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P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
(8:30 a.m.)

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Good morning. The
meeting will now come to order. This is the second
day of the 508th meeting of the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards.

During today'’s meeting the committee will
consider the following: draft final 10 CFR Part 52
Construction Inspection Program framework; proposed
revisions to the SRP Chapter 18, Human Factors
Engineering; draft final revision to 10 CFR 50.48 to
endorse NFPA 805 Fire Protection Standard; recent
operating events; and proposed ACRS reports.

A portion of this meeting will be closed
to discuss a proposed report on safeguards and
security.

This meeting is being conducted in
accordance with the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Mr. Sam Duraiswamy is the Designated
Federal Official for the initial portion of the
meeting.

We have received no written comments or
requests for time to make oral statements from members
of the public regarding today’'s session.

A transcript of portions of the meeting is
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|
being kept, and it is requested that the speakers use
one of the microphones, identify themselves, and speak
with sufficient clarity and volume so that they can be
readily heard.

Before we move to the first presentation,
I would like to point your attention to this document,
Items of Interest. There are a number of speeches --
actually, two -- from Chairman Diaz, some issues on
operating plants, and in the back you have the NRC
Strategic Plan 2004-2009. There is a copy of it, and
that’s an interesting one to familiarize yourself
with.

I have an announcement also to make, which
is Ms. Carol aAann Rowe, who has been with ACRS for 32
years, 1is retiring on January 2, 2004. Her
dedication, hard work, professionalism, and attention
to details have been much appreciated by the ACRS
Executive Director, the ACRS/ACNW staff, and the ACRS
members.

We would like to thank her for her
contribution to the ACRS and wish her good luck in her
future endeavors.

MS. ROWE: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Thank you.

(Applause.)
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And we will have a celebration for her
tomorrow.

I have another announcement. Mr. Noble
Green has joined the ACRS/ACNW staff as of December 1,
2003. He will be Secretary to the Executive Director
effective January 5, 2003. Prior to joining the
ACRS/ACNW office, Mr. Green was Secretary to
Commissioner Dicus.

Throughout the month of December, Carol
Ann Rowe will be working with Mr. Green to ensure a
smooth transition.

Welcome aboard.

MR. GREEN: Thank you.

(Applause.)

CHAIRMAN BONACA: With that, we are
through with the announcements and introductions. And
so we move to the first item on the agenda, which is
Draft Final 10 CFR Part 52 Construction Inspection
Program Framework, and Dr. Kress will introduce the
presenters.

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I remind the members that the backgrdund
information for this can be found under Tab 5 of your
notebook, in case you want to refresh your memory.

This is about a framework. That’s a key
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7
word in this. And it’s a framework on which to base
development of inspection manuals, inspection manual
chapters, related to what you do mostly about
finalizing the certification and COL process. It
requires an inspection program, and this is the basis
on which that inspection program will be developed.

So, and I also remind you that this is a
joint endeavor by Steve Rosen and myself. We work on
this -- we worked on this issue together, so, you
know, I'm just leading off is all.

So with that as almost a non-introduction,
I'd 1like to turn it over to staff. And I'm not sure
whether we start with Ann or with someone over here
or --

MS. ASHLEY: No. I have the lead for
this.

MEMBER KRESS: You have the lead. So
we’ll start with Ann. Could you introduce yourself,
because I think this is the first time we’ve seen you
here.

MS. ASHLEY: My name is Mary Ann Ashley,
and I'm the team leader for the Construction
Inspection Program development.

The purpose of my presentation to you

today is twofold -- one, to provide information on the
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8
development of this program, and secondly to obtain
any insights you might have on where we may have
missed something, and generally about our overall
approach.

In the audience today I have a number of
members of the team who are -- have been on this
project for much longer than I have. And the most
important part of this is to note that we have
individuals, not only from the regions but also from
headquarters, who are supporting this effort.

We have a number of years of construction
inspection experience. We have individuals from the
New Reactor Licensing Group. We have individuals from
the Organizational Effectiveness Branch in NRR. We
have folks from the Inspection Program Branch.

We al&so have a diverse Steering Committee.
Charles Casto from Region II, who is the Division
Director in the Division of Reactor Safety. We have
Stu Richards, who is a Branch Chief and my boss from
the Inspection Program Branch in NRR. We have Jim
Lyons who is the Program Director for new research and
test reactors.

So this is a combined effort, has a wide
variety of staff expertise involved with it, and we

believe that will be key to the overall success of
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this.

As I’ve indicated, the development uses a
team approach with regional and Steering Committee
members. And also, the most important point here I‘d
like to stress is it builds on work that was begun in
1996.

One of the issues that came up in previous
construction was the need to have an understanding of
where things worked well and did not work well in
previous construction inspection programs. And in
1996, a document was drafted that identified what the
lessons 1learned were from the construction of
Seabrook, Comanche Peak, South Texas, Watts Bar, and
Bellefonte.

Several of the lessons included ensuring
that inspection programs are properly completed. We
found ourselves in many cases having to go back,
searching through paper records, inspection reports,
doing word searches, to ensure that we had, in fact,
completed all we said was necessary in the
construction inspection.

The second lesson was that we needed to
have a plan for the transition from construction
inspection to operations inspection well in advance of

that point. A third was that we needed to be prepared
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as an agency to address late-filed allegations.

Inspectors also needed to be able to have
a simple method for recording inspection results. And
last but not least, we needed to ensure that
inspection requirements were made as objective as
possible.

MEMBER LEITCH: Mary Ann, just help me.
With the scope of the program, we’re talking here
about new construction, obviously. But is there ever
a time when this program would cut in for repairs or
modifications to existing plants?

For example, we heard of a plant recently
that is planning to replace I think it was steam
generators, pressurizer, and reactor head in one huge
outage next year or the year after. I forget exactly
when. Might this program be involved in that kind of
an activity, or is it only brand-new construction?

MS. ASHLEY: The overall approach to
construction under Part 52 1licensing requires a
different template for inspection. But when you get
down to the last point here, the inspection
procedures, they may be common to both.

Joe Sebrosky, do you have any insights?

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. The only thing that

I would add to that is this framework document is very
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specific for new construction, if you look at the way
the manual chapters are set up.

MEMBER LEITCH: Right.

MR. SEBROSKY: There has been some
discussion as the prospects of new construction come
forward that we may be able to use lessons learned
from activities such as you just mentioned -- MOX fuel
fabrication facilities, construction -- to help to
update our inspection procedures.

So it’s more us getting lessons learned
from the construction activities that are taking place
today to inform this. It is not -- this document is
not meant to go the other way.

MEMBER LEITCH: Yes, okay. Okay. Thank
you.

MS. ASHLEY: Stu, did you have something
also to addr

MR. RICHARDS: I’m Stu Richards. I’m the
Chief of the Inspection Program Branch. And I guess
the straight answer is, no, that the modifications you
were talking about are covered under the Operating
Reactor Inspection Program and not this program,
although, you know, we do share lessons learned.

MEMBER LEITCH: Sure. Okay. Thank you.

MS. ASHLEY: Okay. Continuing on, the
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program overview for the overall inspection program
has a hierarchy of documents, one being a framework
document, which will establish the rules going in
about how we’re going to use the various inspection
manual chapters and inspection procedures.

We see the framework document as an
opportunity for public involvement and discussion, and
when it is done will provide general guidénce and
general assumptions that we’ve made for the
development of the subsequent manual chapters and
inspection procedures.

We did have an industry workshop to
discuss the framework document in August. We have
also had a public comment period to provide
opportunities for the public to send in written
comments about the document.

We anticipate that the final document will
be issued in March or April of next year, once we’ve
resolved all of the outstanding comments.

I want to stress that this is a work in
progress. We have not yet resolved all of the issues,
and we recognize that the nature of this document, and
the fact that it pulls from other aspects of the
construction program, may result in us not being able

to resolve every issue.
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For example, the applicability of Part 21
to applicants is a point of discussion. That’s not
necessarily an integral part of how you inspect, but
it also is an important aspect of the program that
will need to be ultimately resolved. So --

MEMBER POWERS: In your introduction you
mentioned several challenges that you wanted to
address as you went through and prepared this
document. Not the only one, but certainly one of
them, was late-arising challenges and contentions, and
things like that, and the ease of recordkeeping and
what not.

Could you discuss with us just a little
bit on how you viewed the rather major revolutions
that have occurred in electronic methods of
recordkeeping? And I'm thinking not only of entry
into computers but the ability of -- to carry around
digital cameras and things like that, and how that is
factored into your program.

MS. ASHLEY: In general, what we have
identified 1is a need ¢to have an electronic
recordkeeping system that will combine not only NRC
inspection information but also will tie that
information to the applicable ITAAC, which is an

integral part of the Part 52 licensing.
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And I have further discussion that I plan
on going through in one slide I think it is.

MEMBER POWERS: That’s fine. I can wait.

MS. ASHLEY: Okay. Thank you.

MEMBER ROSEN: Are you also thinking about
the new challenges for inspection of these new
generation of plants which will have equipment in them
that is different than -- very different than existing
plants, particularly digital instrumentation,
multiplexers, data highways, sometimes with safety-
related functions. All of that will be new challenges
for the staff inspection program.

MEMBER KRESS: I think those will show up
in the new plant ITAACs.

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct. That'’s
correct.

MEMBER KRESS: And your pian is to inspect
the ITAACSs.

MS. ASHLEY: You'’re absolutely correct.
And if you look at the structure of the manual
chapters, what you will notice is that they are very
much tied to the constructions that will be necessary
to support licensing under Part 52, one of which is
2503, which is the ITAAC. So there is a large portion

of the inspection program that is designed to ensuring
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ITAAC completion, successful ITAAC completion.

MEMBER ROSEN: So the details of the
question I was asking about would be covered in a
specific ITAAC.

MS. ASHLEY: What would be covered is our
approach to inspecting ITAAC, and then the details
about the individual inspections to support inspection
of digital systems or to support other kinds of
equipment inspections would be covered in the
individual inspection procedures which support these
manual chapters.

MR. RICHARDS: If I can jump in for a
minute, I think a couple of points -- you know, some
of the operating reactors have retrofitted their
plants to bring some of the digital technology in. So
the staff, you know, has been looking at some of the
new technology as these things come into plants and go
through 1licensing amendment. So we have some
experience.

And then I think as part of the licensing
review the new reactor licensing organization will be
looking at new technology as it applies as part of
their review.

When it comes to the actual construction

inspection phase, you know, probably for the
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electronic components, because they typically come in
modules or in cabinets that are landed in place,
what’s going to be importaﬁt is, you know, the
inspection aspects, to make sure they’re wired up
correctly to the rest of the plan and properly
attached and, you know, mounted in their location.

But I don‘t --

MEMBER ROSEN: And the testing.

MR. RICHARDS: And the testing, that’s
correct. But, you know, when you -- you get into the
testing and pre-op phase -- well, that’s part of what
we’re going to do. But, you know, the fabrication of
the cabinet and its applicability or its applicability
in the design I think will be captured largely by our
review here in NRR.

Joe, is that correct?

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. This is Joe Sebrosky
with the New Reactor Section. And as Dr. Kress knows,
part of the standard certification review is a review
of the ITAAC. So we, for the AP600, the APWR, and the
System 80 Plus, which all use digital I&C, there was
agreement and it was codified in our regulations on
what those ITAAC are, what are the acceptance criteria
for the digital I&C.

The issue that Mary Ann alluded to is we
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know what the top level requirements are. How we go
about doing our independent inspections is something
that we’re working on.

MEMBER KRESS: With respect to these
ITAACs, your framework document suggested that you
probably would not be able to inspect in detail all of
them, and that you’re considering a statistical
sampling process to at least limit some of the ITAACs
that you have to look at.

I'd be interested in knowing whether or
not you -- what kind of ITAAC you think would be
amenable to that, or if you’ve come up with the
statistical process that tells you how many samples
you have to take, and the details of that.

MS. ASHLEY: Certainly, Inspection Manual
Chapter 2503, which deals with the ITAAC, presents
some major challenges for us, because it does
represent the majority of the work. &And it’s -- we
recognized early on that inspecting everything was not
possible.

The sampling process is still very much
one of those things that is a work in progress.
Statistical sampling will only work with a homogeneous
large population. So one of the things that we have

identified is the need to come up with a process that
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will consider all of the important aspects and help us
to identify what'’s most important to inspect.

And one of the things that we’re looking
at is risk, if there is a PRA associated with it, what
is the risk associated with a particular component or
a particular system.

We’re also looking at opportunities for
inspection. If there is only one time -- and it’s
important -- we need to make sure that we get our
individuals there to inspect it. We’re also looking
at difficulty of inspection, where is it 1located
within the plant, is it something that we actually
have to see being put in place, or can we go back
later and look at it.

MEMBER KRESS: Would you ever rely on just
reviewing the -- what the licensee submits as a
document for why they put something in or the QA or
their drawings of a component or --

MS. ASHLEY: What we’ve discussed within
the team is that that will probably be part of the
mix, and there will be some things that will be of low
enough risk, of low enough consequence, that it would
be acceptable for us to do the review.

MEMBER KRESS: Now, I guess I was naively

thinking if it ended up in an ITAAC it already was a
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high enough risk to be worried about. But maybe I’'m
wrong.

MS. ASHLEY: I think --

Mﬁ. SEBROSKY: This is Joe Sebrosky with
the New Reactor Section. The ITAAC, when they were
developed, are risk-informed. But you have to go back
to the requirement that’s in Part 52, and the
requirement that’s in Part 52 is the ITAAC -- if you
complete the ITAAC, you’ve demonstrated compliance
with all of the NRC'’s regulations.

So there are some ITAAC in there that are
more risk-significant than others and --

MEMBER KRESS: It could fall under the
category of an IT --

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. And one of the things
that we mention in the framework document is the
concept that we will have touched every ITAAC. Some
of it may simply just be a record review, but we’ll
try to predetermine that as much as possible in
advance.

And we will also use techniques such as if
you go with the modular construction, if a shipyard is
welding piping for the CVS and the RHR, we may just
look at RHR welding and say, if they welded that

properly, chances are they welded the CVS piping
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properly:

So our regulatory footprint in the
Construction Inspection Program Information Management
System, the basis for us finding the ITAAC acceptable,
is that we did look at the welding that was done at
the shipyard. They welded more than just RHR piping.
They welded a bunch of different --

MEMBER KRESS: Well, did you actually go

to the shipyard and watch them weld or wait until they
delivered the product or --
. MS. ASHLEY: Absolutely. One of the main
challenges with the ITAAC and the anticipated
construction methods to be used with Part 52 licensing
is that there will be modular construction, that it
will be very aggressive schedules, that things will be
happening in multiple locations.

The estimates are that 60 to 80 percent of
past on-site construction will actually be moved to
other locations. Fabrication will occur wherever,
perhaps offshore, and then be brought to the site as
modules and installed there. So, yes, we have looked
at that, and we believe that what we come up with will
be sufficient because the inspectors will follow the

construction wherever it happens to be.

MEMBER KRESS: Does that mean you would go
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to the firm that’s doing the construction and review
their QA program, QC program, or -- I'm not trying
to --

MS. ASHLEY: Well, that --

MEMBER KRESS: I'm looking at how much,
you know, is -- it sounds like a lot of work if you’re
going to go to that much --

MR. RICHARDS: That’s one of the
questions, you know, we’re challenged with answering
is how much is enough, and how far do you go. I think
you'’re aware that, you know, presently there is a lot
of components being fabricated in foreign countries
for reactor head replacements and steam generators.
And, of course, these same components for new plants
may be fabricated overseas also.

So to what degree should we be looking at
that work and their programs, those are just exactly
the questions that Mary Ann’s team is struggling with.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, of course, you
recognize, Tom, that it’s the applicant’s job to make
sure that his supplier’s quality assurance programs
are adequate and meet Appendix B. He has to be fully
convinced that that’s happening, and, if not, to take
-- to work with his supplier to correct the weaknesses

in that supplier’s corrective action program.
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MEMBER KRESS: Well, it’s the applicant’s
job to satisfy all of the ITAACs. But I think the NRC
has a role in validating or verifying it.

MEMBER ROSEN: That'’s right.

MR. SEBROSKY: This is Joe Sebrosky with
the New Reactor Section.

MEMBER ROSEN: But only in a validation or
verification role. That’s --

MR. SEBROSKY: Well, we have to find --
the Commission has to -- it’s in the Atomic Energy
Act. The Commission has to find that the acceptance
criteria has been met. It’s in 10 CFR 52.103(g). And
the thought is that that finding is not that much
different than the finding that had to be made in the
10 CFR Part 50 process before you gave them an
operating license.

MEMBER KRESS: Somebody like the EDO would
have to sign something that says, "These ITAACs" --

MR. SEBROSKY: Well, it’s a Commission
finding. So the Commission may -- may delegate that.
We suspect that we had some discussion about how that
was all going to work. But in the past, the way it
worked was the inspection results were given to the
Director of NRR.

The Director of NRR then informed the EDO
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and the chain of command that he was going to make
that decision. We suspect on the first couple of
plants that the Commission will not delegate that, but
that’s up to them.

But the point that I was trying to make,
the bottom line point, is this inspection process that
we're developing feeds into that decision that the
Commission must make that the acceptance criteria have
been met.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Some of the foreign

suppliers do not have a quality assurance program like

we have in the U.S. I wmean, they have -- so,
therefore, you have to establish equivalency
judgments.

MEMBER KRESS: I think most of them have
ISO 95000.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Hmm?

MEMBER KRESS: Most of them have ISO 9000.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Yes.

MR. SEBROSKY: But if you look at --

MEMBER KRESS: Which I think has been
deemed equivalent.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: So there is already an
equivalency established there.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, I think so.
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MR. SEBROSKY: This is Joe Sebrosky. If
you look at the way the ITAAC are structured, though,
and you look at the AP600 as an example, most of the
large component manufacturing, the acceptance
criteria, is that it meets the ASME requirements.

So that -- Westinghouse and General
Electric and System 80 Plus, they knew ahead of time
what their supplier list was going to be, and what
commitments they were going to have to meet.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Yes. Okay.

MEMBER KRESS: This framework document is
supposed to be framework and guidance for developing
manual chapters, and we should actually flesh it out
more and put more detail in. Do you have a schedule,
or will you people be the ones that develop these
manual chapters also?

MS. ASHLEY: Yes, we will. The team is
actually -- has many of the manual chapters already in
draft to reflect some of the original thinking for the
framework document. Those documents will be finalized
once the framework has been finalized.

MEMBER KRESS: Do they go out for public
comment?

MS. ASHLEY: They do not. Manual chapters

are an internal document within the NRC that guides
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our effort. So rather than put the manual chapters
out, we use the framework document to get that public
involvement in establishing the framework.

As you’ve all been noting, QA, of course,
is an integral part of the success of this. We have
talked to the industry at public workshops about their
need to have good QA, good problem identification and
resolution, and good records. That’s an integral part
that they can serve in the process as well.

We've also talked --

MEMBER LEITCH: Mary Ann, this Chapter
2503 entails the inspection of ITAAC commitments,
but --

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct.

MEMBER LEITCH: -- I have a question back
on the previous one, 2502, which I guess is the
combined license phase. And in the document it says
that the application must also describe the ITAAC that
are necessary to ensure that the plant has been
properly constructed and will operate safely.

So it seems to me that back at that stage
the ITAAC is established. What you’re doing in the
next phase is inspecting that those commitments are
met. |

Now, establishing of that ITAAC is no
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small job, it seems to me, and I'm trying to picture
what that is. Does that become something like an
FSAR? I mean, does it describe pre-op and startup
test programs, operator training programs, maintenance
activities, procedures? All of those types of things
that we were used to seeing described in the FSAR, is
that basically what the ITAAC is? Is it that
detailed?

MS. ASHLEY: Joe, would you like to talk
about this?

MR. SEBROSKY: I guess Mary Ann is putting
up an example ITAAC for the AP600. And as part of the
design certification review for the AP600, this is the
ITAAC for the normal residual heat removal system, one
of the ITAAC, one of several ITAAC.

And it'’'s meant as a representative example
of what an ITAAC would typically look like. You have
a design commitment in the left column, inspections
test and analysis in the middle column, and in the
right column you see the acceptance criteria, which in
this case is the RNS pump provides at least 925
gallons per minute to the in-containment refueling
water storage tank.

Now, this was agreed to and approved by us

as part of the design certification review for the
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AP600. And if you go back -- Mary Ann, if you could
throw up the slide on the Part 52 licensing process.
This is also in the framework document.

You see early site permits, standard
design certifications, combined license, and then you
see the reactor construction, verification of the
ITAAC, and reactor operation. The ITAAC are
established prior to granting the combined license.

What we don’t know at this point is when
a -- a licensee can choose to reference in a combined
license, an early site permit standard design, both or
neither. 1It’s their option. So the review that’s
done at that combined license stage, if we -- if they
want to reference the AP600, for example, they would
say, "We're referencing this certified design."

The ITAAC -- the review that we did as
part of that certification does not get relooked at by
us. What would get relooked at -- would get looked at
us -- looked at by us would be issues that were not
resolved during that standard design certification.

Westinghouse are the people that did that.
They did not know, for example, what the licensee’s
programs were going to be for fire protection, that
kind of thing. So that would be reviewed at the '

combined license stage -- issues that we had not
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previously reviewed. And there is a possibility that
ITAAC would be developed from that review.

But when we get the combined license, the
combined construction permit and conditional operating
license -- that’s what it stands for -- one of the
conditions is ITAAC. It’s attached to the license
just like tech specs, and the condition of being able
to load fuel is that you have demonstrated that the
acceptance criteria have been met.

That’s high level how the process works.
So the inspections that we have in Inspection Manual
Chapter 2502 are a little different than what you had
suggested earlier. There’s a mandatory hearing
associated with the combined license, and we believe,
just like what we’re currently doing with the early
site permits and the Inspection Manual Chapter 2501,
that to support the granting of an early site permit
we’ll go out and look at, inspect how that application
was developed, the quality assurance that went with
that application, and we’ll issue an inspection
report, and that will feed into the Commission’s
decision on whether or not to grant an early site
permit.

So there are inspections associated with

early site permits -- that’s 2501 -- with combined
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license, which is 2501. The generation of the ITAAC,
though, is really based on inspections as much as it
is review, and what, based on that review, the staff
believes is appropriate for the ITAAC.

MEMBER LEITCH: Is the term "final safety
analysis report" passe, then, or --

MR. SEBROSKY: No, it is absolutely not.
If you look at the --

MEMBER LEITCH: When does that come into
play?

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. If you look at --

MEMBER LEITCH: I didn’t see that referred
to in the framework document.

MR. SEBRbSKY: I don’t think that we put
it in that framework -- in the framework document
specifically. There is, for example, a final safety
evaluation report that’s associated with the early
site permits, with the standard design certifications.

MEMBER LEITCH: So if I come in and say I
want to build this certified design on this early site
permit approved, I‘’ve got an early site permit and I
want to build this standard design, certified design
on it, do I then have to submit with that application
something that looks like a final safety analysis

report, absent those features related to the site
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permit and the certified design?

MR. SEBROSKY: The short answer is yes.
And we would review --

MEMBER LEITCH: So I think that --

MR. SEBROSKY: The scope of our review is
dependent on what they choose at a combined license
stage. The scope of our review would be broader if
they didn’t reference a certified design in an early
site permit.

MEMBER LEITCH: So things like the startup
test program, the power accession program, and so
forth, that -- it would be described in that --

MR. SEBROSKY: Well, there’s portions --
if you go back to the AP600 and the AP1000, which
currently the ACRS is involved with reviewing the
design certification, you will see -- and I think it’s
in Chapter 14 -- you’ll see a description that
Westinghouse puts in there of what the startup program
and power accession program should be. They give the
high-level tests that need to be completed.

So the types of information that you would
expect in an FSAR --

MEMBER LEITCH: Would be --

MR. SEBROSKY: -- are already -- yes, as

part of the AP1000 review, that’s something that we’re
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looking at. The details -- there are things in those
standard design certification reviews that are called
COL action items. The actual specific test procedure
-- development of the specific test procedure, the
detailed test procedure, Westinghouse did not do.
That’'s a COL applicant’s responsibility.

So they’ll -- they have a thing called a
design control document. That portion of it, the
Tier 2 stuff, looks like the final safety analysis
report. And we have a corresponding final safety
evaluation report associated with it.

MEMBER LEITCH: Okay. Thanks.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Can we go back to
your previous slide about RHR?

MS. ASHLEY: Yes.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: It seems to me that
the flow rate you get in the system depends upon the
conditions, and you have to have the reactor up to
temperature, and you can’t have it up to temperature
without having it up to pressure. Flow depends upon
the temperature of the water and all kinds of things.

So you’ve got to be more specific than
just saying pump provides a certain flow rate.
There’s got to be at -- a whole lot of conditions.

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. Dr. Wallis, this is
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Joe Sebrosky again. This is just a sub-ITAAC. You
see, it’s 9.d.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Yes.

MR. SEBROSKY: If the design commitment in
this particular case is that it provides heat removal
from the in-containment refueling water storage tank,
and it -- in the inspections test and analyses it
gives you the high-level lineup, that the flow through
the RNS heat exchangers when the pump suction is
aligned to the IRWST and the discharge is aligned to
the IRWST.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: But then the whole
-- the reactor has got to be up in temperature and
pressure.

MR. SEBROSKY: That’s not in this -- the
way the EP -- there’s another test that does that for
the --

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Okay. So it does
925 gpm when it’s cold, and then it does something
else when it’s --

MR. SEBROSKY: This is at recirc. This is
in recirc to the IRWST. You’re basically removing
water from the IRWST and demonstrating that the pump
provides sufficient flow back to the IRWST.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Under what
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conditions for the rest of the circuit, though?

MR. SEBROSKY: Well, this -- I guess from
a high level, what we probably need to do is show you
the entire RHR system. The only aspect -- it does not
matter, because the reactor is not involved in this
particular test, what the reactor conditions are.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Doesn’t it affect
the flow rate, just on the temperatures around the
circuit for the --

MR. SEBROSKY: In this particular
condition, it’s recirc back to the IRWST. So it does
not.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Okay. So it’s all
pretty cold, right? It’s all pretty cold?

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes, that’s correct.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Okay. So this
particular -- it doesn’t -- even that depends on the
temperatures. It doesn’t make any difference whether
it’s 50 degrees Fahrenheit or 120.

MR. SEBROSKY: That'’s a true statement.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: So I think you’ve
got to be careful that the thing isn’t tested under
some conditions, and then it won’t meet the
requirements under the real condition.

MR. SEBROSKY: I agree with the point and
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understand the point. The ITAAC are meant to be high

level. This particular ITAAC is looking at one aspect

-- the pump capability -- and flow in recirc mode for
the IRWST. There’s a discussion in the Tier 2
document -- ITAAC are high-level commitments. The

Tier 2 document will tell you specifics on how the
test would be performed, the conditions that are
assumed.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: I just want to make
sure you’re aware of these thinés. You have to be
curious about whether the test is fully defined,
realistically defined.

MR. SEBROSKY: That’s something that the
staff, the systems experts for the particular -- in
the review of the ITAAC is part of the design
certification review. The reviewer is responsible for
looking at the FSAR material and also the ITAAC that
come out of that. 8So it’s taken in context, and the
system experts look at that.

This particular example, I understand the
concern. But if you look at the RHR system in total,
you will see other testing that is done, and it’s more
specific on the exact qonditions that you expect.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Okay.

MR. SEBROSKY: One of the things that you
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will not see in ITAAC, though, is ITAAC are done prior
to fuel load. So you don’t see any testing that’s
done with fuel in the reactor vessel.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Now, these ITAACs, I
mean, they are derived from the vendor’s plan for how
it’s going to test the reactor, right?

MR. SEBROSKY: That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: So --

MR. SEBROSKY: The vendor -- part of the
requirements of the regulation is when the vendor
submits the design certification application they
provide the ITAAC.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: And you are going to
define specific elements of that to determine or to
validate certain criteria. Like in this case you want
to validate the heat exchanger capacity, really. And
then, of course, then, typically the vendor defines
the temperature at which the test has to be done, and
then provide the range of value for acceptability.

I mean, typically it 1is not Jjust an
absolute value. This must be a minimum value that you
are using.

MR. SEBROSKY: It is. It says pump
provides at least 925 gallons of fuel.

MEMBER ROSEN: This doesn’t prove the heat
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exchange capacity. All it proves is that the flow is

adequate.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: The flow is --

MR. SEBROSKY: And there’s another aspect
associated with the heat exchange. It's one small

portion, and the reason that we put it up there was to
just give you an example of how -- what an ITAAC looks
like. You can’t take out of --

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: The test components
-- it’s very tricky, because when you’ve got actually
heat transfer occurring in the heat exchanger, this
affects the frictional pressure drop. So it affects
the flow rate, so it’s very tricky to do sub-tests of
just one part of the 'system without realistically
modeling the whole system or making sure everything is
representative of the operating conditions.

MR. SEBROSKY: I understand.

MEMBER ROSEN: Would you go back to the
slide --

MEMBER LEITCH: I’m still concerned -- go
ahead, Steve.

MEMBER ROSEN: Could you go back to the

'slide again that you had just before this, the one

that shows the overall process?

MS. ASHLEY: Certainly.
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MEMBER ROSEN: Joe, in your remarks, you
talked about the ITAAC stuff on the upper right, and
you said that the ITAAC and the tech -- are like the
tech specs in the 1license. They are mandatory
completion kind of things.

But are the ITAACs like the tech specs in
the sense that the tech specs live on with the plant
as it goes into its lifetime? What happens to the
ITAACS?

MR. SEBROSKY: It'’s banned at fuel load.
After the Commission makes its determination in
accordance with 52.103 (g) that the acceptance criteria
have been met, the ITAAC -- and there is no
requirement that lives on.

There is, as part of the ITAAC, a portion
of the design control document that’s called Tier 1,
and the Tier 1 material contains a design description.
That design description 1lives on, but the ITAAC
themselves do not constitute regulatory --

MEMBER ROSEN: So there are no
requirements from the ITAACs that live on with the
plant?

MR. SEBROSKY: That’s correct.

MEMBER LEITCH: I’'m still concerned about

the interface between the scope of supply that is in
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the certification package and the rest of the
powerplant equipment. In other words, a design is
certified, but there’s a lot of associated systems
that are not part of that certification package that
are, nonetheless, important to support the operation
of the plant.

MR. SEBROSKY: The way Part 52 is arranged
it’s for the -- it’s for the complete design. So you
see a discussion of the turbine building, for example,
in the design certification reviews for the AP600,
AP1000. What --

MEMBER LEITCH: So, then, at that stage
all of the ITAACs, even including --

MR. SEBROSKY: Something like --

MEMBER LEITCH: -- if there is some
turbine building cooling water, for example, is -- the
acceptance criteria for those kinds of systems are
agreed upon at that phase?

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. And for many systems
there are no ITAAC, because there are no regulatory
requirements associated with that. So if you looked
in the turbine building, for example, on the AP600, I
think there’s a fire pump that’s in that turbine
building. There .is ITAAC associated with that, but

very few ITAAC came out of the review of that turbine
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building:

MEMBER LEITCH: Okay. But it --

MR. SEBROSKY: But it was part of the
review.

MEMBER LEITCH: -- it was part of the
review.

MR. SEBROSKY: And it was something that
was looked at, and has the -- I guess the term is

"issue preclusion" at the time that they go for a
combined license.

MEMBER LEITCH: Okay. Okay. Thanks.

MS. ASHLEY: One of the challenges that we
have is to prepare the people who will be conducting
the inspections to actually do that work. We have
been using the strategic workforce planning initiative
in the Office of Human Resources to identify our
current resources associated with history -- the
history of the construction inspection program.

And what we have identified is that
there’s a limited number of staff who have had any
experience in implementing a construction inspection
program. And many of those are late in their careers.

But one of the problems that we have is to
prepare those individuals who are remaining to do new

construction inspection, and we’‘re using existing
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construction activities at the MOX fuel fabrication
facility, enrichment facilities, and, of course,
Browns Ferry Unit 1 restart, as a way of introducing
new inspectors to construction activities as well as
to refresh existing inspectors with processes that
they may have seen once long ago in their career.

We also recognize that there’s the need to
implement formal training. The program that was
previously in place to prepare inspectors has been
mothballed for a number of years. And what we have
done is to determine that the most likely scenario for
preparing new inspectors will be to use commercially
available programs offered by the Concrete Institute
or other commercial -- commercial companies who
provide components, and get that training from them.

And it has several advantages. One, it
will provide an opportunity to have small numbers of
inspectors trained rather than having a critical mass
of 20 or 30 all at the same time. It will also have
better timing for our purposes in that those courses
are available currently, and we can begin to send
individuals to that training if the need is
immediately there.

One of the things that you asked about,

Dr. Powers, is programs and processes in a computer
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system. And we have -- that was one of the lessons
learned from the previous implementation of the
construction inspection program, and so we have been
working to develop a construction inspection program
information management system called CIPIMS.

The framework for this was laid out back
in 1996 when all of that construction experience was
fresh in everyone’s mind, and they have identified
what this program would need to do. And we actually
have that information for the framework of the program
loaded into a computer.

One of the key areas is that this
information needs to be tied to ITAAC, so that we can
look at the sum total of information that we’ve
collected in inspections about a particular ITAAC.
And that’s necessary so that at the end we will be
able to say, "Yes, we have looked at what is necessary
and sufficient with regard to a particular ITAAC or
series of ITAAC."

We also believe that this will help us to
address one of those other issues that was identified,
which is late-filed allegations. We will be able to
use our recordkeeping as a primary source of
information to research issues related to a particular

allegation.
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MEMBER LEITCH: In the discussion you talk
about some meetings you‘ve had with architect-
engineers and equipment suppliers regarding the
interface between this program and their program. Do
you see this as being primarily an NRC program using
the same software as the architect-engineer would use
or -- and how do you assure that those programs are in
lock-step, that he doesn’t -- you’re using one
software package and --

MS. ASHLEY: Right.

MEMBER LEITCH: -- and a couple of years
down the xroad the architect-engineer changes his
software package, and you’'re going in different
directions? How does that --

MS. ASHLEY: In talking with the
architect-engineers, and in talking with utilities,
what they have told us is their primary vehicle for
scheduling -- and that’s what we would be dependent
upon, both the industry and the architect-engineers,
to provide to us -- is a program called Primavera.

MEMBER LEITCH: Primavera, yes.

MS. ASHLEY: And so we’'re working with
them, and they understand our needs. Part of it is
schedule that we would get from them, but another

aspect of this is the recordkeeping side. So
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certainly that is independent of the schedule.

MEMBER LEITCH: So you would probably be
using Primavera as well?

MS. ASHLEY: Yes.

MEMBER LEITCH: But maintaining the system
-- the NRC would have its separate system from the
architect-engineer?

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct.

MEMBER LEITCH: But wusing the same
software.

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct. It would
provide information to us about schedule. We would

download that information into our CIPIMS program, and
would then use that to help us identify the timing for
-- and perhaps location where particular fabrication
is going to take place on a particular item related to
a specific ITAAC.

MEMBER ROSEN: I’m somewhat familiar with
Primavera at 1least, but it is only one of several
different critical path construction techniques -- a
schedule management technique. So are you going to
sﬁay flexible? What if an architect-engineer is hired
by one of these applicants that doesn’t use Primavera,
he uses something else?

MS. ASHLEY: We're not locked into that,
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although that is apparently the preference right now.
The most important part of this is -- interestingly
enough, I don’t believe it’s the schedule so much, or
rather the program so much -- it’s ensuring that
what’s in the program and the schedule is consistent.

One of the main problems that we have
identified is that there 1is a need to have a
consistent coding schedule, so that when licensees get
information £from their fabricators, a particular
component, particular piece of equipment always needs
to be referred to the same way, or it doesn’t matter
what program we’re using.

Our resources here at headquarters feel
fairly confident that it’s very easy to do the
transfer with Primavera. They feel confident that
they can also do it should other programs be used, but
that the underlying problem is one of consistent
coding is more important and more challenging.

MEMBER POWERS: One of the problems that
we face in today’s electronic era is that hardware and
software systems for recordkeeping tend to evolve
faster than the records decay and their utility. And
you quickly end up with electronic media that you
can’t read. What do you do about that? I mean, you

have -- for any given installation you have gigabytes
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of inspection information, and your software systems
are just going to evolve out from under you.

MS. ASHLEY: The most important part of
this is that the actual results of inspections will be
in inspection reports, and will be part of ADAMS. So
will be retrievable through that vehicle.

What CIPIMS is going to do for us is going
to allow us to pull information from the inspection
reports and record it into database table form, so
that we can say, where are the various inspection
results related to a particular ITAAC? So we
shouldn’t -- as long as ADAMS is in existence, we
should be able to pull the base information out.

Does CIPIMS need to be -- live forever?
I'm not sure about that.

MR. RICHARDS: I think your concern is is
that the utility or the -- they might be upgrading
their software, and we don’t, or the two systems don’t
communicate. Is that the question?

MEMBER POWERS: I mean, that’s one aspect
of it.

MR. RICHARDS: 1It’s a good question, and,
you know, I‘m not sure we have an answer. On the plus
side, I think the -- you know, the industry is looking

at constructing these plants in a relatively short
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timeframe compared to past history. But we would have
to enter into some kind of wunderstanding with a
utility to make sure our two computer systems would be
able to talk to each other.

MEMBER POWERS: The other aspect of it is
20 years from now, 20 years from the completion of
construction, you may well need to go back and look at
those inspection reports. And can you be able to do
so? And what you’re saying is that, yes, as long as
ADAMS is around, I can. ADAMS presumably will evolve.
God, I hope it evolves. But not that --

MEMBER SIEBER: It can only go up.

MEMBER POWERS: Oh, no. Oh, no. There’s
lots of down side potential here. It’s just that we
have -- I mean, among the national laboratories, we
just have mountains of data that cannot be read by
existing systems.

MS. ASHLEY: I understand your point, and
it’s a good one, and we’ll have to take that into
consideration as to how we would ensure that through
the framework.

MEMBER KRESS: Do you have a program or a
way to test this CIPIMS before you have to go
through --

MS. ASHLEY: We are, in fact, working with
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Westinghouse, GE, and the folks at TVA to have them
provide to us some schedules, so that we can ensure
that the information can be transferred into the
CIPIMS system and will -- and that the CIPIMS system
will be able to hold the volume of information that’s
anticipated will go through it.

One of the issues now is -- it’s a good
one -- is when they provide information to us, some of
that information on  schedules is considered
proprietary. So how do we protect that proprietary
information that they’re providing as part of a
schedule update?

MEMBER LEITCH: The framework document
refers to a pilot that will be run in the summer of
'03. Was that pilot actually run or -- and, if so,
what were the results? 1Is that what you’re referring
to?

MS. ASHLEY: That'’s what I’'m referring to.
We have not had an opportunity to do that, because
some issues -- those issues about proprietary
information were raised.

MEMBER LEITCH: I see.

MS. ASHLEY: In the development of the
detailed inspection procedures, we recognize that

those inspection procedures in many cases will have to
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be design specific. So by the very nature of the
inspection procedures, they may have to wait until the
specific application is received.

However, our intention is to make as many
of the procedures technology neutral as possible, look
for opportunities to complete development, and have
those procedures ready to go as we are able. One of
the estimates that was put in the SECY paper on future
licensing indicated that the 1level of effort to
actually complete the inspection procedure revision is
between 10 and 12 FTE. So we’ll have a lot of work to
do when the application is actually submitted.

What we also know is the lead time for
unique designs, such as gas-cooled reactors, because
it represents a newer type of technology that we may
not have any experience with, may take even longer
than the 10 to 12 FTE.

MEMBER KRESS: With respect to gas-cooled
reactors, one of the ITAACs are 1likely to be
specification on the fuel quality. How would you
inspect for that? Would you go to the plant that
makes the fuel, which would be somewhere different
than the site -- than the plant that’s going to use
it, and would you just audit their processes, or would

you --
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MR. RICHARDS: I hate to speculate on what

we’'re going to do in the future. But I know in the
past that some members of our technical branch in NRR
that are -- you know, oversee the fuel aspects have
made site 'vis;ts to fuel fabricators. They have

looked at not only the fabrication process but also at

the --

MEMBER KRESS: The final product.

MR. RICHARDS: -- design and engineering
work that goes into it. So we‘ve done that in the
past. We’'ve gone to fuel fabricators, and we’ve

provided them feedback on what we think they’re doing
right and wrong and gotten responses from them.

MEMBER LEITCH: There seems to be an
implication in some of the framework document that
some long lead time modules could be actually started
to be manufactured prior to the issuance of the
combined license. And I guess I'm wondering, is there
a possibility that some important inspection
opportunities may be missed if that is the case?

MS. ASHLEY: The answer to that is yes.
In our discussions with the industry, we have talked
to them about the need to inform us as soon as they
possibly can, and their current thinking is that at

least for the first reactor to be built under Part 52
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that they’re not going to get too far ahead of the
licensing process, and that they will probably wait.

However, they do indicate that once they
have been through the process and feel comfortable and
know how it’s going to work, that the possibility that
they could order large components ahead of time is
there. And their indications to us now is that they
recognize that keeping us informed is to their
advantage. How that will actually play out, and to
what extent they will keep us informed, and how they
will do that, remains to be seen.

MEMBER ROSEN: It seems to me that’s not
the agency’s problem. If a licensee or applicant
chooses to do that, that’s his problem. He takes on
all the new risk. And if you want to --

MS. ASHLEY: That’s exactly correct.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- inspect something that’s
already buttoned up, he just has to open it up. And
I don't see that that is a problem that falls on your
side of the table.

MR. RICHARDS: Well, I think we would like
to work the details of how we’d approach that out on
the front end, so if a utility wants to go forward and
do that there’s no surprise. I think we have an

obligation to try and talk about that and see if we

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

S1
can come to some agreement.

MEMBER ROSEN: I agree with that, but --

MEMBER POWERS: I sure encourage you to do
that, because even if you -- you have the right to
demand they open it up as you say, you know there’s a
cat fight associated with that that --

MEMBER ROSEN: I just don’t feel that the
staff should be mousetrapped by that.

MEMBER POWERS: Okay.

MR. RICHARDS: Or you could have a
situation where components are fabricated, and maybe
a reactor vessel or a head is fabricated before they
decide to, you know, come in for a license.

MEMBER POWERS: Just don’‘t use high
nickel/low copper alloy.

(Laughter.)

MR. RICHARDS: ~There are a 1lot of
challenges about the timing of things that we don’t
have any answers for.

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct.

MR. RICHARDS: You make good points.

MS. ASHLEY: I just wanted to summarize a
few of the issues that came up during the public
comment that we received from the industry. One of

them that was a topic that was reflected in the
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framework document but is not unique to the framework

document is the applicability of Part 21 to

applicants.

MEMBER KRESS: Who did you get comments
from?

MS. ASHLEY: We got comments from NEI.

MEMBER KRESS: NEI, okay.

MS. ASHLEY: Other specifics had to do
with public communication. The industry, by and

large, would like to have as much specifics as we can
possibly provide at this point. Included in that are,
what is your protocol for inspection going to be?
What are inspection reports going to look like? How
are you going to record negative inspection results?
What are they going to be called?

Those kinds of information is what the
industry is seeking, and we’re working on that. We
don’'t know to what extent we’re going to be able to
legitimately provide that at this point, but we
understand that there is a need to have that
information.

And our current intent is to recognize in
the framework document that we. just don’t have enough
information to make a judgment at this time, but that

in the future that information will be provided, and
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identify where that information will be made publicly
available and in what form and format.

MEMBER ROSEN: Mary Ann, this may be the
time for me to ask my question about negative results.
You raised the issue in response to the public
comments. On page 16 of the document, the framework
document, there is a discussion of negative SAYGO
ITAAC conclusions.

And it is clear that a negative conclusion
would have to be corrected by the licensee if
something was -- if you couldn’t make a positive
conclusion, the licensee would have to go in and
correct what it is that deficiency was.

It seems to me that -- and such a
condition could only happen if the 1licensee’s
corrective action program hadn’‘t fixed it before you
got to the point where you were trying to make a
conclusion. So it seems to me there’s two issues
here. One is to correct whatever the deficiency is,
but more broadly -- and I don’t see this -- more
broadly, to correct the licensee’s corrective action
program deficiencies that led to that -- you being
forced to make a negative SAYGO conclusion.

And, furthermore, having said that, not

only requiring the licensee to correct the corrective
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action program weaknesses that led to the negative
conclusion, but to examine the extent of the generic
implications to the whole process that that corrective
action program weakness or weaknesses reveals.

And so I don't -- on page 16, under
negative SAYGO ITAAC conclusions, I don’‘t see anything
about the broadening -- the need to broaden that
important -- I mean, if you’re going to make a
negative SAYGO ITAAC conclusion, that ought to -- the
earth ought to move. I mean, it really shouldn’t
happen.

MEMBER KRESS: Does that imply that the
corrective action program has to be an ITAAC before
you --

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Well, that’s a good
question. That was -- because, I mean, many licensees
did not build their plants under the corrective action
programs. I mean, it was really under the AE or/and
the vendors’ programs, which were not --

MEMBER KRESS: It's not part of the

licensee’s corrective --

CHAIRMAN BONACA: -- part of the
licensee’s, that’s right. I think it’s a good
question insofar as the corrective -- somebody, I

mean, has the responsibility for correcting those. I
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believe, however, it falls into the AEs and vendors’
structures, and they don’t have a formal corrective
action program. I mean, they --

MEMBER ROSEN: Vendors? Sure. They are
Appendix B suppliers. They’ve got to have --

CHAIRMAN BONACA: At least be sure. But
I'm talking about --

MR. RICHARDS: I think you’ve made a very
good point, and it’s something that we’ve flagged as
a, you know, critical element in our construction
inspection program -- is the role of quality
assurance, both from -- the utility has quality
assurance over all of their contractors and the
vendors and how they implement that.

So if their program 1is zrobust and
functioning well, I think you’‘re right, it -- you
know, it shouldn’t happen. And if it does, it brings
into question how come their oversight and their
quality assurance program allowed that to happen?

MEMBER ROSEN: Right. And how broad is
this problem?

MR. RICHARDS: Yes. What do we do if wé
get in that situation? So that’'s a very good
observation.

MEMBER ROSEN: So you might want to go
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back to that page 16, Section 2, that talks about
these negative SAYGO ITAAC conclusions and
substantially beef it up in that area in terms of the
broader implications.

MR. RICHARDS: We appreciate the comment.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes. Well, I -- on the
same token, I don’'t think it’s realistic to believe
that there will always be only positive findings.

MR. RICHARDS: Of course.

MEMBER KRESS: Even if they have a good
corrective action program. So it may -- it may be --
a metric might be how many of these you have as to
whether you go back and look at it. I mean, if you
have one or two of them, maybe it’s not a sign it’s a
bad corrective action program, it’s just things happen
when --

MEMBER ROSEN: Because there may be
something very unique about the particular deficiency.
But the fact that it wasn’t corrected by the
corrective action program --

MEMBER KRESS: They didn’t £find it
themselves.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- that they didn’t find
it, that it had to be found by an inspector and then

forced you to make a negative -- into a position where
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you’re making a negative SAYGO ITAAC conclusion.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes. For the benefit of
some of the members, could you give us an explanation
of what SAYGO is?

MS. ASHLEY: Yes, I can. SAYGO stands for
sign as you go. And the idea was is that, if you look
at the ITAAC, some of the ITAAC, particularly for
large components, may span a long time. And the idea
was that we would be able to go and look at the
activities as they are occurring and would be able to
sign off as we complete a particular section of the
inspection, which would connote that we would not be
going back to relook at that unless we got some
additional information that would cause us to
reexamine our finding.

And it was viewed as a vehicle for us to
be able to say that’s complete, we can move on, and
know that we’ve come to some degree of closure on that
aspect.

MEMBER KRESS: Would that be part of your
CIPIMS input then? Or you would track that and --

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct. It would
allow us to sign -- we’ve signed off on this, and the
CIPIMS would have an ability -- would have a

capability to record that we had reached a conclusion
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to that point.

MEMBER KRESS: However, it would be the
role of the inspector to sign off on the SAYGO?

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct. The
inspector would have to sign off and say everything is
fine to this point.

MEMBER KRESS: When everything else, then,
is done on that ITAAC, who signs off on a given ITAAC?
The inspector goes in or --

MS. ASHLEY: The 1licensee sends us a
determination letter that says, "We believe we’re
complete, " and then we would have to reexamine what we
have done and would have to either not concur or
concur with that. And then that would be -- the SAYGO
record would be a record that would help us to make
that determination whether or not we agree or not.

MEMBER ROSEN: Do you have a specific
differing professional opinion or differing
professional view process built into this process
separate from the overall agency’s? Or would you rely
on the overall agency’s process? I mean, I‘m thinking
of an inspector who doesn’t 1like something, and
everybody -- the licensee, the applicant, and the rest
of the staff don’t agree with him or her. And you

need to have a process to resolve those kinds of
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things.

MS. ASHLEY: We do not -- the answer to
your question is we do not have a separate program for
that. We had not considered it and --

CHAIRMAN BONACA: I think it’s an
important area, because from what I‘ve seen it'’s
peculiar here. You have a vendor that built the
plant, and you have a project that belongs to the
utility. That really should hold them accountable for
delivering, you know, within spec.

However, the project often times gets so
much under pressure within its own house that they
tend to accept barely conforming components or systems
or tests, because they are pressed for time. So you
have a buyer that accepts somewhat, you know, marginal
tests or things of that kind. There are other
possibilities.

I mean; I have seen it, and so that’s
important -- that there is an opportunity for what Mr.
Rosen is referring to.

MR. RICHARDS: I see that as kind of two
issues. One is for NRC inspectors that have an
opinion that their supervisor doesn’t agree with, how
is that addressed? And I think that the -- you know,

the existing agency program for DPVs and DPOs would
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take that on board and deal with that.

For licensees, it’s one of the points that
Mary Ann touched on at the very beginning of the
presentation. But we need to talk with the industry
about what they are going to do with their employees
to ensure that they are open to employee concerns. We
would much rather have the utility dealing with those
issues rather than having those people having to come
to the NRC. So --

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Yes. Because I’ve seen
many resolution of issues like this with statements
from the AE’s acceptance. I mean, they go back to the
AE when you have a non-exact conformance, and the AE
makes a determination. He documents it. Often times
there isn’t a significant basis behind why acceptance
is acceptable. And so it’s an area that is open to --
at least in the past has been open to a lot of
questions.

MR. RICHARDS: I think, you know, the
inspection program will have elements in it to go out
and check how corrective actions are dealt with and to
see what -- that they’re answered. So that will be
part of the inspection process.

And on the utility side, I think what we

would like to see is that they have some kind of a
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hotline program or employee concerns program, like
most operating reactors do, so that, you know, if
construction personnel feel that something is not
going right they have a venue to go to to bring up
their concerns.

And, of course, if -- you know, if the
utility doesn’t respond, then there’s always the NRC
allegation process.

MEMBER ROSEN: Yes. Well, the takeaway
from this discussion I think for you ought to be that
you ought to think about and review the existing
processes and see if they are adequate for this new --
you know, for taking on a significant -- as
significant thing as new construction.

MR. RICHARDS: Okay. We’ll do that.

MEMBER ROSEN: It may very well be, but,
you know, it certainly would pay -- pay back a pass or
two through that, through the OGC perhaps, and through
the senior management, to have another look at that.

MR. RICHARDS: I agree. It’s -- you know,
both with NRC inspectors having concerns that weren'’'t
addressed in a timely fashion in past construction,
and with craft concerns that came up late in the
project, both caused a lot of trouble with the --

MEMBER ROSEN: Right.
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MR. RICHARDS: -- construction path.

MEMBER ROSEN: Safe team approaches and
all those things that ended up having to be put in
place. It was quite a difficult time for the industry
and the agency. The point of all this is to try to
get out ahead of that if you can.

MR. RICHARDS: We agree. It’s a good
comment .

MEMBER RANSOM: Is there still an N-stamp
program for qualifying suppliers of nuclear grade
equipment?

MR. RICHARDS: I think under ASME all of
those requirements are still in effect.

MEMBER RANSOM: So does your inspection
include verifying that all of the suppliers are
qualified under that program?

MR. RICHARDS: Maybe Joe can respond to
this a little more. But I think in their application
the licensee has to identify what codes they’re going
to build various components to. For something that’s
built under ASME, I think the -- you know, the
requirements to qualify a vendor are pretty stringent.

When you get into some other components
like cables or, you know, something that isn’‘t a

mechanical component, it might not be quite as rigid,
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and we’ll have to look at, you know, what our
inspection process is to look at those vendors.

Joe, can you add to that?

MR. SEBROSKY: What you said was correct,
Stu, that as part of the design certification reviews
they -- Westinghouse, GE -- say what those various
components, what code criteria they’re built to. And
in some cases the ITAAC contains a specific code.

MEMBER RANSOM: So not all components
would necessarily be built by --

MR. SEBROSKY: No.

MEMBER RANSOM: -- people holding an
N-stamp.

MR. SEBROSKY: As a matter of fact, if you
look at the passive safety systems, which we’re
starting to review, a much smaller portion -- the RHR
system, the emergency diesel generators -- are not
safety-related on the AP1000. So there are criteria
for what they’re constructed to, but there’s not a
requirement to have an N-stamp.

That'’s one of the things that the vendors
have told us with the passive designs is they build a
plant, it’s going to be global, it’s not going to
necessarily come from vendors that we have experience

with in the past. A lot of the components don’t
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require N-stamps.

MEMBER RANSOM: But some do I guess,
right?

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. And those are --
again, getting back to your original question, and
what Stu indicated is true, the criteria to what they
are constructed to is part of the design certification
reviews. And some of the components --

MEMBER RANSOM: All of the pressure
boundaries and --

MR. SEBROSKY: Yes. For the AP600,
AP1000, there are still plenty of N-stamp components.

MEMBER LEITCH: Most of your discussion
this morning concerns ITAAC, the Inspection Manual I
guess 2503. You also briefly touched upon 2504,
preparation for operation. I guess the thinking there
is perhaps not quite as well developed yet?

I mean, when you read the framework
document, it talks about emergency plans and technical
specifications. But it seems to me there is much,
much more necessary in that preparation for operations
than just those two documents. There are many things
~- the radiological environmental monitoring program,
the training program, the maintenance program,

emergency procedures, many -- I mean, there’s a whole
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litany of things that are not mentioned here.

So you’re still doing more work in that
area, 1is that correct? 1In other words, 2503 is top of
the Hit Parade at the moment, and this will come
later, is that a correct perception?

MS. ASHLEY: That’s correct. And that
will -- 2504 will address inspections after fuel load
but prior to transitioning to the reactor oversight
process.

MEMBER LEITCH: Right.

MS. ASHLEY: It will be inspections in
support of non-ITAAC activity and programmatic
inspections.

MEMBER LEITCH: But there are many
categories of issues other than just emergency plans
and technical specifications, which are the only two
specifically mentioned in the framework document.

MS. ASHLEY: You'’re correct.

MEMBER LEITCH: Okay.

MS. ASHLEY: We anticipate -- I think that
you -- the issue that you’ve brought up, also I want
to make sure that I highlight for you that these
plants are not covered by the ROP, will not be covered
by the ROP until such time as they are operational.

MEMBER SIEBER: Commercial, yes.
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MS. ASHLEY: And we have some experience
that we’re drawing from to address one of those
lessons learned I mentioned earlier, which is, how do
you get from construction to operation? And how do
you translate that inspection program?

And we're looking to our experiences with
D.C. Cook right now and Davis-Besse and Browns Ferry,
and their return to operation, to help us to
understand what the best path is for that.

MEMBER LEITCH: Yes. All of those plants,
though, have staff that are familiar with operations.
I mean, the challenge here is going to be, you know,
a completely new utility staff, perhaps a new type of
powerplant, a new design, and so the transition to
operations can be a very challenging time. And it
just looks to me like this whole section is not
thoroughly fleshed out in that regard yet.

MR. SEBROSKY: I think that’s a good
peint, and we’ll take another look at that.

Correct me if I'm wrong, Joe, but I think
that the three applications we’ve gotten for early
site permits are all for existing sites. So that
there will -- you know, there’s the challenge of
having perhaps, you know, new designs, maybe a

different technology.
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On the other hand, it looks 1like it’s
likely that there will be people on site who have
experience operating plants, and they’ll have a
trained department, and they’1ll have, you know, people
that have background in those areas. They just --
they have to come up to speed on this -- the new
design and new technology. So it --

MEMBER LEITCH: For example, I -- we
talked a bit earlier about the guality assurance
program. We had a quality assurance program for the
construction phase, and then there was a different
quality assurance program for the operations phase.

How that transition occurs is just one of
those things that needs to be managed during that
period of time.

MR. SEBROSKY: That was clearly a lessons
learned I think from before. Hopefully, we won't have
quite the challenge. I think you’re aware there were
some utilities that they built their first nuclear
powerplant, and they had no operatioﬁal experience
when they went into operation 20 or 30 years ago.

I don’t think we’ll be faced with quite
that challenge, but there are elements of that that
we’ll have to face.

MEMBER LEITCH: Yes, okay.
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MS. ASHLEY: So the only thing that I have
left to tell you is what comes next for us, what do we
still need to do. On the top of our 1list is to
finalize the framework document by resolving the
outstanding issues that were brought up by the public
comment and by our own discussions in-house.

A major challenge for us 1is to test
CIPIMS. We have recognized its importance to our
overall success, and so we’'re going to be working on
that aggressively.

We're also 1looking for additional
opportunities to observe construction in progress,
both here and abroad. We particularly want to be able
to look at mwmodular construction. We have no
experience with that on a large scale, so we need to
be very familiar with that.

We need to complete our manual chapters,
and that will flow naturally from the completion of
the framework document. And our goal, if we can’t
complete the revisions to inspection procedures, and
we know that in some cases we won’‘t until we have a
design, we want to be able to identify what needs to
be changed.

The challenge that faces me as the leader

of this group is that I have a team of people, many of
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whom are going to be retiring soon. And the challenge
is to get as much information out of their heads and
onto paper before they leave as possible.

So the desire that I have is to at least
have them tell and record what needs to be done, so
that if they retire I still have the value of their
thinking and their experience over the years that
they'’'ve been doing inspection.

MEMBER ROSEN: You know, EPRI has worked
on this issue with knowledge management and has done
some interesting things with Jjust exactly that
problem. You might want to talk to some people there.

MS. ASHLEY: Thank you.

MEMBER ROSEN: I have one more comment on
-- and this is on Appendix C, which is inspection
sampling, talking -- where you talk about inspection
sampling. And in that appendix there’s a discussion
of the ITAAC for AP600. And I'm not -- you know, I
wasn’t responsible for AP600 licensing. I wasn’t on
ACRS at the time it was, so I can feel free to
criticize what happened.

And I'm not sure what the history is, but
what we have here in front of us is a statement that
the emergency diesel generators -- for example, an

AP600 -- are non-safety-related.
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MR. SEBROSKY: Right.

MEMBER ROSEN: However, it says here,
there are ITAAC associated with the emergency diesel
generators, because of their risk significance. So
what we have is highly -- assuming risk-significant
equipment that’s not -- that are not safety-related in
the AP600. Do you follow me so far?

MR. SEBROSKY: I think we follow you.

MS. ASHLEY: Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: They are risk-significant,
but they’re not safety-related. What is it about this
picture that bothers me? I just don’t get it, and
you’re being forced to deal with that. You make ITAAC
up for non -- for risk-significant systems, which is
a good thing.

But it’s -- but they’re not safety-
related, so my -- my feeling is that risk-significant
systems ought to be safety-related, or maybe you
should do away with the whole safety-related concept
and not have that, just have what'’s risk-significant
and what’s not. And the things that are risk-
significant should be carefully dealt with.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: I think the important
thing here may be, you know, the quantitative

statement. I mean, what does it mean in the context
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of AP1000 risk significance? I mean, I believe
that --

MEMBER ROSEN: AP600. Because we haven’t
gotten to this problem on AP1000 yet.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Okay. But, yes, anyway.
If I understand it, I mean, because of the reliance on
passive systems, there was no idea -- this is just a
backup, and I don’'t know quantitatively how they
estimate this.

MEMBER KRESS: You're exactly right. They
certified AP600 under the adequate protection route.
They didn’t certify it under risk regulations, and
they didn’t need these to meet their design basis
accidents. And they relied on only passive systems.
But when they went to the PRA, they showed that it had
some risk significance and --

MEMBER ROSEN: In fact, they are risk-
significant.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: That'’s what their PRA says.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: So now --

MEMBER KRESS: Yes. So the question is:
how do you -- I mean, they meet all of the licensing

requirements without making it risk-significant.
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CHAIRMAN BONACA: So they still have value
because it may be either 10 to the minus I don’t know
what, but --

MEMBER ROSEN: What I think you’re saying
-- we're having a discussion here that has very little
to do with the construction inspection program. But
it has to do with how AP600 may have been licensed --
certified, rather.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: And what I gather from this
is that the discussion is that these diesel generators
don‘t need -- aren’'t needed to meet any design basis
accidents. However, when you get into severe accident
space, they have important functions to reduce the
severity of the accident.

MEMBER KRESS: And we recognize this, the
staff recognizes this, so they came up with what was
called RTNSS, regulatory treatment of non-safety
systems. This was one of the components with that,
and they have a whole procedure for what they’re going
to do about these things. And they’re not going to
forget about them.

And they will get inspected, they will get
tested, they will get -- etcetera, etcetera, under

this RTNSS program.
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CHAIRMAN BONACA: But if you measure it
quantitatively, I don’‘t -- I'm not familiar now with
the members. Probably they are -- except in maybe
terms of quantitatively, it is not. a large
contribution. It’s simply because the core damage
frequency for the plant is so far -- so low.

MEMBER KRESS: 1It’s so low.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: It’s so 1low. So,
therefore, they --

MEMBER KRESS: But still, it’s risk-
significant in terms of that low --

CHAIRMAN BONACA: That's right.

MEMBER KRESS: -- you know, it contributes
a significant amount to that low CDF.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: And the whole concept
there of a passive system is the one of --

MEMBER KRESS: It’s a different measure of
risk significance.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: -- measure of active
components you have to qualify under a nuclear
program.

MEMBER SIEBER: Well, the design
certification process is deterministic.

MEMBER KRESS: It’'s deterministic,

exactly.
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MEMBER SIEBER: Yes. And so you need to
develop a design basis that meets a certain set of
criteria. Once you do that, then you need to go out
and do a PRA and say, "I can enhance the safety of the
plant having these other systems, but the design basis
says you don’'t need them." Okay? And so that’s why
you end up with -- in this sort of never never land
where you have risk-important systems out there that
are active that are not relied upon to meet the design
basis accidents.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, I appreciate my
colleague’s explanations for this, because I -- it's
very helpful to me. I feel much better about that,
but I feel -- I still feel pretty awful about the
whole idea --

(Laughter.)

-- that you end up with risk-significant
systems that are not safety-related. I mean, it just
-- I mean, it just seems a way of contorting the whole
process, the whole thing. It makes it much more
difficult to --

MEMBER SIEBER: Well, you have my sympathy
for --

MEMBER ROSEN: This is an irrational

process made for irrational --
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CHAIRMAN BONACA: But you could keep
adding layers of these, and still they will be risk-
significant. The only issue is, what does it mean
quantitatively? Maybe, you know, contributing to a
sequence to reduce it from 1077 to 10°® is still risk-
significant. But, you know, so you have to stop at
some point I think.

MEMBER ROSEN: But see, Mario, I wouldn’t
call that risk-significant.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Well, because --

MEMBER ROSEN: When you -- it’s only risk-
significant when you’re talking about -- when you get
your microscope on and looking at the individual
ADAMS.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Because you’'re implying
a cutoff point and --

MEMBER ROSEN: Yes.

MEMBER SIEBER: There is a practical
difference, too, in the AP600, or the AP1000 even more
so. You have a small break LOCA, and you use the ADS
system, you know, you’'re going to have a messy
containment when you’re done. It would be far better
to employ an active system where all you really had to
do in the cleanup was deal with what the small break

LOCA was.
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MEMBER KRESS: That’s their plan. That’s
their plan.

MEMBER SIEBRER: And so, you know, it’s
nice -- if I had one, I'd like to have those active
systems there, even though I might not rely on them.

MEMBER ROSEN: For your safety case, to
make the safety case.

MEMBER SIEBER: Yes, right.

MR. SEBROSKY: This is Joe Sebrosky. If
you’ll look at the AP600 final safety evaluation
report, and the draft safety evaluation report for the
AP1000, there’s a chapter dedicated to regulatory
treatment of non-safety systems. It’s either
Chapter 21 or 22, and it provides the background on
the staff’s philosophy on how they determined what
systems needed regulatory treatment and what that
regulatory treatment was.

MEMBER SIEBER: Right.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, if I was king of the
world, I would just reclassify them as safety-related
and get on with it.

MEMBER SIEBER: Okay.

MEMBER ROSEN: And then the whole thing --
problem goes away, but that’s why I’'m not the king.

MEMBER KRESS: Then you wouldn’t have this
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chart with four different categories.

MEMBER ROSEN: Right. I wouldn‘t have a
chart at all. I’'d actually have the PRA before you --
once you get the design, then you decide what’s risk-
significant, and you apply your QA programs to that
and make sure those come out right, work fine, and
you'’re done.

MEMBER KRESS: Did you call him a
rationalist, Dana?

MEMBER ROSEN: Don’‘t answer.

MEMBER POWERS: In a kind mode, yes. And
I think you’re doing violence to defense-in-depth with
your autocratic approach there.

MEMBER ROSEN: No, not really. I have the
highest regard for defense-in-depth, because I know I
don’'t know everything. And the things that I don’t
know --

MEMBER POWERS: Now that’s a revelation.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER ROSEN: I think I‘1ll just reference
Donald Rumsfeld’s remarks about knowns and unknowns.

MEMBER KRESS: At this time, we’re going
to -- I think you’re basically finished?

MS. ASHLEY: I am.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes. I wonder if an NEI
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representative wants to make any comments. You're
welcome to.

MR. BELL: Thank you, Dr. Kress.

Good morning. My name is Russell Bell.
Hello, again. I appreciate the committee’s interest
in this important topic. It’s clear from the
discussion that you appreciate the importance of the
construction inspection program, and in particular the
ITAAC verification element of it. I mean, this is for
the Part 52 rubber meeting the road.

I just wanted to underscore the priority
that the industry places on this -- these issues for
just a moment. It came up somewhat today, but just to
remind ourselves, the whole reason fpr ITAAC -- or a
fundamental purpose of ITAAC is that questions
material to whether or not an ITAAC acceptance
criteria is met formed the scope of the post-
construction ITAAC hearing.

Now, the intent of that hearing -- the
intent of Part 52 is to resolve as many issues up
front at the COL as possible, aﬁd to have a very
narrowly focused hearing, if necessary, at the end
focused on, again, whether these -- this set of
acceptance criteria was met or not.

You bet we’re pressing Mary Ann and the
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staff for as much clarity on the key aspects of the
construction inspection program and the ITAAC
verification process as we can. I mean, just to be
perfectly frank, the predictability and the certainty
that’s expected of Part 52 derives from this whole
process.

So you bet we’re very interested, and we
provided substantial comments to the staff on

October 30th on their framework document and look

forward to followup discussions on that. I can
certainly -- if the committee doesn’t have that, I can
certainly provide -- provide that to you.

And just for a couple of minutes I could
underscore what I think are -- there are a number of
comments that we made back, but they all relate to a
central concern, that I‘d just like to paint that
picture for you.

If you say that questions material to
whether an ITAAC acceptance criteria form the scope of
the post-construction hearing, it becomes critical
what you consider material to the determination that
an ITAAC has been met.

Now, the CIPIMS is going to be a powerful
tool that -- take the RHR pump example. I have no

doubt it will be able to spit out all of the NRC
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inspections related to that RHR pump. Okay? Now, in
addition to the flow rate test that showed it pushed
925 gallons per minute, I have no doubt that the
CIPIMS could print out vendor audit results, receipt
inspection, storage warehousing issues, the routing of
the cables to the pump, the qualification of personnel
running the test that we’re talking about. These are
all important things.

CIPIMS is going to be so powerful I guess
our caution to the staff has been you need to bé
careful how you use it. The concern is that while,
you know, vendor audits, receipt inspection, how you
store the pump while it was waiting to be installed,
how you routed the cables, the qualifications of the
guy routing the cables, while those things are all
very important, they are not directly material to that
test and the result that shows that the 925 gallons
was moved by that pump against a certain head.

So those other matters are relevant, but
not directly material -- relevant to the pump, but not
directly material to the ITAAC. And this distinction
is the one that we think needs to be carefully
sustained.

Now, so we need to be careful in designing

the ITAAC verification program and in documenting the
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bases for ITAAC conclusions. If we’re not careful, we
may £ind ourselves litigating the post-construction --
the critical post-construction phase issues that are
not material to the ITAAC conclusions and were never
intended to be part of that carefully-focused
opportunity at the end of the process.

The NRC and ITAAC verification process
needs to distinguish between the large number of
inspection activities that, while important and
worthwhile, are not inspection activities that are
directly material to the ITAAC. That distinction
needs to be made.

Put simply, the ITAAC verification process
needs to respect and sustain the distinction between
Tier 1 and Tier 2. That was recognized in the
certifications.

I'd like to have more discussions with the
staff -- and we will -- on whether this is an
administrative recordkeeping issue in terms of
distinguishing between how, you know, inspection
reports are characterized when CIPIMS spits them out.
Is this administrative, or is it a deeper
philosophical difference?

I mean, do we not agree that receipt

inspection process is relevant but not material to
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that ITAAC example you showed? If we have a
philosophical or substantive issue there, that'’s what
we'‘re trying to get at as quickly as possible and
resolve that.

MEMBER ROSEN: You know, Russ, you’'re
confusing me a little bit --

MR. BELL: Okay.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- with your use of the
word "relevant." If you said "related," I would be
more comfortable.

MR. BELL: I'd be happy to. That’s my
intent. I think that’s the right interpretation.

MEMBER ROSEN: Because if it’s relevant,
then I think you probably have to deal with it. But
if it’s related, it may not be. You know, the way you
stored the pump, you might be embarrassed and
surprised -- and wish you hadn’t done it that way.
But once you put it in the plant and it meets the
ITAAC, the discussion should be over I think.

MR. BELL: There would be a number of
thing related to that pump that are not material to
the conclusion that that ITAAC was met. I’'d be happy
to amend my rhetoric. I think it’s clearer that way.
And that is -- but if you’re getting that, you’re

getting our concern.
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I didn’t think that that concern -- I
wanted to be sure to put that concern before you while
you were -- had this on your radar screen. The staff
has been doing exactly the right thing in preparing
the framework document, putting it out in draft,
holding the workshop.

We had a discussion -- continue to have
discussions on this issue. We met just last ﬁonth.
And so we are happy with that thought process, and we
look forward to continuing to work on these issues,
which are just so important to the predictability and
the certainty that Part 52 is intended to provide.

Thank you.

MEMBER SIEBER: I might just point out
that when you use the pump storage as an example, you
know, there is a requirement you rotate the shaft
through a quarter turn every so many weeks to keep the
bearings from getting messed up. That probably is not
particularly relevant to whether the pump will pump
when it’s finally installed and tested.

But there are other situations -- for
example, the storage of cable. If you store the cable
outside and don‘t bother to keep the covering on the
cable reel, the cable will probably function when you

install it. But yéu've already taken some life out of
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that cable by the way that you store it.

So each one of these things, in my
opinion, has to be judged on its own individual merits
and not necessarily saying, you know, it’s related but
not relevant. And I think the inspectors in the
agency need to be able to view each one of these
situations on its own merits. So that would be my
only comment. But I agree with you that some of these
things -- the relationship is -- is remote.

MEMBER KRESS: Okay. Any other comments
from members? If not, I’ll turn it back to Mario.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Thank you.

MEMBER KRESS: Thank the speakers for a
good presentation.

MS. ASHLEY: Thank you.

'MR. SEBROSKY: Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Thank you. Any
additional questions or comments from the public?

Thank you very much for the presentation.

Before we take a break, since we are ahead
of time, I would like to look at the reconciliation of
ACRS comments and recommendations. The evaluations
are all saying that there are -- the answer is
acceptable, but let’s go through them one by one.

The first one has to do with Draft Final
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Regulatory Guide XXXX, "An Approach for Determining
the Technical Adequacy of the PRA Results." We have
Mike Snodderly here that has performed an evaluation
of that.

Mike, do you want to tell us as to the
acceptability of the response? Dr. Apostolakis is not
here vyet.

MR. SNODDERLY: Yes. As you said, Mario,
George isn’'t here yet, but I found the response to be
acceptable. The key is if you 1look at the 1last
sentence, they committed to developing guidance for
performing uncertainty and sensitivity studies, and
we’re awaiting that -- that guidance. That’s really
the key scheduled in the future activities, and we
should expect that in early 2004.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Okay. But they have
agreed to our recommendations in general.

MR. SNODDERLY: Yes.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: And they have included
also comments in their document --

MR. SNODDERLY: Yes.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: -- so fine.

The second response we got was regarding
the review standard for extended power uprates, and I

believe Ralph Caruso performed an evaluation of that.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

86

MR. CARUSO: It was a positive letter to
the staff, and the staff responded appropriately. And
we’ll get a chance to see how well it gets applied
with Vermont Yankee. And as I pointed out here, there
are some early indications that the staff got the
message in terms of the fact that Vermont Yankee took
a very -- are we on the record?

MEMBER SIEBER: Yes.

MR. CARUSb: They took a position about
testing which was not as rigorous as one would hope,
and the staff responded --

MEMBER SIEBER: Appropriately.

MR. CARUSO: -- appropriately to that lack
of rigor. So I think that they got the message.

The issue of the test -- the independent
analysis, though, is open. And I’'ve not heard much
about any development of any analysis program. That'’s
a non-trivial effort, and it has never gotten much
support. But other than that, I think we’re fine.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: And the third letter
response to us is regarding Generic Issue 186, heavy
load. And, Jack, you were the author of the letter,
and I don’t know who performed --

MS. WESTON: Magg. And I'm here. Yes.

The -- as you know, the committee’s conclusion and
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recommendation was to support the staff’s
recommendations. And there were four action items
that the staff recommended that they thought would
enhance current guidance, and the committee supported
that. |

The EDO’s response indicated that the
first three items would be dealt with with NRR in
terms of evaluating the capabilities of these rigging
components, endorsing the ASME code, and reemphasizing
the need to follow and reinforce NUREG-0612. And the
other will be looked at in the Office of Research.

So the response was satisfactory. They
are going to follow through with the staff
recommendations.

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Okay, good. All right.
We’re done with this. I think we should take a break.
Come back at 10:45.

(Whereupon, the proceedings in the

foregoing matter went off the record at

10:18 a.m. and went back on the record at

10:45 a.m.)

CHAIRMAN BONACA: Okay. We are back into
session, and we now are going to hear a presentation
on proposed reviews to SRP Chapter 18, Human Factors

Engineering. And Mr. Rosen will lead us in the
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presentation.

MEMBER ROSEN: Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman. We had an interesting subcommittee meeting
earlier this week, and we’ll -- I’'ve asked the people
who were at the subcommittee meeting from the staff to
come back here and talk about a couple or three
different things to highlight for the full committee
what the issues were. And I’ll turn it over to J to
lead the -- to J Persensky to go through that
discussion.

MR. PERSENSKY: Thank you.

Good morning. My name is J Persensky. I
am the senior technical advisor for human factors in
the Office of Research. We’re here today to talk
about a very large package, as you all know, but it’s
a package that has taken many years to come by. And
actually, if you look at the very last two -- they’re
not slides, but attachments to your slide package,
there's a series of NUREG/CRs which served as the
technical basis for a lot of this work.

This work has been done on a vefy
cooperative basis with our colleagues from NRR. It
wasn’t just a research product. Also, we spent -- we
worked hard with our contractors. Our primary

contractor on this has been Brookhaven National
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Laboratories as far as putting together the guidance
documents and a lot of the NUREG/CRs.

Some of it is based on work that was done
at Halden, some -- actually some original research
that we did at the Halden simulator. The people that
are here today that are -- have been involved with it,
of course, are the speakers at the table, but also our
colleagues from BNL are John O’Hara and Jim Higgins.
Dick Eckenrode is here from NRR. Who else? Jill
Kramer from Research, Gareth Parry. As I said, it’s
been a cooperative and long-term project on many of
these.

The documents do contain a great deal of
information. That was one of the things that came up
at the subcommittee. But it is, again, based on a
good deal of research, as well as use. Since these
are revisions to existing documents, we made use of
the information and feedback we’ve gotten from their
use, both from our internal use as well as use by
others.

And as I said, there was some original
research. Some of it is based on stuff that we’ve
taken from other agency standards, from international
standards, but it has been distilled and adapted for

use in the nuclear community as well as the -- outside
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of the nuclear industry many people have been using
it.

Oops. Let’s go back one.

Our agenda, the introduction I’'m doing
now, we’ll have a brief overview of the entire
package, the SRP and the related documents that came
with it. The subcommittee asked us to focus on some
particular elements of this package, particularly
NUREG-1764, and the risk-informed screening process
that’s part of that document, as well as some of the
human factors engineering review criteria and how we
made some selections and where things fit in the whole
thing.

They also asked us to address some of the
remarks that were made in the September 24th letter
from the ACRS -- the September 24, 2002, which was a
presentation that I was involved with as well as some
of our HRA colleagues from Research.

Also, we received some public comments.
Particularly, a speaker came to the subcommittee, an
individual -- Dr. Rob Fuld, Robert Fuld -- and he made
some comments that the ACRS -- the subcommittee asked
us to address. We do have some slides to that effect.

And they were related in part also to your

1995 letter on NUREG-0700. Mr. Fuld’s comments were

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

91
primarily related to 0711.

And I'l]l make some closing statements, and
then we’ll have ACRS discussion. Not that I'm
discouraging any discussion during the presentation,
but we do have a lot of material to cover in a
relatively short period of time.

The next slide gives you -- basically, our
purpose is to ask for your endorsement of the four
documents -- the SRP Chapter 18, NUREG-0711, NUREG-
0700, and 1764. These documents will be used -- are
intended for use by the staff to review applications
for new reactors, applications for modifications to
the control room, and also for changes in operator
action.

The presenters -- myself, Jim Bongarra
from NRR will be presenting next, and the overview of
the package. Susan Cooper from RES, one of our HRA
colleagues, will be talking about the screen -- risk
screening method, and Paul Lewis will respond to the
comments that were made from Dr. Fuld and from others.
And I'1l talk to the September 24th letter.

With that, Jim, you’re on.

MR. BONGARRA: Thank you.

MR. PERSENSKY: Unless there are any

qguestions over this part of it.
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MR. BONGARRA: Good morning. My name is
Jim Bongarra, and I'm the -- have been the NRR
technical coordinator for the material that we're
going to be presenting to you today. I’m also one of
several users of the materials.

And, indeed, what I’d like to do is
quickly just give you a brief overview of the standard
review plan Chapter 18 itself and the several
supporting documents that we have to discuss today.

Chapter 18 has been around since, really,
at least the early 1980s. And it was originally
formatted really to cover two -- the two major areas,
two major topics that the agency was involved in at
that point in time -- detailed control room design
review and safety parameter display system.

We, of course, finished the reviews of
those two areas back in the early ’'90s. Chapter 18 is
the agency’s principal human factors engineering
guidance. It’s a high-level source document. It also
cross references to other chapters of the standard
review plan that are related to human factors
engineering. For example, Chapter 13 is referenced in
Chapter 18, because there’s a good bit of information
in Chapter 13 that relates to training and staffing

and qualifications.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

93

The most recent revision to Chapter 18,
prior to the one that we’re talking about today, was
done in 1996. And the staff at that point revised
Chapter 18 essentially to align it with the work that
we were doing at that point in time related to
advanced reactor design certifications.

The 1996 wversion of Chapter 18 was
published as essentially a draft. It was a work in
progress, and, therefore, really, to the best of my
knowledge, was not reviewed by the ACRS at that point
in time. It did, however, receive public comment.

Since 1996, there have been numerous
updates to several of the documents that are
referenced in Chapter 18. For example, we upgraded --
NRR upgraded sections in Chapter 13 a few years ago to
address issues related to license transfers. That was
a topic that we were involved in a few years ago, and
we had to make modifications related to that issue.

Also, since 1996, there has been much in
the way of progress made to upgrading the guidance in
both NUREG-0711 and NUREG-0700 to better address
changes 1in technology that have occurred with
relationship to human system interfaces.

The révisions to all of these documents,

by the way, have been sent out or were sent out back
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in 2002 for public comment. And as J mentioned, I
think we indeed did receive public comments on the
standard review plan and the related NUREGs, and those
public comments were part of your package.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Are these reviews
essentially performance based? Do you have to have
some measure of performance that has to be attained by
the people?

MR. BONGARRA: To some degree, I would say
that they are performed based. There are different
criteria, really, to assess different aspects of the
areas that we’re 1looking at. It’s not totally
performance based. There are -- well, for example,
there are some very, as the committee knows, detailed

guidelines essentially in NUREG-0700 that are

essentially -- again, it’s guidance, but we do review
to those guidelines -- human system interface design
guideline.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: That would seem to
be the guiding principle. And whether you need five
people or four people to do a job is really based on
how well four people can perform compared with five
people. So that performance would seem to be the key
thing, and the thing that’s difficult is how to

characterize, measure, and control, monitor, and
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everything, that performance.

MR. BONGARRA: I think I have a comment
from John O’Hara.

MR. O'HARA: If I might. John O’Hara from
Brookhaven Lab. Just to maybe say this a 1little
differently than Jim said it. I think as the review
proceeds earlier in the design, the evaluations are
more based on comparison to guidelines and that type
of material.

And then, as the design matures, there is
more and more performance-based evaluation, so that
actually the culmination of that is an integrated
system validation which is performed, you know, prior
to design certification. And that is performance
based, using performance criteria and |using
simulations and things like that.

VICE CHAIRMAN WALLIS: Thank you.

MR. BONGARRA: Next. Second slide.

Okay. What changes have we made to the
standard review plan? Essentially, we have revised
the draft from 1996, and we’ve modified review
elements and acceptance criteria to agree with the
latest changes that have been made to NUREG-0711. We
added review criteria for plant modifications, and we

added a risk-informed, graded approach to address
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amendment requests to credit human actions. These are
the major changes essentially that have been made to
Chapter 18 since 1996.

Next?

Why did we make the changes? Well, in
addition to wanting to make the -- make certain that
the staff is prepared to meet the future challenges of
-- to human factors engineering posed by digital
technology, the <changes also reflect feedback
essentially that we received from the public and
stakeholders.

Over the years also since we were involved
in the -- in completing the evolutionary reactor
reviews, we have also learned some lessons, and we’ve
attempted to incorporate the results of those lessons
learned into our guidance document.

We have also received feedback from
experience with foreign countries that have used the
standard review plan and the related guidance
documents in upgrading their plants or in designing
new ones. We have also incorporated results from
various research efforts into the revision -- research
in the area, for example, of hybrid control room, soft
control design and development, and computerized

procedures.
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The Halden reactor project, for example,
has beeﬁ a source of information for us over the
years, and we have been attempting to reflect that
input from Halden into our --

MEMBER POWERS: Is there something that I
can