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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
+ + + + +
697TH MEETING
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
(ACRS)
+ + + + +
WEDNESDAY
JULY 6, 2022
+ + + + +
The Advisory Committee met via hybrid
Video Teleconference, at 8:30 a.m. EDT, Joy L. Rempe,
Chairman, presiding.
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PROCEEDTINGS
(8:30 a.m.)

CHAIR REMPE: Good morning. This meeting
will now come to order. This is the first day of the
697th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards. I"m Joy Rempe, Chairman of the ACRS.
Other members in attendance are Ron Ballinger, VicKi
Bier, Charlie Brown is not yet here, but we anticipate
he® 11 make it when he gets through the traffic. Vesna
Dimitrijevic, Greg Halnon, Walt Kirchner, Jose March-
Leuba, Dave Petti, and Matt Sunseri. 1 note we do
have a quorum.

Today the committee is meeting in-person
and virtually. The ACRS was established by the Atomic
Energy Act and is governed by the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. The ACRS section of the US NRC public
website provides information about the history of this
committee and documents such as our charter, bylaws,
Federal Register notices for our meetings, letter
reports, and transcripts of all open portions of our
meetings, including all the slides presented in such
meetings.

The committee provides its advice on
safety matters to the Commission through its

publically available letter reports. The Federal

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

5

Register notice announcing this meeting was published
on June 1lé6th, 2022. This announcement provided a
meeting agenda, as well as instructions for interested
parties to submit written documents or request
opportunities to address the Committee. The
designated federal officer for today's meeting is Mr.
Derek Widmayer.

A communications channel has been opened
to allow members of the public to monitor the open
portions of the meeting. The ACRS now invites members
of the public to use the MS Teams link to view slides
and other discussion materials during these open
sessions. The MS Teams link to view slides and other
discussion materials during these open sessions. The
MS Teams link information was placed in the Federal
Register notice, along with the agenda on the ACRS
public website.

We've received no written comments or
requests to make oral statements from members of the
public regarding today's session. Periodically, the
meeting will be open to said comments from
participants listening to our meetings. Written
comments may be forwarded to Derek Widmayer, today's
designated federal officer.

During today's meeting, the Committee will
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consider the following topics: The proposed rule
language for 10 CFR Part 53, Framework B and Framework
A, Subpart F, the NRC Office of Regulatory Research
activities to prepare for advanced manufacturing
technology submittals, the SHINE Medical Isotopes
operating license application.

I would like to ask members of the public
out on the MS Teams link to be sure and mute your
microphone. I am hearing some noise coming in from
you.

A transcript of the open portions of the
meeting is being kept. And its requested that
speakers identify themselves and speak with sufficient
clarity and volumes so they can be readily heard.
Additionally --

Again, participants should mute themselves
when they're not speaking. So at this time, I would
like to ask other members if they have any opening
remarks. And so if not, I'm going to ask Dave Petti
to lead us through our first topic for today's
meeting.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay, thank you. We're
going to hear about Part 53. And to kick things off,
Steve Lynch is going to begin things.

MR. LYNCH: Yes. Good morning, everyone.
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7

My name is Steve Lynch, the Chief of Advanced Reactor
Policy Branch in the NRC's Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulations. The NRC staff is pleased to meet with
the ACRS today to continue discussions on the
development of Part 53. The technology includes a
regulatory framework for commercial nuclear plants.

Today the NRC staff is going to provide an
overview of Part 53, Framework B, a technology-
inclusive, risk-informed licensing alternative for new
commercial nuclear plants where risk insights are used
in a supporting manner, similar to the established
licensing paradigms in Parts 50 and 52. Included as
part of this discussion 1s a first of a kind,
optional, alternative evaluation for risk insights
approach, also referred to as AERI that can serve as
a replacement for a probabilistic risk assessment for
designs where the projected consequences of potential
accidents are very small. The AERI approach is
responsive to stakeholder feedback to provide
flexibility in leveraging qualitative risk insights to
inform design and licensing decisions.

Presenting today on Framework B and the
AERI approach are William Jessup, Chief of the
Advanced Reactor Licensing Branch I and Marty Stutzke,

Senior Technical Advisor for Probabilistic Risk
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Assessment. Part 53 continues to benefit from a
robust dialogue with a diverse set of stakeholders,
including the ACRS. An enhanced common understanding
of key issues, supports and foreign changes to the
preliminary proposed rule language that increases
clarity, promotes reliability, and enhances
efficiency.

We thank the members for your time today
and look forward to hearing your perspectives and
feedback. Thank you.

MR. JESSUP: Thank you, Steve. Thank you,
Chairman Rempe, Member Petti, and other members of
ACRS for the opportunity to present today. As Steve
said, my name's Bill Jessup. I'm Chief of the
Advanced Reactor Licensing Branch I in (audio
interference) Division of Advanced Reactors and Non-
Power Production and Utilization Facilities or DANU.

We know the members have had several
opportunities to hear about Framework A. This will be
a condensed version of the robust discussion we had on
Framework B during the subcommittee meeting a couple
weeks ago. We appreciated the feedback that we got
during that meeting. We've already started working a
lot of it into what will be an integrated version of

the rule and talk about some of that in some later
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slides here.

As Steve mentioned this morning, the first
presentation will focus on a broader overview of Part
53 Framework Bravo or B. And then the presentation
will transition over to Marty Stutzke to go through
the AERI approach.

Billy, could you move to Slide 3 please?
Thank you. This is the agenda for this morning's
presentation. I'm going to start with the broad
overview again of the Part 53 structure as it exists
today. Do a comparison of the Part 53 Frameworks
Alpha and Bravo. Do some compare and contrast between
the frameworks. And then get into a discussion of
some of the key subparts and the highlights of
Framework Bravo. And then finish up with a discussion
of the guidance that's being developed for Framework
Bravo. And looking forward at how we're going to
integrate Framework A (audio interference).

Billy, could you move to Slide 4 please?
Thank you. So on Slide 4 -- We did go over this slide
in the subcommittee meeting two weeks ago, but I think
it's worth revisiting to provide some context and set
the stage for this morning's discussion as well.
Again, this is a broad overview of what Part 53 as a

whole looks like right now in its current form, which
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is a series of subparts Alpha through Uniform or A
through U. Where Subpart Alpha is general provisions,
including some common definitions that are applicable
to both frameworks. After Subpart Alpha, the
frameworks split. So currently Framework Alpha is
made up of Subparts Bravo through Kuo or B through K.
And Framework Bravo is made up of Subpart November or
N through Subpart Uniform or U.

The frameworks are distinct. There is no
mixing and matching between the frameworks again,
unless there is specific direction within the rule
that would permit the use of certain provisions
between the frameworks.

MEMBER HALNON: Just a quick question.
This is Greg Halnon, Court Reporter. I know that
you've tried to consolidate the language so that you
didn't have a lot of crosstalk between frameworks,
there's a lot of repetition. Similarly, Part 50 and
52, there is some crosstalk there. So how did you
decide when to allow crosstalk between the parts and
repeat -- just repeat the language over (audio
interference)?

MR. JESSUP: We tried to strike the right
balance. I'd actually say there's two ways that

Framework Bravo crosstalks. One is within Part 53, so
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talking to Framework Alpha. Where we could -- and
certainly in Subpart F, Subpart P, the operator
licensing, the staffing requirements, there's an area
where the original language in Subpart F was drafted
really in a way that it was independent of, you know,
other cross references.

One of the difficulties we've ran into is
if I send you over to Framework Alpha and say this
section -- use this section. There are other internal
references that start kicking into other places
throughout the rule. And so we ended up deciding that
in some cases, it's best -- decommissioning again is
the perfect example. There's nothing about the
analysis approaches between the frameworks that, you
know, would prevent you from using the decommissioning
rules in Subpart G. But there are so many internal
cross references to other parts of Framework Alpha
that we said, it Jjust makes sense to copy those
requirements over into Framework Bravo, which is now
Subpart Quebec. And that way, you're not sent to
other places of the rule.

And so what happens is -- It actually, I
think, adds an element of clarity because now when
you're in Framework Bravo, you really have your own

set of consolidated requirements. There's not too
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much bouncing back and forth. Notwithstanding that,
we did seek in some areas, you know, to make some
efficiency gains and just point back. But we were
limited by the way Framework Alpha was drafted in the
first place.

The other part that I don't think we
touched on a lot is that there are references back to
Part 50. And we did that on purpose to make it
technology-inclusive. We recognized that there are
certain requirements, particularly for light water
reactors that exist today. We tried to pull some of
those over if size permitted. But we ran into some
areas like codes and standards in Section 5055 Alpha.
If anybody's familiar with that section, it's huge.

It wouldn't make any sense to part it all over into

Part 53 Framework Bravo. And so that size became a
real limit issue. And so again in those cases, we
just referenced back to Part 50. And we have

conforming changes proposed that would say, you know,
applicable to Part 50, Part 52, and now Part 52
Framework.

MEMBER HALNON : Okay. So
administratively, I mean I guess the concern I have
ig, you know, the change -- have a revision in one

spot and you miss the daisy chain. How are you
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administratively maintaining that big picture to make
sure that they stay aligned and synchronized?

MR. JESSUP: That's a good question. I
think that Part 50 and 52 alignment rulemaking is a
perfect example of how that happens. That 1is the
value of bringing over things into the framework where
we can. But I think there is a fact of life element
of this that things may change. I think we, and I
think you, Member Halnon, made a comment about making
sure we maintain all these job aids and tools we've
developed. We actually have a very robust set of
tools and crosswalks for where things came from. I
think you saw some of it in Enclosure 1, the white
paper that was issued with the draft rule text.

So I think that we have a really good
method for traceability at 1least into Part 53
Framework Bravo, which should help alleviate those
future synchronization concerns. So I would offer
that as one, but it was a balance approach overall for
what do you reference, what do you not.

MEMBER HALNON: Okay, thank you.

MR. JESSUP: So I walked through kind of
the left-hand side of the slide. I want to walk
through the right-hand side of the slide. Again, just

to provide some context. Do some contrast between the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

14

frameworks. So Framework Alpha -- Again, a lot of
discussion's been had on Framework Alpha. It's a
Probabilistic Risk Assessment or PRA-led approach
centered around really the idea of functional design
criteria and that top down approach for meeting high
level safety criteria where you're defining the low
level safety functions. And then ultimately using
that iterative design approach to develop your
functional design criteria.

And that's the key contrast with Framework
Bravo where you have -- as Steve acknowledged in the
opening, a traditional use of risk insights and that
they're supporting or complimentary. But then we're
also leaning heavily on the principal design criteria,
the way that the current frameworks in 50 and 52 are
structured. And those principal design criteria, they
serve as the more specific set of safety criteria
grouped into those safety functions, but a start --
you start at the beginning with those PDC, as opposed
to the top down approach where vyou work toward
functional design criteria.

And then the last bullet there, again the
Framework Bravo, it does include the AERI approach,
which Marty's going to talk about in the subsequent

presentation, including, I believe an evaluation of
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the actual rule text that brings in the AERI approach.

MEMBER PETTI: So just a gquestion --
clarification. Framework B still requires the
development of a PRA unless you meet the entry
criteria for AERI, in which case it's optional. Is
that correct?

MR. JESSUP: That's correct.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay. So basically it's
consistent with 50 and 52 in Part A. Everybody -- PRA
is there unless you can get into the AERI framework.

MR. JESSUP: That's correct. We pulled
those provisions directly from 50 and 52 and that's
where the 52 (audio interference).

MEMBER PETTI: Right. Thank you.

CHAIR REMPE: So again, I want to make
sure that we're clear here. Because 50 and 52 after
they're aligned will require a PRA no matter what.
Right?

MR. JESSUP: Right.

CHAIR REMPE: Even in the figure you're
going to be showing in the slides here, you say do you
want to do a PRA? And if the answer is no, you try
for AERT. So you are allowed to not do a PRA with
Framework B.

MR. JESSUP: Well, that is a unique
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aspect. But the overarching requirement is that you
would have a PRA unless you meet the AERI entry
requirement.

CHAIR REMPE: Yeah, but you don't' do the
PRA unless you're a very rich applicant. If you think
you can get to AERI, you may say I don't need to do
one. And you're going -- you have to look at some
sequences and do the accident analysis, but it's not
necessarily required to do a PRA.

MR. JESSUP: That's correct. And that's
a good -- that's a good caveat.

MEMBER PETTT: Now you'wve confused me.

The baseline is -- If I come in and I'm a sodium
reactor -- I'm a 1,000 megawatt electric sodium
reactor anyway, I'm going to get into AERI. I mean

the light water reactor, you said when we scaled it

down, it won't make 1it. So the baseline is you're

doing a PRA whether you go Framework A or Framework B.
b MR. JESSUP: That's correct.

MEMBER PETTI: I think it just depends on
how you think about Framework B -- how you think about
it. Is the PRA part of the baseline, and then there's
this option to not have it? Or whether you come in,
thinking you don't need to.

CHAIR REMPE: But if I have a small
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microreactor --

(Simultaneous speaking)

MEMBER PETTI: I know. I completely
agree. That's what AERI is all about i1is the
microreactor. I'm talking about though that there's
this -- that there are others that may want to come
into Framework B that are larger. And I mean the
whole rule is written sort of for spec.

MR. JESSUP: Yeah, I want to be clear.
The baseline requirement 1s directly pulled from
essentially 52.79 Alpha (audio interference), 6, I
believe.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay.

MR. JESSUP: But there is the alternative
evaluation for risk insights if you meet those entry
criteria. And Marty, feel free to expound or clarify
if you want. Does that make sense?

CHAIR REMPE: I think we (audio
interference), even though we sound we disagree.
Again, it's the only way after a 50.52 alignment in
Lessons-Learned if that goes forward is passed. That
will be the only way someone could not have a PRA is
through Framework B with AERI.

MR. JESSUP: That's correct.

MEMBER BROWN : This is Charlie.
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Fundamentally once you've aligned 50 and 52 with 53 --
I guess that's the way you're doing it -- Today Part
50 doesn't -- that's not a required PRA. That's just
my memory from the past stuff we've done. So we're
effectively -- You've realigned. You're effectively
the increasing requirements for an applicant if they
want to do a Part 50 approach. So we're making it
more difficult. In the old days, they didn't have to
do -- They may do one for their own use, but it wasn't
a "requirement".

MR. JESSUP: Following the 50.52 alignment
rule -- I don't remember the exact text -- but I
believe a PRA would be required of all application
times.

MEMBER BROWN: So we're effectively
increasing requirements?

MR. JESSUP: I think we're aligning --

(Simultaneous speaking)

MEMBER BROWN : I'm just (audio
interference) -- We're adding more stuff in that
people are now required to do. It's a difference. I
just wanted to make sure -- I'm not saying I agree or
disagree. I'm just saying that is what the net effect
will be.

MS. CUBBAGE: This is Amy Cubbage, NRC
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staff. I'd 1like to Jjust interject that the
Commission's policy is that new reactors, whether they
come in under 50 or 52 would do -- or a PRA, the
alignment is to implement that commission policy. So
you know, we would fully expect that an applicant
today under 50 would be expected to do a PRA. And
that we wouldn't be able to complete that review until
that's completed. Because you don't -- you certify a
design to the =zrules and effect of the time of
certification. We fully expect the 50.52 alignment to
be done before a new certification will be completed.

MEMBER BROWN: Is the policy the same
thing as a rule or no?

MS. CUBBAGE: No, but I could pull up the
references to the SRM for the 50.52 rulemaking where
the commission has set that expectation that the same
technical requirements would apply whether you come in
under 50 or 52.

MEMBER BROWN: So it's not in the rule,
the way it will be now once you do the alignment. I'm
just trying to be clear so we know --

(Simultaneous speaking)

MEMBER BROWN: That's fine. It's not
currently in the rule. But it is policy, but it's not

in the rule. So it 1is subject to some type of
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interaction if you wanted to fight the policy. I'm
not saying they would, I'm just saying i1it's a
difference. So that is -- I didn't understand that
totally before, but now I do. So thank you.

MR. JESSUP: Appreciate it. Thank you for
your comment. With no further questions on Slide 4,
Billy, could you move to Slide 5 please?

So we have the risk informed continuum or
the risk spectrum here on Slide 5. And again, I just
wanted to touch on kind of the -- a little bit of
background -- a little bit of motivation for why we're
talking about Part 53, Framework Bravo here. And that
is in response really to stakeholder feedback on what
was initially just Part 53, now Framework Alpha and
the desire for more flexibility and use of PRA.

And so if you look kind of on the right-
hand side of this continuum or this spectrum, you've
really got the -- the results from PRA are used to
inform a lot of what you do in design and licensing
space in issuing event selection, SSE classification.
And so what we've done here in Framework Bravo again
as I've hit on, on the last slide is we've really gone
back and looked at, you know, how do we traditionally
use PRA and risk insights? And we've tried to address

that and you know, cover the remainder of the spectrum

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

21

to the extent that we could by looking back and
adopting an approach that's similar, but represents
kind of an evolution from what's in the current
regulatory frameworks. And then, you know, on the
left-hand side, vyou've got something where -- you've
got more bounding analyses with more deterministic
inputs. And that's somewhere we would seek out an
area approach fitting (audio interference) .

Billy, could you move to Slide 6 please?
Okay, so this is another overview or a tabulation of
what you saw on Slide 4. Again, very similar to what
we talked about in the subcommittee meeting, but we
did make some modifications based on some comments.
And really good feedback about optics, you know, why
are certain things here and why are certain things
there? So what you'll see here is that Framework
Alpha and Framework Bravo, they're largely mirrored.
They have a lot of equivalent subparts, a few
differences. And that's what we really tried to
convey in the -- in the green shaded areas, which are
subparts that are very similar between the frameworks
where they use surrogate requirements and I'll get to
those in a minute.

But if you look at Subparts November,

Papa, Romeo or NPR on Framework Bravo, which of the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

22

definitions, requirements for operation, the licensing
processes, these are really where the key differences
between the frameworks 1lie. And these are the
highlights that I'm going to focus on today.

But a couple other things to call out
because I know we spent a lot of time on them a couple
weeks ago are, you know, the corollaries to Subparts
Bravo and Charlie, the safety and design requirements
that are in Framework Alpha. Again, those are really
embedded in Subpart R as technical requirements or
part of the technical content of the application
requirements in the same manner that they're treated
today in Parts 50 and 52.

So it's not that we don't have the same
requirements -- We don't have the exact same
requirements, but we have similar requirements that
serve the same purpose, they're just located in a
different place. And then for citing right now, we
currently adopt the requirements from Part 100,
similar to the existing frameworks. But that's an
area that we're working on.

MEMBER PETTI: Just a question on -- you
talked about the technical contents of the submittal.
TCAP and RCAP are only Framework A concepts then?

MR. JESSUP: Currently -- and somebody can
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step in if I, you know, don't say this correctly. I
before they're actually written for 50 and 52, but
also they would be looking forward to Framework Alpha.
But we do have a separate activity going on at least
to develop some advanced reactor content of the
application for Framework Bravo as well.

MEMBER PETTI: Oh, okay. So they'll be
accepted.

MR. JESSUP: That is our intent.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay, thank you.

MS. CUBBAGE: This is Amy Cubbage, NRC
staff. Just to clarify that TCAP certainly was, you
know, developed to incorporate the portions of the
safety evaluation report or safety analysis report
that are coming out of the LMP process. As Bill
mentioned, that could be either 50, 52, or 53. But
RCAP is broader than TCAP. And there are portions of
RCAP that could be wuseful to an applicant using
Framework Bravo.

MR. JESSUP: Thank you, Amy. Yeah. So
just to expound on that one little bit more. We did
look at the RCAP format and we had, you know, kind of
studied it to see what in RCAP as it exists today,
could we take forward to Framework Bravo. So we kind

of used that as a starting point, to Amy's point as
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well.

MEMBER DIMITRJEVIC: This is Vesna
Dimitrjevic. I have a simple question. Why did you
decide not to repeat (unintelligible) in the -- in the

Framework B?

MR. JESSUP: Thank you for the questions.
So we looked at the safety and design and analysis
requirements that are in Subparts Bravo and Charlie in
Framework Alpha. Sorry, a lot of letters here. And
we looked at those, but we also looked back at the
existing frameworks in 50 and 52 and how those
requirements are captured. And when you look at the
existing frameworks, a lot of those requirements,
they're captured as technical content of application
requirements.

Something like Section 52.17 for an early
site permit, that is where you would find a lot of the
analogous requirements. And so that's the reason
currently we've adopted that same structure in
Framework B where those requirements, they really live
as technical content of application requirements in
Subpart R. And Subpart R has all of your application
requirements, not Jjust the technical content of
application requirements. Does that answer your

guestion?
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MEMBER DIMITRJEVIC: That has a lot in
common, you know, in the -- with the Subpart A. You
know, there is -- Just (unintelligible) I was curious,
why couldn't use separate the things so they could
match other things. You know? Because now you have
Subpart R, which is -- Also, you know, you can compare
the parts with Subpart H. Right? Most of them. And
then you have a few which are different. And I guess
that covers for B and C. I was just curious.

(Simultaneous speaking)

MEMBER DIMITRJEVIC: It doesn't really
look really logical if you just plain look at this.
And you don't have, you know, safety requirements in
both parts, vyou know, of the design analysis
requirements. Just optically -- optically
(unintelligible) my comment. Okay.

MR. JESSUP: No, we appreciate the
feedback. And that's the reason there's -- We at
least put Subpart R in the cell this time and not a
dash because we appreciate the optics are different.
We tried to establish as much as parallelism as we
could between the frameworks. But we appreciate the
feedback and understand the optics.

Okay. Billy, could you move to Slide 7

please? Thank you. So this is the first subpart that
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we're going to walk through, Subpart N. So these are
definitions that are specific to Framework Bravo.
There's only four of them right now. We talked
through these during the subcommittee. Anticipated
operational recurrence, again, this definition that we
pulled into Framework Bravo, it's essentially taken
from Part 50 of Appendix Alpha. And it's only here
because in Framework Alpha, they also have this term
defined, but it is defined differently. I think as
Bill, directly from the NRC staff acknowledged during
the subcommittee, Framework Alpha is actually looking
to adopt a different term. So we may not have to
bring this over.

AOO in Framework Bravo, it's used in the
same context that it 1is in the existing or the
traditional regulatory frameworks. Design bases and
reactor coolant pressure boundary, we pulled these
terms over from Section 50.2, the existing definitions
for Part 50 because we do use these terms in Framework
Bravo. Again, really in the same context that they're
used in the existing regulatory frameworks, but
they're not used in Framework Alpha.

And then safety-related SSCs, this is a
term again that's shared between the frameworks. Not

shared, I shouldn't say that. Framework Alpha defines
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this term differently than we would define it. And
that's largely a product of the different approaches
for SSC classification between the frameworks.

So in Framework Bravo, we actually split
it. For light water reactors, we adopt the same
definition that's currently in Part 50. For non-light
water reactors, we adopt a more broad definition
that's really focused on any SSC that's used in DBA
mitigation, including those that would be part of a
blocking containment concept.

Then the last bullet here is really just
talking back to kind of an integration between the
frameworks. So common definitions, so the terms that
are going to be shared between the frameworks, those
will be -- will remain in Subpart Alpha in Section
53.20 most likely.

Billy, next slide please. Thank you. So
Subpart P, again to hit the highlights of the
requirements for operation, structured very similar to
Subpart F in Framework Alpha, those requirements for
operation. When vyou look at a lot of the key
programmatic requirements for things like security,
emergency preparedness, radiation protection, they're
essentially aligned directly with those in Framework

Alpha. We look at staffing, training, human factors
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-- I think that, you know, we talked about this
already this morning from an administrative or a
structural perspective, but we were able to adopt
essentially all of those provisions from Framework
Alpha in Framework Bravo with the exception of the
generally licensed reactor operator concept, which we
all heard about two Fridays ago during Jesse Seymour's
presentation. The staff is working to see whether we
can adopt those provisions in Framework Bravo, but
that's currently under consideration -- a work in
progress.

The last major Dbullet there, other
requirements. So where we couldn't look at Framework
Alpha and you know, use certain provisions over there,
we did look back to the existing regulatory frameworks
to see whether those requirements could inform what we
were trying to do in Framework Bravo. So if you look
at things 1like maintenance effectiveness, technical
specifications, fire protection, vyou know, these
requirements were really informed by things 1like
Section 50.65, 50.36, 50.48 respectively.

And then we have a couple of gpecific
items; primary containment leakage. So we pulled
those programmatic requirements over because for a

light water reactor, that would come in under

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

29

Framework Bravo, we still adopt the same requirements
from something like Part 50 of Appendix Juliet such
that vyou would have a requirement for pressure
retaining -- a structural containment as opposed to a
functional containment.

And then also environmental qualification
of electrical equipment. We pulled these over because
the way special treatments are developed and
implemented certainly differs between the frameworks.
A bit more restrictive in Framework Bravo, consistent
with the treatment that they get 1in existing
regulatory frameworks.

MEMBER PETTI: So Bill just to comment
here. This concept of generally licensed reactor
operator, I think it needs to be here in Framework B,
particularly for facilities that can get in under
AERI. Right? They're going to also want relief from
having large operating fees, et cetera, et cetera. I
mean there seems to be a synergy there if we didn't
have it, would be, I think disappointing. You
probably get that comment from industry, but it seems
like there's an alignment there in that thought
process.

MR. JESSUP: No, I appreciate the comment,

Member Petti. It is an item we're actively working
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on. I think it was more of a timing consideration.
And Jesse Seymour, I'll ask him if he would like to
speak further about how that's being integrated and
worked on right now.

MEMBER PETTI: Well, you just might see a
comment in the letter.

MR. JESSUP: I understand.

MR. SEYMOUR: This is Jesse Seymour from
the Operator Licensing and Human Factors Branch. And
yeah, just harping back to some of the comments that
I made last week in front of the committee. You know,
our intention is to, you know, work through the
developments of provisions for the general license
reactor operator within Framework B. So it's not a
matter of whether we do it or not, 1it's how we
implement that at this point. So that's one thing I
wanted to point out.

And then also as we work through, vyou
know, what that next version of our requirements look
like, you know, I just want to kind of go back to a
comment made by Member Halnon earlier. And that has
to do with, you know, kind of the consolidation of
requirements where possible. So we're also looking
at, you know, can we streamline and consolidate those

operation requirements such that we just have one

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

31

comment set that's applicable to both frameworks.

VICE CHAIR KIRCHNER: This is Walt
Kirchner. 1Is the GLRO concept just to follow up on
Member Petti's comment -- is that -- Do you have to
pass the AERI test to have a GLRO?

MR. SEYMOUR: So what we're currently
looking at -- And again --

(Simultaneous speaking)

VICE CHAIR KIRCHNER: And if not, what is

the test?

MR. SEYMOUR: This is Jesse Seymour again.
What we're currently looking at is -- and again, this
is a work in progress -- but our intent right now is

to develop provisions that would allow for, you know,
facilities whether or not they are, you know, falling
within the scope of AERI to potentially be considered
for the general license reactor operator alternative.
Now that's a complicated matter because you're talking
about, you know, two potentially very different types
of facilities. So again, you know, going through and
developing those criteria is something we're having to
approach very carefully. But our present intent is to
develop criteria that would address both AERI and non-
AERI facilities within Framework B.

MEMBER HALNON: So Jesse, where you're
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going to run into trouble is defense and depth because
so much defense and depth is dependent on the operator
taking action. And that's part of the criteria you
gave was that the operator was not needed for defense
and depth. And I have a hard time seeing a facility
that will say operator, you're not allowed to do
anything when you see, you know, layers of other
problems come in such as a safety system failure or
something, which is where defense and depth has to
come into play.

So I'd be interested in seeing how you
maneuver through that portion of it, if any facility
could ever pass the test of no (audio interference)

required for defense and depth, which is the way it

seems to be written right now. But anyway, that's
your challenge, I think -- one of the challenges.
MR. SEYMOUR: Yes. And it's a -- it's a

difficult problem to navigate. Our current takeaway
-- and you know, I did appreciate the comments, you
know, that were made by the Committee last week. And
what we're currently looking at is can we refine the
defense and depth criteria, such that you really are
looking at, you know, what is credited to meet the
defense and depth requirements? What we don't want to

do is we don't want to, you know, hamper the ability
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of an operator that's there, that's qualified, you
know, to some degree to be able to do things that are
reasonable above and beyond that credited dense and
depth scope. However, what we want to do is, you
know, be able to draw some kind of a clean line with
what needs to be done for analytical purposes on the
front end.

MEMBER HALNON': And then vyour next
challenge having said that is what if the operator
doesn't do a reasonable action? You know, so that's
the other problem you have to deal with 1is the
operator inaction or error -- error interaction.

MR. SEYMOUR: I agree. Again, you know,
not an easy set of criteria to develop. You know?
And again, as we work through our iterations, you
know, particularly as we went through and we looked at
we looked at the new criteria of, you know, 53.800.
As you go through those five criteria that are there,
the fifth criteria, you know, is really aimed at
addressing, you know, what the nature of the system
structure components that are needed to meet safety
functions? And what is that human capability to
credibly, vyou know, take away their ability to do
their jobs through an appropriate action? And then,

you know, beyond that the question becomes as we, you
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know, move from rule language in the guidance space,
you know, how do we approach that in a way that's
going to allow for some reasonable, you know, approach
to be made?

MEMBER HALNON: Yeah.

MEMBER BALLINGER: This is Ron Ballinger.
I've been working through what I consider to be an
extreme example of how this would work. And I can't
get an answer. I can't figure out an answer. Let's
say somebody wants to produce a fission battery.
That's one of these concepts. How does that fit into
-- into this AERI structure? Because there technically
is no operator. Well, there's an operator, but how
does that -- how does that work? As an example, how
would a fission batter located in a steel mill or some
place like that, how would that work out within AERIs?

MR. SEYMOUR: So I can -- I can speak to
the operational portion.

MEMBER BALLINGER: Yeah. I mean that's
really the important thing.

MR. SEYMOUR: Okay. Yeah.

MEMBER BALLINGER: I've concluded that it
can't be done. But maybe somebody can tell me -- tell
me that it can be done.

MR. SEYMOUR: Yeah. And so what I think
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is important here is, you know, to take a step back
and look at, you know, what we were really doing at a
basis level when we developed, you know, the criteria
that falls into the general license reactor operator
criteria. And the question that we began with was the
question of (audio interference) -- the reactor that
doesn't need anyone to do an