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exenption process. Certainly today a |icensee can
approach us with any risk insight that they have and
ask for an exenption or a deviation.

But what we had contenpl ated with NFPA 805
is that there would be a risk-informed, performance-
based approach whi ch woul d accommodate ri sk insights
generical ly rat her than as pl an-specific exenpti ons or
devi ati ons. If we could achieve this |evel of
refinement, we could endorse it in the 805 process.
That would permt nore latitude in the use of NEI
00- 01.

We submi tted many comrents on Draft C, over
a hundred comments on Draft C of NEI 00-01. | would
say, to nmy way of thinking, the nost salient conment
that we had is that the degree to which circuits can
be screened from consideration depends in part upon
the confidence or uncertainty associated with that
nmet hodol ogy.

If one is using this as what is, in effect,
a design tool, then one nmust have confi dence that the
uncertainty associ ated with an anal ysis i s captured by
the safety margins and the defense in-depth that
r emai ns. O herwise, one's taking a significant
|atitude with the licensing basis.

So the staff would appreciate any advice,
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but, in particular, the staff would appreciate
conments on the foll ow ng:

Whi ch pur poses t hat we have cont enpl at ed f or
using NEI 00-01 are appropriate, given its current
| evel of refinement? Fred Enerson fromNEl is going

to tal k about howthey resolved their cooments, if not

in detail, at least in general.
VWhat | amreferring to in particular are
t hose purposes that | outlined in slide six of the

presentation, that hierarchy of uses that we are
contenpl ati ng using NEI 00-01 for, and what needs to
be done, if anything, to i nprove NEI 00-01 so that it
can be used for those purposes, and are there other
pur poses for NEI 00-01 that the ACRS woul d recomrend
that the staff consider?

That's the end of ny brief, but formal,
presentation oncircuit analysis. | will turnit over
to the Conmttee for questions.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Yes, could we go back to
your earlier presentation and have you go through
t hose purposes for us, in light of your question?

MR. VWEISS: Are you referring to the --

CHAl RVAN  ROSEN: Yes, your earlier
presentation.

MR WEISS: 805?
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CHAI RMVAN ROCSEN:  Yes, the 805. Could you

dial that up there? Wich slide is that?

MR VEISS: Let's see, on slide seven of
t hat rul emaki ng, at the bottomof the page, | refer to
the fact that new risk-infornmed, perfornmance-based
net hods nay be approved by NRR

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  Then you tal ked about a
hi erarchy of --

MR.  \EI SS: Vell, the hierarchy | was
referring to was on slide six of +the current
presentation --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  COh, okay.

MR. WEISS: -- where | say that we coul d use
it, applicable sections in this NUREG that we are
devel opi ng. Slide six of the current presentation
tal ks about alternative courses of action.

We are developing a NUREG in parallel with
NEI 00-01, to lay out sone of the fundanmentals. It
woul d seemappropri ate that we capture what | referred
to as the lowhanging fruit, those insights that we
can pick out of NEI 00-01 without further refinenent
t hat we can general | y agree upon, represent validrisk
insights inthe area of circuit analysis. That really
ought to be part of our NUREG

You know, | would say, prior to turning on

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

i nspections again, we ought to think about three
things. First, we ought to have a technical basis
with some risk insights incorporated into that
techni cal basis. Second, we ought to have a degree of
buy-in or dialog with the industry and the public
about what it is we are going to be doing, because
this had been a very controversial area. Then the
third thing | would say is that we need to have the
i nspectors trained.

Now we are approaching this in kind of a
paral l el path-type way. W are devel opi ng t he NUREG
to clear up some of the fundanentals. W are
proceeding to train inspectors on some of the
fundanental s. The NUREG shoul d i ncor porate sone ri sk
i nsights. Cbviously, NEI 00-01 shoul d have sonet hi ng
init that we can adopt w thout achieving a further
degree of refinenent.

but if NEI 00-01 were the perfect docunent,
if you could turnto it and say with confidence that
everything that is screened out by NEI 00-01 is of no
concern, that would elevate it inthis ideal world to
a position of being a docunent that we could rely upon
i n desi gn space. Then you coul d drop down to the | ast
bull et on slide six, where we say we adopt it in the

NFPA 805 rul e process, where we say, in effect, this
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is avalidway of doing circuit analysis. You follow
NEI 00-01; you're done. That neets the rule.

But ny point is that there is a hierarchy
here. In some sense, | amasking for advice on your
opi nions as to what you see as what needs to be done
to further refine this for each of these nethods, if
anything. And are there other things that we could
use NEI 00-01 for or other ways we could use NEI
00- 01, other than those that |I have contenpl at ed, that
the Conmittee thinks woul d be an appropriate vehicle
for capturing the risk insights of NEl 00-01? | am
sure your judgment there, |ike ours, will depend upon
t he confidence that you attach to t he nmet hodol ogy, its
degree of refinenent.

Draft C, in ny opinion, the nost significant
issue with it was this addressing of uncertainty.
Qoviously, with a hundred comments, there were a | ot
of other issues there as well, but that, to nmy way of
thinking, is top in the hierarchy of things that
regul ators need to think about when they apply a risk
insight to the regulatory process.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay, that is very hel pful.
| say | am sure we will reserve judgnent until we
heard from Fred Emerson of NEI and ask himthe sane

sort of questions, what his take on your questions is.
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So, with that, you have finished half-an-
hour early, and we could all take a break. But |
think what we will do instead, Fred, is ask you to
cone up and use sonme of that tinme, perhaps save a
little nore time for Commttee discussion.

MR. EMERSON: We should be even farther
ahead by the tine | get finished.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: But woul d you al so addr ess
t he comments that Eric just nade about the appropriate
use and how mat ure you t hi nk NEI 00-01 i s and where it
could and what to fit in the regulatory hierarchy?

MR EMERSON: | will try. Thank you again
for the opportunity to discuss this with you. W have
participated inprior briefings of the Fire Protection
Subcommittee on this subject, and so | would like to
updat e you as to where we are now, includi ng where we
are with responding to the coorments that the staff has
gi ven us.

| amgoing to talk a little bit about the
activities that have gone into helping resolve this
circuit failures issue and that will be reflected in
the final version of NEl 00-01. Those activities
includethecircuit failuretestingthat Ericreferred
to, as well as the expert panel deliberations.

| will spend a little tine tal king about
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what they did and what they concl uded, and the pil ot

eval uati ons that we conducted of the NEI docunent, the
two plans to check the feasibility of its use.

Then I will spend sone tine responding in a
general way di scussi ng the t henes of the conment s t hat
we received from the staff while we were in the
process of devel opi ng the i n-depth responses to t hose.
By the way, the nunber was 170, which | guess is well
over 100.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Pl us or mnus 70.

MR. EMERSON: Yes. That is the uncertainty
t here.

Now the circuit failure testing discussion
is taken froma simlar discussion that | nade at the
| ast Fire Protection Information Forum which | think
you heard. So | amnot going to spend a ot of tine
tal king about results of that. Wat | am going to
talk about is alittle bit about what we observed and
how that got factored into the expert panel
del i berati ons.

We are alnost finished preparing an EPR
report which gives -- since EPRI sponsored the tests
-- whi ch provides a thorough eval uati on of the tests.
| knowthat the O fice of Research participatedinthe

tests, and Sandia National Labs have issued sone
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reports on the work that they did in conjunction with
us during the testing program Agai n, one of the
principal inputs tothe expert panel deliberations was
the results of this test.

VWhat | amgoing to say about the testing is
basically to repeat what | said |last October about
what our observations were, and this may give you a
little bit of context in which to judge what the
expert panel deci ded when they did their work. So
am goi ng to spend the next few slide going over what
some of the observations were.

| usetheterm"observations” very carefully
because what these are is sonething that you could
obtain just from being an innocent bystander and
standing there during all of the tests, and seeing
what physically happened during the test results.
These observations are not based on a detailed
analysis of all of the data that we got out of the
tests, and there was a | ot of data.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wi ch we wi | | expect to see
in the EPRI report.

MR. EMERSON: Yes, the EPRI report will do
a pretty conplete job. Nowthe anmount of data that we
have, you know, we are talking about a | ot of data.

The EPRI report | think will condense it pretty well,
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so that the reader, the public, will not have to wade
t hrough reans of data in order to arrive at useful
concl usi ons.

So what did we observe? First of all, just
as a bit of a background, the way we set up the tests,
we conducted 18 tests. W set up an apparatus that
allowed us to test for actual actuations of valve
notor starters. W put nulti-conductor and single-
conductor cables in the fire. W determ ned to what
extent we got shorts to ground, hot shorts. W | ooked
at vertical and horizontal tray configurations. W
tested different types of cable, at l|east three
significantly different types of cable. W | ooked at
the water effects of spray post-fire.

We tried to | ook at the various paraneters
t hat we t hought woul d have a bearing, and we had a | ot
of input fromthe staff on designing the test program
so that we were trying to capture insights that woul d
be useful to the staff, as well as to us.

As | indicated, Sandi a Nati onal Laboratories
participated in the test by testing one circuit using
t heir own apparatus as we were testing other circuits
usi ng ours. So what we were checki ng for was spuri ous
actuations and shorts to ground, to determ ne when

t hey woul d occur, if they would occur, and under what
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ci rcunst ances they woul d occur

So what we observed, in some cases there
were no failures. Let ne also say that we tested a
range of fire sizes, heat release rates ranging from
70 kilowatts on up to close to 500. W tested
di fferent conbi nations of cables and configurations
with those heat rel ease rates.

Ckay, in some cases there were no failures
at all. Inother cases circuit failures were observed
during the test. W had shorts to ground. W did
have hot shorts that resulted in device actuations.
We di d not see any open circuits, which is one of the
t hi ngs that the regul ati ons require plants to consider
when t hey are perform ng t heir saf e shut down anal yses.
We did not actually see any of those.

Agai n, based on observation rather than
detail ed data anal ysis, it was cl ear fromwatching the
tests that the cable type has a significant role to
play inthe likelihood of circuit failure. The anount
of tray fail seenms to have a significant effect,
whet her you have a single | ayer of cables in atray or
you have three or four layers. Wether the cable is
intray or conduit plays arole. Wether the tray is
oriented in a horizontal or vertical direction seens

toplay arole, and the tinme and tenperature were both
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factors in considering failures.

Hi storically, in Appendix R space we have
assunmed that if afire got to a certain tenperature,
we saw an effect; we had to postulate a failure of
certain types of cable. There were sone generally-
accepted threshol ds established. But what we saw
during these tests was that tine also plays a role,
t hat just because you achieve a certain tenperature
does not automatically mean you get a failure. So
these are all things that we observed during the
tests.

Again, these observations vary sonmewhat
dependi ng on what type of cable was involved in any
particular test. Cenerally, not al ways, we generally
observed that thetinme to failure for these cabl es was
greater than 30 m nutes, a broad generalization. The
time to failure seens to be longer if you have
t her noset type of cable or arnored cable. It seens to
be longer if you have nore tray fill. Thermal mass
seens to play arole there. It seens to be |longer if
you have vertical trays rather than horizontal or if
you have the cable in conduit as opposed to be
directly exposed to the fire.

General ly, we observed that the hot shorts

that we got were of short duration, and then shorter
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to ground -- again, not always, but generally.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  That | ast point is a very
i mportant one, is it not?

MR. EMERSON: Yes. | amgoing to el aborate
just a little bit on that |ast point.

MR. S| EBER: That mneans a spurious
actual i zati on occurs and then the fuse bl ows, so you
can't reset it.

MR. EMERSON: Right, right.

MR SIEBER So that's the worst outcone.

MR. EMERSON. Well, actually, the short to
ground may renove the hot short. It may be a good
t hi ng because --

MR SIEBER But once it noves, it noves,
right?

MR EMERSON: Well, not all valves --

MR SIEBER Go that fast.

MR. EMERSON. -- go that fast. So that is
a level of detail that we're not really going to get
into here, but --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Let me, before you junp
ahead, there is sonething inportant you have been
sayi ng over and over. | want to be sure | understand
its context.

MR. EMERSON. Ckay.
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CHAI RMAN ROSEN: And that is that these are

observations, not results. In reading between the
lines, are you saying that it is possible that, even
t hough you observed certain things here, the expert
panel or the EPRI report, when it does the full
anal ysi s, may drawsone slightly different concl usi ons
rather than the bare conclusion you would get from
your observation?

MR. EMERSON: Yes. | will elaborate onthis
alittle further when | talk about the expert panel
results, but the purpose of the expert panel was to
come up with probabilities. So there were sonme of the
phenonmena or observati ons, whatever you want to cal
it, that | think may be useful to capture in NEl 00-01
t hat the expert panel did not. So there may be things
that we can, information that we can use in the
resol ution of the issue that perhaps the expert panel
didn"t; it wasn't directly in their charter to
address. | will el aborate on that when we get there.

Wth regard to the durations of the circuit
failures that we did get, of the hot shorts that we
did get, and the actuations, alnost half of them
| asted | ess than 30 seconds before they shorted to
ground. Then there was about 40 percent that went

fromhalf a mnute to three m nutes, and then there
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was | ess than 20 percent that were | onger than three
m nut es.

So you can conpare that with the types of
val ve operators that you have in your plant, and you
can deci de for yourself in any particul ar case whet her
t hat spurious actuation would result in an undesired
consequence in terns of water either going sonepl ace
it is not supposed to or not going where it is
supposed to.

Agai n, an observation that bl own fuses were
nore | i kely than device actuations, probably because
there are nore opportunities for valves, for the wires
to short out than they are to contact another wre
connected to a device.

In checking the effect of water spray, in
alnost all of the 18 tests, once the cables had
achi eved a pretty severe damaged conditionlateinthe
test, but perhaps not conpl etely danmaged such t hat al |
possi bl e devi ces had actuated or shorted to ground, we
sprayed with water to see if that would hasten the
onset of additional failures. 1In only one case did
t hat happen.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: By addi ti onal failures, do
you mean additional spurious actuations?

MR. EMERSON: Ri ght, and by that ti ne we had
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burned sone or all of the insulation off the wres,
but perhaps a certain set of wires hadn't yet caused
an actuation. We wanted to see if water m ght enhance
the likelihood that that woul d happen, as you m ght
expect, given a better conducting path and, again, an
observation that happened only once in the tines that
we checked it out.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: But in nobst cases water
portended to put out the fire?

MR. EMERSON. Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  So here's the bal ance: Do
you want to put out the fire or risk an additional
spurious actuation? At least in this observation, it
says putting out the fire was the right answer.

MR. EMERSON: Well, it is not, no, | don't
think it is a question of whether you put out the fire
or not. | think in any case you're going to use
what ever nmeans you have to put the fire out. It is a
case of howlikely is it that sonmething that you are
going to do anyway is going to cause an additiona
problem At |east in observation we would say that in
nost cases it didn't exacerbate the situation

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: | think that is a very
useful finding.

MR. EMERSON: So, anyway, it was a pi ece of
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i nformati on we t hought m ght be hel pful down the road.

| think there is a nmenber of the staff that
has a question.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Pl ease cone up and i dentify
yoursel f, as if anybody here didn't know who you are.

MR SALLEY: Mark Salley from NRR

You've got to be careful wth the
observati ons.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: You've got to get on a
m crophone, so the record will capture your remarks.

MR. SALLEY: You have to be careful with the
wat er spray and meki ng that observation. | just want
to point a comment out, that the water spray was
conducted at the end of thetest. So if you have four
possi bl e combi nati ons and all four had conme i n during
the thermal insult, then obviously when you put the
noney on, there was nothing left toreact. So it is
somewhat bi ased. | mean, you didn't run the test
until you had no failures and then put water on. You
woul d get totally different answers. | just wanted to
poi nt that out.

MR. EMERSON: To address Mark's issue, when
we put water onit, wedidit intentionally when there
wer e things that coul d have happened that hadn't yet.

Qoviously, we had had a fair nunmber of failures
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al r eady. W wanted to see if there would be
addi ti onal ones.

CHAI RMAN ROSEN: But the test was not
desi gned specifically to find that out? You would
design aslightly different test perhaps if you wanted
to | ook at whether water spray resulted in additional
circuit failures --

MR EMERSON:  Yes.

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: -- and wanted the
probability distribution for that.

MR. EMERSON: | was a piece of additional
informati on we could get for an extra expenditure of
resour ces.

The | ast observation on this was that it
appeared from the test that we conducted that
conduct or -t o- conductor shorts were nore likely than
cabl e-to-cabl e shorts. By conductor-to-conductor,
mean anong conductors and anong wires in the same
cabl e rather than between wires in different cabl es.

Ckay, now | am going to spend sone tinme
tal king about the expert panel process and the
results. Now before | got any further with this,
will say that this information is in an EPRI report
that was just issued. The information is avail able

under nor mal EPRI provisions for rel easi ng
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i nf ormati on.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Does t hat nean you have to
pay for it if you are not a nmenber of EPRl or --

MR, EMERSON: Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, the real questionis,
is it available to the staff?

MR, EMERSON: Well, EPRI -- 1 think the
answer to that is yes. | think | cannot directly
speak for EPRI, but | think they have deci ded to nake
this information nore available rather than |ess
available. So | don't think there is going to be any
significant barrier tomkingthis availableto staff.

Ckay, the project was funded by EPRI. The
report has just been issued.

MR. SALLEY: Fred, |1 can answer that
question, if that is all right. The report is
available. It isinour library. Qur library sent it
to us yesterday, and | forwarded it on to Rob, so he
can get it to you, yesterday.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: Ckay, thank you.

MR. EMERSON: kay, | amnot goingtotryto
go through the results in detail. | amgoing totry
to present a subset of the results, which may be
hel pful .

Now t hi s panel process utilized a process
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that was outlined in NUREG CR-6372 during the

estimation of seism c hazard. There were severa
options for howone could use that nethod. The nethod
t hat we chose was to have a technical integrator who
was responsi bl e for determ ning the probabilities, but
that he had input from a panel of experts that
represented appropriate di sciplines and coul d draw on
their conclusions and study of the same data. Then
over the top of that we had two peer reviewers to help
assure that the process was carried appropriately and
t hat t he dat a was consi dered appropriately inarriving
at the concl usions.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  How many experts was this?

MR EMERSON: | amgoing to get to that.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Okay. Okay, the next few

slides | amgoing to go through the process in sumary

form

The first step was to identify the
partici pants. W selected Robert Budnitz as the
technical integrator. The peer reviewers that we

sel ected were Neil Todreas from M T, a professor of
nucl ear engi neering there, Dennis Henneke from Duke
Energy, who is a PSA expert.

W selected the experts to, first of all,

represent a cross-section of disciplines that woul d
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pertain to the determ nation of probabilities. The
types of expertise that m ght pertain are people who
understand electrical engineering, people wth
experience in doing fire testing, people wth
expertise in cable ~construction, people wth
experience in fire protection and PSA. Al of those
di sci plines could have arole to play in deciding what
t he probabilities should be, so we tried to select a
cross-section of people that represented those
di sci pl i nes.

W also wanted to select a cross-section
t hat represented i ndustry sources, regul atory sources,
and the public. So we had representatives to ful fill
t hose three different stakehol der inputs.

So the peopl e that you see |isted here were
t he experts that were chosen and participatedinthis
activity, what their affiliations are, and the types
of expertise they brought to the table.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Sone of those affiliations
I|"'mnot famliar with the abbreviations. UWD?

MR. EMERSON: University of Maryl and.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: And APS?

MR. EMERSON: Arizona Public Service.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  UCB?

MR. EMERSON:. University of California at
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Ber kel ey.

| will go through this fairly quickly. The
i nformati on was di ssem nated to the experts. It took
alittle longer than we expected. The information
t hat was di ssem nated were the data fromthe actua
tests, conpilations of test results that were prepared
by Onega Point and by NEI and EPRI. There was
information that Sandia had at its disposal from
previous evaluations of other tests that were
avai | abl e. Mbost of the information that was
considered had to do with this series of Onmega Point
tests that EPRI sponsored.

W spent sone time agreeing on the
formul ati on of the techni cal questionthat the experts
woul d consider, and | wll elaborate on that in a
subsequent slide.

The panelists reviewed and eval uated the
t echni cal i nformati on, as did the technical
integrator, who did his own analysis, and then
eval uated the input that he got fromthe experts who
participated. Not all of themdid; some of them had
to drop out for reasons of conflicts with other work
that they had to do.

After the technical integrator devel oped his

draft report, he circulated it for coment anong the
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experts to make sure that their opinions had been
characterized fairly. Then he issued the final
report, and the peer reviewers prepared their reports
on the viability of the process and the ways that it
was done.

The information that | am describing here
cones out of the EPRI report. The information that
was considered, as | indicated, nost of it was the
extensi ve data t hat was avail abl e fromt he Orega Poi nt
test as well as the test reports as they existed at
the tine, the test plans, the documents that were
devel oped during the test to facilitate the
preparation and performance of the tests, the Sandi a
reports, as | mentioned, the NEI test plan, and the
cable material sinformationthat we gl eaned fromt hose
who contributed cable to this effort.

The questions, after a |ot of discussion,
the questions that we settled on that the experts
addressed, the first one was, under what conditions
could a serious fire cause spurious actuation? The
second one was, what's the probability of such
actuation?

Overall, the results of the expert panel
were intended to fit into this risk equation which I

presented previously. This risk equation is the
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formulation in NEIl 00-01 for determning the risk
signi ficance of spurious actuations. The piece of
this equation that the expert panel had input to was
t he piece of SA conponent, which was the probability
of spurious actuations given cabl e damage.

MR. KRESS:. | guess this was asked before,
but I m ssed an earlier Fire Protection Subconm ttee.
Was it presunmed that all those probabilities are
i ndependent of each other?

MR. EMERSON:  Yes, and sonme of the staff
conments that we've gotten on past revisions of the
NEI document are intended to nmke sure that we
consi der those as i ndependent numbers, and we renove
degrees of dependence that exist. So by the tinme that
all was said and done, yes, those values would be
i ndependent .

As part of the expert panel process, because
some of the panelists were nore famliar and
confortabl e devel oping probabilities that you would
achi eve, cable damage or fragility, and soneone nore
confortabl e with devel opi ng probabilities of spurious
actuation, given damaged cable, and soneone nore
confortable to coming up with the total package, the
total probability of spurious actuations, the

panel i sts agreed to break down this piece of SAinto
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two subpieces of probability of cable damage, a
probability that you would get cable damage, and a
probability that you woul d get a spurious activation,
gi ven cabl e damage.

So, basically, the technical integrators
wer e al ways nmade harder by the fact that the experts
had sonme choice in which paraneters they devel oped
probabilities for, and it was up to the technical
integrator to put it all together into a single piece
of SA nunber.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: But in every case the
experts identified what the nunbers were that they
were giving to the technical --

MR. EMERSON. Yes, they were clear as to
what nunber or which parameter --

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Whet her they were giving a
pi ece of CD or a piece of SACD?

MR. EMERSON: Right. Al of the experts'
reports are listed as appendices or provided as
appendi ces in the report. So you can go back and read
what each expert did, as well as what the technical
i ntegrator concluded fromthe whol e exercise.

There was a concept that was originally
i ntroduced by Sandia in sonme of their earlier work of

considering a base case and then looking for the
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effects of variations fromthe base case, and that is
what we did, what the expert panel did.

The base case was considered to have the
paraneters that you see listed on the slide there:
t her noset control cabl es, unarnored, singlelayer, in
the tray; target cables in a hot gas | ayer versus the
plume of the fire; the fact that the notor starter
circuit included a control power transforner -- there
was sone variation of that paranmeter during the
testing, and that configuration represents our nor nal
pl ant configuration -- and gradual heatup of cables
rather than an instantaneous elevation to a high
t enperat ure.

The variants that were |ooked at in the
expert panel results were thernoplastic and arnored
cabl e versus thernoset cabl e, cable in conduit versus
cable in tray, and circuits that did not include a
control power transforner, which, as | said, were al so
tested. And there were separate probabilities |isted
in the results for that.

There is another slide mxed in that |
shoul dn't have.

Ckay, | amproviding this information with
perm ssion fromEPRI. Thisis directly taken fromthe

report.

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

107

VWhat this is is the probability of getting
cable damage. It is a fragility curve. It is based
on the tenperature of the cable versus the -- and a
probability t hat was devel oped t hat was i ndependent on
the tenperature that the cable saw. It does not
reflect the length of tinme it took to achieve that
tenperature but just the tenperature itself.

These results indicate, it shows the
relative fragility of the types of cable. Now there
are sonme considerations here that don't necessarily
reflect everything that we tested, but at | east inthe
case of the thernoset and the thernoplastic cable, |
think it is fairly accurate in portraying the
difference in fragility because the thernoset cable
was cl early nore robust interns of resisting spurious
actuations than thernoplastic is.

MR, KRESS. Wiat's the triangles?

EMERSON: The triangl es?
S| EBER:  Arnored.

EMERSON. Arnored cabl e, yes.

2 3 3 %

KRESS: Yes, it doesn't show up on that
sl i de.

MR. EMERSON: Yes, sorry.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Now woul d you say that

again, that thing you said before you identified the
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arnmored cables? You said the thernosetting -- put
t hat slide back up. Those thernosetting cables are --

MR, EMERSON: Are nore --

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  The ones on ny right.

MR. EMERSON:. Let nme make sure | get this
right. Yes, that's correct.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: They are nore robust
because, yes, they go to higher tenperature before
t hey --

MR. EMERSON: Yes, their probabilities of
failure are lower at the same tenperature. Again
that was clearly indicated in watching the tests. The
failures for thernoplastic cable tended to take pl ace
sooner than they did for thernoset cable.

MR. KRESS: That .5 probability there, there
seens to be a change in the --

MR. SIEBER: Sl ope.

MR KRESS: -- the phenonena.

MR. EMERSON: Ri ght, and what happened
there, the technical integrator cane up with 5
percent, 50 percent, and 95 percent probabilities.

MR. KRESS: | see. kay.

MR. EMERSON: And those are the three
dat apoi nts, and then we i nterpol ated t he | i nes bet ween

t hose three datapoints.
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The reason why the cabl es were given those
probabilities is elaborated on in the report. | am
not goingtotry todothat. | amnot goingtotryto
repeat what the technical integrator said to justify
t hem here.

The base case probabilities, and this is
just a subset of the probabilities that were
devel oped, in this case, the base case paraneter was
t he probabi l ity of spurious actuations, given severely
damaged cable. It is not the piece of SAwhichis the
overall probability of spurious actuation.

So given the fact that the cable is badly
damaged, this is the probability that it would
actuate. This is not the probability that you would
get a spurious actuation starting fromscratch with
fresh cabl e that was undamaged, which is a different
parameter, and for which you would have -- the
probability of cable damage woul d al so factor in.

For thi s base case paraneter, there are four
datapoints here, reflecting different types of
i nteractions between cables. The first typeisin a
mul ticonductor cable, and it is the probability that
you would get spurious actuations in this badly
damaged cable anbng conductors within that single

mul ti conductor cable. The nulticonductor cables we
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t est ed wer e seven conduct or cabl es, so we were | ooki ng
for interactions between any of the seven conductors
inthose cables. So the probability islisted andthe
confidence range is listed for the best estinate.

We al so used single conductor cables inthe
test to test the likelihood that you would get
interactions between a nulticonductor cable and a
separate single conductor. That probability is
somewhat | ower, as you m ght expect, given the fact
that it is a cable-to-cable interaction, not a
conduct or -t o- conductor interaction.

The third one has to do with -- I"msorry,
| m sspoke. The second one is interactions between
two single conductor cables, two separate single
conduct or cabl es. The third one is interactions
bet ween a nul ti conduct or cabl e and a si ngl e conduct or
cable, and the fourth one is interactions between two
mul ti conduct or cabl es.

You can see the hierarchy of how the
probabilities rank anong those cases. It kind of
backs up the observation that we made that cabl e-to-
cable interactions are l ess |ikely than conductor-to-
conductor interactions within a cable.

| think the reason that you don't see a high

confi dence range for the |last category is that the
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technical integrator felt that there was i nsufficient
data on which to base an uncertai n confidence range,
but he wanted to capture the data which reflected
cabl e-to-cable interactions anong nulticonductor
cables, since there were only two tests that tested
t hat specifically.

Now, as | indicated earlier, there are other
paranmeters that affect the probabilities that we end
up with. They may not necessarily be reflected in the
expert panel results, but they, | think, are
significant enough so that we want to try to capture
the insights fromthese tests in the NEl docunent,
evenif wedon't directlyinthe probabilities. These
are the parameters that | have listed here.

When | say "circuit paraneters,” what | nean
is the way the circuit is set up, you know, whether
you have an i nstrunment circuit versus a control power
circuit, whether you have a control power transformer
in the circuit or not, what the size of the notor
starter is. There are a nunber of different effects
that the type of circuit will have on the |ikelihood
t hat we t hi nk we can nmake use of when the reportingis
done and when we finished our report on the testing.

Next week the Circuit Failures |Issues Task

Force is going to neet to address a nunber of things.
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One of the principal things is the coiments that we
got fromthe staff. W're goingtotry to address al
of those and put t hose t oget her and prepare a response
for the staff.

We are also going to be |ooking at how to
use the expert panel results that have been newy
i ssued and how to address the test observations that
| just nentioned that were not necessarily reflected
in the expert panel results.

Now I would like to shift gears --

CHAI RMVAN  ROSEN: If you use those
observations, are you going to feed that back to the
expert panel and get a read from them as to the
appropri at eness of usi ng themto change their answers?

MR. EMERSON: | don't knowthat we will use
it to change their answers. | think, because there
are other elements in the probablistic equation other
t han pi ece of SA, we may use those insights to affect
ot her probabilitiesinthat equation, but probably not
t he probability of spurious actuation per se. | don't
think we are planning to try to adjust their nunbers
because that is what we had a panel of experts for.

Ckay, now | would like to nove from
di scussi on of the expert panel to another task that we

did, and that was to conduct pilot eval uati ons of the
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NElI docunent to see how easy it was to use and how
useful it mght be for determining the risk
significance of circuit failures.

We conducted this at two plants, one a PWR,
one a BWR. MQuire representatives are here and can
el aborate to sonme degree on the pilots that were
conducted there. They can state their own
concl usions, but | amgoing to try to summarize it.

We have a final report in preparation for
these two pilot activities. Overall, as | said, this
was i ntended to determ ne how useful is this docunent
and feed it back into the process in tinme that we
coul d nake use of it before it gets submitted to the
staff in final form

| think overall we concluded that it was a
useful process and it did generally achieve the goals
that we set out for it. It does require sone
mani pul ati on, though. It requires sonme adjustnment to
optimze its use.

Okay, | want to spend the next few slides
goi ng over what happened in the McQuire pilot. | am
goi ng to depend on Dennis and Doug to chine in if |
m scharacterize what they did, because they were both
heavily involved in the McGQuire pilot for Duke.

There were three types of circuit failure
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scenarios that were considered. The purpose of this
docunent is primarily to evaluate previously-
identified circuit failure scenarios rather than
identify and set out a nethodol ogy for making sure
you've got all possible scenarios identified.
However, we tested both of those during the pilot
eval uati ons.

Inorder todothis, the McGuire staff, with
assi stance froma contractor team reviewedtheir fire
hazar ds anal ysi s and t he desi gn basi s docunents. They
have a set of |ogic diagrans which were very useful.
What | amtal ki ng about here is the extra step we put
in for the pilots in determ ning whether the circuit
failures that | identified needed to be suppl enent ed
by other failures that they may not have previously
consi der ed.

So inthat step, they went through the | ogic
di agranms. They conducted and reviewed their PSA to
try to identify additional scenarios that mght be
somet hi ng they woul d have to consi der.

Typically, for each scenariothey identified

there were three to five fire areas invol ved. | t
wasn't just a single area. Scenari os included
multiple conponents and subscenari os, and we

consi dered generally there were two to three separate
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failures required for each scenario to unfold. In
other words, you needed at least two or three
simul taneous circuit failures for that scenario to
carry out the unintended action.

The next figure is maybe kind of hard to
read in the handout, but this is an exanple of the
McCQuire logic diagram that hel ped identify from a
determ nistic standpoint what scenarios mght be
considered. Again, an analysis was al so done using
their PSAto supplenent this, againtotrytoidentify
ot her scenarios that are potentially of interest.

In carrying out the PSA input to selecting
t hese scenarios, first, you woul d have to consi der the
types of conponents and basic events that are i n your
i nternal events PRA nodel that are subject to spurious
actuations. Now which MOVs, which PORVs, perhaps
whi ch punps, et cetera, that in conbination could
cause an uni ntended or unacceptabl e consequence.

Then, in order to mani pul ate t he nodel, once
you have identified those types of conponents, you
| ook for PRA results that use those conbinations of
conmponents and you run cases using your nodel with
basi c events set to one. For PSA practitioners, that
may mean nore than to non-PSA practitioners, but that

is the met hod by which the PSA hel ped to identify the
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scenarios that needed to be considered further.
Again, so far, we are just in the scenario
identification process.

Now i n doing this PSA review --

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: | think for the non-PRA
people in the audience, | think that nmeans that PRA
basi c events set to one neans guaranteed fail ure.

MR EMERSON:  Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  The device wi | | not do what
you intend it to do. You set it in the configuration
in the PRA analysis, so that it does not end up doi ng
what you designed it doto, if it is open and it stays
open if it was intended to go closed, or it is closed
and stays closed if you intended it to go open.

MR. EMERSON: Right. The purpose of setting
it tooneis, whenyou finish a PRA analysis, it gives
you a lot of cut sets that involve conbinations of
failures. The purpose of setting these basic events
to one is to elevate the probability so scenarios
i nvol vi ng these particul ar conponentswill risetothe
top, and you can see to what extent they cause a
probl em Then you select the ones that rise the
farthest to the top for further consideration.

As this slideindicates, giventhe nunber of

conmponents in the plan, you can identify quite a few
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possi bl e conbi nati ons. You have to tenper that fact
with if the cables for those conmponents are rooted in
t he same area, so you have to apply sone know edge of
the locations of those cables in your plant to
determ ne whether those conbinations are really a
factor in certain fire areas. As | say, you need to
t emper these scenarios with actual know edge of cabl e
| ocations in your plant to see whether that scenario
will exist in one or nore fire areas.

The last bullet was used to select the
scenarios that were to be considered. |f you have
guestions about that, I amgoing to defer to Dennis,
since he's the one who did these anal yses at McQuire.

The results of the McGuire pil ot show that
determ nistically all these scenarios were okay.
Thirty of them --

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  What do you nean by that?
Do you nean a single failure point determnistically
or --

MR. EMERSON: Denni s, you had better step up
to the m crophone.

MR. HENNEKE: Yes, this is Dennis Henneke at
Duke Power .

The Duke pl ants all have a standby shut down

facility, an external facility, a bunker facility. So
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t he spurious actuation scenario we | ooked at all had
some way to performthe function free of fire damage.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Because of the bunker?

MR.  HENNEKE: Some of them m ght have
i ncluded nmanual actions or sonething of the sort,
where you have to kind of go through it and nmake sure
froma legalistic and licensing basis that will be
okay, but determ nistically we had a way to shut down
the plant, either with manual actions or with an
entire train separate, sonetinmes even two or three
train separates.

MR. EMERSON: Putting that aside and
pretending that they did not have this facility, we
then applied the NEI method to see to what extent
t hese scenari os woul d screen out using the nethods in
NEI 00-01. That process has a two-step process. One
isaqualitative screenwith a quantitative techni cal
basis, and the other is a nore detail ed quantitative
screen.

As the slide indicates, 30 percent of the
scenari os screened out as being | owsignificance using
the qualitative screen; 50 percent nore screened out
using the first four steps of the quantitative screen.
In the quantitative screen, | haven't nade an effort

to try to explain that here because we have covered
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t hat in other briefings, but, basically, that invol ves
application of several of the paranmeters in the risk
equati on, short of the cal cul ati on of conditional core
damage frequency.

So 80 percent of the scenarios screened out
either qualitatively or quantitatively using steps one
t hrough four, the quantitative screen. And when you
went a step farther and step five of the detail ed
anal ysis, and actually calculated the core damage
frequency, 70 percent of those scenari os screened out
as being lower than 1E-07 core damage frequency.
Again, this is pretending that this bunkered train
does not exist. It is for the purpose of testing the
nmet hod.

MR.  KRESS: How many scenarios are we
t al ki ng about ?

MR. EMERSON: Ten I think were | ooked at all
together. W didn't | ook at hundreds of them W
sel ected 10 just to test the value of --

MR. KRESS: Are you talking about 30
percent, 50 percent, and 70 percent --

MR. EMERSON: Right.

MR. KRESS: -- for the steps of those teans?
MR. EMERSON: Right.
MR, KRESS: kay.
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MR. EMERSON: Now, Dennis, maybe you had

better --

MR. HENNEKE: Yes. O the scenarios, there
wer e 10 scenari os, but they averaged about four, four-
and- a- hal f roons each. So you were physically running
four -- we ran 45 scenarios in 10 groups, basically.
So you' re tal king about 70 percent screening of the
remai ni ng roons.

MR. EMERSON: And the | ast bullet indicates
where the scenarios that didn't screen out were, the
| ocation, were all in the control room

MR. KRESS: This methodol ogy doesn't deal
wi th snmoke, | guess?

MR. EMERSON: Not directly, no.

MR KRESS: Because it wouldn't affects
cables, and we're just tal king about cabl es.

MR. EMERSON: Yes, we are talking about
somet hi ng t hat happens, spurious actuations resulting
from physi cal damage to the cables, rather than from
snmoke effects to el ectroni c equi pnent.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  When you t ook i nt o account
t he human error probabilities in these steps, did you
use human error probabilities based on traditional
nmet hods, aeroforcing contexts and that sort of thing,

or did you nmodify them in sonme way to take into
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account the additional confusion that mght be
engender ed by spurious actuations, nmultiple spurious
actuations?

MR. EMERSON: In carrying out the manual
actions needed to respond to a spurious actuation, is
t hat what you are referring to?

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: Yes, you've got manual
actions clearly, and you' ve got i ndi cati ons. Wen you
get nultiple hot shorts, the indications in the
control room could get very anbiguous for the
operations crew.

MR. HENNEKE: Yes, this is Dennis Henneke
agai n.

Under st and t hat the difference bet ween what
we anal yzed here and atypical fire PRAis that we are
typically failing multiple barriers beyond what a
typical fire PRA would analyze. So we're typically,
inthese scenarios, we're typically left with one way
to shut down the plant. |In npst cases that was our
SSF, and the analysis in the fire PRA already has
consi dered abandoni ng the control room going to the
SSF and operating it under the worst of circunstances.

So the only additional human acti ons we had
were, for exanple, afirein the aux. feed-water punp

roomthat failed all aux. feed-water, and now you had
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to shut down the plant with main feed-water or
condensate, given that no aux. feed-water s
avail able. There wouldn't be a lot of controls or
i ndi cation or spurious alarns in the control roomfor
something like that. So it is either the worst of
cases where you abandon the control roomor there's
really little left to do. So it's not that
conplicated of an action.

It's not like a typical fire PRA where you
have one train gone with a whole bunch of spurious
actuations. You have multiple ways to performthe
action, where you m ght have confusion.

MR. EMERSON: One of the points that Eric
brought up in his presentation that the staff is
concerned about i s the consideration of uncertaintyin
screeni ng out scenari os where the uncertainty i s not
known. We were trying to deal with that a coupl e of
ways in NEl 00-01 and inthe pilots. In the pilots we
perfornmed a sensitivity analysis to try to check the
ef fects of sonme of the paraneters to see howlikely it
was that we screened out sonething that we shoul dn't
have. So we did that sort of sensitivity analysis.

When we did the sensitivity analysis, we
determ ned that one thing we screened out, given the

degree of uncertainty we m ght consi der not screening
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it out under other circunstances.

MR. KRESS: \When you say, |ooking at one
screen scenari o as possi bl y unscreened, does t hat nean
you took all the screened ones and deci ded whi ch one
of those woul d be nost, having the nost inpact, or --

MR, ENMERSON: Yes, we did a sensitivity
analysis of the -- I won't say "we" -- the Duke fol ks
did asensitivity anal ysis of the paraneters that went
into determ ni ng whet her something would screen or
not --

MR KRESS: | see.

MR. EMERSON: -- the different factors, and
determ ned that --

MR. KRESS: The ones that showed up having
t he nost --

MR. EMERSON: You postul ate additional
uncertainty in the data and you determ ne the extent
to which, if you made different assunpti ons about the
data or the data were actually consi derably different
t han what you actual ly used, whether it woul d screen
or not. Doing that type of analysis, we determ ned
t hat one of the scenarios mght not screen out, but
the rest of themstill did, given that. So doing a
sensitivity analysis of that type is one way to

address the issue of whether you have screened
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somet hi ng i nappropriately or not.

The ot her thing that we have built intothis
nmet hod for both the qualitative and the quantitative
screeni ng steps i s consi deration of safety margi ns and
defense in-depth. The nodel that we have used for
that is the provisions in Reg. Guide 1.174. Now Eric
i ndi cated that that required further discussion and
further devel opment, and | would agree that it does,
but, again, what we have in there now is pretty
consistent with the Reg. Guide 1.174 nethod for
addr essi ng t hose.

So in using the process in NEl 00-01, you
cannot screen sonmething out either qualitatively or
quantitatively wi t hout appl yi ng the safety margi ns and
defense in-depth analysis. Assumng that we end up
with a scrutabl e nethod for doi ng those two anal yses,
hopefully, that will go a long way toward al | evi ati ng
concerns of inappropriate screening out of risk-
signi ficant scenari os or conbi nations.

In general, we feel that both pilot
applications -- | didn't discuss the one at Duane
Arnol d, but the conclusions were very simlar, even
t hough the nethods that were used were sonewhat
different. It showed that the NEI nethod i s workabl e,

is fairly easily applied wthout a huge --
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MR. KRESS: What do you nean when you say,

"t he nethod wor ked"?

MR. EMERSON:. The purpose of the nethod is
to evaluate the risk significance of potential
conbi nations of circuit failures. Wat we wanted to
determ ne was, is the nethod easily enough applied so
that you get believable screening results with a
reasonabl e anount of effort or does it require far
nore effort to try to screen things out than it
woul d - -

MR. KRESS: Yes, | understand the effort
part, but | amtrying to figure out how you deci ded
whet her they were believable results or not.

MR. EMERSON. Well, you try to apply the
nmet hod to known or typical plant configurations, and
you go through the nethod and you try to take into
account the factors that would either dictate that
sonmething is acceptable or not, and you try to apply
t he probabilities that woul d di ctate whet her you have
a fire that grows to the point where you can get
spurious actuations and you actually have them You
see whether it screens out or not.

MR. HENNEKE: Yes, but al so what we nean on
thisis that the NEI docunent i s sonewhat proscriptive

in that there are stepw se processes, and one step
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foll ows the next, and we wanted to nmake sure that that
stepw se process seened reasonable, and that step B
follows step A, and so on, and it did.

MR. EMERSON: Good point.

MR. HENNEKE: We nmade some recommendati ons
for changes, for exanple, following the qualitative
screeni ng where we were doi ng a defense in-depth and
safety margin reviewprior to going on. So we didn't
do PRA analysis on sonething that didn't neet these
defense in-depth and safety margin reviews.

It really didn't work for us because we
didn't have the informati on, so we recommended novi ng
that to the back. So once we noved that to the back
then it worked fine.

We al so tested other parts of it, likethere
was a question on the qualitative screening. One of
the staff's coments was there's high uncertainty in
t hi s. So we took events, sequences that screen
qualitatively that we were going to set asi de and j ust
not worry about it, and we actually quantitatively
anal yzed those. We found, for exanple, the two
scenarios that did screen and we followed them
t hrough. One was 10 to m nus 13, when you anal yzed it
in detail, and one was 10 to mnus 11. That would

give you sone feeling that, if you would screen it
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with all the conservatisnms in the qualitative
screening, then it is probably going to show a
quantitatively | ow probability.

MR. KRESS: Yes, that was the answer | was
searching for

MR EMERSON: Ckay.

MR. KRESS: How did you actually cone to
t hat concl usi on.

MR. EMERSON: Ckay, the conclusions that we
got fromthe pilots, as | said, our Task Force will be
considering and factoring in to nmake sure that the
method is optimzed to take advantage of those
i nsi ghts.

| am going to shift gears now and spend a
little time tal king about the NRC s comments on the
NEI docunent, if you are ready to nove on.

As | indicated, there were 170 conments.
This was based on a very detailed staff review of
Draft Revision C of the docunent. W had received
sone | ess formal conments one earlier versions. This
was a fairly rigorous revi ewand corment process that,
assum ng that we can respond in a manner that the
staff accepts, will go a long way toward conpl eting
this docunent in a tinmely way.

W expect to finish our response to the
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staff within about six weeks, and hopefully sooner
t han that.

I nstead of trying to go through it comrent
by cormment, what | amgoingtotry to dois to address
sone broad considerations relative to the comrents.
The staff provided conments, general comments, that
applied to the nethod as a whole, comrents on the
determ nistic portions of the NEI docunent, which we
haven't talked nuch about, conments on the
probablistic nmethods, and Eric discussed the
uncertai nty concernthey have about t hat, and conments
on the safety margi ns and defense in-depth anal ysis.
So what | amgoing to do in the next fewslides is to
try to address sone of the themes of those coments.

Now this slide may be fairly trivial, but
our possi bl e responses are going to be that we either
agree with the staff, and there are nmany cases where
we do agree with their comrent, and we w Il nake
changes to the document, or we disagree with the
staff's position and we will provide a justification
for ours in our response, or we agree that sone
clarificationis needed to make the process clearer in
certain cases.

The issues that we see arising from the

staf f corments that we need to address, the docunent
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that we have is a nmelding of determnistic and ri sk-
i nformed met hods for addressing circuit analysis. Any
time you have two dissimlar types of nethods |ike
that, the process for creating a useful synergy is
sonmewhat difficult, and the staff comrents reflected
that to sone degree.

Again, as | said, the staff coomented on the
determ ni stic piece and the probablistic piece, and
then in sone cases there were sonme comments that
refl ected t he whol e enchi | ada t oget her rather than on
the two pieces separately.

That is one thing that | woul d propose, is
that we need to consider the docunent, the overal
pur pose of the docunent and the two nethods toget her
and what they are intended to resolve, rather than
individually in isolation, although you want to get
t he individual pieces right as well.

I n addressing the determ nistic side of it,
the determ nistic nethods that are reflected in this
docunent are typical of nethods and assunptions that
have been in use in plant safe shutdown anal yses for
many years. What we have in the docunment as a
determ ni stic nethod does not reflect a change from
the way plants have been doing these types of

anal yses. So there was no attenpt totry to break new
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gr ound.

So on the staff conments on the
determ nistic method, it is basically a discussion or
a rediscussion of issues that we have been dealing
with for several years on differences ininterpreting
how t he regul ati ons shoul d be applied to saf e shutdown
anal yses. That was the reason that led to the
devel opnent of the NEI nmethod in the first place, was
to try to address using risk information of these
differences in interpretations.

I n general, howyou apply risk significance
tools to a determnistic analysis is a fairly
sensitive issue. It involves things |Iike, questions
like, are you going to use risk argunents to justify
a nonconpliance with the regul ations. And the answer
to that is, no, we are not.

But whereinterpretative differences exist,
where the |icensing basis is not clear, risk can be a
useful tool in determ ning hownuch effort you need to
spend i n resol ving or argui ng over the i ssue, and t hat
is really the purpose of this docunent. In cases
where there are cl ear-cut conpliance i ssues, the risk
t ool s can be used t o support an exenpti on or devi ati on
request, again where the conpliance or the

nonconpliance is clear-cut, if there is one.
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So the risk has a role in resolving
determnistic issues, and the role is different
depending on whether the issue clearly involves
conpl i ance or whether it involves nerely a difference
ininterpreting the regul ations.

This is not going to be an easy thing to
work out, and I | ook forward to nore di scussions with
the staff so that everyone is cl ear on how these ri sk
tools will be used.

Anot her issue that was raised in the staff
conments i s the degree to which we shoul d be goi ng out
and | ooking for nore conbinations other than those
t hat have been previously identified in inspections.
W created a nethod in the NEI docunent that we
i ntended specifically for testing during the pilot to
determ ne the extent to which we needed to do this.
The nmet hod was i ntended t o be applied to known i ssues,
t hi ngs t hat may have beenidentifiedin previous staff
i nspections or been identified in plant self-
assessnents, known i ssues involving either nore than
one spurious actuation the plant should take a | ook
at .

Sone of the staff comrents indi cated that we
should perhaps identify additional -- we should

perform a systematic search for additional such
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conbi nati ons as had not been previously considered.
Qur general response to that is that basically is a
vul nerability search. You are | ooking for additiona

vul nerabilities that you m ght not have considered
bef ore.

One of the purposes for testing that
vul nerability search nmethod was to see t o what extent
in these pilot plants we uncovered conbi nations that
turned out to be significant, and we basically didn't.
There may have been one case where we found one, and
that will be nmade very clear in the final report for
the pilots.

But, in general, the vul nerability searches
have been done. That is what we had the | PEEE for
At this point we don't see a driving need, based on
the pilot results, to go out and |ook for new
potential conbinations of circuit failures.

The nunber of conbinations of circuit
failures is potentially unlimted. In order to
address the issue properly, you want to be able to
focus on those that -- you want to be able to cut
fairly quickly to those that are safety-significant.
You want to be able to decide which, anong these
hundreds of mllions of possible conbinations of

spurious actuations, are the |likeliest to happen and
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t he ones you have to deal with. That is what we canme
up with this nethod for, was to hel p you sort through
t hat .

There are sone i ssues that were nentionedin
a nunmber of the conments that relate to an i ssue that
has recently surfaced with regard to nanual actions
and spurious actuations, and our overall response to
that is going to be that is an i ssue that we are goi ng
to resolve in a separate forumwith the staff. W
didn't think that the conment resol ution process for
NEI 00-01 -- it needs to follow that separate
resol uti on process rather than being the vehicle for
resol ving that issue.

That concl udes ny presentation

CHAI RMAN ROSEN:  Thank you very nuch

Do menbers of the Conmttee have any
guestions? Any questions fromthe staff? The public?

MR. KALANTARI: | have a question

CHAI RVAN  ROSEN: Pl ease step up to the
m crophone and identify yourself.

MR. KALANTARI: M/ nane is Bob Kalantari .
I"mw th EPM

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: EPM?

MR. KALANTARI : EPM Engi neering, Pl anning

and Managenent .
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| have one conment and a question. You
mentioned that open circuits did not occur during
t esti ng. | don't think that should have been a
surprise that copper doesn't nelt at those
tenperatures that you tested. Open circuits wll
occur inreal life when you have fire and things are
falling, objects, onthe cable trays. That is howyou
are going to get open circuits.

Havi ng said that, in general, opencircuits
shoul d not cause probl ens, but because you have tested
and shown open circuits, you know, it is because of
copper characteristics it doesn't nelt at those
t enper at ur es.

But nmy questionis really, last year during
this Subcomm ttee neeting | had a presentation given
with regard to using the techni ques of NFPA 805, doi ng
such analysis m nus the PRA portion of it. The ACRS
Subconmittee liked it, but there was a question. They
asked ne if we should do any testing, and | said
testing woul d give you sone information, but | think
you woul d be surprised to learn that, when you put
cables inthe fire, the insulation sonehow nelts and
conductors nelt, the insulation nelts and conductors
connect .

Your test right now shows 20 percent
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external, 80 percent internal. To me, that is as good
as saying, one, every tinme you put cables in fire,
they are goingtonelt either internally or externally
and gi ve you probl ens.

| aman analyst. | have done probably 20-
pl us anal yses, Appendi x R type, and revi ewed anot her
probably 10-20. When | have this test result, right
now, let's say, real life in this room | have 10
cabl es associated with 10 valves, and they could
spuriously operate. The test result says between 20
and 80 percent of these valves could spuriously
operate, could have a hot short and potentially
spuriously operate.

VWhat do | do with that information? Which
valve is going to operate first? Wat good is al
this test to nme as an analyst when | have 10 and |
don't know which one is going to happen first, and
whether it is 20 percent or 80 percent, what do | tell
ny operator? Is the result of this to put this
information and figure out if you are going to have a
CDF of less than 10 to the mnus 7 or to do an
anal ysis and to show that you have one train for your
fire danage?

So that is nmy concern. | don't think this

test really -- the test | think proved that failures
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are going to occur and spurious operations are going
to occur. So | am still confused after all these
years because | amstill doi ng saf e shutdown anal ysi s
for plants, updating their analysis, and they al ways
chal |l enge ne, you know. Do we take one hot shorts,
two hot shorts, hownmany hot shorts, how nany spuri ous
ops.? W are not there yet.

MR. EMERSON: Ckay, was that a question or
a conmment ?

MR. KALANTARI: That was a question

MR EMERSON: Ckay.

MR,  KALANTARI : Wiat do | do with the
i nformati on? Howwoul d | take five conponentsinthis
area, associated -- you have five cables inthis room
They al |l coul d have hot shorts. Your tests showed you
can have hot shorts. Wat do | do wth that
i nformati on? Which one of the five valves are going
to fail? You are saying 20 to 80 percent of them
could fail. A cable could fail potentially and a
spurious op. So which one do | assunme is going to
fail, the first valve, the second val ve, the shutdown
cooling valve, or the PORV valve? Wat good is that
information right now to an analyst who is doing
Appendi x R-type analysis, a safe shutdown anal ysis?

That is nmy question.
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MR EMERSON: Okay, | wll try to address

t hat . First, as | indicated at the start of the
di scussi on, the purpose of the testing was to provide
information that could lead to probability
devel opnents, and the probabilities of spurious
actuation are going to vary depending on cable
paranmeters; it is going to vary dependi ng on t he cabl e
| ocation, cable fill, types of cable, et cetera, et
cetera, et cetera. There's a nunber of paraneters.

The expert panel nade an effort to weed
through the test results and try to cone up wth
probabilities that could apply to different set of
pl ant circunstances, so that the anal yst, when he is
doing an analysis of the significance of certain
conbi nati ons of spurious actuations, can pick out the
pi ece of SAs that are the nost applicable, given his
particul ar arrangenent, his cables, his trays, his
| ocation with respect to the fire.

He t akes t hat nunber and applies that, al ong
with the other probabilities that are in the risk
equation, the probabilities that tell him the
likelihood that a fire will get to the point of
causi ng damage in the first place, and the |ikelihood
that the fire, once having grown to that size, having

caused a spurious actuation, the likelihood that that
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spurious actuation will cause core damage. All of
t hose factors weigh into the overall likelihood that
you have undesirabl e consequences from a spurious
actuati on.

Sototry tosummarize what | just said, the
purpose of the testing and the expert panel was to
come up with different probabilities that the anal yst
can apply indifferent circunstances, depending on his
own cable layouts, to try to assess whether specific
conbi nati ons are nore or |ess risk-significant.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay. Well, thank you very
much. It has been a very useful discussion.

We are, accordingtothis schedule, goingto
have you conme back after lunch, Fred, to tal k about
the resolution of the staff's conments in nore detail.
I s that correct?

MR. EMERSON: Actually, | have coveredit in
as much detail as we have. Since we have not
conpl eted resol ving the conments, | thought it would
j ust address the broad t henes t hat have been rai sed in
the comments, but | amnot in a position to address
detailed comrents at this tine.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ckay, sothen we will start
after lunch with the Subcommttee conmments and a

di scussi on, but --
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MR. KRESS: | think we could finish that

before lunch and not have to have peopl e come back

MR. EMERSON: That's up to you

MR. KRESS: We can finish that in 15-20
m nutes, | woul d think.

MR. EMERSON: 1'I1| be happy to cone back, if
it is of assistance to the Conmmittee.

CHAIl RVAN ROSEN:  Well, I"mprepared to try
it, if you would like, Tom | think what we need to
do is to give some guidance to the staff and to NE
for the Friday, for the full committee which is on
Friday, right?

MR, ELLIOTT: NEI 00-01 is not covered.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  No, but it seenms like it
needs to be at least, the full Comm ttee needs to be
aware that we heard a briefing on it and the role of
NEI 00-01 in the overall inplementation of NFPA 805.

MR. KRESS: Yes, | think that is a technical
under pi nni ng for NFPA 805.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Ri ght .

MR. KRESS: And, further, | think we ought
to hear sonethi ng about that.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Now di d | under st and, Fred,
that fromRob's comment that you are not planning to

be here on Friday?
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MR. EMERSON: Yes, | am

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN:  Ch, you are going to be

her e?

MR. EMERSON: For the 805 discussion.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Ch, for the 805 di scussi on.
Wel |, just having you here in case questions cone up
on 00-01, | am sure you--

MR, EMERSON: | would be happy to try to
answer them

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  Yes.

MR. SIEBER Well, that is part of how you
apply the risk-inforned part of 805.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Wl |, sure.

MR. SIEBER. So | think that, as a m ni mum
we ought to say sonething about it. One thingis that
we are onthethird draft, that there's still alot of
comments, and sincetherulemakingitself will take 18
nont hs, | guess --

MR. KRESS: I thought it was quite
i nteresting to know how ext ensi ve the testing was and
t he vari abl es. I would even go to that extent, |
t hi nk.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN: Wll, | think it is a
particularly wuseful denonstration of cooperation

between the staff and the industry, and | think the
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testing was well-done; in fact, had a Sandia
participation to at | east part of the test matrix, to
try to make the test matrix nore robust.

MR KRESS: At the full Conmittee |evel
what, an hour-and-a-hal f?

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | have it right here. Yes,
it is just about an hour-and-a-half, yes.

MR. SIEBER: Well, | amsure the staff wants
a letter because the rul emaking is inmmnent.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Ri ght, and our staff wl|
certainly get a letter onit.

MR SIEBER  On the rul enaking.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN: On the rul emaki ng, but |
think part of the letter, as creation of the letter,
the full Conmmttee will want to understand 00-01's
rol e in NFPA 805.

MR KRESS: Well, we had better concentrate
on t he rul emaki ng aspect inour full Commttee neeting
if that is what the letter is supposed to address.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Yes, but we can't do that
absent the discussion, albeit brief, of 00-01.

MR KRESS: Yes.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Now one of the --

MR. HANNON: Excuse ne. Could I interject

somet hing? This is John Hannon.
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Be aware, recognize there is a schedul er
i ssue here because we are on a path to attenpt to come
to resolution on the circuit analysis issue in the
spring of next year, which will precede the ultimte
adopti on of risk-informed, performance-basedrule. So
this circuit analysis resolution that Fred has
descri bed, yes, thereis a nexus with potential risk-
i nforned, performance-based rule, but it would cone
much | ater. But we want to try to resunme the
i nspection activityinthis arena beforetherule wll
be adopt ed.

So to the extent that you all can help us
resol ve i ssues associated with the inplementation of
this NEI 00-01, it would be useful. For exanple, one
of the things that our staff has had a great deal of
difficulty withis screening out sonething that m ght
have a CDF of one. That causes us great pause, and
t hat potentially could happen with the application of
the methodology the way it is currently being
generated. So there are some issues there, and we
want to try to work through them but recognize
there's this schedul er conflict.

MR. SIEBER: |'mnot exactly sure in ny own
m nd howt hat woul d work. You know, up until the time

a rule becomes final, you are under the old rule,
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whi ch is Appendi x R or the technical position or the
ol d 50. 48. So if you want to inspect, you would
i nspect agai nst the requi renents that exi st ri ght now.

Now you may tenper or use sonme of this
probablistic circuit analysis information for the
pur pose of coloring the findings in the SBP process.
| amnot sure that you can say, "Wl |, here's Appendi X
R Here are the requirements. Here's separation.
It's got to be free of fire, and | found a | ack of a
fire barrier of less than 20 feet" or "the barrier's
two hours instead of three hours,” or naybe your
detecti on and suppression doesn't work. It fails a
test or sonmething |like that.

So it seens to ne that you have to say, you
know, here's a violation of the requirenents of the
license, and here's the risk significance of it, based
on sone of these things which |l don't think are fully
defined yet that will come out of 00-0L1.

So I"'mnot exactly sure what it is you are
going to do, what kind of rules in training will you
give inspectors that will guide them as to what to
i nspect in associated circuits? Do you know what |
nmean? |s that clear or not?

CHAl RMVAN ROSEN.  Well, | will go back to

Eric's earlier presentation on the hierarchy of our
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potential options. The very first oneis to pick the
| ow-hanging fruit from NEI 00-01, include it in a
NUREG whi ch we are devel opi hg now as gui dance to the
i nspectors on how to look at circuit analysis in a
ri sk-infornmed approach

MR. S| EBER: | think that is a good
objective. Actually, when| went through that list on
slide six, | come up with, say, inthe first four are
things that you actually could do right now, but I
don't think you are far enough along to do the |ast
two, whichis endorseit inthereg. guide. Until you
know what it is finally going to | ook |ike, you can't
put it inareg. guide. It is probably better off in
a reg. guide than it is incorporated into the rule,
even t hough that would sinplify things.

So you want ed advi ce on that. That woul d be
m ne. Maybe others could give their opinion.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Well, | think | agree with
Jack on that, and you are really in a position to be
using it once it is sorted out in those first four
bullets, but, to ne, | thought that it was a powerful
enough technique that it really would formthe basis
for alot of the thinkingthat coul d support NFPA 805,
and that they really work hand-i n-hand. So we need to

continue to work together with the industry to reach
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common ground, and, ultimately, use it in some way
later on in a nore formal way.

As far as the question of what to address to
the full Conmttee, the full Commttee is going to be
t hi nki ng about what to say to the Conm ssion on NFPA
805. That is its principal question.

In order to do that, and thinking back on
what sone of the menbers of the full Conmttee know
and what they don't, | think you probably need to go
over the history of the devel opnent of 805 and what
the Committee said early on.

MR SIEBER  Yes, in 1999.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  And t 0 expr ess your opi hi on
about whet her or not the points the Cormittee nmade in
1999 were addressed. | think we have a letter from
Suzanne Bl ack that pertains to that subject, and sone
of those points could be made to the full Comm ttee,
and shoul d be.

Al so, | think you need to go over the steps
to the 805 rul emaking, thetimng. The full Conmittee
may not be fully aware of the pace of this activity.

| found the discussion on the Venn di agram
inl thinkit was Eric's presentation very useful, and
| think the full Commttee woul d need to see that and

to understand it.
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Finally, 1 think that the discussion of
00-01's role in the overall process, including the
role of the reg. guide and the kind of things we just
t al ked about, how far you can go with it, would be
useful, including touching on the fact that NElI used
an expert panel as a central part of that process,
because the Committee is very interested in the
functioning of expert panels and has sone concerns
about that function in ternms of devel opnent of useful
results. So | would suggest that you at | east brief
on t hat process, includingidentifying sonme of the key
partici pants.

That one slide that shows the probabilities
based on the kind of cables, | found very useful, and
| think the full Commttee m ght also.

MR. SIEBER. Well, if you don't have that,
then you won't have a basis to have an under st andi ng
of what actually the testing was about, what the
results were, and howit is going to be used.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  Now, Tom and Jack, | have
kind of rattled off sone things off the top of nmy head
that | thought the full Conmittee m ght be interested.
Do you have anything to add?

MR. KRESS: Yes. | agree with what you

said. | think the Comrittee is going to be concerned
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about the probability equation and the fact that they
can take conpound probabilities and get a |l owfigure,
and their concern is going to be how to assure
yourself that each of these probabilities was
i ndependent of each other, and that you arrived at the
right base for all of it. This discussion on the
expert opinion process | think would be very useful
t here.

| guess that woul d be the one thing | think
| would add. The other thing | guess is, you know, |
didn't see in any of the presentati ons what m ght be
potentially likely things that plants would do as a
result of adopting 805. | asked the question, and
got a good answer, but | don't know if | want to
repeat the question or whether it shoul d maybe be part
of the presentati on sonmewhere.

CHAl RVAN ROSEN:  That is a very, very good
poi nt .

MR, KRESS: Yes.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | think the Commttee will
be interested in providing the Conmm ssion with the
answers to their questions before they ask them

MR KRESS: Yes.

CHAI RMVAN ROSEN:  And one of the questions

the Comm ssi on has asked over a nunber of tines is,
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wi Il anybody do this?

MR. KRESS: Yes, will they do it and why
will they do it?

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  That i s because of the four
pillars, one of which is use resources appropriately,
use the staff's resources appropriately. |If we are
using resources, to erect this grand edifice, but
nobody is going -- it is one of those "Field of
Dreans"” things, they may not come, even if we erect
this grand edifice. | think we need to address, as
best we <can, the staff needs to address, and
hopefully, Fred, if you were here and coul d address it
to the best you can, what do you think the industry is
going to do with it and how nmuch use it is going to
get, and how long, maybe a tinefrane, it wll take
before we get a substantial amount of uses, just to
assure the Comm ssion that the staff's resources are
bei ng spent for an appropriate purpose.

Wth that, I think we have conpl et ed what we
set out to do in a world's record.

MR. KRESS: Good job. W've got to appoint
you Subcommittee Chairman for all the subconm ttees.

MR. SIEBER. Yes, you've got themall.

(Laughter.)

CHAI RVMAN ROSEN:  No, | didn't do it.
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MR. KRESS: O do we give the credit to Rob?

CHAI RVAN ROSEN: | think we give the credit
to Rob and the staff and to Fred Enmerson, who did a
very good job, and to say how pl eased | am at | east,
to see that this very, very difficult area is, in
fact, seeming to be noving in the right direction
quite nicely.

MR. KRESS: Yes, that was my inpression
al so.

CHAI RVAN ROSEN:  So, with that, unless there
are ot her comments fromany nmenber of the staff or the
Conmittee or the public, I will -- seeing none, we are
adj our ned.

(Wher eupon, the foregoing matter adjourned

at 12:28 p.m)
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