From: Cataldo, Paul

To: Cook, William; Poote Justin; Bower, Fred; Barkiey, Richard; Sheehan, Neit

Cex Wittick_Brian; Buford. Angela; Lorson, Raymond; Gray. Mel; Broaddus, Doug; Screnci. Diane; Vazauez, Justin;
Subject: RE: Fw: Press Release from C-10

Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 6:10:38 AM

| will get a copy of the last performed test.

From: Cook, William

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 3:41 PM

To: Poole, Justin; Bower, Fred; Barkley, Richard; Sheehan, Neil

Cc: Wittick, Brian; Buford, Angela; Lorson, Raymond; Gray, Mel; Cataldo, Paul; Broaddus, Doug;
Screnci, Diane; Vazquez, Justin; Lamb, John

Subject: RE: Fw: Press Release from C-10

| would like to remind everyone that NexiEra has used the successful completion of the
containment ILRT as one of the bases for continued CV operability, in spite of the presence
of ASR (reference AR 1804477 available on Certre).

From: Poole, Justin

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 3:10 PM

To: Bower, Fred <Ered.Bower@nrc.gov>; Barkley, Richard <Richard.Barkley@nrc.gov>; Sheehan, Nell
<Neil.Sheehan@nrc.gov>

Cc: Wittick, Brian <Brian.Wittick@nre.cov>; Buford, Angela <Angela.Bufard@nrc.govs; Cook, William
<William.Cook@nre.gov>; Lorson, Raymond <Raymaond.Lorson@nrc.gov>; Gray, Mel
<Mel.Gray@nrc,gov>; Cataldo, Paul <Paul.Cataldo@nrc.gov>; Broaddus, Doug
<Doug.Broaddus@nrc.gov>; Screnci, Diane <Qiane.Screnci@nrc gov>; Vazquez, Justin

<Justin.Vazquez @nrc.gov>; Lamb, John <John.Lamb@nrc.gov>
Subject: RE: Fw: Press Release from C-10

I'll get something from the staff

Justin C. Poole

Project Manager

NRR/DORL/LPLI-2

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301)415-2048

From: Bower, Fred

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 3:08 PM

To: Barkley, Richard <Richard.Barkle, @nrc...ov>; Sheehan, Neil <Neil.Sheehan@nrc.gov>

Ce: Poole, Justin <Justin.Poole@nrc.gov>; Wittick, Brian <Brian.Wittick@nrc.gov>; Buford, Angela
<Angela.Buford@nre.gov>; Cook, William <William.Cook @ nre. ov>; Lorson, Raymond
<Ravmond.Lorson @nrc.zov>; Gray, Mel <Mel.Grav@nre.gov>; Cataldo, Paul
<Paul.Cataldo@nrec.gov>; Broaddus, Doug <Doug.Broaddus@nrc.gav>; Screncl, Diane
<Diane.Screnci@nre.gov>; Vazquez, Justin <Justin.Vazquez@nrc.goy>; Lamb, John




<john.Lamb@nrc.gov>
Subject: RE: Fw: Press Release from C-10

Paul Cataldo — Can you do the prior test research?

Justin/Doug — would you be able to provide info to address the generic question why the
change from 10 to 15 years is generally found to be okay by the agency?

Fred

From: Barkley, Richard

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 2:58 PM

To: Bower, Fred <fred.Bower@nrc.gov>; Sheehan, Neil <Neil.Sheehan@nrc.gov>

Cc: Poole, Justin <Justin.Poole@nrc.gov>; Wittick, Brian <Brian Wittick@nrc.gov>; Buford, Angela
<Angela.Buford@nrc.gov>; Cook, William <William.Cook@nrc.gov>; Lorson, Raymond
<Raymond.Lorson@nrc.gov>; Gray, Mel <Mel.Gray@nrc.gav>; Cataldo, Paul
<Paul.Cataldo@nrc.gov>; Broaddus, Doug <Doug.Broaddus@nrc gov>; Screnci, Diane
<Diane.Screnci@nre.gov>; Vazguez, Justin <Justin.Vazauez@nrc,gov>; Lamb, John
<lohn.lamb@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Fw: Press Release from C-10

One good peint from the press release:

NextEra has submitted a request to increase the ILRT frequency from 10 to 15 years. We
should be prepared to answer why that amendment has been deemed safe at other sites.
C-10 will insist it should be done sooner versus later given the ASR seen to dale,

We should also be ready with past test results — They should have done this test 3 times in
their history.

From: Bower, Fred

Sent: Thursday, lune 16, 2016 2:42 PM

To: Sheehan, Neil <Neil.Sheehan@nrc.gov>

Cc: Barkley, Richard <Richard Barkley@nre.gov>; Poole, Justin <Justin.Poole@arc.gov>; Wittick, Brian
<Brian, Wittick@nrc.gov>; Buford, Angela <Angela Buford@nre.goys; Cook, William
<William.Cook@nrc.gov>; Lorson, Raymond <Raymond.Lorson@nre.gov>; Gray, Mel
<Mel.Gray@®nrc.gov>; Cataldo, Paul <Paul.Cataldo@nrc.gov>; Broaddus, Doug
<Doug.Broaddus@nrc,gov>; Screnci, Diane <Diane.Screnci@nrc. gov>; Vazquez, Justin
<Justin.Vazquez@nrc.gov>; Lamb, John <John.Lamb@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: Fw; Press Release from C-10

Neil,

| would like to consult with Bill and Mel, but | believe that one statement from the PR is
factually inaccurate: “Unknown to date is the extent and rate of Alkali Silica Reaction



(ASR) damage which the NRC has confirmed is progressing at a faster rate than
expected. "

Beyond that, | would have worded things differently, but | do not see the point in quibbling.

Have we sent Angel our meeting notice, press release and informed her that we have
updated our Seabrook webpage?

My reactions are attached.
Cc'ing AAM attendees for info.

Fred

From: Sheehan, Neil
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 1:57 PM

To: Bower, Fred <Ered.Bower@nrc.gov>
Subject: FW; Fw: Press Release from C-10

Your thoughts?

From: AChiaramida@newburyportnews.com

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 1:56 PM

To: Sheehan, Neil <Neil.Sheehan @inrc..ov>

Subject: [External_Sender] Fw: Press Release from C-10

Hi Nell,
Want to teke = look at this and send me a comment, please?

Thanks,
A

Angeljean Chiaramida

Staff Writer

Daily News of Newburyport

23 Liberty Strest

Newburyport, MA. 01950

Direct line; 878-061-3147

Fax 978-465-8505

achlaramidaia pewbury.orinews.com

— Forwarded by Angeliean Chiaramida/ET! on 08/168/2016 01:51 PM —

From:  Sandra Gavutis <sandre@c-10.0r¢>
To.  "AChiaramida@newbyrportnews.com” <AChiaramida@newburyportnews.com>

Date:  06/16/2016 12:23 PM
Subject: Press Release




Hello Angeljean,
Attached is a press release from C-10.

Hopefully you will be covering the NRC meeting re: NextEra's discussion of ASR on Tues.,
June 21.

Sandra

Scanned by Trustwave SEG - Trustwave's comprehensive email content security solution. Download a
free evaluation of Trustwave SEG at www.lru fwave com



From: Bower, Fred

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 2:42 PM
To: Sheehan, Neil
Cc: Barkley, Richard; Poole, Justin; Wittick, Brian; Buford, Angela; Cook, William; Lorson, Raymond; Gray,

Mel; Cataldo, Paul; Broaddus, Doug; Screnci, Diane; Vazquez, Justin; Lamb, John

Subject: RE: Fw; Press Release from C-10
Attachments: C-10 Press Release for NRC 6-6-2016 2.206 Meeting_FLB_Reaction.docx
Neil,

Note: The one-page draft attachment
is withheld in its entirety under FOIA
exemption 5.

| would like to consult with Bill and Mel, but | believe that one statement from the PR is factually
Inaccurate: “Unknown to date is the extent and rate of Alkali Silica Reaction (ASR) damage which the NRC

has confirmed is progressing at a faster rate than expected. “

Beyond that, | would have worded things differently, but | do not see the point in quibbling.

Have we sent Angel our meeting notice, press release and informed her that we have updated our Seabrook

webpage?
My reactions are attached.
Cc'ing AAM attendees for info,

Fred

From: Sheehan, Neil

Sent: Thursday, june 16, 2016 1:57 PM
To: Bower, Fred <Fred.Bower@nrc.gov>
Subject: FW: Fw: Press Release from C-10

Your thoughts?

From: AChiaramida @newbu:, portnews.com

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 1:56 PM

To: Sheehan, Neil <Neil.Sheehan anrc.;ov>

Subject: [External_Sender] Fw: Press Release from C-10

Hi Neil,

Want to take a look at this and send me a comment, please?
Thanks,

A

Angeliean Chiaramida

Staff Writer

Daily News of Newburyport
23 Liberty Street




Newburyport, MA. 01850
Direct line: 978-961-3147
Fax 978-465-8505

achiaramida@ newburvportnews.com
— Forwarded by Angeljean Chiaramida/ET1 on D6/16/2016 01:51 PM —

From:  Sandra Gavulis <gandra@c-10.omq>
Ta: "AChiaramids@newburyrortnews com" <AChiaramida@ newbury >

Dale: 06/18/2016 12:23 PM
Subject Press Release
Sent by

Hello Angeljean,
Attached is a press release from C-10.

Hopefully you will be covering the NRC meeting re: NextEra's discussion of ASR on Tues., June 21.

Sandra

Scanned by Trustwave SEG - Trustwave's comprehensive email content security solution. Download a free evaluation of
Trustwave SEG at www.trustwave.com
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From: McNamara, Nancy

Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 3:31 PM

To: Becker, Diane (Diane.Becker@dos.nh.gov); ‘Giarrusso, John (CDA)'

Cc Tifft, Doug

Subject: Federal Register notice on concrete degradation petition

Attachments: SeabrookASRPetition.1-12-2015.pdf [Note: The Notice appears at 80 FR 1476

(January 12, 2015).

FYI. Attached is a Federal Register Notice that was published today. It seeks public comment on a C-10
petition for rulemaking re: concrete degradation at Seabrook (and at other plants). We had no heads up on
this other than our public affairs seeing it today.



From: Trapp, James

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 12:56 PM

To: Lorson, Raymond

Subject; FW: POTENTIAL ALLEGATIONS: PRM 50-109

Attachments: Seabrook ASR Petition for Rulemaking POTENTIAL_ALLEGATIONS docx

Note: The 3-page annotated petition that
is attached is withheld in its entirety under

Petition for rulemaking from C10 regarding ASR at Seabrook. FYI EOiksxemption 5

From: Gray, Mel

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 8:40 AM

To: Cook, William

Cc: Trapp, James

Subject: FW: POTENTIAL ALLEGATIONS: PRM 50-109

Bill,
Can we discuss on these statements this morning and get back to allegations office group?

We should consider whether the statements regarding licensee performance meet the definition of an
allegation, and in addition, whether the statements regarding NRC oversight warrant referral to the R1 regional
counsel for consideration to forwarding to 1G.

In my preliminary review the source document is a NextEra response to DLR regarding license renewal related
RAI from 12/2010.

“NextEra never had a code certified “responsible engineer” doing the visual inspections and the NRC was unaware that
Seabrook was not following the recommended code inspection requirements.”

Context is SB discussion of results of their IWL examination in 2010,

“Since the NRC discovered this situation, the NRC has not required Seabrook to test criteria requiring an engineering
evaluation with a single core bore taken from containment to confirm ASR suspicions or required any certified lab testing
of key material properties to determine the extent of condition or obtain the data necessary to monitor the rate of
progression.” [2.802 or allegation?]

This statement is focused on NRC, and is not an allegation or 2.206 enforcement action request.

“NextEra did not have composite team. In fact, since they became the owners of Seabrook, before the ASR discovery in
2009, they did not even have a trained and dedicated “responsible engineer” conducting the inspections. NextEra had
untrained employees conducting the visual examinations of buildings and no one trained engineer conducting the inspections
to accurately record the results or trained to take further action as required. NextEra failed to test the concrete despite the
extent of cracking visibly increasing for years.” |Allegation?)

| do not know what a “composite” team is, perhaps referring to “containment” team? Anyway statement is
similar to first, but alleges, prior to IWL exams for containment in 2009, staff were not trained.



From: Warnek, Nicole

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 6:04 AM

To: Gray, Mel

Cc: RIALLEGATION RESOURCE; Meighan, Sean
Subject: FW: POTENTIAL ALLEGATIONS: PRM 50-109

Mel — Can you review the below email and let me know your take on the three statements/issues that HQ has
highlighted? Do we already know the validity of these issues, or are they allegations? Feel free to stop by to
discuss.

Thank you!
N ki

Nicole Warnek
Region | Allegation & Enforcement Specialist
610-337-6954 (office)

I (0

From: R1IALLEGATION RESOURCE

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:41 PM

To: Urban, Richard; Johnson, Sharon; McLaughlin, Marjorie; Bickett, Brice; Crisden, Cherie; Warnek, Nicole
Subject: FW: POTENTIAL ALLEGATIONS: PRM 50-109

From: Meighan, Sean

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:41:06 PM

To: R1ALLEGATION RESOURCE; Bickett, Brice; Urban, Richard
Cc: Willis, Dori

Subject: FW: POTENTIAL ALLEGATIONS: PRM 50-109

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Hi Al
Can you guys look at the below and let me know if you have any history (validity known) on below issues?

V/R
s

From: Kratchman, Jessica

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 2:32 PM

To: Willis, Dori

Cc: Stuchell, Sheldon; Inverso, Tara; Kokajko, Lawrence; Mohseni, Aby; Banic, Merrilee; Mizuno, Geary
Subject: POTENTIAL ALLEGATIONS: PRM 50-109

Dori,



I am a PM in NRR/ Division of Policy and Rulemaking. | am managing the resolution of PRM
50-109 which was filed under 10 CFR 2.802. We believe that some of the issues raised in the
petition might actually be aliegations. It was suggested that | contact you to help us determine
if these in fact are allegations and what the appropriate path forward is. One of the issues
(noted below) may actually be more appropriate for the 2.206 process, so | have included
Sheldon Stuchell who's branch manages such petitions.

I have attached the petition to this email and highlighted the areas in question. | have also
pasted them below.

i

2;

“NextEra never had a code certified “responsible engineer” doing the visual inspections and the NRC was
unaware that Seabrook was not following the recommended code inspection requirements.” [Allegation?]
“Since the NRC discovered this situation, the NRC has not required Seabrook to test criteria requiring an
engineering evaluation with a single core bore taken from containment to confirm ASR suspicions or
required any certified lab testing of key material properties to determine the extent of condition or obtain
the data necessary to monitor the rate of progression.” [2.802 or allegation?]

“NextEra did not have composite team. In fact, since they became the owners of Seabrook, before the ASR
discovery in 2009, they did not even have a trained and dedicated “responsible engineer” conducting the
inspections. NextEra had untrained employees conducting the visual examinations of buildings and no one
trained engineer conducting the inspections to accurately record the results or trained to take further action
as required. NextEra failed to test the concrete despite the extent of cracking visibly increasing for years.”
[Allegation?]

Thanks for your help.

-Jessie

Jessica Kratchman, candidate DrPH
Division of Policy and Rulemaking

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-5112



From: Lorson, Raymond

Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 1:39 PM
To: Lehman, Bryce

Subject: RE: Questions on PRM 50-109

Bryce — | defer to the wisdom of the rulemaking group; thanks for checking — what got my attention was some
inconsistency in the document so you may want to do a search and confirm that the right capitalization is in
there.

Thanks

Ray

From: Lehman, Bryce

Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 1:24 PM

To: Lorson, Raymond <Raymond.Lorson@nrc.gov>
Subject: RE: Questions on PRM 50-109

Ray,

| was making the changes to the FRN regarding capitalizing “Part 50” and realized that this had been through
concurrence in the rulemaking branch and should have been caught already. | double checked with a
rulemaking PM (see attached) and he informed me that in an FRN the words should be lowercase b/c it is the
OFR style. In the SECY the words should be capitalized. | will apply the guidance that way to the SECY and
the FRN and move it forward like that (i.e. lowercase in the FRN and capitalized in the SECY). Please let me
know if you have an issue with that approach.

Thanks,
Bryce

From: Lorson, Raymond

Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 9:22 AM

To: Lehman, Bryce <Bryce.Lehman@nrc.gov>
Subject: Re: Questions on PRM 50-109

Bryce - pls stop by with a hard copy on Monday - | would like to discuss briefly.|

(B)9)

thanks

ray

From: Lehman, Bryce
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 11:16:30 AM



To: Lorson, Raymond
Subject: RE: Questions on PRM 50-109

Ray,

The resolution of your comments is in the attached files (pg. 2 in SECY paper, pgs. 8, 16, and 18/19 in FRN).
Once you are OK with the changes | will have Meena incorporate them into official version.

Please let me know if you prefer a hardcopy or if you need anything else from me to concur.

Thanks,
Bryce

From: Lorson, Raymond

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 5:15 PM
To: Lehman, Bryce <Bryce.Lehman@nrc.gov>
Subject: RE: Questions on PRM 50-109

Bryce — no problem — we have the eng stand-up from 8-8:30 — perhaps you could stop by at 8:307

Ray

From: Lehman, Bryce

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 4:14 PM

To: Lorson, Raymond <Raymond.Lorson@nrc.gov>
Subject: Questions on PRM 50-109

Ray,

| got your message about PRM 50-109. Unfortunately, | was in training all day and | have to leave the office
now to pick up my kids from school. | spoke with your secretary and she suggested giving you a call around 8
AM tomorrow. | will plan on calling you then. Please let me know if there is a better time for me to reach you (I
do have training again tomorrow but am free most of Wednesday).

If you have time to summarize your questions via email | can try to respond to them tonight; otherwise, | will
call you tomorrow morning.

Thanks,

Bryce Lehman
NRR/DE/ESEB
(301) 415-1626



From: Inverso, Tara

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 12:33 PM

To: Bladey, Cindy

Ce: Colaccino, Joseph; Mizuno, Geary; Kratchman, Jessica; Mohseni, Aby

Subject: RE: ACTION: Sufficiency Determination for Petition for Rulemaking submitted by C-10
Foundation

Attachments: KRATCHMAN 09 2014 SUFFICIENY REVIEW ASR concrete PRM rev1.docx

Good afternoon, Cindy,

PRMB concludes that C-10's petition is sufficient for docketing. Please see attached for the very thorough
rationale that Jessica Kratchman provided.

Thank you,
Tara

From: Bladey, Cindy

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 11:45 AM

To: Jones, Bradley; Safford, Carrie; OGCMailCenter Resource; Inverso, Tara

Cc: Barczy, Theresa; Love-Blair, Angella; Terry, Leslie; Shepherd, Jill; Mizuno, Geary; Colaccino, Joseph
Subject: ACTION: Sufficiency Determination for Petition for Rulemaking submitted by C-10 Foundation

NRR and OGC:
| am requesting your view on whether the attached PRM from Sandra Gavutis, Executive Director of the C-10
Foundation, is sufficient for docketing under 10 CFR 2.802. Please respond by COB Monday, October 6.

Thanks, Cindy

Cindy Bladey, Chief

Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
3WFN 06-B02

301-287-0949

cindy.bladey@nrc.gov

From: RulemakingComments Resource

Sent: Friday, September 26, 2014 8:22 AM

To: RidsEdoMailCenter Resource

Cc: Bladey, Cindy; Giitter, Rebecca; Julian, Emile; Newell, Brian; RulemakingComments Resource; Sola, Clara; Vietti-

Cook, Annette
Subject: EDO ACTION ITEM: FW: C-10 Foundation's 2.802 Petition for Rulemaking to the NRC

Attached is a petition for rulemaking submitted by Sandra Gavutis on behalf of the C-10 Foundation regarding
revision to applicable regulations to:

1) Require that all licensees comply with ACI 349.3R

2) Require that all licensees comply with ASTM C 856-11, Standard Practice for Petrographic
Examination of



From: Lehman, Bryce

To: Mizuno, Geary; Fuhrmann, Mark; Kratchman, Jessica
Ce: Inverso, Tara; Love-Blair, Angella; Neuhausen, Alissa; Philip. Jacob; Thomas, George
Subject: RE: PRM 50-109 PRB comments

Date: Thursday, January 14, 2016 3:17:20 FM
Attachments: PRM-50-109 PRB slides 1-13-15.pptx

All,

Thanks for your feedback. [

[23(5)

Jessica,
| will defer to you on George's comment on slide 3.

Thanks,
Bryce

From: Mizuno, Geary

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 3:01 PM

To: Fuhrmann, Mark <Mark.Fuhrmann@nrc.gov>; Lehman, Bryce <Bryce Lehman@nrc.govz,
Kratchman, Jessica <Jessica.Kratchman@nrc.gov>

Cc: Inverso, Tara <Tara.lnverso@nrc.gov>; Love-Blair, Angella <Angella.Love-Blair@nrc.gov>;
Neuhausen, Alissa <Alissa.Neuhausen@nrc.gov>; Philip, Jacob <Jacob.Philip@nrc.gov>; Thomas,
George <George.Thomas2@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: PRM 50-109 PRB comments

(D)(5)




Geary

From: Fuhrmann, Mark

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 2:38 PM

To: Lehman, Bryce <Bryce.lehman@nrc.gov>; Kratchman, Jessica <Jessica.Kratchman@nrc.gov>
Cc: Inverso, Tara <Tara lnverso@nrc.gov>; Love-Blair, Angella <Angella.Love-Blair@nrc gov>;
Mizuno, Geary <Geary.Mizuno@nrc.gov>; Neuhausen, Alissa <Alissa.Neuhausen@nrc.gov>; Philip,
Jacob <Jacob.Philip@nrc.gov>; Thomas, George <George. Thomas2@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: PRM 50-109 PRB comments

HI All;

This is a good presentation...qui f
into the slides, see attached.

(b)(5)

is is helpful.

Mark

Mark Fuhrmann, Ph.D.

Geochemist

Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop TWF 10 A-12

11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738

mark.fuhrmann@nrec.gov
Phone: 301-415-0879

From: Lehman, Bryce

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 7:58 AM

To: Kratchman, Jessica <Jessica.Kratchman@nrc.gov>

Cc: Fuhrmann, Mark <Mark.Fuhrmann@nrc.gov>; Inverso, Tara <ITara.lnverso@nrc.gov>; Love-Blair,
Angella <Angella.l ove-Blair@ nrc.gov>; Mizuno, Geary <Geary.Mizuno@nrc.gov>; Neuhausen, Alissa
<Alissa. Neuhausen@nrc.gov>; Philip, Jacob <lacob.Philip@nrc.gov>; Thomas, George
<George.Thomas2 @nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: PRM 50-109 PRB Presentation: attached

All,
Attached are my proposed slides. Please review and provide feedback.

Jessica,



| will be out of the office on 2/1 and will be unable to attend the dry run. | will be in the office
the previous week and back in the office Thursday if you can reschedule. Otherwise | will
try to suppaort the meeting remotely.

Thanks,
Bryce

From: Kratchman, Jessica

Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 1:18 PM

To: Lehman, Bryce <Bryce.lehman@nrc.gov>

Cc: Fuhrmann, Mark <Mark.Fuhrmann@nre.gov>; Inverso, Tara <Tara.lnverso@nrc gov>; Love-Blair,
Angella <Angella.Love-Blair@nrc.gov>; Mizuno, Geary <Geary. Mizuno@nrc.gov>; Neuhausen, Alissa
<Alissa.Neuhausen@nrc.gov>; Philip, Jacob <lacob Philip@nrc.gov>; Thomas, George

<George. Thomas2 @nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: PRM 50-109 PRB Presentation: attached

Working Group- | will be out of the office between 1/13 and 1/15. Please note your action items
below (I have also corrected one date to reflect the holiday on 1/18). Please continue to keep your
management in the loop and ensure they (or someone they designate) can attend the Petition
Review Board (scheduled for 2/11/2016).

Bryce- per the message below please gel me a drafl of your slides by 01/19. Thanks so much.

-Jessie

From: Kratchman, Jessica

Sent: Monday, January 04, 2016 4:1S PM

To: Lehman, Bryce <Bryce lehman@arc.gov>

Cc: Fuhrmann, Mark <Mark.Fuhrmann@nrc.gov>; Inverso, Tara <Tara.lnverso@nrc.gov>; Love-Blair,
Angella <Angella.love-Blair@nrc.gov>; Mizuno, Geary <Geary.Mizuno@nrc.gov>; Neuhausen, Alissa
<Alissa.Neuhausen@nrc.gov>; Philip, Jacob <lacob.Philip@nrc.gov>; Thomas, George

<George Thomas2 @nrc govs>
Subject: PRM 50-109 PRB Presentation: attached

Bryce,

Please find attached the PRB presentation | have developed for the PRM 50-109 upcoming
PRB, which takes place on 02/11/2016. You will find blank or partially blank slides that |
have left for you to fill in with technical content. Please provide the group a draft by
01/18/2016 so we have time to review and comment. Alsa note, | have put your name in
the notes sections of slides that | believe you should present to the PRB and my name in
those slides that pertain to me. Feel free to update you slides if you feel another working
group member should present that content.

Also, feel free to add slides in if you need more room or feel another topic should be
addressed, but try to avoid making the presentation too lengthy.



ACTIONS:

01/1948/2016: Bryce to provide technical content for presentation and send to the group for

review

01/25/2016: Working Group provide any comments on the presentation to Jessie
2/01/2016: Final Working Group Meeting to run through presentation (to be sent out)

02/11/2016: PRB convenes

Thanks everyone.

-Jessie

Jessica Kratchman, candidate DrPH
Division of Policy and Rulemaking

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
1J.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-5112
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109.0utcome: PRB understands issues
raised by the petitioner and | |
e .Process:
Discuss PRM-50-109 and WG
recommendations Rulemaking.
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RequestsNRC'’s Interpretation of PRM
Argumentlssues for Evaluation by the NRCStaff

Technical EvaluationWorking Group
RecommendationNext Steps







\m’ Summary of Petitioner’s
A Requests

« Amend regulations to improve identification techniques against alkali
silica reaction (ASR) concrete degradation Stating that visual
inspection does not “adequately identify Alkali-Silica Reaction
(ASR), does not confirm ASR, or provide the current state of ASR
damage (if present) without petrographic analysis under current
existing code.” Requested the NRC amend its regulations to require
compliance with:1) American Concrete Institute (ACI) Standard
349.3R, “Evaluation of Existing Nuclear Safety-Related Concrete
Structures”2) American Society for Testing & Materials (ASTM)
C856-11, “Standard Practice for Petrographic Examination of
Hardened Concrete.”




NRC's Interpretation of
PRM Argument

_— . " et
three issues for evaluation by the NRC:Issue #1: Visual
Inspections are not adequate to detect and confirm
ASRIssue #2: Standards exist that more properly
address the detection and evaluation of ASRIssue #3:
Regulations should require compliance with the
standards
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Staff Technical Evaluation
Issue 1

Issue #1: Visual Inspections Cannot Detect / Confirm ASRPetition Points:NRC
has stated that ASR can only be confirmed through petrographic
examinationVisual indications of cracking may be suppressed by heavy

relnforcementV|suaI mspections cannot identify degradation in inaccessible
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Staff Technical Evaluation

a
Issue 2

Issue #2:. Codes and Standards Exist to Detect / Evaluate ASR DamagePetition
Points:ACI 349.3R provides a means for managing ASR degradation and
includes quantitative acceptance criteriaACl 349.3R is endorsed by the NRC in
IN 2011-20ASTM C856-11 describes an acceptable means of conducting

petrographic examinationWorking Group Evaluation:




‘)Jl ﬂlOu‘

,}M Staff Technical Evaluation
Issue 3

Issue #3. Regulations Should Require ACI 349.3R and ASTM C856-11Petition
Points:NRC endorses both standards but does not require their useSeabrook
degradation would have been identified earlier if the NRC required

complianceWorking Group Evaluation

10




‘,’i“ REG U‘

\m! Staff Technical Evaluation

o

!\

=" Summary of Public Comments

* NRC Received 10 Comments:Five comments in support of the
rulemakingTwo comments outside the scope of the rulemakingThree
comments saying rulemaking was unnecessaryComments Supporting
Rulemaking:Two commenters stated that visual inspection is
inadequate with no additional basisThree commenters stated that
existing inspection techniques will not adequately detect ASR and the

proposed solutions are appropriateStaff Response —|

(BE)
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= Summary of Public Comments

Comments Against Rulemaking:Two commenters noted that industry
is already taking appropriate action to address ASR and that existing
regulations properly address degraded concreteSeabrook noted that
the referenced documents have been used during the ASR
investigation and they also question the validity of claims made in the
petitionSeabrook specific issues are outside of the scope of the
petition; however, the comments were addressed in the denial

documentStaff Response —

12




Working Group
Recommendation




Next Steps

PRB decision will be documented by the project
manager in a non-public meeting summary within

30 days.Finalize SECY paper and draft FRN within 4.5
months and prowde to the Commission.Commission

vote is needed to|

=

14



A REGy,
(f\'u Q}

STATE
(‘Q,O § 4,0

L E 2 R B

o

(=7
'S, A4)
Stwwod *

Questions?

15



fn REGy,
~>""0 “x

o

g nw ¥

Backup Slides

16



From: Ehilip, Jacob

To: Kratchman, Jessica

Subject: RE: MEETING SUMMARY: PRM 50-109
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 2:20:00 PM
Gr8 reply !!

----- Original Message-----

From: Krarchman, Jessica

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 12:04 PM

To: Mizuno, Geary; Fuhrmann, Mark: [nverso, Tara; Lehman. Bryce; Love-Blair, Angella: Neuhansen. Alissa; Philip, Jacob:
Thomas, George

Subject; RE: MEETING SUMMARY : PRM 50-109

Geary,

({6

Thanks.

Jessie

From: Mizuno, Geary

Sent; Friday, May 29, 2015 11:19 AM

To: Kratchman, Jessica; Fuhrmann, Mark; Inverso, Tara; Lehman, Bryce; Love-Blair, Angella; Neuhausen, Alissa; Philip, Jacob;
Thomas, George

Subject: RE: MEETING SUMMARY : PRM 50-109

(b)i5}

Geary

From: Kratchman, Jessica

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:17 AM

To: Mizuno, Geary; Fuhrmann, Mark:, Inverso, Tara; Lehman, Bryce; Love-Blair, Angella; Neuhausen, Alissa;, Philip, Jacob:
Thomas, George

Subject: RE: MEETING SUMMARY: PRM 50-109

(G

George/ Jake/ Mark- Have | characterized that correctly”!

From: Mizuno, Geary

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 5:06 PM

To: Kratchman, Jessica; Fuhrmann, Mark; Inverso, Tara; Lehman, Bryce; Love-Blair, Angella; Neuhausen, Alissa: Philip, Jacob:
Thomas, George

Subject: RE: MEETING SUMMARY': PRM 50-109

Colleagues:

(133051
1 am sorry [ was unable to attend this meeting,




(EHa)

Geary

From: Kratchman, Jessica

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:35 PM

To: Fuhrmann, Mark: Inverso, Tara; Lehman, Bryce: Love-Blair, Angella; Mizuno, Geary; Neuhausen, Alissa; Phiip Tacob:
Thomas, George

Subject: MEETING SUMMARY: PRM 50-109

LINKS: Link to SharcPoml Sltc< i o : e g S Lkt
staff pmmou paper.<htip: . o ¥ . - i ‘

MEETING SUMMARY: Thanks to everyone for participated in today’s meeting and to those of you who provided input prior to
the meeting.

DISCUSSION: We spent today's meeting discussing George's input for Issues 1-3. We also discussed action items and the
schedule moving forward.

3 General discussion: Conform language thmughuut:l‘b:"'ﬁ'
Ifl\_Jifi'J |

(D))

Issue 3: RES to add input
ACTIONS:
RES: Issue 3: provide write up for June 9 meeting. Get to PM by COB June 5.

George:

o Update anul per today's meelmg refer Lo t.ummenib# edits tracked during mcctlng Link 1o slull position paper,

o Prepare Comment 4 (9) input for June 9 meeting. Provide to PM by June 5.




Jessie: Comments 1-3 input will be emailed to the group for input by June 5.
All: review current staff position document (link above).

SCHEDULE: Next meeting we will discuss Issue 3 (RES input) and Comment 4 (9).

Comment #

Lead

Due Date

WG review method

Issues 1,2, 3

Thomas

May 28, 2015

WG meeting

Comments 1,2, 3

Kratchman

June 9, 2015

Email

Comment 4 (9) + Issue 3 (RES input)

Thomas/
RES

June 9, 2015
WG meeting
Comment 5, 6
Lehman

June 23, 2015
Email
Comment 7 (10)
Thomas

June 23, 2015
WG meeting
Comment 8
Thomas

July 7, 2015

WG meeting



Thanks again!
-Jessie

Jessica Kratchman, candidate DrPH
Division of Policy and Rulemaking
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-5112



From: Philip, Jacob

To: Jessica Kratchman (7))

Subject: FW: asr

Date: Monday, June 08, 2015 2:51:00 PM
Attachments: MFlssue 1 and 2 revised JP 6-8-15.docx

Note: The 6-page draft attachment is withheld in its
entirety under FOIA exemption 5.

Here are Mark’s and my revisions to Issue 1 and 2. You can circulate to others as

appropriate and we can discuss it tomorrow.

Mark and | will send you our revision this afternoon.

jake

From: Fuhrmann, Mark

Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 2:42 PM
To: Philip, Jacob

Subject: asr

Mark Fuhrmann, Ph.D.

Geochemist

Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop CSB 2C-07m

11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738

rk.fuh n
Phone: 301-251-7472
Fax: 301-251-7410




From: Ehilip, Jacob G

)

To: Jessica Kratchman |

Subject: FW: Issue 3

Date: Monday, June 08, 2015 3:32:00 PM
Attachments: MFIssue 3.docx

Note: The 5-page draft attachment is
withheld in its entirety under FOIA
exemption 5.

Here is Mark’s and my revisions to Issue 3.

(b)ia)

discuss that tomorrow.

Jake

From: Fuhrmann, Mark

Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 3:10 PM
To: Philip, Jacob

Subject: RE: Issue 3

Mark Fuhrmann, Ph.D,

Geochemist

Office of Muclear Regulatory Research
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop CSB 2C-07m

11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738

mark.fuhrmann@nre.gov
Phone; 301-251-7472

Fax; 301-251-7410

From: Philip, Jacob

Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Fuhrmann, Mark

Subject: Issue 3

Jacob Philip
Civil/Geotechnical Engineer

We can



From: Kratchman. Jessica

To: Philip, Jacob; Fuhrmann, Mark

Subject: FW: SUFFICIENCY DETERMINATION: C-10 PRM for concrete degradation
Date: Manday, October 27, 2014 2:32:16 PM

Attachments: KRATCHMAN 09 2014 SUFFICIENY REVIEW ASR concrete PRM rev1.docx

FYI- attached is my sufficiency determination for PRM 50-109 (ASR concrete degradation).

As | mentioned on the phone, | am awaiting on ADMIN to complete their posting of the FRN
for the Notice for Rulemaking. After | receive word back from them | will put a working
group together.

Thanks for your input! And | will keep you posted.

-Jessie

From: Kratchman, Jessica

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 10:52 AM

To: Inverso, Tara

Cc: Beall, Robert

Subject: SUFFICIENCY DETERMINATION: C-10 PRM for concrete degradation

Tara,

| have completed a sufficiency review of C-10’s PRM dated 09/25/2014 and determined that the
PRM meets the sufficiency criteria for docketing under 10 CFR 2.802. Attached is a summary of my
determination. Please let me know if you have any further questions or require my assistance in any
way.

Thanks.

-Jessie

Jessica Kratchman, candidate DrPH
Division of Policy and Rulemaking

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-5112



SUFFICIENCY REVIEW: Seabrook ASR concrete degradation PRM submitted pursuant to 10 CFR 2.802 on 09/25/2014

PETITIONER: The C-10 Research and Education Foundation (C-10); assistance from Union of Concerned Scientists
NRC REVIEWERS: Jessica Kratchman, PM, NRR/ DPR; technical support from Timothy Lupold, Branch Chief, NRR/ DE
STATUS: PRM meets the sufficiency criteria for docketing under 10 CFR 2.802. The below table summarizes the review.

10CFR 2.802(c): PRM Criteria

(1)

Set forth a general solution to the problem or
the substance or text of any proposed
regulation or amendment, or specify the
regulation which is to be revoked or amended;

The petitioner requests that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) amend its regulations to provide
better protection against concrete degradation at U.S. nuclear power plants. C-10 suggests that the reliance
on a visual inspection does not “adequately identify Alkali-Silica Reaction (ASR), does not confirm ASR, or
provide the current state of ASR damage (if present) without petrographic analysis under current existing
code”.

The general solution proposed by the petitioner is to revise applicable regulations to:
1. Require all licensees comply with ACI Standard 349.3R, Evaluation of Existing Nuclear Safety-Related
Concrete Structures.
2. Require all licensees comply with ASTM C 856-11, Standard Practice for Petrographic Examination of
Hardened Concrete.

(2)

State clearly and concisely the petitioner's
grounds for and interest in the action
requested;

C-10 addresses health and safety issues related to the Seabrook Station. C-10 evolved from Citizens Within
the Ten-Mile Radius, a 5,000 member organization founded in 1986 to challenge evacuation plans for the
Seabrook Station. C-10 has been engaging the NRC about concrete degradation at Seabrook since
12/22/2011.

(3)

Include a statement in support of the petition
which shall set forth the specific issues involved,
the petitioner's views or arguments with
respect to those issues, relevant technical,
scientific or other dat<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>