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NRC SPAR Models vs, Licensee CAFTA Models —

a. Status of Licensee PRAs

i. Licensee risk models are not “required” with the exception of NFPA-805

transitioning existing reactors, and new conhstruction plants.

i. All existing plants have peer-reviewed internal events PRAs

iii. Some plants have external events PRAs (internal fire and seismic of varying
quality)

iv. There are ASME standards and NRC regulatory guides for PRA quality, with
varying requirements based on what the licensee is-attempting to do with the
model

. As regulators, we need 1o remember that the purposes of the CAFTA and SPAR

models ate at odds. They are tools that are designed for very different goals and
purposes. The SPAR models are in most cases attempting to characterize the risk
within an order of magnitude or determine if greater than or less than a threshold
(e.g., BE-7 for NOED approval). The licensee’s madels are being used for very
detailed work such as supporting licensee amendments and Maintenance Rule
50.65.a(4) characterizations. Using a “car analogy” the NRC SPAR model is a.
reliable sedan, maybe a little well-worn, that gets you to work reliably and
consistently, whereas a licensee model is a tractor with many add-on attachments
that can perform multiple tasks but one you wouldn’t drive to work every day.

. The NRC SPAR models are being used by a variety of offices and are “woven

into the fabric” of much of our everyday work. Many individuals use these
models and only a few of them are:

i. Regional Offices ~ the SRAs use them for SDP, NOED, and MD8.3 evals
ii. Office of Research — Accident Sequence Precursor reports to Congress and
evaluation of thermal-hydraulic issues at various sites
iii. Regional Offices ~ the:Resident Inspectors and the DRS inspectors use the
SPAR models for inspection sample selection

. Non-Technical Downsides to Using the Licensee Models: If we were to use the

licensee’s tool exclusively (or even for a majority) of our risk determinations,
we could lose much of our independence and our credibility with the public.
Further, our ability to critically scrutinize resulis would be adversely affected
because in many ways the CAFTA models are “black boxes”; ‘[lindependent
oversight of licensee performance is critical for effective NRC oversnght and is an
important aspect of upholding public confidence in the [SDP] process” (letter from
EDO to NEI, October 2007, ML072490566); also.include references to our Prmcsples
of Good Regulation and ISOCCER

. Standardized models have some significant advantages:

Standard models facilitate plant specific changes

iE Ease of use for agency analysts, because. nammg conventions are similar,
structure of the event trées and fault trees is nearly identical from model to
model; eliminating this would mean steep learning curves on licensee models
very frequently and this would be further challenging for SDP timeliness...



iii. Efficient model maintenance — this makes it easier for INL to customize a
model for the SRAs or other analysts, and allows them to modify more
models per year, which improves fidelity

iv. Quality control — withotit going into a great amount of detail, there exists a QA
program for the SPAR models including a QA plan, a SPAR-PM handbook,
Model Makers Handbook, the fact that SPAR models are benchmarked
against licensee models once major updates have been performed, etc.

f. Key Messages to Convey
i. No PRA (whether NRC SPAR or licensee CAFTA) can accurately capture
every nuance of an event or condition
1. Experienced risk analysts must make modeling decisions
2. Process controls are being constantly performed “behind the scenes”
to verify quality, compare models, peer reviews, etc.

ii. The exchange of technical information between the NRC and licensees is
expected as part of the SDP; though trying at times, rather than a weakness,
this adversarial approach should be perceived as a strength because it's
open & yields a better answer

iii. SPAR models provide an independent and effective risk assessment tool and
are fully capable of supporting ROP activities

g. Background Information or Additional Slides
i. Recommendations from 2006 OIG audit, “Evaluation of the NRC’s Use of
PRA in Regulating the Commercial Nuclear Power Industry, (OIG-06-A-24)"
1. Develop and implement a formal, written process for maintaining PRA
models that is sufficiently representative of the as-built, as operated
plant to support model uses
2. Develop and implement a fully documented process to conduct and
maintain configuration control of PRA software
3. Conduct a full V&V of SAPHIRE Version 7
ii. Miscellanecus Information
1. SPAR models are non-public
2. Differences ideally between SPAR and licensee models would be
resolved before an SDP issue, but this is difficult in practice
3. RES/INL implement the QA plan for agency SPAR models of record,
but agency risk analysts are responsible for making temporary
changes on an as needed basis



Weber, Michael

From: Weber, Michael
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 6:21 PM
. To: Correia, Richard; Lund, Louise
Cc: West, Steven
Subject: FYI - SUMMARY ON THE USE OF RISK ESTIMATES TO SUPPORT REGULATORY
DECISION-MAKING
Attachmients: Notes for EDO on NRC SPAR Models.docx:

Good evening. Here is John Hanna's response to my request for the attachment. | will share with Glenn and
Mike Johnson for their awareness.

From: Hanna, John

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 1:30 PM

To: Weber, Michael <Michael. Weber@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: QUERY - SUMMARY ON THE USE OF RISK ESTIMATES TO SUPPORT REGULATORY DECISION-MAKING

Mike,
As requestéd attached is the document that | sent to Vic.

However, here are a couple of disclaimers. This information: 1) was developed in support 6f some risk training
for SES managers that | was warksng on, 2) is not an exhaustive list of all the possible pitfalls to using the
licensee’s models — but it is in my opinion a good start, and 3} has not been formally reviewed and approved
by Region Il management or the NRC risk commiunity, though it was developed with the assistance of others,
e.g., Kevin Coyne in Research, Laura Kozak in RIll.

Here are a couple of additional thoughts to consider that | thought of since yesterday and aren't mentioned in
the attached material:
« Because the licensee models for the existing fleet are not “required,” they can be modified, deleted at
the licensee’s discretion
« The SRAs are comfortable, to.some degree, with using the CAFTA models, but many others in the
agengy rely on SPAR models and don't have the training and expertlse to make such a transition, e.g.,
Resident Inspectors
» In heavily relying on the licensee models, there may be some very real implementation difficulties. For
: example, would licensees willingly change their models to conform with the agency approach to
Common Cause Failure (as detailed in RASP Manual Volume 1)? Would they apply reasonable value:
for operator actions ex-control room in B.5.b or FLEX scenarios? If the answers to these questions
were “no,"” what would we do? :

| hope this information will be helpful to you. Please let me know if | can assist further...

John

From: Weber, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 12:38 PM

To: Hanna, John <John.Hanna@nr¢.gov>

Cc: Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: QUERY - SUMMARY ON THE USE OF RISK ESTIMATES TO SUPPORT REGULATORY DECISION-MAKING




Good afternoon, John. | saw your recent email to Vic (12/1) regarding concerns about reliance on licensee
PRA models and SRA familiarity (or lack thereof) with these models. As you may know, this concern surfaced
at our recent all RES meeting on Monday morning (11/30) in response to a question posed to Vic. As a result,
RES is initiating an effort to pull together the various NRC internal stakeholders to discuss the merits on
placing greater reliance on licensee PRA or continued maintenance and development of NRC's SPAR

models. We expect the SRAs and Regions will be involved in this dialogue, as well as RES, NRR, OGC, and
others, We expect that this will help inform the discussions and could ultimately support on agency decision on
how we should proceed.

I saw in your email that you referenced an attachment regarding the use of risk estimates in support of
decision-making. Can you share that document with me or tell me where to find it?

Thanks,

VHitee

Michael Weber

Director of Nuclear Regulatory Research

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

301-415-1902
Mail Stop T-10816
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I

NRC SPAR Models vs. Licensee CAFTA Models -

a. Status of Licensee PRAs

i. Licensee risk models are not “required” with the exception of NFPA-805

transitioning existing reactors, and new construction plants.

il. All existing plants have peer-reviewed internal events PRAs

iii. Some plants have external events PRAs (internal fire and seismic of varying
quality)

iv. There are ASME standards and NRC regulatory guides for PRA quality, with
varying requirements based on what the licensee is attempting to do with the
model

. As regulators, we need to remember that the purposes of the CAFTA and SPAR

models are at odds. They are tools that are designed for very different goals and
purposes. The SPAR maodels are in most cases attempting to characterize the risk
within an order of magnitude or determine if greater than or less than a threshold
(e.g., BE-7 for NOED approval). The licensee's models are being used for very
detailed work such as supporting licensee amendments and Maintenance Rule
50.65.a(4) characterizations. Using a “car analogy” the NRC SPAR model is a
reliable sedan, maybe a little well-worn, that gets you to work reliably and
consistently, whereas a licensee model is a tractor with many add-on attachments
that can perform multiple-tasks but one you wouldn’t drive to work every day.

. The NRC SPAR models are being used by a variety of offices and are “woven

into the fabric” of much of our everyday work. Many individuals use these
models and only a few of them are:

i. Regional Offices — the SRAs use them for SDP, NOED, and MD8.3 svals
ii. Office of Research — Accident Sequence Precursor reports to Congress and
evaluation of thermal-hydraulic issues at various sites
ii. Regional Offices ~ the Resident Inspectors and the DRS inspectors use the
SPAR models for inspection sample selection

. Non-Technical Downsides to Using the Licensee Models: If we were to use the

licensee’s tool exclusively (or even for a majority) of our risk determinations,
we could lose much of our independence and our credihility with the public.
Further, our ability to critically scrutinize results would be adversely affected
because in many ways the CAFTA models are “black boxes™: “[E}ndependent
oversight of licensee performance is critical for effective NRC.oversight and is an
important aspect of upholding public confidence in the [SDP] process” (letter from
EDO to NEI, October 2007, ML072490566); also include references to our Principles
of Good Reguiatfon and ISOCCER

. Standardized models have some significant advantages:

i. Standard models facilitate plant specific changes

ii. Ease of use for agency analysts, because naming conventions.are similar,
structure of the event trees and fault trees is nearly identical from model to.
model; eliminating this would mean steep learning curves on licensee models
very frequently and this would be further challenging for SDP timeliness...



iil.

Efficient model maintenance ~ this makes it easier for INL to customize a
model for the SRAs or other analysts, and allows them to modify more
models per year, which improves fidelity

Quality control — without going into a great amount of detail, there exists a QA
program for the SPAR models including a QA plan, a SPAR-PM handbook,
Madel Makers Handbook, the fact that SPAR models are benchmarked
against licensee models once major updates have been performed, etc.

f. Key Messages to Convey

it.

1.

No PRA (whether NRC SPAR or licensee CAFTA) can accurately capture
every nuance of ai event or condition

1. Experienced risk analysts must make modeling decisions

2. Process controls are being constantly performed “behind the scenes”

to verify quality, compare models, peer reviews, etc.

The exchange of technical information between the NRC and licensees is
expected as part of the SDP; though trying at times, rather than a weakness,
this adversarial approach should be perceived as a strength because it's
open & yields a befter answer
SPAR models provide an independent and effective risk assessment tool and
are fully capable of supporting ROP activities

g. Background Information or Additional Slides

i

ii.

Recommendations from 2006 OIG audit, “Evaluation of the NRC's Use of
PRA in Regulating the Commercial Nuclear Power Industry, (OIG-06-A-24)"
. Develop and implement a formal, written process for maintaining PRA
models that is sufficiently representative of the as-built, as operated
plant to support madel uses
2. Develop and implement a fully documented process to conduct and
~ maintain configuration control of PRA software.
3. Conduct a full V&V of SAPHIRE Version 7
Miscellaneous Information
1. SPAR maodels are non-public
2. Differences ideally between SPAR and licensee models would be
~ resolved before an SDP issue, but this is difficult in practice
3. RES/INL implement the QA plan for agency SPAR models of record,
but agency risk analysts are responsible for making temporary
changes on an as needed basis




Weber, Michael

From: Weber, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 6:19 PM

To: Hanna, John

Subject: RESPONSE - SUMMARY ON THE USE OF RISK ESTIMATES TO SUPPORT REGULATORY

DECISION-MAKING

Thanks, John. Quite helpful. We'll be in touch.

From: Hanna, John

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 1:30 PM

To: Weber, Michael <Michael.Weber@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: QUERY - SUMMARY ON THE USE OF RISK ESTIMATES TO SUPPORT REGULATORY DECISION-MAKING

Mike,
As requested attached is the document that | sent to Vic.

However, here are a couple of disclaimers. This information: 1) was developed in support of some risk training
for SES managers that | was workmg on, 2) is not an exhaustive list of all the possible pitfalls to using the
licensee's models — but it is in my opinion a good start, and 3) has not been formally reviewed and approved -
by Region |i management or the NRC risk comrnumty, though it was developed with the assistance of others,
e.g., Kevin Coyne in Research, Laura Kozak in RII),

Here are a touple of additional thoughts to consider that | thought of since yesterday and aren’t mentioned in
the attached material:
» Because the licensee models forthe existing fleet are not *required,” they can be modified, deleted at
the licensee's discretion v
» The SRAs are comfortable, to some degree, with using the CAFTA models, but many others in the .
agency rely on SPAR models and don't have the training and expertise to make such a transition, e.g.,
Resident Inspectors
o n heavuy relying.on the licensee models, there may be some very real implementation.difficulties. For
example, would licensees willingly change their models to conform with the agency approach to
Common Cause Failure (as detailed in RASP Manual Volume 1)7 Would they apply reasonable values
for operator actiens ex-control room in B.5.b-or FLEX scenarios? [f the answers to these questions
were “no,” what would we da?

| hope this information will be helpful to you. Please let me know if | can assist further...

John

From: Weber, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 12:38 PM

To: Hanina, John <John.Hanna@nrc.gov>

Ce: Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nre.govs .

Subject: QUERY - SUMMARY ON THE USE OF RISK ESTIMATES TO SUPPORT REGULATORY DECISION-MAKING

Good afternoon, John. | saw your recent email to Vic (12/1) regarding concerns about reliance on licensee
PRA models.and SRA familiarity (or lack thereof) with these models. As you may know, this concern surfaced
at our recent.all RES meeting on Monday morning (11/30) in response to a question posed to Vic. As a result,
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RES is initiating an effortto pull together the various NRC internal stakeholders to discuss the merits on.
placing greater relianice on licensee PRA or continued maintenance and development of NRC’s-SPAR

models. We expect the SRAs and Regions will be involved in this dialogue, as well as RES, NRR, OGC, and
others. We expect that this will help inform the discussions and could ultimately support on agency decxsuon on
how we should proceed.

I:'saw in your email that you referenced an attachment regarding the use of risk estimates in support of
decision-making. Can you share that document with me or tell mie where to find it?

Thahks,
Michael Weber
Director of Nuclear Regulatory Research

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

301-415-1902
Mail Stop T-10B16

BELIVERING QUR FUTURE



Correia, Richard

From: Lund, Louise

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 12:59 PM

To: Correia, Richard; Circle, Jeff

Subject: FW: RESPONSE - Information Only: NRC SPAR models

For your awareness

From: Weber, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 12:40 PM

To: Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: RESPONSE - Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Thanks, Louise. Note that | queried John for a copy of the attachment in his original email. 1 plan to share this
with Glenn and Mike Johnson for awareness and plan to attach the document for completeness in the
message. It will also answer a question that arose yesterday during our Aim Steering Committee meeting
regarding the scope of the reductions listed in priority C on the Common Prioritization (confirms what |
explained to the committee).

From: Lund, Louise

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 11:34 AM

To: Weber, Michael <Michael. Weber@nre.gov>

Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard. Correia@nrc.gov>
Subject: FYI: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Mike,

As discussed ... provided so you can see Vic's response to the Region Il SRA. Also note the two different
aspects being discussed by folks in this thread ... reducing the humber of routine updates per year (discussad
in the context of Project AlM) vis-a-vis using licensee modeils in lieu of SPAR madels.

Louise

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednésday, December 02, 2015 9:46 AM

To: Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Coyne@nrc.gov>

Cc: Correla, Richard <Richard.Correia@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>
Subject: RE: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Kevin,

Thanks for the info. | agree that slowing down the rate of update will not create an unmanageably large
information gap between SPAR and licensees’ models. What | am concerned over - and you comrectly noticer
this as well - is the assumption that SRAs are very familiar with licensees’ models. Call it paranaia on my part
but, | see in it the formation of the logic that we can use their models in lieu of SPAR since our SRAs already
know them so well, - :

Jeff.



Jeff A Circle

Chief {acting)

Probalilistic Risk Assgssment Bronch
RES /Division of i?rsf{ Analysis
gssff%f zgff

Bl (D3(5)

me* Coyne, Kevm

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:53 AM

To: Circle, Jeff <lefl.Circle@nirc.gov>

Ce: Correia, Richard <R Richard. Corresa@nrc gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise. Lurzd@mc govs
Subject: RE: Information Only: NRC SPAR riodels

Jaff—

You néed to be aware that we did offer up a modest reduction in funding for routine updates to SPAR - this

was a relatively simall amount of funding placed in the rebaselining category “c” ta go from doing 12 updates a
year 106, As you are aware, you maintain a help desk and can make & wide variety changes when neaded to
deal with a specific assessment. So, itis likely that the move to reduce the number of routing. Updates each
year would result in some inefficiencies, but | generally agree with Vic's assessment that it would not result in ¢
significant handicap since we would still ensure that the SPAR model reflects the as-builf, as- operated plant
gach time we use them for an assessment {and that Is why it was offered up as part of the AlM rebaselining
cuts ~ in fact, this was a proposed reduction that was essentially non-negotiable with NRR/DRA) ~the reasons
are different than what Viccited (i.e.. the assistance INL can help with updating a SPAR modél when needed,
not the SRAs familiarity with licensee made! s} -

Obviously this is a different animal than simply cutting the progrant (as has also been kicked around), but keeg
in mind that this particular proposed reduction for routine updates has been vetied through the RES
organization.

Kevin

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8 30.AM

To: Apptgnam, Peter <Peter.Appi i@HFC.g0vS; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando Ferrante @trc Bovs>; Gonzalez,
Michelle <Michelle. Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald. Hettan@ﬂrc gov>; Hudson, Daniel
<Daniel.Hudson@arc.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nre.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nre.gav>; L,
Ming <Ming. Li@nrc.zov>; Ning, Lauren (Klﬂian) <LaureniKillian.Ning@nre.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim-
<Selim.Sancaktar@nre; gov>; Wessels, Steven: <Steven Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <jeffery.Wood @nrc.gov>
Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard. Correla@nrc.gov; Lund, Louise <Louise:Lund @nregovs; Nakoski, John

f;};ﬁm &a%{esk;@ NIC.Eov>
Subject: FW: Informiation Only: NRC SPAR models

PRABers,
EYIL.

In reference to'what we heard on Monday, | had a conversation this morning with George: MatDoriald (R-Ih
and one yesterday with Laura Kozak (R-1ll) who both feel'that we need to retain SPAR models. Checking the-
emalil thread below, Vic fesls-that'there can be a reduction in funcimg for SPAR model updates. He is basing
this opinion that- reg;ona! SRAs have an intimate knowledge of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily
true. I'm assuming that the term SPAR model "inaccuracies” réfers to lag:in gerforming madel updates due to
reduced funding.
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We need to put together documentation in support for a meeting with NRR on this subject and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilot project. | would appreciate it if any of you can forward Pete
Appignani information that you feel can help us with our meeting. There will be more to follow on this topic.

Thanks,
Jeff.

leffA, Circle

Chief (acting}

Brobabilistic Risk Assessment Branech

RES /Division of Risk Analysis

{301} 415-1152

From: MacDaonald, George

Sent: Wednesday, December-02, 2015 7:56 AM
To: Circle, Jeff <leff.Circle@nre.gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

From: McCree, Victor

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM

To: Hanna, John <lohn.Hanna@nrc.gov>

Cc: Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard @nre.gov>; MacDonald, George <George. MacDonald @nrc.gov>
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

HiJohn!

it's great to hear from you and | appreciate your timely insights.

During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that
could delay (not eliminate) updates to SPAR models. | opined that some reasonable delay in updating SPAR models
would likely.not represént a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models-(and

their strengths and limitations) relative to the SPAR. | offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
“inaccuracies.”

Your thoughts?

Vic

On: 01 December-2015 15:07, "Hanna, John" <John.Hanna@nrc.gov> wrote:

Vi,

The purpose of this e-mail is.to provide you some background about NRC SPAR moadels and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

35



We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are bemg shared at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor. of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee’s CAFTA models. This is not the opinion ¢
the Region Il SRAs, George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favor of eliminating SPAR
models. If we are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel to discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives.

| have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (I developed this outline in
support of some risk training for SES managers.) If you desire a bit more detail and why moving towards only
using the licensee models would have some adverse effects, please read the attached document. The

, highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan if quickly.

I normally would not send an e-mail like this directly to you and would follow the normal protocol for
communicating up the chain. However | thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you
should hear the “unfiltered” message promptly. | have not vetted this message with Region Il management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs.

Thanks. Hope all is well with you'in Headquarters and that the transition up there went smoothly...
John

John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region Il Office

Johm Hanna@nre.qov
404-997-4552



Appignani, Peter

From: ‘ Gonzalez, Michelle

Sent: " Wednesday, December 02, 2015 12:02 PM
To: Appignani, Peter

Subject: RE: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Thank you, | wasn't aware of this proposed reduction either.

Michelle

From: Appignani, Peter _

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 10:08 AM
To: Gonzalez, Michelle

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Michelle
FY1 ...
To keep you in the loop.

Pate

From: Coyne, Kevin
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:53 AM
To: Circle, Jeff <Jeff Circle@nrc.gov>

Cc: Correia, Richard <§%Eshardg€arméa@mc.g§v>; Lund, Louise <Loulse. Lund@nrc.gove
Subject: RE: information Only: NRC SPAR models

Jeff -

You need to be aware that we did offer up a modest reduction in funding for routine updates to SPAR ~ this
was a relatively simall amount of funding placed in the rebaselining category “c” to go from doing 12 updates a
year to 6. As you are aware, you maintain a help desk and can make a wide variety changes when needed fo
deal with a spesfﬁc assessment. So, itis Etkeiy that the move to reduce the number of routine updates sach
year wotild result in some inefficiencies, but | generally agree with Vic's assessment that it would nof resuitin ¢
significant handicap since we would still ensure that the SPAR model reflects the as-built, as-operated plant
each time we use them for an assessment {and that is why it was offered up as part of the AlM rebaselining
cuts — in fact, this was a proposed reduction that was essentially non-negotiable with NRR/DRA} ~the reasons
are different than what Viccited (i.e., the assistance INL can help with updating a SPAR model when needed,
not the SRAs familiarity with licensee models).

Obviously this is a different animal than simply cutting the program (as has also been kicked around), but keeg
in mind that this particular proposed reduction for routine updates has been vetted through the RES
organization.

Kevin



From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December 02,2015 8:30 AM

To: Appignani, Peter <Peter. Anpignani@nrc.govs; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando. Ferrante@s’; rc.gov>; Gonzalez,
Michelle <Michelle.Gonzalez@nre o gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald, i-iei’zagg@nrc gov>: Hudson, Daniel

<Daniel Hudson@nre.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nrc.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nre.gov>; L,
Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.zov>; Ning, Lauren {Killian) <LaurenKilllan.Ning@nrc.gove; Sancaktar, Selim
<Selim.Sancaktar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven <Steven.Wessels@rirc.gov>; Wood, leffery <jeffery. Wood@unrc.gov>
Ce: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correla@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise. Lund@nrc.zov>; Nakoski, John
<lohn.Nakeski@nrc.gou>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR madels

PRABers,
FYIL.

In reference to what we heard on Monday, | had a conversation this morning with George MacDonald (R-11)
and one yesterday with Laura Kozak (R-ill) who both feel that we need to retain SPAR models. Checking the
email thread below, Vic feels that there can be a redugtion ini funding for SPAR miodel updates He is basing -
this opinion that reg;anal SRAs have an intimate knowledge of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily
true. I'm assuming that the term SPAR maodel “inaccuracies” refers to lag in performing model updates dué to
reduced funding. .

We need to put together documentation in support for a meeting with NRR on this:subject and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilot project. | would appreciate it if any of you can forward Pete
Appignani information that you feel can help us with our meeting. There will be more to fe!fow on this topic.

Thanks,
Jeft.

Jeff A, Circle

Chief fueting)

. Probabilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Division f Risk Analysis

{301} 415-1152

From: MacDonald, George

Sent: Wednésday, December 02, 20157:56 AM
To: Circle, Jeff <jeff.Circle@nrc.zov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC:SPAR models

From: McCree, Victor

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM

To: Hanna, John <jghn.Hanna@nre.gov>

Cc:'Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolbh.Bernhard@nre.gov>; Macﬁona!d , George <George.MacDonald@nre.gov>
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Hi John!

It's great to hearfrom you and | appreciate your timely insights.



During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that
could delay (not eliminate) updates to SPAR models. | opined that some reasonable delay in updating SPAR models
would likely not represent a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models (and

their strengths and limitations} relative to the SPAR. I offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
"inaccuracies.”

Your thoughts?

Vic

On: 01 December 2015 15:07, "Hanna, John" <Jghn.Hanna@nrc.gov> wrote:
Vie,

The purpose of this e-mail is to provide you some background about NRC SPAR models and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are being shared at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee’s CAFTA models. This is not the opinion of
the Region || SRAs. George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favor of eliminating SPAR
models. If we are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel to discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives.

| have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (| developed this. outline in
support of some risk training for SES managers.) If you desire a bit more detail and why moving towards only
using the licensee models would have some adverse effects, please read the aitached document. The
highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan it quickly.

| normally would not send an e-mail like this directly to you and would follow the normal protocol for
communicating up the chain. However [ thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you
should hear the “unfiltered” message promptly. | have not vetted this message with Region Il management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs.

Thanks. Hope all is well with you in Headquarters and that the transition up there went smoothly...
John

John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region 1l Office

John.Hanna@nrec.qov
404-897-4552



AgEiEnani,.Peter .

From: Gonzalez, Michelle _

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 9:52 AM
Ta: Appignani, Peter

Subject: RE: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Pete,

Let me know if there is anything | can help you out with or if you need any specific info from my projects.

Michelle

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Appignani, Peter; Ferrante, Fernando; Gonzalez, Michelle; Helton, Donald; Hudson, Daniel; Kuritzky, Alan; Leschek,
Walter; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killian); Sancaktar, Selim; Wessels, Steven; Woad, Jeffery

Cc: Correia, Richard; Lund, Louise; Nakoski, John

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

PRABers,
FYL.

In reference to what we heard on Monday, l had a canversatton this morning with George MacDonald (R-(1)
and one yesterday with Laura Kozak (R-1lly who both feel'that we need to retain SPAR models. Checking the
email thread below, Vic feels that there can be a reduction in funding for SPAR model updates He is basing
this opinion that. regional SRAs have an intimate knowledge of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily

true. I'm assuming that the term SPAR model “inaccuracies” réfers to lag in performing model updates due to
reduced funding. '

We need to put together documentation in support for a mesting with NRR on this subjéct and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilot project. | would appreciate it if any of you can forward Pete
Appignani information that you feel can help us with our meeting. There will be-more to follow on this topic.

Thaqks,
Jeff,

Jeff A. Circle

Chief (acting}

Prabuabllistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Divisiah-of Risk Analysis

(301) 415-1152

ii—

From: MacDonald, George
Sent: Wednesday, December 02,2015 7:56 AM.

To: Circle, Jeff <Jeff.Circle@nrc.gov>
Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models



From: McCree, Victor
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM
To: Hanna, John <JohaHanna@nrc.pov>

Cc: Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nre.govs; MacDonald, Geoige <George. MacDonald@nre.gov>
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Hi John!
it's great to hear from you and | appreciate your timely insights.

During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that
could delay (not eliminate) updates to SPAR models. | opined that some redsonable delay in updating SPAR models
would likely not represent a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models (and

their strengths and limitations) relative to the SPAR. 1 offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
"inaccuracies,”

Your thoughts?

Vic

On: 01 December 2015 15:07, "Hanna, John® <Jghn.Hanna@nre.gov> wrote:
Vie,

The purpose of this e-mail is to provide you some background about NRC SPAR models and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are being shared at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee's CAFTA models. This is pot the opinion o
the Region || SRAs. George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favor of eliminating SPAR
models. If we are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel to discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives.

| have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (I developed this outline in
support of some risk training for SES managers.) If you desire a bit more detail and why moving towards only
using the licensee models would have some adverse effects, please read the attached document. The
highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan it quickly.

I normally would not send an e-mail like this directly to you and would follow the normal protocol for
communicating up the chain. However | thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you.
should hear the “unfiltered” message promptly. | have not vetted this message with Region I management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs,

Thanks, Hope all is well with you in Headquarters and that the transition up there went smoothly...

John



John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region Il Office

dohnHenna@neo.goyv
404-997-4552



AEEignani, Peter

From: Helton, Donald

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:43 AM
To: Appignani, Peter

Subject: RE: Information Only: NRC SPAR models
Pete,

I'm sure you have a good handle on all this, and don't need any input from me on the impacts of SPAR model
update delays.

The one thing | will offer is that you try to combat the misperception that SDPs lead to SPAR model
‘corrections’ while the licensee model is unchanged. As you know, licensees routinely modify their baseline
model in reaction to SDPs to not only reflect the performance deficiency impacts, but also to ‘enhance the
realism’ of their model for that particular application. Put more simply, licensees routinely seek to justify
baseline model changes (typically success criteria or HEPSs) in order to reduce the calculated risk.

Baseline SPAR model > SDP-specific SPAR model = OR /= SDP-specific licensee model < Baseline
licensee model

Don

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando.Ferrante@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez,
Michelle <Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald.Helton@nrc.gov>; Hudson, Daniel
<Daniel.Hudson@nrc.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nrc.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nre.gov>; Li,
Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning; Lauren (Killian) <LaurenKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim
<Selim:.Sancaktar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven <Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <leffery.Wood@nre.gov>
Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correia@nre.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>; Nakoski, John
<John.Nakoski@nrc.gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

PRABers,
FYL.

In reference to what we heard on Monday, | had a conversation this morning with George MacDonald (R-Il)
and one vesterday with Laura Kozak (R-1il) who both feel that we need to retain SPAR models. Checking the
email thréad below, Vic feels that there can be a reduction in funding for SPAR model updates. He is basing
this opinion that regional SRAs have an intimate knowledge of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily
true. I'm assuming that the term SPAR model “inaccuracies” refers to lag in performing model updates due to
reduced funding.

We need to.put together documentation in support for a meeting with NRR on this subject and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilot project. | would appreciate it if any of you can forward Pete
Appignani information that you feel can help us with our meeting. There will be more to follow on this topic.

Thanks,
Jeff.



Jeff A, Circle

Chief (octing)

Probabilistic Risk Assessment Branich
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

3, w
;4@@ .

From: MacDonald, George

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:56 AM
To: Circle, leff <leff.Circle@nré.gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

From: McCree, Victor
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM
TorHanna, John <John.Hanna@nre.govs

Cc: Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nrc.gov>; MacDonald, George <George.MacDonald@nrc.gov>
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Hi John!
it's great to hear from you and | appreciate your timely insights.

During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that

could delay (not eliminate) updates to SPAR models. 1 opined that some reasonable delayin updating SPAR models

would likely not represent a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models {and

thelr strengths and limitations) relative to the SPAR. I offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
“inaccuracies.”

Your thoughts?

Vic

On: 01 Deceniber 2015 15:07, "Hanna, John" <lohn.Hanna@nrc.gov> wrote:
Vie,

The purpose of this e-mail is to provide you some background about NRC SPAR models and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are being shared at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee’s CAFTA models. This.is not the opinion o
the Region Il SRAs. George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favor of eliminating SPAR
models. If we are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel to discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives.



| have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (I developed this outline in
support of some risk training for SES managers.) f you desire a bit more detail and why movirig towards only
using the licensee models would have some adverse effects, please read the attached document. The
highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan it quickly.

I normally would not send an e-mail like this directly to you and would follow the normal protacol for
communicating up the chain. However | thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you
should hear the “unfiltered" message promptly. | have not vetted this message with Region Il management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs.

Thanks. Hope all is well with you in Headquarters and that the transition up there went smoothly...

John

John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region ll Office.
John.Hanna@nre.gov
404-997-4552




Marksb,er:z. Don

From: Helton, Donald

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:38 AM
To: Marksberry, Don

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models
FYl

Froi: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Appignani, Peter <Peter. Appignani@nrc.gov>; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando.Ferrante@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez,
Michelie <Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald. Helton@nrc.gov>; Hudson, Daniel
<Daniel.Hudson@nirc.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nrc.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nre.gov>; Lx,
Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning, Lauren (Killian) <LaureriKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim
<Selim.Sancaktar@rirc.gov>; Wessels, Steven <Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <leffery.Wood@nrc.gov>
Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correia@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>; Nakoski, John
<Johi.Nakoski@nrc.gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

PRABers,
FYl.

In reference to what we heard on Monday, | had a conversation this morning with George MacDonald (R-11)
and one yesterday with Laura Kozak (R-IIt) who beth feel that we need to retain SPAR models. Checkmg the
email thread below, Vic feels that there can be a reduction in funding for SPAR model updates. He'is basing
this opinion that regional SRAs have an intimate knowledge of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily
frue. I'm assuming that the term SPAR model “inaccuracias” refers to lag in performing model updates due to
reduced funding.

We need to put together documentation in support for a meeting with NRR ‘on this subject and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilet project: | would appreciate it if any of you can forward Pete -
Appignani information that you-feel can help us wc?h our meeting. There will be more to follow on this topic.

Thanks,
Jeff.

Jeff A. Circle

Chief [acting)

ProbabilisticRisk Assessmant Brancly
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

{301)415-1152
From. Machnatd George

-Sant: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:56 AM

To: Circle, leff <jeff Circle@nrc. gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models




From: McCree, Victor

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM

To: Hanng, John <lghn.Hanna@®nrc.gov>

Ce: Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudalph.Bernhard@nrc.sov>; MacDonald, George <George. MacDonald@nre.gove
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models ‘

Hi John!

It's great to hear from you and | appreciate your timely insights.

During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that
could delay {not eliminate] updates to SPAR models. | opined that some reasonable delay in updating SPAR models
would likely not represent a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models (and

their strengths and limitations) relative to the SPAR. 1 offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
"inaccuracies.”

Your thoughts?

Vic

On: 01 December 2015 15:07, "Hanna, John" <fohn.Hanna@unrc.gov> wrote:

Vic,

The purpose of this e-mail is to provide you some background about NRC SPAR models and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are being sharéd at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee’s CAFTA models. This is agg the opinion of
the Region |l SRAs. George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favor of eliminating SPAR.
models. f we are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel to discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives,

I have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (I developed this outline in
Support of some risk training for SES managers.) If you desire a bit more detail and why moving towards only
using the licensee models would have some adverse effects, please read the attached document. The
highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan it quickly:

I normally would not send an e-mail like this directly to you and would follow the normal protocol for
communicating up the chain. However | thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you
should hear the “unfiltered” message promptly. | have not velted this message with Region Il management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs.

Thanks. Hope all is well with you In Headquarters and that the transition up there went smoothly...

John



John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region Il Office
John. Hanna@nre.qov
404-997.4562




From: Kuritzky, Alan

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:38 AM
To: Circle, Jeff

Subject: RE: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Jeff - Do you have the attachment to John Hanna’s original email? If so, could you forward it to the branch?

Thanks,
Alan

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015.8:30 AM

To: Appignani, Peter <Peter. Appignani@nrc.gov>; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando.Ferrante@nre.gove; Gonzalez,
Michelle <Michelle.Gonzalez@nre.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald.Helton@nre.gov>; Hudson, Daniel

<Daniel. Hudson@nre.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nre.gove; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nre.gov>; L,
Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning, Lauren {Killian) <LaurenKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim
<Selim.Sancakiar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven <Steven.Wessels@nre.gov>; Wood, leffery <leffery.Wood@nre.gov>
Cc: Correda, Richard <Richard.Correia@nirc.gove; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>; Nakoski, John '
<John.Nakoski@nrc.gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

PRABers,
FYl.

In reference to what we heard on Monday, | had a conversation this morning with George MacDonald (R-11)
and one yesterday with Laura Kozak (R-11l) who both feel that we neéd to retain SPAR modéls. Chackmg the
email thread below, Vic feels that thefe can be a reduction. in funding for SPAR model updates He is basing
this opinion that regscna! SRAs have an intimate knowi eége of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily
true, I'm assuming that the term SPAR model “inacclracies” refers fo lag in performing model updates due to
reduced funding.

We need to put together documentation in support for a meeting with NRR on this subject and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilot project. | would appreciate it if any of you can forward Petle
Appignani Information that you feel can help us with our meeting. There will be more to follow on this topic.

Thanks,
Jeff.,

Jeft A, Circle

Chigf (acting}

Probobifistic Risk Assessment Brench
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

{301 415-1152
.5 LIS

From: MacDonald, George

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:56 AM
To: Circle, leff <jeff Circle@nrc.govs

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models




Fram: McCree, Victor

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM

To: Hanna, John <John Henna@nrc.gov

Ce: Bernhard, Rudolph <Budolph.Bernhard @nrc.sove; MacDonald, George <Gaofge MacDonsld@oicoovs
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Hi John!

it’s greatvto hearfrom you and | appreciate your timely insights.

During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that
could delay {not eliminate} updates to SPAR models. | opined that some reasonable delay in updating SPAR models
would likely not represent a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models (and

their strengths and limitations) relative to the SPAR. 1 offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
"inacouracies.”

Your thouglits?

Vie

On: 01 December 2015 15:07, "Hanna, John" <lohin.Hanna@nrc.gov> wrote:

Vic,

The purpase of this e-mall is fo provide you some background about NRC SPAR models and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are being shared at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee's CAFTA models. This is not the opinion of
the Region Il SRAs. George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favar of efiminating SPAR
models. fwe are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel {o discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives.

[ have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (| developed this outline in
support of some risk training for SES managers.) If you desire a bit more detail and why moving towards only
using the licensee models would have some adverse effects, please read the attached dacument. The
highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan it quickly.

| normally would notsend an e-mail like this directly to you and would follow the normal protocol for
communicating up the chain, However | thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you
should hear the “unfiliered” message promptly. [ have not vetted this message with Region |l management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs,

Thanks. Hope all is well with you in Headquarters and that the fransition up there went smoothly...
2



John

John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region il Office
John.Hanna@nre.gov
404-997-4552




From: Appignani, Peter

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:34 AM
To: Coyne, Kevin (Kevin.Coyne@nrc.gov)
Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, December.02, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando.Ferrante@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez,
Michelle <Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gove; Helton, Donald <Donald.Helton@nre.gov>; Hudson, Daniel
<Daniel.Hudson@nrc.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nrc.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nrc.gov>; Li,
Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning, Lauren (Killian} <LaurenKillian Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim
<Selim.Sancaktar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven <Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, leffery <leffery.Wood@nre.gov>
Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correia@nre.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>; Nakoski, John
<Jjohn.Nakoski@nre.gov>

Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

PRABers,
FYL

in reference to what we heard on Monday, | had a conversation this morning with George MacDonald (R-11)
and one yesterday with Laura Kozak (R-Hll) who both feel that we need to retain SPAR models. Checking the
email thread below, Vic feels that there can be a reduction in funding for SPAR model updates. He is basing
this opinion that regional SRAs have an intimate knowledge of licensees’ models, which is not necessarily
frue. 'm assuming that the term SPAR madel “inaccuracies” refers fo lag in performing model updates due to
reduced funding.

We need fo put together documentation in support for a meeting with NRR on this subject and it should also
cover the proposed development of a pilot project. | would-appreciate it if any of you can forward Pete
Appignani information that you feel can help us with our meeting. There will be more to follow on this topic.

Thanks,
Jeff.

feff A Circle

Chief (acting)

Probabilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

(301415 .
N (I

From: MacDonald, George
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:56 AM

To: Circle, Jeff <leff.Circle@nrc.gov>
Subject: FW: Information Only: NRC SPAR models




From: McCree, Victor

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:11 PM

To: Hanna, John <john.Hanna@nre.gov>

Cc: Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nre.gov>; MacDonald, George <George.MacDonald@®nrc.gov>
Subject: Re: Information Only: NRC SPAR models

Hi John!
It's great to hear from you and | appreciate your timely insights.

During a very free flowing discussion today, we debated the wisdom of accepting a recommended cost reduction that
could delay (not eliminate) updates to SPAR models. | opined that some reasonable delay in updating SPAR models
would likely not represent a significant handicap due to Regional SRA familiarity with licensee risk models (and

their strengths and limitations) relative to the SPAR. I offered that this could mitigate the impact of SPAR model
"inaccuracies,"

Your thoughts?

Vic

On: 01 December 2015 15:07, "Hanna, John" <lohn. Hanna@nrc.gov> wrote:
Vic,

The purpose of this e-mail is to provide you some background about NRC SPAR moadels and hopefully
address some inaccurate information that may be circulating in HQ.

We had recently heard anecdotally that some views are being shared at your level that assert that the SRAs
are in favor of eliminating the SPAR models and using the licensee’s CAFTA models. This is not the opinion of
the Region Il SRAs. George MacDonald will be polling some of the other SRAs in different regions and
sending you a separate e-mail, but we strongly suspect that they are also not in favor of eliminating SPAR
models. If we are actively considering eliminating the SPAR models as a cost savings measure, | would
recommend that we have a panel to discuss this option and all of the positives and negatives.

| have attached some additional information to this e-mail regarding this topic. (I developed this outline in
support of some risk training for SES managers.) If you desire a bit more detail and why moving towards only
using the licensee models wotild have some adverse effects, please read the attached document. The
highlights and key messages are in bolded type so you can scan it quickly.

I normally would not send an e-mail like this directly to you and would foliow the normal protocol for
communicating up the chain. However | thought the topic was significant enough and urgent enough that you
should hear the “unfiltered” message promptly. | have not vetted this message with Region Il management
and am only representing the views of the SRAs.

Thanks. Hope all is well with you in Headquarters and that the transition up there went smoothly...

John



John David Hanna
Senior Reactor Analyst
US NRC, Region H Office

dohn.Hanna@unre.qov
404~-997-4552



Shen, Song-hua

From: Shen, Song-hua <
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 3:44 PM
To: Wang, Zeechung

Subject: FW: Use of Licensee's Madels

Song-Hua Shen, Ph.D., PE.

Sr. Reliability & Risk Engineer

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
RES/DRA/PRB

301-415-2034

TioB22

Song-Hua.Shen@nre.gov

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 1:47 PM

To: Demers, Jerrod <lerrod.Demers@nrc.gov>; Gibbs, Russell <Russell.Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Hartle, Brandon
<Brandon.Hartle@nrec.gov>; Kichling, Michelle <Michelle.Kichline@nrc.gov>; Leech, Matthew
<Matthew.Leech@nrc.gov>; Lyons, Sara <Sara.Lyons@nrc.gov>; Mitman, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Mitman@nrc.gov>; Ng, Ching
<Ching.Ng@nrc.gov>; Spare, Candace <Candace.Spore@nrc.gov>; Weerakkody, Sunil <Sunil,Weerakkody@nrc.gov>;
Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng.Wong@nrc.gov>; RES_DRA_PRB <RESDRAPRB@nrc.gov>; Coyne, Kevin
<Kevin.Coyne@nrc.gov>; Arner, Frank <Frank.Arner@nrc.gov>; Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nrc.gov>; Cahill,
Christopher <Christopher.Cahill@nrc.gov>; Cook, William <William.Cook@nre.gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Deese@nrc.gov>;
Freeman, Scott <Scott.Freeman@nrc.gov>; Hanna, John <lohn.Hanna@nrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura.Kozak@nrc.gov>;
Loveless, David <David.Loveless@nrc.gov>; MacDonald, George <George.MacDonald@nrc.gov>; Replogle, George
<George.Replogle@nrc.gov>; Valos, Nicholas <Nicholas.Valos@nrc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>;
Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando.Ferrante@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle <Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald
<Donald.Helton@nre.gov>; Hudson, Daniel <Daniel. Hudson@nrc.gov>; Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nrc.gov>; Leschek,
Walter <Walter.Leschek@nrc.gov>; Li, Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning, Lauren (Killian) <LaurenKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>;
Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven <Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Woad, Jeffery
<Jeffery.Wood@nrc.gov>

Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Carreia@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nre.gov>

Subject: Use of Licensee's Models

Dear PRA Colleagues,

Most of you know, as part of fiscal belt tightening (Project AIM 2020 and re-baselining), the agency is currently
looking into various areas to reduce our budget. One area that has come up every couple of years, and has
been a source of contention, is the feasibility of using licensee’s PRA madels in lieu of our SPAR models for
SDP findings and possibly ASP. In support of that, a pilot program has been proposed to investigate its
feasibility. RES is preparing to make a presentation to NRR management touching on various areas of
consideration should the decision be made to embark on such a pilot program. This presentation is not
intended to be forcing an opinion on whether or not to proceed but, will be advice on fiow to proceed with a
program.

Over here in RES, | have heard conflicting opinions of what the internal stakeholders believe is the direction
the agency should take on this.topic. To that end, I'm sending his email out with a voting option with three
selections — use only SPAR models, use only licensee's models, or use both. | would greatly appreciate it if
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you each took the time and voted. And, since some of us are not wallflowers and have more to say than just

vote, please feel free to take the opportunity to comment on the return emalil to me. This will help greatly in
support to our end users.

I'm looking forward to hearing from you.

Jeff.

Jeff A. Circle

Chief focting)

Probabilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

{301) 415-1152

BBFS}@ f




Circle, Jeff

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 11:31 AM

To: Gibbs, Russell; Weerakkody, Sunil

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Tracking: Recipient Read
Gibbs, Russell Read: 12/01/2015 12:14 PM
Weerskkody, Sunil Read: 12/01/2015 2:05 PM

Russ,

| agree that it would be a good idea to ultimately hold a large internal stakeholder meeting to address the
issues that might come out of such an undertaking. In addition to all the HQ and regional stakeholders, we
need to include OGC. The lawyers may have a say in whether we can even consider doing this. However,
before we do anything in that scale, Rich and Louise have asked me to get together at the office level here in
RES to discuss this amongst ourselves. Afterwards, we can include more people to fine-tune our agency
position,

My fear is that if we don't come up with a unified voice and position, industry will try to force us into their
version of a pilot program which may not meet our needs or interests. I'll let you know how this progresses.

Jeff,

Jeff A, Circle

Chief {acting)

Prabobilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

(301} 415-1152
C RE—

From: Gibbs, Russell

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 10:29 AM

To: Circle, Jeff <leff.Circle@nrc.gov>; Weerakkody, Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkody@nre.gov>
Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Hi Jeff and Sunil,

| think it high time to have a conversation between those interacting with the industry for the proposed pilot and
the internal risk community to allow people to share their views. How about an all hands meeting with Bill D.
and Jennifer U. and possibly a regional administrator or two?

Our senior managers | hope would embrace such an initiative. We need to get this more out in the open.

Thoughts?

Russell

From: Circle, Jeff
Sent: Morday, November 30, 2015 4:32 PM



To: Ferrante, Fernando <Eernando.Ferrante@nré.aov>; Demers, Jerrod <lerrod. Demgts@nic.gov>; Gibbs, Russell
<Russell. Gibbs @ nre.eovs; Hartle, Brandon <£§raadon Hartle@nre.govs; Kichling, Michelle <Michelie.lichl ne@are.govs:
Leech, Matthew <Matthew.Leech@nre.gov>; Lyans, $ara <Sara Lvons@arc.aov>; Mitman, Jeffrey
<Jeffrevivitman@are.gov>; Ng, Ching <Ching Ha@nic.zov>; Spore, Candace <Candace; Spore@nregovs; Weerakkady,
Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkodv@ nre.sovs; Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng. Wona@nrg.eovs; RES . DRA_PRB
<RESDRAPRB@nre.zove; Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Covne@nre.cove; Arner, Frank <Frank Arner@nre.gov>; Bernhard,
Rudolph <Rudlolnh.Bernhard@nre.pov>; €ahill, Christapher <Christopher. Cahill@nre.gov>; Cook, William
<Wiliam.Ceok@nre, gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Dees se@nyc.eoy>; Freeman, Scott <Scott.Freeman@nrc.govs; Hanna, John
<fohi Hanna@nrc.eov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura Kozak@nrc. gov>; Loveless, David <David Lovel ess@inrc.govy; MacDonald,
George <George.MacDonal d@nrc.zov>; Replogle, Gearge<§§org@5§§!egie@nm gov>; Valos, Nicholas:

<Nichofas Valos@nre.zov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle
<Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; ‘Helton, Donald <D onald.Helton@nre.gov>; Hudson, Daniel <Danlel.Hildson@nrcgovy;
Kuritzky, Alan <Alan. Kumzky@nrcegma Leschek, Walter <Walter,Leschek@nic.govs; Li, Ming <Mine. Lt@_ Arc.gove; ng;
Lauren (Killian} <Lzureniiilian.Ning@nre.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar@nre.gove; Wessels, Steven
<Steven.Wessels@nrc.aov>; Wood, Jeffery <Jefferv.Wood@arc.gov>

Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correia@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louisetund@nre.eov
Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Fernando,

| agree that there are more complicated issues to consider with this. | wanted to make the question as a
simple vote using Outlook's voting function. Sa, | skipped many of the Issues that would have come tothe
surface in this undertaking. These issues-can-and will be discussed amengst ourselves and they are
numerous.

This email sent to most of the stakeholders shows that this is:not a move fo protect one’s interest but, one
where RES,; NRR, and. the. regicms need to have an input fo the: decision-making process. t‘t is wise to sit down
and tabulate in some form the areas of concern we need to address before embarking on a pilot program.

Jeff,

Jeff A, Circle

Cia;ef {actmg)

Frobabilistic Risk Assessment Bronch, —
RES /Diivision of Risk Anolysis v
ES‘M 415-1152
ga [

_From: Ferrante, Fernando
Sent:. Monday, November 30, 2015.2:32 PM
To: Circle, Jeff.<Jeff. Circle@nrc.govs; Demers, Jerrod <lerrod. Demers@nre.gov>; Gibbsl Russell
<Russell.Gibbs@nrec.gov>; Hartle, Brandon <B randon Hartl @gm BOV>; Kichlirie; Michelle <MichelleKichline@ nre.povs;
Leech, Matthew <Ma€thew Leech@nre.govs: Lyons, Sara <Sara E.yorss@nrc,g ov>; Mitman, Jeffrey
<§g§§|;§¥,m:tman@nm gsw, Ng; Ching <Ching.Ne@nre.gov>; ; Spore; Candace <C andac»_a Spore@nic.gov>; Weerakkody;
' ; : sov>; Wong, See»«Meng»: e—Meng WG&g@ﬁ{c g0ov>; RES,_| DRA _PRB

< g_s_ggggsa@nrc gOV > . Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Covne@nrc.gov>; Amer, Frank <Erank.Arner@nic.gov>; Bernhard,
Rudolph <Rudolph: Bemharﬁ@nrc govs: Cahill, Christopher <Christopher,Cahill@nre. ov; Cook, Willlam
<William.Cook@nré sov>; Deése, Rick <Rick.Deese@nrc.govs; Freeman, Scott <Smtt Freeman@nre.gov>; Hanna, John
<john. Hanna@unrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura. Kazak@nrc.zov>; Loveless, David <David. Loveiess@nrf. OV MacDonald,
‘George <Gegrge.MacDonald nreEov; . Replogle, George <Gaarﬂg.Ren omle@rirc.govy; Valos, Nicholas.
"< :chgias;ﬁskm@nrc 2OV Apptgnam; Peter <Peter:Abpi nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle

ichelle.Gonzalez@nrc.zov>; Helton, Danafd <[ionald. Heitq,_@nzc ggg> Hudson, Daniel <Daniel Hudson@nre.gov>;
Kuri tzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzkv@nire. gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter Leschek@nre, BOV>; Li, Ming ¢W> Ning, .

Laurén (Killlan) <Laurenkillian.Ning@nre.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar @nre.gov>; Wesséls; Steven




<Steven Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <Jeffery.Wood@arc.gov>
Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correia@nre.gov>: Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund @nre, gov>
Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Madels

Jeff,

Thanks for the opportunity to vote on this important issue. However, | don't think this question is being framed
correctly. The vote should be: should the NRC get rid of SPAR models and INL support? | say this because |
think there is too much miscommunication about this issue going on to the point where | don't think upper
management is properly informed of the challenges and consequences. Today, we heard Vic McCree state at
an all hands RES meeting that SRAs are in agreement with indusiry to get rid of SPAR models. | also don't
think RES should be the sole presenter at this management briefing. | would suggest the Regions and NRR
risk analysts to be involved In presenting their views. This is key as (1) | don't think most staff in NRR and the
Regions are in alignment with upper management's views on this (i.e., either staff is not being listened'to oris
afraid to speak), (2) the impacts on changing the current framewark, even if we all agreed to do so, are non-
trivial and could impact both the NRC's ability to perform a critical function but also end up costing more than
they intend to safe, and (3) | am concerned that opposition to getting rid of SPAR models is being portrayed as
RES trying to protect a project it is responsible for, since NRR management appears to have aligned in getting
rid of SPAR models.

By the way, my vote on the real question above is no.

Thanks,
Fernando

From: Circle; Jeff

Sent: Monday, Novemnber 30, 2015 1:47 PM

To: Demers, Jerrad; Gibbs, Russell; Hartle, Brandon; Kichline, Michelle; Leech, Matthew; Lyons, Sara; Mitman, Jeffrey;
Ng, Ching; Spore, Candace; Weerakkody, Sunil; Wong, See-Meng; RES_DRA_PRB; Coyne, Kevin; Arner, Frank; Bernhard,
Rudolph; Cahill, Christopher; Cook, Willlam; Deese, Rick; Freeman, Scott; Hanna, John; Kozak, Laura; Loveless, David;
MacDonald, George; Replogle, George; Valos, Nicholas; Appignani, Peter; Ferrante, Fernando; Gonzalez, Michelle; Helton,
Donald; Hudson, Daniel; Kuritzky, Alan; Leschek, Walter; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killian); Sancaktar, Selim; Wessels,
Steven; Wood, Jeffery

Cc: Correia, Richard; Lund, Louise

Subject: Use of Licensee's Models

Dear PRA Colleagues,

Most of you know, as part of fiscal belt tightening (Project AIM 2020 and re-baselining), the agency is currently
looking info various areas to reduce our budget. One area that has come up every couple of years, and has
been a source of contention, is the feasibility of using licensee’s PRA models in lieu of our SPAR models for
SDP findings and possibly ASP. In support of that, a pilot.program has been proposed to investigate its
feasibility. RES is preparing to make a presentation to NRR management touching on various areas of
consideration should the decision be made to embark on such-a pilot program. This presentation is not
intended to be forcing an opinion on whether or not to proceed but, will be advice on how to proceed with a
prograr.

Over here in RES, | have heard conflicting opinions of what the internal stakeholders believe is the direction
the agency should take on this topic. To that end, I'm sending his email out with a voting option with three
selections — use only SPAR models, use only licensee's models, or use both. | would greatly appreciate it if
you each took the time and voted. And, since some of us are not wallflowers and have more to say than just
vote, please feel free to take the opportunity to comment on the return email to me. This will help greatly in
support to our end users.

I'm looking forward to hearing from you.



Jeff,

Jeff A, Circle

Chief focting)

Prohahilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES fDivision of Risk Analysis

(301} 415-1152
sgiii-ﬁ}éﬁ} el —




Fram: DLrouin, Mary

Tor Circle, Jeff

Ce: Makoskl, Jobhpy

Subject: Use both SPAR and Licensee"s Models: Use of Licensee"s Models
Date: Fuesday, December 01, 2015 11:02:00 AM

| believe it violates our mission for us not to have an independent tool to assess our
licensee's performance. | also believe that the cost of maintaining the SPAR models is
much less resource intensive than only using the licensee’s model. Taking lessons
learned from the Level 3 PRA project, the resources used to understand the Vogtie PRA
model was HUGH, the use of the SPAR models by the staff in event assessment, by the
inspectors, etc. would not be possible, having no SPAR models and just relying on
licensee's PRA would require the staff to review the licensees PRA models, this cost would
be enormous, when we reviewed the IPE/IPEEES, which was just a process review, the
cost was-about $500k per IPE/IPEEE and around .25 FTE per IPE/IPEEE, you can at least
triple that cost to review the licensees PRA and that does not include the cost to review
updates and upgrades of their models.



g

Appignani, Peter

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 9:33 AM
To: Appignani, Peter

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Maodels

Pete,

Only if | can get it through tech editing. ©

Yes, | plan on sharing the resulis once | get everyone's response.

Jeff,

Jeff A. Circle

Chief (acting)

Probabilistic Ritk Assessment Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

{301} 415.1153 }
1 (L]

From: Appignani, Peter

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 9:20 AM

To: Circle, Jeff <Jeff.Circle@nre.gov>

Subject: Use only SPAR models: Use of Licensee's Models

Will you publish the results?



Ferrante, Fernando

From: Ferrante, Fernando

Sent: . Tuesday, December 01, 2015 9:29 AM
To: Gibbs, Russell

Subject: Re: SPAR Models

The answer depends on what you mean by "owns". In a way, the NRC owns the models and INL. maintains
them. Being a contract, RES mandges the contract based on a standing user need from NRR, to the benefit
mainly of SRAs and risk analysts. Hence, no single person or group owns the models. There are several people
responsible for the work, including Jeff Wood, Selim Sancaktar and others. At the end of the day, APHB and
PRAB are responsible to ensuring the needs in the user need are met.

On: 01 December 2015 09:18, "Gibbs, Russell" <Russell. Gibbs@nrc.gov> wrote:
who owns the SPAR models in RES? Is it niw Jeff |

On: 01 December 2015 09:08, "Ferrante, Fernando® <Fernando,Ferrante@nre.gov> wrote:

Yes, he said at an all hands meeting with RES.

On: 01 December 2015 08:57, "Gibbs, Russell" <Russell.Gibbs@nre.gov> wrote:

Didn't you mention that Vic told RES staff that SRAs were in favor of using licensee models?



Ferrante, Fernando

From: Ferrante, Fernando .

Sent: : Tuesday, December 01, 2015 9:22 AM
To: ' Gibbs, Russel|

Subject: Re: SPAR Models

I think he was misinformed by those reporting to him.

On: 01 December 2015 09:14, "Gibbs, Russell” <Russell.Gibbs@nrc.gov> wrote:

I believe he mispoke...

On: 01 December 2015 09:08, "Ferrante, Fernando" <Fernando.Ferranté@nre.gov> wrote:

Yes, he said at an all hands meeting with RES.

On: 01 December 2015 08:57, "Gibbs, Russell" <Russell. Gibbs@nre.gov> wrote:

Didn't you menition that Vic told RES staff that SRAs were in favor of using licensee models?



Tetter, Keith

From: Tetter, Keith

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:51 AM

To: Circle, Jeff

Subject: Use only SPAR models: Use of Licensee's Madels
Jeff,

| have said it before and will say it again: How are we an independent agency if we are using the licensee's
models and how are we learning the lessons from Fukushima if we are getting too close to the licensees and
using their models? [t is my understanding that we have had the Vogtle model for three years now and still
don't know all of their modeling. If we did decide to use the licensee's models, which is a bad idea and asking
for another TMI or worse, then NRC would have to hire at least one additional PRA analyst (about 60 FTE) to
- stay at each site to become an expert on their specific model since they all use different programs and not a
standardized model like we do with SPAR. This is a dangerous slope that we are heading down by even
considering this in order to save less than a half of one percent of our budget and will cost us more in staff,
money, and safety in the long run. Thank you,

Keith



Ning, Lauren (Killian)

From: Laschek, Walter
Sent; Tuesday, December 01, 2015 708 AM
To Circle, JeH; Feérrante, Fernando; Demers, Jerrad; Gibbs, Russell; Hartle, Brandon; Kichling, Michelle; Legch, Matthew;

Lyons, Sara; Mitman, Jeffrey; Ng, Ching; Spore, Canddace; Weerakkody, Sunil; Wang, See-Meng; RES_DRA_PRB; Coyns,
Kevin; Amet, Frank; Bernhard, Rudolph; Cahill, Christopher; Cook, William; Deese, Rick; Freeman, Scott; Hanng, Jobn;
Kozak, Laura; Lovelass, David; MacDonald, George; Replogle, George; Valos, Nicholas; Appignani, Peter; Gonzalez,
Michelle; Helton, Donald; Hudson, Danisl; Kuritzky, Alan; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killian); Sancaktar, Selim; Wessels,
Stevery; Wood, Jeffery

Ce: Correta, Richard; Lund, Louise

Subject: MRC Is an Independent Agency, Consequently the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 May Need to Be Amended Agsinto
Permit the NRC to Use Licensee's PRA Madels

Dear Jeff and All on Copy

Please remember that the NRC is an Independent Agency.

s Assuch, Congress is saying that the NRC knows mare about Nuclear Reactor Safety than it does and should
handle all actions pertaining to this item.

If the NRC permits use of the Licensee’s ?(3\;’3 Models,
e It may inadvertently tell Congress that it no langer knows that much about Nuclear Reactor Safety.

Consequently Congress may-again need to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,

Take care,
Walt

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 4:32 PM

To: Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando.Ferrante@nrc.govs; Demers, Jerrod <Jerrod.Demers@nrc.gov>; Gibbs, Russell
<Russell.Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Hartle, Brandon <Brandon.Hartle@nrc.gov>; Kichline, Michelle <Michelle Kichline@nrc.gov>;
Leech, Matthew <Matthew.Leech@nrc.gov>; Lyons, Sara <Sara.Lyons@nrc.gov>; Mitman, Jeffrey

<leffrey Mitman@nrc.gov>; Ng, Ching <Ching.Ng@nrc.gov>; Spore, Candace <Candace.Spore@nirc.gov>; Weerakkody,
Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkody@nre.gov>; Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng. Wong@nrc.gov>; RES_DRA_PRB
<RESDRAPRB@nrc.gov>; Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Coyne@nrc.gov>; Arner, Frank <Frank. Arner@nre.gov>; Bernhard,
Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard @nre.gov>; Cahill, Christopher <Christopher.Cahili@nrc.gov>; Cook, William
<William.Cook@nrc.gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Deese@nrc.gov>; Freeman, Scott <Scott.Freeman@nrc.govs; Hanna, John
<John.Hanna@nrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura.Kozak@nrc.gov>; Loveless, David <David.Loveless@nrc.gov>; MacDonald,
George <George.MacDonald@nrc.gov>; Replogle, George <George.Replogle@nrc.gov>; Valos, Nicholas
<Nicholas.Valos@nrc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle
<Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald.Helton@nrc.gov>; Hudson, Daniel <Daniel. Hudson@nrc.gov>;
Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nre.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nre.gov>; Li, Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning,
Lauren (Kiflian} <LaurenKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar@nre.gov>; Wessels, Steven
<Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Woad, Jeffery <leffery. Wood@nrc.gov>

Cc: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correla@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Fernando,

I agree that there are more complicated issues to consider with this. | wanted to make the question as a
simple vote using Qutloak's voting function.  So, | skipped many of the issues that would have come to the



surface in this undertaking. These issues canand will be discussed amongst ourselves and they are
numerous.

This email sent to most of the stakeholders shows that this is not a move to protect 6ne's interest but, one
where RES, NRR, and the regions need to have an input to the decision-making process. It is wise to sit down
and tabulate in some form the areas of condern we need to address before-embarking on a pilot program.

Jeff.

Jeff A Circle

Chief (octing) i

Probabilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

{301} 415-2152

33'@6

From: Ferrante, Fernando

Sebt: Monday, November 30, 2015 2:32 PM

To: Circle, Jeff <Jeff.Citcle@nrc.gov>; Demers, Jeffod <Jerrod.Demers@nrc.gov>; Gibbs, Russell

<Russell. Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Hartle, Brandon <Brandon.Hartle@nrc.govs; Kichline;, Michelle <Michelle.Kichline@nre.gov>;
Leech, Matthew <Matthew.Leech@nrt.go gov>; Lyons, Sara <Sara.lyons@nrc.gov>; Mitman, Jeffrey

<Jeffrey. Mitman@nr¢.gov>; Ng, Ching <Ching. j@m gov>; Spore, Candace <Candace: Spore@nrc.gov>; Weerakkody,
Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkody@nre.gov>; Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng. Wong@orc.gov>; RES DRA PRB
<RESQR;§PR8@:}:¢: gov>; Coyne, Kevin <Kevin, Cnvn&@nrc gov>; Arner, Frank <Fra nk Arner@nr _ggy>* Bernhard,
Rudolph <Rudoliph.Bérnhard@nrc.gov; Cahill, Christopher <Christopher.Cahill@nre.govs; Cook, William
<Willigni.Cook@nre.gov>; Deese, Rick <ﬁ:gk Deese@nic.gov>; Freeman, Scott <Scott.Freeman@nrc.gov>; Hanna, John
<john Hanna@nrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura.Kozak@nrc.gov>; Loveless, David <David Loveless@nre.gov>; MacDonald,
George <Georne, Ma&ﬁﬁnald@nrc gOV>; Replog &, George <George.Replogle@nrc.gov>; Valos, Nicholas

<picholas. Valos@urc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter:Appignani@nic.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle

<Mache Ee Ganza az@ Ie. ge}w Hetton, Dona!d <D anald Heitan@nrc ggg> Hudson, Daniel <i)§me Hudscn@nrc gs >

Lauren {Kl ftan} <Laureni<z§!tsn Ngg@nrc goy>;. Sancaktar, Se!sm <Sekm Mg@gg@gﬁ g;__; Wesse&s, Steven
<Steven,Wessels@nrc.gov>; Waood, Jeffen; <}effers; Wood@nre.gov>

€c: Cosrelg, Richard <Rschard Richard.Correla@nre.gov>; »» Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Use of Ltcensee s Models

Jeff, !

Thanks for the opportunity to vote on this important issue, However, | don't think this question is being framed
correctly. The vote should be: should the NRC get rid of SPAR models-and INL suppoit? | say this because |
think there. is too much miscommunication about this issue going on to the point where | don't think Upper
‘management is properly informed of the challenges and consequences. Today, we heard Vic McCree state at
an all hands RES meeting that SRAs are in agreement with industry to get rid of SPAR miodels. | also don't
think RES should be the sole presenter at this management briefing. | would suggest the Regions and NRR
risk analysts to bie involved in presenting their views. This is key as {1).1 don't think most staff in NRR and-the
Regions are in a lignment with upper management's views on this (i.e., either staff is not being listened to or is
afraid to speak), (2) the impacts on changing the current framework, even if we all agreed to do so, are non-
trivial and could impact both the NRC’s ability to perform a critical function but also end up costing more than
they infend to safe, and (3) | am.concerned that op;msation to getting rid of SPAR models is being partrayed as

RES trying to pretact a project it is respcns:ble for, since NRR managemerit appears to have aligned in getiing
tid of SPAR models

By the way, my vote on the real question above is.no.

Thanks,



Fernando

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 1;47 PM
To: Demers, Jerrod; Gibbs, Russell; Hartle, Brandon; Kichling, Michelle; Leech, Matthew; Lyons, Sara; Mitman, Jeffrey;
Ng, Ching; Spore, Candace; Weerakkody, Sunil; Wong, See-Meng; RES_DRA_PRB; Coyne, Kevin; Arner, Frank; Bernhard,
Rudolph; Cahill, Christopher; Cook, William; Deese, Rick; Freeman, Scott; Hanna, John; Kozak, Laura; Loveless, David;
MacDonald, George; Replogle, George; Valos, Nicholas; Appignani, Peter; Ferrante, Fernando; Gonzalez, Michelle; Helton,
Donald; Hudson, Daniel; Kuritzky, Alan; Leschek, Walter; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killlan); Sancaktar, Selim; Wessels,
Steven; Waood, Jeffery

Cex Correia, Richard; Lund, Louise

Subject: Use of Licensee's Models

Dear PRA Colleagues,

Most of you know, as part of fiscal belt tightening (Project AIM 2020 and re-baselining), the agency is currently
looking into various areas to reduce our budget. One area that has come up every couple of years, and has
been a source of contention, is the feasibility of using licensee's PRA models in lieu of our SPAR models for
SDP findings and possibly ASP. In support of that, a pilot program has been proposed to investigate its
feasibility. RES is preparing to make a presentation to NRR management touching on various areas of
consideration should the decision be made to embark on such a pilot program. This presentation is not
intended to be forcing an opinion on whether or not to proceed but, will be advice on how to proceed with a
program.

Over here in RES, | have heard conflicting opinions of what the internal stakeholders believe is the direction

. the agency should take on this topic. To that end, I'm sending his email out with a voting option with three
selections — use only SPAR models, use only licensee's models, or use both. | would greatly appreciate it if
you each took the time and voted. And, since some of us are not wallflowers and have more to say than just
vote, please feel free to take the opportunity to comment on the return email fo me. This will help greatly in
support to our end users. ‘ '

I'm looking forward to hearing from you.
Jeff.

leff A, tircle

Chief (acting)

Prababilistic Risk Assessmient Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

o




Ning, f;atsmn {Killian)

From: Ning, Lauren (Killian}

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 453 PM

To: Cirelg, Jeff

Subject: Use both SPAR and Licensee’s Models: Use of Licensee's Models

To clarify, | think that...
- NRC should keep SPAR models
- Going forward, it would be even better for the NRC to also gain full access to licensee models.
- Going forward, it would become much worse if we lost SPAR models and only used licensee models.
o Mainly because...
- Inde:}andence the difficulty in staying independent without a separate NRC tool that NRC
has full understanding and control over
= Resources: the enormous resources that would be needed to properly understand each
licensee model (e.g., note the Level 3 PRA project resources needed for this purpose,
versus a peer review that should only be considered a spot check compared to the
understanding and confidence in the licensee models that would be needed for NRC
decisions based on them) and resources needed fo adjust and use licensee models to
understand NRC modeling concerns that would most definitely arise if NRC truly
understands the models well enough

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 4:32 PM

To: Ferrante, Fernando <Femando Ferrante@nrc.gov>; Demers, Jerrod <lerrod.Demers@nrc.gov>; Gibbs, Russeii
<Russell.Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Hartle, Brandon <Brandon.Hartle@nrc.gov>; Kichling, Michelle <Michelle.Kichline@nre.gov>;
Leech, Matthew <Matthew.Leech@nrc.gov>; Lyons, Sara <Sara.Lyons@nrc.gov>; Mitman, Jeffrey
<leffrey.Mitman@nrc.gov>; Ng, Ching <Ching.Ng@nrc.gov>; Spore, Candace <Candace.Spore@nre.gov>; Weerakkody,
Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkody@nrc.gov>; Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng. Wong@nre.gov>; RES_DRA_PRB
<RESDRAPRB@nrc.gov>; Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Coyne@nrc.gov>; Arner, Frank <Frank.Arner@nrc.gov>; Bernhard,
Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nrc.gov>; Cahill, Christopher <Christopher.Cahill@nrc.gov>; Cook, William
<William.Cook@nrc.gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Deese@nrc.gov>; Freeman, Scott <Scott.Freeman@nrc.gov>; Hanna, John
<lohn.Hanna@nrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura,Kozak@nrc.gov>; Loveless, David <David.Loveless@nre.gov>; MacDonald,
George <George.MacDonald@nrc.gov>; Replogle, George <George.Replogle@nre.gov>; Valos, Nicholas
<Nicholas.Valos@nrc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle
<Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald.Helton@nre.gov>; Hudson, Daniel <Daniel. Hudson@nre.gov>;
Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nre.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@nrc.gov>; Li, Ming <Ming.Li@nre.gov>; Ning,
Lauren (Killian) <LaurenKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar@nre.gov>; Wessels, Steven
<Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <Jeffery. Wood@nre.gov>

Ce: Correia, Richard <Richard. Ccrre:a@nrc gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Fernando,

| agree that there are more complicated issues to consider with this. | wanted to make the question as a
simple vote using Outlook’s voting function. So, | skipped many of the issues that would have come to the

surface in this undertaking. These issues can and will be discussed amongst ourselves and they are
numerous.



This email sent to most of the stakeholders shows that this is not a move to protect one's interest but, one.
where RES, NRR, and the ragions need to have an input to the decision-making process. It is wise to sit down
and tabulate in some form the areas of concem we heed to address before embarking on a pilot program.

Jeff,

Jeff A. Clrcle

Chief {octing}

Probobilistic Risk Assessment Bronch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

(3031 415-1152 _
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From: Ferrante, Fernando

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 3:01 PM

To: Cook, William <William.Cook@nrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura.Kozak@nrc.gov>; Gibbs, Russell
<Russell.Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Circle, Jeff <Jeff.Circle@nrc.gov>; Demers, Jerrod <Jerrod.Demers@nrc.gov>; Hartle, Brandon
<Brandon.Hartle@nrc.gov>; Kichline, Michelle <Michelle.Kichline@nrc.gov>; Leech, Matthew
<Matthew.Leech@nrc.gov>; Lyons, Sara <Sara.Lyons@nrc.gov>; Mitman, Jeffrey <leffrey. Mitman@nrc.gov>; Ng, Ching
<Ching.Ng@nrc.gov>; Spore, Candace <Candace.Spore@nrc.gov>; Weerakkody, Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkody@nrc.gov>;
Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng.Wong@nrc.gov>; RES_DRA_PRB <RESDRAPRB@nrc.gov>; Coyne, Kevin
<Kevin.Coyne@nrc.gov>; Arner, Frank <Frank.Arner@nrc.gov>; Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard @nrc.gov>; Cahill,
Christopher <Christopher.Cahill@nrc.gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Deese@nrc.gov>; Freeman, Scott
<Scott.Freeman@nrc.gove; Hanna, John <John.Hanna@nrc.gov>; Loveless, David <David.Loveless@nrc.govs;
MacDonald, George <George.MacDonald@nrc.gov>; Replogle, George <George.Replogle@nrc.gov>; Valos, Nicholas
<Nicholas.Valos@nrc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter.Appignani@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle
<Michelle.Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald. Helton®nre.gov>; Hudson, Daniel <Daniel. Hudson@nrc.gov>;
Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzky@nrc.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter.Leschek@®nrc.gov>; Li, Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning,
Lauren (Killian) <LaurenKillian.Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven
<Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <leffery. Wood@nre.gov>

Ce: Correia, Richard <Richard.Correlfa@nfc.govs; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

He didn't say, but | suspect it comes from NRR’s upper management.

From: Cook, Willlam

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 3:00 PM

To: Kozak, Laura; Gibbs, Russell; Ferrante, Fernando; Circle, Jeff; Demers, Jerrod; Hartle, Brandon; Kichline, Michelle;
Leech, Matthew, Lyons, Sara; Mitman, Jeffrey; Ng, Ching; Spore, Candace; Weerakkody, Sunil; Wong, See-Meng;
RES_DRA_PRB; Coyne, Kevin; Arner, Frank; Bernhard, Rudolph; Cahill, Christopher; Deese, Rick; Freeman, Scott; Hanna,
John; Loveless, David; MacDonald, George; Repfog{e, George; Valos, Nicholas; Appignani, Peter; Gonzalez, Michelle;
Helton, Donald; Hudson, Daniel; Kuritzky, Alan; Leschek, Walter; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killian); Sancaktar, Selim;
Wessels, Steven; Wood, Beffery

Cc: Correia, Richard; Lund, Louise

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

First we have heard of it in Region [, as well. Where and from whom did Vic get the impression that the
majority (or any) of the SRAs want to do away with SPAR?

From: Kozak, Laura

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 2:58 PM

To: Gibbs, Russell <Russell.Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Ferrante, Fernando <Fernando, Ferrante@nrc.gov>; Circle, Jeff

<.teff Cirde@nrc m\z> Demers, 1én‘0d <.£errod Demers@nre.gov>; Hartfe, Brandon <Brandor1 Hart! e@nrc gov>; thhlme,
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Mitman, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Mitman@nrc.gov>; Ng; Ching <Ching.Ng@unrc.gov>; Spore, Candacé

<Candace.Spore @nrc.gov>; Weerakkody, Sunil <Sunil. Weerakkody@nrc.gov>; Wong, See-Meng <See-
Meng.Wong@nre.gov>; RES_DRA_PRB <RESDRAPRB@nrc.gov>; Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Coyne@nrc.govs; Arner, Frank
<Frank.Arner@nrc.gov>; Bernhard, Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nrec.gov>; Cahill, Christopher
<Christopher,Cahill@nrc.gov>; Cook, William <William.Cook@nre.gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Deese @nrc.gov>; Freeman,.
Scott <Scott.Freeman@nrc.gov>; Hanna, John <john.Hanna@nrc.gov>; Loveless, David <David.Loveless@nrc.gav>;
MacDonald, George <George.MacDonald @nrc.gov>; Replogle, George <George Replogle@nrc.gov>; Valos, Nicholas
<Nicholas.Valos@nrc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter. Appignani@nrc.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle

<Michelle, Gonzalez@m;g@p Helton, Dénald <Donald.Helton@nre.gov>; Hudson, Dani‘el <Daniel Hudson@nrc gov>,

Lauren (Knllian) <Lauren£<x§isan _ng@nrc Hov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Sehm Sancaktar@nrc gOV>; Wessels, Steven
<Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <leffery.Wood@nrc.gov>

Cc: Correla, Richard <Richard.Correia@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise.Lund@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee’s Models

Can the SRA community get some information on this initiative? | have not heard anything and so | am unable
to brief my management.

From: Gibbs, Russell

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 1:56 PM

To: Ferrante, Fernando; Circle, Jeff; Demeérs, Jerrod; Hartle, Brandon; Kichline, Michelle; Leech, Matthew; Lyons, Sara;
Mitman, Jeffrey; Ng, Ching; Spore, Candace; Weerakkody, Sunil; Wong, See-Meng; RES_DRA . PRB; Coyne, Kevin; Arner,
Frank; Bernhard, Rudolph; Cahill, Christopher; Cook, William; Deese, Rick; Freeman, Scott; Hanna, John; Kozak, Laura;
Loveless, David; MacDonald, George; Replogle, George; Valos, Nicholas; Appignani, Peter; Gonzalez, Michelle; Helton,
Donald; Hudson, Daniel; Kuritzky, Alan; Leschek, Walter; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killian); Sancaktar, Selim; Wessels,
Steven; Wood, leffery

Cc: Correia, Richard; Lund, Louise

Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Suggestion - RES and NRR/DRA working with the regions mught consider arranging an all hands meeting with
NRC leadership on this:important and seemingly controversial issue,

Russell

From: Ferrante, Fernando

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 2:32 PM

To: Circle, Jeff <Jeff.Circl e@nre.gov>; Demers,. Jerrod <Jerrad. Demers@ nrc.gov>; Gibbs, Russell

<Russell Gibbs@nrc.gov>; Hartle, Branden <Brandon.Hartle@nirc. gov>; Kichline, Michelle <Michelle, Kichline@nrc.gov>;
Leech, Matthew <Matthew.Leech@nrc.gov>; Lyons, Sara <Sara.Lyons@nrc.gov>; Mitman, Jeffrey
<Jeffrev.Mitman@nre.gov>; Ng, Ching <Ching. Ng@nrc.gov>; Spore, Candace <Candace.Spore@nrc.gov>; Weerakkody;
Sunil <Sunil.Weerakkody@nrc.govs; Wong, See-Meng <See-Meng. Wong@nic.gov>; RES_DRA_PRB
<RESDRAPRB@nrc.gov>; Coyne, Kevin <Kevin.Coyne@nrc. gov>; Arner; Frank <Frank.Arnér@unrc.gov>; Bernhard,
Rudolph <Rudolph.Bernhard@nrc.gov>; Cahill, Christopher <Christopher.Cahill@nrc.gov>; Cook, William
<William.Cook@nrc.gov>; Deese, Rick <Rick.Deése@nrc.g0 goy>; Freemian, Scott <Scott.Freeman@nic.govs; Hanna, John
<john.Hanna@nrc.gov>; Kozak, Laura <Laura.Kozak@nrc.gov>; Loveless, David <David.Loveless@nrc.gov>; MacDonald,
George <George.MacDonald@nrc.gov>; Replogle, George <George.Replogle@nrc.gov>; Valos, Nicholas
<Nicholas.Valos@nrc.gov>; Appignani, Peter <Peter, Appignani@nre.gov>; Gonzalez, Michelle

<Michelle. Gonzalez@nrc.gov>; Helton, Donald <Donald.Helton@nrc.gov>; Hudson, Daniel <Daniel. Hudson@nre.gov>;
Kuritzky, Alan <Alan.Kuritzkv@nrc.gov>; Leschek, Walter <Walter. Leschek@nrc.gov>; Li, Ming <Ming.Li@nrc.gov>; Ning,
Lauren (Killian) <LaurenKillian. Ning@nrc.gov>; Sancaktar, Selim <Selim.Sancaktar@nrc.gov>; Wessels, Steven
<Steven.Wessels@nrc.gov>; Wood, Jeffery <leffery. Wood@nre.gov>

Cc: Correia, Richard Richard.Correia@nrc.gov>; Lund, Louise <Louise Lund@nrc.govs
.Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models




Jeff,

Thanks for the opportunity to vote on this important issue. However, | don't think this question is being framed
correctly. The vote should be; should the NRC get rid of SPAR models and INL support? | say this because |
think there is too much miscommunication about this issue going on to the point where | don't think upper
management is properly informed of the challenges and consequences. Today, we heard Vic McCree state at
an all hands RES meeting that SRAs are in agreement with industry to get rid of SPAR models. | also don't
think RES should be the sole presenter at this management briefing. | would suggest the Regions and NRR
risk analysts to be involved in presenting their views. This is key as (1) | don't think most staff in NRR and the
Regions are in alignment with upper management's views on this (i.e., either siaff is not being listened to or is
afraid to speak), (2) the impacts on changing the current framework, even if we all agreed to do so, are non-
trivial and could impact both the NRC's ability to perform a critical function but also end up costing more than
they intend to safe, and (3) | am concerned that opposition to getting rid of SPAR models is being portrayed as
RES trying to protect a project it is responsible for, since NRR management appears to have aligned in getting
rid of SPAR models.

By the way, my vote on the real question above is no.

Thanks,
Fernando

From: Circle, Jeff

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 1:47 PM

To: Demers, Jerrod; Gibbs, Russell; Hartle, Brandon; Kichling, Michelle; Leech, Matthew; Lyons, Sara; Mitman, Jeffrey;
Ng, Ching; Spore, Candace; Weerakkody, Sunil; Wong, See-Meng; RES_DRA_| PRB Coyne, Kevin; Arner, Frank; Bernhard,
Rudolph; Cahill, Christopher; Cook, William; Deese, Rick; Freeman, Scott; Hanna, John; Kozak, Laura; Loveless, David;
MacDonald, George; Replogle, George; Valos, Nicholas; Appignani, Peter; Ferrante, Fernando; Gonzalez, Michelle; Helton,
Donald; Hudson, Daniel; Kuritzky, Alan; Leschek, Walter; Li, Ming; Ning, Lauren (Killian); Sancaktar, Selim; Wessels,
Steven; Woad, Jeffery

Cer Correia; Richard; Lund, Louise

Subject: Use of Licensee's Models.

Dear PRA Colleagues,

Most of you know, as part of fiscal belt tightening (Project AIM 2020 and re-baselining), the agency is currently
looking into various areas to reduce our budget. Ong area that has come up every couple of years, and has
been a source of contention, is the feasibility of using licensee’s PRA models in lieu of our SPAR models for
SDP findings and possibly ASP. In support of that, a pilot program has been proposed to investigate its
feasibility. RES is preparing to make a présentation to NRR management touching on various areas of
consideration should the decision be made to embark on such a pilot program. This presentation is not
intended to be forcing an opinion on whether or not to proceed but, will be advice on how to proceed with a
program.

Over here in RES, | have heard conflicting opinions of what the internal stakeholders believe is the direction
the agency should take on this topic. To thatend, 'm sending his email out with a voting option with three
selections — use only SPAR models, use en!y licensee’s models, or use both. [ would greatly appreciate it if
you each took the time and voted. And, since some of us are not wallflowers and have more to say than ;&st
vote, please feel free to take the opportunity to comment on the return email to me. This will help greatly in

support to our end users.
I'm looking forward to hearing from you.
Jeff.

Jeff A, Circle



Chief (acting)
Probahilistic Risk Assessment Branch
RES /Division of Risk Analysis

(301) 415-1152
BB libxs)




CO! ne, Kevin _ ,

From: Coyne, Kevin

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Ferrante, Fernando

Subject: Re: Use of Licensee's Models

Thank you for the cc...

Sent frami an NRC Blackberry

Kevin Coyne
(D}(6)

From: Ferrante, Fernando

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 04:32 PM

To: Helton, Donald; Circle, Jeff

Cc: Stutzke, Martin; Siu, Nathan; Nakoski, John; Coyne, Kevin
Subject: RE: Use of Licensee's Models

Don,
You have identified two key problems 1 cbserved extensively in NRR (but not exclusive to it):

- There is a misunderstanding of the difference bétween the goals, scope, and, ultimately, the tools
needed for licensing and oversight. Some folks believe oversight should be no different than licensing
(i.e., rely on licensee models) and that PRA technology is'so “mature” that it can cover all aspects and
issues. Some of this misunderstanding may be due to:

o a philosophical view (i.e., that the NRC should not be in the busmess<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>