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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
+ + + + +
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS (ACRS)
+ 4+ + + +
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RELIABILITY AND
PROBABILISTIC RISK ASSESSMENT
+ 4+ + + +
FRIDAY,
NOVEMBER 13, 2009
+ + + + +
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND
+ 4+ + + +
The Subcommittee met at the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Two White Flint North,
Room T2B3, 11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland,
at 8:30 a.m., George Apostolakis, Chairman, presiding.
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P-R-0-C-E-E-D-1-N-G-S
(8:30 a.m.)

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: The meeting will
now come to order. This is a meeting of the Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, Subcommittee on
Reliability and Risk Assessment.

I am George Apostolakis, Chairman of the
Subcommittee.

Subcommittee members in attendance are
Dennis Bley, Harold Gray, Mike Ryan, Bill Shack, Jack
Sieber, and John Stetkar.

The purpose of this meeting is to discuss
the draft final Regulatory Guide 1.205, risk-informed,
performance-based Tfire protection for existing light
water nuclear power plants, and draft final standard
review plan, Section 9.5.1.2, risk-informed,
performance-based fire protection program.

The Subcommittee will gather information,
analyze the relevant issues and facts, and formulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate for
deliberation by the full Committee.

Mr. Girija Shukla is the Designated
Federal Official for this meeting.

The rules for participation 1iIn today"s
meeting have been announced as part of the notice of
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this meeting previously published i1n the Federal
Register on October 22, 2009.

A transcript of the meeting is being kept
and will be made available as stated iIn the Federal
Register notice. It is requested that speakers first
identify themselves and speak with sufficient clarity
and volume so that they can be readily heard.

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

We will now proceed with the meeting, and
I call wupon NRR management to make introductory
remarks. Does this mean you, Sunil?

MR. WEERAKKODY: Yes, that"s me.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: NRR management?

MR. WEERAKKODY: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Go ahead.

MR.  WEERAKKODY: My name is Sunil
Weerakkody, Deputy Director, Fire Protection, iIn the
Division of Risk Assessment. And it is kind of like
yesterday we were before the Tull Committee on the
other reg guide, Reg Guide 1.189.

I just wanted to take a minute to share
with you that seven days after we received your
endorsement to that reg guide, we published the reg
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guide, and because of that the licensees have -- are
on the clock to identify any multiple spurious actions
within six months, and disposition them within the
next 30 months. So 1 just want to take a minute to
thank you on that.

I also want to take about 10 minutes on
the iIntroductory remarks today, mainly because, you
know, this 1is the third time we are coming to the
Subcommittee asking your endorsement to let us go to

the full Committee to get this reg guide out also.

The first time was on 1st of June, | think somewhere
in June, we came here just to give you -- an
informational meeting. We didn"t have any public

comments at that time.

And then, we came to the Subcommittee
about three months ago, August 18. And at that time,
we had several i1ssues. You know, there were a couple
of key 1issues where internally, you know, we --
amongst ourselves we had different views. And, you
know, some of the things iIn the draft reg guide we
brought to you, you know, the key stakeholders had
major problems with, and, you know, you asked us a
couple of questions that made us think hard.

And Nuclear Energy Institute, you know,
basically came and said they didn"t have much time at
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all to provide any constructive comments and context.

We took that to heart. We worked very hard for the
last three months, and try to take care of those
things. I think we are iIn a better place iIn that
today we are coming to you with the reg guide that all
of the NRR staff can live with.

You know, we are intelligent people. We
always have slightly different views. And we have had
a number of interactions with the licensees, actually
two public meetings, to listen to them carefully and
work out some of the key differences. And we thought
hard about some of the questions you raised and made
some changes.

So that is where we are, and now I will go
into my slides here. One of the points 1 wanted to
make was iIn a number of the other meetings we had
questions about the rule. Is the rule coherent? Is
the rule problematic? And on hindsight what we found
out was the rule was coherent -- we were not -- 1in
that we needed these pilot applications in order to
fully understand the nuances and work out Rev 1 of
this reg guide, which is iIn my view far superior to
Rev O.

It iIs a reg guide -- the Rev 1 is

improved. It has additional clarity, added some
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guidance to fTacilitate compliance with the rule. It
is clear and consistent iIn its regulatory positions,
and also, as 1 mentioned earlier, i1t is fully vetted
to the stakeholders.

We had comments received when we showed it
in 1 think -- 1 think somewhere around March. We got
some input from you. We have those comments. The
version that you have has received NRR, NRO, Research,
and OGC concurrence. And the final draft was shared
with the public and discussed in two Category 3 public

meetings on September 10th and October 29th.

Next slide.
The objectives of the briefing -- we have
one primary objective. We are requesting that the

Subcommittee recommends that we have the opportunity
to brief the full Committee. Right now the tentative
dates 1i1s December 3, 2009. We request that you
endorse this reg guide, this version, and the standard
review plans that is going along with that.

And we Tirmly believe that, even though
there may be some imperfections, this guidance
significantly 1improves clarity and provides the
regulatory stability for both pilot plants and all of
the other plants that are adopting 805.

And, again, this i1s -- 1issuance of this
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reg guide and the SRP at this time i1s going to foster
clarity and the regulatory stability for all of those
50 plants who are adopting 805.

With that remark, Steve Laur i1s going to
lay out the presentation. And Donnie Harrison here is
the Branch Chief of the PRA Licensing Branch. And
Harry Barrett, he 1is the Lead Project Manager in
charge of the Harris pilot plant.

So any questions for me before I sit there
and take notes?

(No response.)

MR. LAUR: Thank you, Sunil. Good
morning. As Sunil said, 1 am Steve Laur. I"m a
senior-level advisor in the Division of Risk
Assessment In NRR.

We would like -- we have a very brief
presentation to allow time to -- time i1f the Committee
has any questions. [I"m sure it will go very smoothly.

We"d like to cover pretty much the changes
to the reg guide since the last time we briefed you on
August 18th. We would also like to 1include the
standard review plan as part of your endorsement to
the full Committee.

I have some backup slides, if you want to
talk about 1t, but pretty much these two -- as I have
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said on other occasions, these two documents are hand-
in-glove. They -- the same kind of comments, the same
kind of 1issues, were vresolved iIn both of these
documents, and we received a fTull package on both of
the documents prior to the meeting. So 1f you have
questions, we can entertain them. But 1 wasn"t
planning to address the standard review plan
specifically.

I would also like to briefly talk about
public meeting interaction. As Sunil said, we had two
public meetings specifically to address the final
draft guide, and, iIn fact, we had another public
meeting yesterday, which was a pilot meeting, to hear
how the pilots are actually (iIncorporating this
guidance. And 1 believe they have presentations on
the agenda later today. And then, we will conclude
after a suitable question period.

So just a quick background -- both of
these documents were made available for public comment
for at least 60 days. The standard review plan went
out earlier, and, therefore, we extended the comment
period to coincide with the reg guide itself. And we
received numerous comments from the industry in the
form of a marked up, complete copy of the reg guide
with annotated comments. | think you®"ve seen that in
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one of our earlier submittals here.

We fully considered all of the comments
and incorporated the vast majority of them. The
remainder that we could not iIncorporate as suggested
correspond to parts where the guidance as written was
necessary for compliance with the regulation.

We came to the ACRS Subcommittee in June,
August, and today. We went to the Committee to review
generic requirements and had a letter from them. And
as | mentioned, we had these two public stakeholder
meetings, and then we are hoping to be able to go to
the ACRS Committee on December 3rd. That is important
not only because of the importance of this issue to
the Commission and the schedule, but also to provide
regulatory stability. And I think you will hear from
the pilots similar sentiments.

Okay. So what changes pretty much since
the August 18th meeting, there were four major
changes, and I am going to cover them on this slide,
except for the very last one. I have an additional
slide.

But the first one had to do with
cumulative risk. At the Ilast meeting, we explained
how this reg guide provides one method of dealing with
previously approved recovery actions and the
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additional risk of those. We were a little unclear 1n
our presentation as to what happens after a plant
implements 805, and so we have clarified that
consistent with the original reg guide to say that any
effect of plant changes to the fire protection program
on cumulative risk starts over once you transition,
so-called rebaselining of the risk.

So your risk after you implement is where

you start for considering the cumulative iImpact of

changes.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: So this is
something that we can compare because 1t -- 1It°s a
little confusing. I have transitioned to NFPA 805,

and 1 have a plant now that some of it complies with
the former -- with Appendix R. Other things have been
approved as exemptions. I have a basic Tire
protection program now.

I calculate my CDF due to fires using this
real state of my plant. Is that correct?

MR. LAUR: Correct.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: So from now on all
of my changes will have to be compared to that
particular state.

MR. LAUR: That"s correct.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: On the other hand,
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there i1s an opening statement here iIn the guide that
says that doing a fire PRA is not necessary. So for
those licensees who transition to NFPA 805 without a
fire PRA, then they can*t do what you just said,
right? They don"t have a PRA. You don"t to have a
PRA.

MR. LAUR: Right. I believe the biggest
impact i1s going to be the ability or the lack of
ability to self-approve changes to the fire protection
program.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Okay. Because then
you have those limits of 1077. They cannot use risk-
informed changes at all from now on, correct, because
they don"t have a PRA?

MR. LAUR: I believe that"s correct.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: So i1f they want to
effect any changes, they would have to go back to the
deterministic way of doing that. |[Is that right? You
can still use the -- can you still use deterministic
methods for changes after you transition to NFPA 8057

That"s the question.

MR. LAUR: They can use the deterministic
changes as set forth in the plant-specific license
conditions that would be granted when the --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right.
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MR. LAUR: -- when the license was issued.

Okay. And that includes -- they"re enumerated there,

but they are the type of things that have to do with

the Chapter 3 functional equivalency and sufficient
for the hazard, adequate --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes. And, you
know, basically an Appendix R approach that says that
you have to secure one cooling path.

MR. LAUR: Right.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes. I mean, all

that —-

MR. LAUR: They could show --

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: -- stuff 1s
deterministic.

MR. LAUR: But a plant could still come in
for a fTire risk or TfTire modeling evaluation. The

difference 1s they would have to come iIn with a
license amendment request, and the staff would have to
review it, because the standard allows them to use
bounding methods or --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MR. LAUR: -- non-PRA methods. They
wouldn®"t be able to do it -- self-approval using the
risk-based method, because they don"t have the tool,
the PRA, that"s required to do it.
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CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: Right. They

wouldn®*t be able to do any risk-informed change,
because they don*"t have a PRA.

MR. HARRISON: Unless they develop one for
the application.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Unless what?

MR. HARRISON: They would have to develop
a PRA for that application.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Well, i1f they do,
then it"s a different story.

MR. HARRISON: Right. That"s what you"re
making --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: So that 1is for
after the transition. Now, during the transition,
this is where it gets confusing. The first question,
they can use risk methods for selected fire areas, |
understand.

MR. LAUR: That"s correct.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: But not a full PRA?

They don"t have to have a PRA for the plant, but for
certain areas they may invoke risk arguments, if they
don"t comply with Appendix R or with the NFPA
fundamental -- what do they call them? Fundamental
elements.

MR. LAUR: Elements, right.
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CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: They can use risk

arguments to get out of 1It. Isn"t that cherry-
picking? | mean, we have in the past said that either
you do something In a risk-informed way or you don"t.
You can"t say for this room I will use deterministic
methods, but for the next room, which is new, 1 am
going to use risk methods. I don®"t understand that.
And how can you use Regulatory Guide 1.174 if you
don"t have the baseline CDF and LERF for the plant,
which you won"t have because you don"t have a PRA yet.

Now, 1 admit that the guidance in 1.174 1is
kind of insensitive to CDF and LERF. I mean, i1t 1is
fairly flat. But, still, i1t is kind of odd that one
can use a guide without the CDF.

MR. LAUR: Yes, the statement that -- 1
believe 1t"s one sentence in the regulatory guide that
you are —-

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: It is a Kkiller
sentence.

MR. LAUR: Right. But when you --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MR. LAUR: -- if you read the entire --
the rest of the reg guide, it is very clear that the
typical way we expect someone to transition in order
to get the fTull benefit that was envisioned iIn the
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regulatory analysis for the rule is to do a PRA, so
you get the self-approval and all of those side
benefits.

Okay. Because 1 guess the state of the
art or the -- 1 guess based on the Commission®s policy
goal statement or PRA quality statement, we now have a
new version of Reg Guide 1.200 that talks about what
kind of PRA technical adequacy you have to have. We
have -- still have Reg Guide 1.174 that provides the
acceptance guidelines.

So other than that one statement that the
bulk of the reg guide points you down the path of a

fire PRA, we don®"t preclude 1t because it is not

precluded, if I recall, in the Statements of
Consideration and allow you to transition. It doesn"t
allow you to cherry-pick, but it does -- i1t allows you

to transition without a fire PRA.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: It does. Yes, it
does allow you to cherry-pick, because in some areas |
can select -- 1 can choose to apply risk methods. In
other areas, | choose not to. So when it behooves me,
risk is good. When it doesn"t, risk iIs bad.

But then, how -- and then you are supposed
to compare -- you know, let"s say 1| am doing it for
this room, to 1.174, which is really a global guidance
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for changes iIn the plant, not individual little things
in the plant. It can be a little thing, but -- so I™m
a little confused there.

The guide -- I mean, you know, all -- any
increase In risk should be acceptable, and the total
increase in risk should be acceptable. 1 agree with
all of this. But this business of selecting areas for
-- in doing risk and others not to, 1t iIs -- it
doesn"t make sense to me.

MR. LAUR: 1 think I got a little confused
on the original question, and 1 -- you may be mixing
two terms. 1°'m not sure. Whether or not you need a
fire PRA i1s 1n my mind a different topic than cherry-
picking. When we say we don"t -- when we say cherry-
picking is not the way to go, we are talking about

mixing Appendix R or a previous licensing basis within

NFPA 805.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right.

MR. LAUR: NFPA 805 is supposed to be
adopted as a whole. Okay - We don*"t want two
different licensing bases. But that -- within that

standard, within that rule, it allows both
deterministic and the performance-based. And iIn
performance-based there are two in the standard, one
is fire modeling, one is fire risk. And so it allows
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you to say, "I meet the deterministic rules of 805,"
not the previous licensing basis. It turns out they
are very similar -- that"s a different issue -- but

you meet 805.

And so there 1is, arguably, no delta risk
there, because the standard says compliance with the
deterministic requirements 1iIs deemed to meet the
nuclear safety performance criteria, similar to the
previous licensing basis but 1t"s different. And so I
come with a -- if I have a fire area that totally
meets the deterministic requirements of NFPA 805, 1 am
done. There is no delta risk.

IT 1 go to another area and 1 have some
variation from what 1is required, and maybe it"s an
alternate train capable going through the fire area, 1|
have some options. I can make i1t meet the
deterministic criteria by moving that cable --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MR. LAUR: -—- or wrapping the cable,
whatever 1is required, and, therefore, once again, |1
haven®"t done any risk. Or I can elect to use one of
the performance-based methods iIn the standard.

Now, #f you had a handful of rooms that
used the fire risk evaluation, and you summed the risk
increases or the delta risk, you at least have one of
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the parameters you need for the 1.174. And as you
pointed out, it is relatively flat on the X-axis. |1
mean, 1.174 says, | believe, you can estimate the
missing parts to figure out where you are on the
X-axis, and apply the delta that i1s appropriate for
that.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right. This 1is
really where it is an unusual application of risk-
informed decision-making, because let"s say | do this
-- 1 do a risk evaluation for all of the areas where 1
have a deviation. That delta now is greater than what
the regulatory guide would allow.

Then, 1 put together a group of smart
people, and they say, well, gee, you know, if we go to
areas X, Y, and Z, and use performance-based methods,
alternative methods, we can show deterministically
that we are okay. But if we do that, we are taking
out of the delta risk a good part of 1It. So now we
are meeting the regulatory guide, and that bothers me,
because either you are risk-informed or you are not.

And now on the other side, of course, a
reviewer may catch that, but that"s not the way to
write the regulations. You are relying on, again, how
good people are.

So i1t is really a mystery to me. 1 mean,
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I am reading here 2.2.4, "Licensees may evaluate fire
areas using performance-based approaches. The
performance-based approaches may be fire modeling or
other engineering analyses, a fire risk evaluation, or
a risk-informed or performance-based alternative to
compliance with NFPA 805."

So I would like to see something here that
says, "ITf you want to use risk methods, use it for
other areas.” So that Is one comment.

The second comment that is still confusing
me is: how do you calculate the delta? In all risk-
informed applications that | have seen iIn other areas,
you have a plant, you can go and touch components.
You know you can measure distances and do the baseline
risk analysis. And then, you have a change, you
calculate a new configuration, and you TfTind delta
risk.

Here, unless | am wrong, you are supposed
- the baseline configuration is an ideal
configuration, where you comply with NFPA 805, even
though your plant does not. So now you are doing a
risk analysis of a plant that is on paper, not the
real plant, and then that is your baseline CDF.

MR. HARRISON: Yes. That i1s actually not
correct.
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CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: That"s not correct.

MR. HARRISON: No.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: I"'m glad if 1it"s
not correct, because that bothers me.

MR. HARRISON: In doing the recovery
action piece that comes out of 805, there 1is a
requirement that if you are relying on a recovery
action you have to calculate a delta. That is between
your baseline plant, what you®ve got, and the 1ideal
plant.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right.

MR. HARRISON: Right. But your baseline
plant i1s your baseline plant. It"s the plant you are
at.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: No, the baseline 1is
the i1deal.

MR. HARRISON: No, that"s --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Because you are
increasing risk with your real plant.

MR. HARRISON: Right. Understand.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: So the 1ideal
plant --

MR. HARRISON: Understand. But --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: -- has no worries.

MR. HARRISON: -- once you -- once you get
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through transition, what you®"re doing --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: No, no, no. You --

MR. HARRISON: During transition, what
your baseline is is actually the plant. And you“re
saying, "If 1 were to comply, the risk would have
gone, if you will, would have gone down.”™ So 1 am
calculating it backwards than what you are normally
used to doing it.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Okay - still, my
question stands. Are you still doing something for --

MR. HARRISON: But, again, the way you are
doing that in the fire modeling is -- Tfire PRA, you
are doing that room by room. So you are dealing with
each of those recovery actions, if you will, to
calculate that.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: But i1t is not just
recovery actions. You are allowing it for other
deviations.

MR. LAUR: Yes, it could be hardware. No,
I think -- 1 think you are correct, George. It"s an
idea plant iIn the sense that it"s a plant that, had
you built it knowing this standard existed --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MR. LAUR: -- you would have had the
proper three-hour barriers, and you would have had 20
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feet of separation, you would have had suppression
detection as required to meet the deterministic. And
like 1 said, the assumption 1is 1If you meet the
deterministic, you"re okay. This is not a risk-based
rule. It's a risk-informed rule, so i1t does have
elements of the deterministic.

So 1 look at this plant, and there - 1
guess in my mind there are two major categories that 1
could think of under your question. The first one is
something that would be called an Appendix R, 111.G.2
type of scenario, where 1 have an Alpha train of
something, and | have a Bravo train or something, and
maybe 1 have a Charlie -- I don"t know -- but I have
these trains, and, you know, at least in more modern
plants you expect those to be separated In separate
fire areas, with the cabling not transversing the
room.

But we find in actual practice that they
do sometimes have cables routed, control cables,
actual power cables, routed through the other train
room. Okay? When we say an ideal plant, the 1idea
plant that you are postulating is one that had the
separation. It is not that difficult. 1 mean, it --
the fact that i1t iIs a paper plant doesn"t mean It
couldn"t be designed, or maybe 1isn"t being designed

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

today i1In the new reactors.

The delta risk is, if I had built it that
way compared to the way 1 did built it. And the way
the pilots are actually doing that is -- when I say a
cable going through a room, they have more than one.
Okay? But let"s say 1| just have one cable from the
other train in this room, and maybe only some of the
sources near that cable could damage 1it. So that

reduces the overall frequency and the scenarios 1 have

to look at.

And 1 can say i1f that cable were moved,
those sequences that -- that that fire on that cable
caused the damage would not be iIn the answer. But

they are iIn the answer, and that®"s the delta.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: I think your
example i1s kind of neat, because 1 can do that. |
mean, IFf you give me distances, | can do i1t. But how

about 1f you have a fire barrier. There was supposed
to be, you know, a three-hour and it turns out It is
not.

Then, i1t seems to me the methods we have
are not that -- they are not really that detailed to
be able to tell you the risk change now, because you
only have two-hour barrier instead of three. You are
going to have to do some heat transfer calculations,
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and 1 don"t know how reliable those are.

So i1t is not always as clear as that. But
the more fundamental problem I have is, again, another
sentence here. Any increase or decrease in risk, both
in terms of core damage frequency and large early
release frequency, should be evaluated and provided
for each area, fire area, that uses a Tire risk
evaluation. I mean, this is a very clear statement
that you don"t have to do i1t for all areas. And 1
don*t -- I am not sure I like that.

MEMBER RAY: George, you“ve got two things
on the table here, 1t seems.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: 1 have many things.

MEMBER RAY: All right. But --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: You are right. You
are right.

MEMBER RAY: -- 1 am, unfortunately,
trying to perceive this from -- not as well-informed
as you are. But at least the two that 1 am trying to
track as you talk here is the one you just made.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MEMBER RAY: Different areas treated
differently. But before that, you were also seeming
to challenge the notion of determining what the delta
risk iIs between the plant 1 have and the plant 1 would
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have --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MEMBER RAY: -- i1f conformed with 805.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right.

MEMBER RAY: So these are two issues.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MEMBER RAY: Let me go back to the first
one. What is the problem you see with saying you need
to know what the risk is of your actual plant relative
to a conforming plant or a -- your plant if It were to
conform before you start making changes? What is
wrong with that in your mind?

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Do you mean the
difference between the ideal plant and the --

MEMBER RAY: You call it ideal, but to me
it is just your plant --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Okay.

MEMBER RAY: -- conforming with the
deterministic requirements.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: I think this
approach assumes that the methods we have to do a fire
PRA are much more powerful than they actually are.

MEMBER RAY: Okay. So it is a -- 1t 1s
how accurate or how --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.
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MEMBER RAY: -- reasonable i1t i1s to have
somebody obliged to make that determination 1iIn the
first place. That"s your problem.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: That"s my problem.

MEMBER RAY: It"s not with the idea that,
well, you ought to know where you are relative to a
conforming plant before you start making changes.
That®"s not your problem, because we talked about that
last time.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Not my problem, but
I find i1t very unusual.

MEMBER RAY: Okay.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: That"s okay. Maybe
with a lot of effort you can identify those.

MEMBER RAY: Because it seemed to me like
we were repeating the debate from before, but --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Right.

MEMBER RAY: All right. The second --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: So that --

MEMBER RAY: -- point you®re making, which
i1s the difference in treatment between areas, I"m with
you on that.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MEMBER RAY: Okay.

MEMBER SHACK: But that"s part of the
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rule. 1 don"t think the -- the reg guide doesn"t --
you know, the reg guide -- there is nothing they are
going to do to the reg guide to get you out of that
problem.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Where does the rule
say that? We have to find it.

MR. BARRETT: In Chapter 4. Chapter 4
states -- okay.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Can you give me the
sentence in the rule --

MR. BARRETT: Yes.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: -- where 1t says
you can do this?

MR. LAUR: Harry is going to give you the
sentence any minute. He can probably find it faster
than I can.

MR. BARRETT: Yes, i1t"s in 4.1.

MEMBER STETKAR: Are you done?

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Go ahead.

MEMBER STETKAR: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: On this subject?

MEMBER STETKAR: Related, yes.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Because they are
looking for --

MEMBER STETKAR: Oh, okay. 1"m sorry.
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MR. BARRETT: Section 4.2.2 states,

"Selection of Approach. For each fire area, either a
deterministic or a performance-based approach shall be
selected iIn accordance with Figure 4.2-2," which 1is
this flowchart here.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MR. BARRETT: Okay? And it says, "Either
approach shall be deemed to satisfy the nuclear safety
performance criteria. The performance-based approach
shall be permitted to utilize deterministic methods
for simplifying assumptions within the fire area.”

So, basically, what they"re saying is that
Chapter 4 i1s where you determine which fire protection
systems and features are required to meet the nuclear
safety performance criteria, and you are allowed to
either use a deterministic approach or a performance-
based approach on a fire area basis.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: well, then, we
shouldn®t have allowed that. 1 mean --

MR. BARRETT: Well, actually, 1 think what
i1s happening here, what the rule is designed to do is
essentially allow the use of 1.174 approval of self-
approved exemptions essentially. In other words, if
you had a perfectly compliant plant to Appendix R, it
would meet 4.2.3, which i1s the deterministic rules 1iIn
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805, you wouldn®"t need the performance-based approach,
because it was fully compliant.

Where you have things that don"t meet that
deterministic rule 1is you are basically a risk-
informed exemption that looks at the amount of risk
for that deviation, and you are approving that
particular deviation on a fire area basis, but --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: The rule doesn"t
say what is acceptable, does 1t?

MR. BARRETT: It says the AHJ, i1t has to
be acceptable to the AHJ. In the appendix It says
that we will use 1.174 for that criteria.

MR. LAUR: That"s for the delta risk.

MR. BARRETT: Yes.

MR. LAUR: Now, the rule clearly states
that compliance with the deterministic requirements 1is
deemed to satisfy those performance criteria, so they
are done. |If they walk into a fire area, and It meets
the deterministic requirements, they"re done.

MR. BARRETT: That"s right.

MR. LAUR: Now, the delta risk is judged
to be -- delta risk is judged to be zero.

MR. BARRETT: But that risk needs to be
added to the bottom line as far as the bottom of 1.174
for the total --
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MEMBER RAY: But the 1issue here is: why

did they do it area by area? Was that a conscious
decision that would -- if you could help us understand
why 1t was done that way.

MR. BARRETT: Because typically that 1is
the way an Appendix R analysis is done. You analyze
within the bounds of a three-hour rated barrier, so
you say, "Well, everything in this room or this fire
area gets burned up.' So everybody®"s analysis is
basically done on a fire area basis, so they said,
"Well, all right. Fire area basis is the way you end
up having to invoke this."

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Where i1s Regulatory
Guide 1.174 mentioned in the rule?

MR. BARRETT: It"s not in the rule; it"s
in the appendix.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Which appendix, to
the rule?

MR. BARRETT: Appendix A.

MR. LAUR: Appendix A to the standard,
which 1s not officially part of the rule.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Oh, to NFPA.

MR. LAUR: OFf NFPA, yes.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Okay.

MR. BARRETT: Which i1s not --
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CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Which 1s not the

rule.

MR. BARRETT: Which 1s not part of the
rule. It"s like an SOC. It gives you guidance on
what --

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: It has to be
acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction.

MR. BARRETT: Which is us, yes.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: And the authority
having jurisdiction can say, "If you do it on a
selected basis, you cannot use 1.174." You are the
authority; you can say that. Let them cut their
throat to figure out how they will make i1t acceptable.

So you apply with the rule, and you also tell them,
"Don"t do 1i1t,” because we cannot use Regulatory
Guide 1.174.

MR. HARRISON: I think the issue you would
have then is we would have to establish what kind of
acceptance criteria the staff would use iIn that --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Wwell, then, you
have to do another Regulatory Guide 1.174 that says,
"1f you do it selectively, this is how we are going to
make a decision.” But you can®"t take an existing
regulatory guide that has certain assumptions behind
it and say, "Well, it doesn"t really matter. We are
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going to do 1t now for five of the areas, but the
other 15 we"re not.” So as long as the regulatory
guide 1is not in the rule, I"m happy, because you
cannot use it.

MR. LAUR: But, George, just to clarify a
couple of things here. We got this question at a
public meeting a while back. You know, why do you
think that 1.174 is the appropriate reg guide?

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: 1Is or is not?

MR. LAUR: Well, the question is: why do
we Teel that it 1s? And especially in view of the
fact that 1.174 did not TfToresee this particular
application. It predated this application by a number
of years. And while that"s true, this application
very clearly had in mind the acceptance guidelines of
1.174, not necessarily all of the other parts, but
certainly the cumulative risk aspect was written in
this rule.

In the appendix, they put the -- you know,
1.174 i1s a suitable framework, because 1t is risk-
informed and has all of the attributes. In the
regulatory analysis for both the proposed rule and the
final rule, we said that 1.174 is what we plan to use,
and iIn the Statement of Considerations we say that.
So 1t was clear -- whether i1t matches up 100 percent,
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it 1s clear that our intent all along was to use those
acceptance guidelines.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: well, yes, so --
but the intent all along was not correct.

MR. LAUR: Well, but Reg Guide 1.174
allows you to estimate risks from -- for instance,
when you look at the total risk on the X-axis, you may
not have a seismic PRA necessarily, but you can judge
the magnitude of that to figure out where you are on
the X-axis. And in any event, you are allowed --

MEMBER SHACK: Or else you limit your
delta CDFs to the point where it doesn®"t matter where
you are on the -- which Is a more --

MR. LAUR: Right.

MEMBER  SHACK: -- a more plausible
approach.

MR. HARRISON: You can make the delta
small enough that you just --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: The question is:
how do you make i1t small enough?

MR. HARRISON: Well, again, that"s in the
guidance. That"s in Reg Guide 1.174. It says it.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: No. In this
particular application, you can choose not to do a
risk evaluation for a number --
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MR. HARRISON: Right.

MEMBER SHACK: 1T he does it for one area,
he i1s bound by the 1.174. IT he does i1t for two
areas, he has to sum the risk.

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: Yes. But he
selects which areas he is going to do it to.

MEMBER SHACK: But he still -- his total
delta, since he is -- his delta is being calculated
between the deterministic model and the risk-informed
model, he has got the total delta that he is required
to have by the rule.

MR. HARRISON: Yes, we will get the delta,
because for those areas where they -- 1f a licensee
chose not to do the fire PRA for the whole plant, and
they did it room by room, for those areas that are in
deterministic compliance the delta 1is, by default,
zero, because you need compliance.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: That"s my point.

MR. HARRISON: Well, there"s a fire risk,
but that"s not a delta risk, because i1t is iIn both
sides of the equation. Deterministically, you are not
-- got a delta from the deterministically-compliant
plant, because you are deemed to be in compliance,
deterministic compliance. There is no delta. There
may be a fire contribution, but there"s not a delta
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contribution.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: But in areas where
there i1s no compliance --

MR. HARRISON: Well, in an area where he
goes to the alternate performance path and uses fire
modeling, what he ends up doing is making that delta,
if you will, epsilon, because the way they do fire
modeling is you essentially burn up the room, and you
show there 1s no -- go ahead.

MR. BARRETT: You use fire modeling tools
to assure yourself with a high confidence that you are
not going to damage both trains.

MR. HARRISON: Right. So you have a fire
in the room, and even though you may have a B train
and an A train room, that -- it can"t be affected by
the fire that you have in that room. So --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Yes, you know, but
I an at the mercy of --

MR. HARRISON: Therefore, it is an epsilon
delta.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: -- you are going to
use for these other areas. I mean, have the pilots
faced such a situation?

MR. LAUR: For fire modelings or --

MEMBER SHACK: It Is an area by area, |
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think 1s what --

MR. HARRISON: Even the fire PRA is done
area by area. So --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: No, that"s fine.

MR. HARRISON: -- but you"re asking, have
the pilots done a selected implementation?

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Have the pilots
done deterministic evaluation for some areas and risk
for other areas?

MR. BARRETT: Yes, because that®"s what the
rule says they should do. That"s the way the rule 1is
constructed,yes.

MEMBER RAY: Should do or can do?

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Can do.

MR. BARRETT: They have calculated a risk
for each fire area, and they calculated delta risk for
those things that are non-compliant.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Which is my point,
because that®"s the way i1t ought to be done.

MR. BARRETT: That"s the way they did it.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: The question I have
is: has anybody done some areas using risk, some
other areas not using risk?

MR. BARRETT: Yes, the pilots have done
that as well. They have calculated a risk for the
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areas where they have done deterministic compliance,
but they have calculated a risk for that area. So
they know the risk of the area, but they don®t have a
delta risk, because they are in compliance.

MR. HARRISON: But they have a baseline
risk number for that one.

MR. LAUR: George, both the pilots have a
full plant fire PRA. It covers the entire plant, all
fires.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Oh, both --

MR. LAUR: Both plants have that.

MR. HARRISON: They are not doing the
selected where they are --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Not doing what 1 am
objecting to.

MR. HARRISON: Right.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: They are --

MR.  BARRETT: well, in the early
development of the reg guide and 04-02, the concept a
change evaluation PRA was out there, where you would
build a PRA that was only really focused on the areas
where you were non-compliant. No one has chosen to do
that that | know of, but the concept was always that
you should be able to do that.

MR. LAUR: And the burden 1In the reg
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guide, the burden -- or 1 should say the barrier to
that in the reg guide -- even though the reg guide is
guidance -- 1 mean, It can take exception, but -- 1is
the fact that we 1i1nvoke Reg Guide 1.200 for the
technical adequacy, which refers to the PRA standard,
which has all kinds of requirements in it that if you
just did one room -- let"s say you had one room and
you did a risk -- basically a PRA on the room, you
would have a very hard time meeting some of the
requirements across the board In a standard, because
they have to do with the risk profile, the uncertainty
analysis.

They span -- you know, have you determined
the initiating events? We could say, "Well, yes, for
one room.”" | don"t have the standard memorized, but
the standard would tend to make you have a holistic
PRA for the site, not for a room.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: So 1 think we have
exhausted this. 1 mean, you had a comment?

MEMBER STETKAR: Yes.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Go ahead.

MEMBER STETKAR: Thank you. 1 am fearful.

It 1s somewhat related to this, but in a little bit
different spin, and that is that the rule requires --
I quoted i1t -- "assurance that a fire during any
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operational mode or plant configuration will not
prevent the plant from achieving and maintaining fuel
in a safe and stable condition.™

So the rule requires an evaluation of the
fire risk for compliance, depending whether doing a
deterministic or a risk-informed evaluation during all
plant operating modes. How are people complying with
that requirement for shutdown operating modes where 1in
practice nobody has a shutdown risk assessment?
That®"s a question, maybe the pilots can elaborate on
that one when they come up.

What I"m curious about is I"m assuming

they"re wusing some type of ad hoc qualitative

discussion.

MR. LAUR: Yes.

MEMBER STETKAR: Does the reg guide -- how
then -- suppose they do that, they justify the

transition and that the risk is acceptable after the
NFPA 805 transition. And now we are in a new baseline
risk arena. How do licensees then justify changes to
a fTire protection program that may affect the risk --
the fire risk during shutdown and not necessarily have
the same delta risk impact during power operation?
Follow my question?
MR. LAUR: Right.
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MEMBER STETKAR: Because we don"t have now

a baseline risk evaluation for shutdown. All we have

iIs a qualitative justification that the transition is

okay -
MR. LAUR: Let me explain what is --
MEMBER  STETKAR: And the underlying
question is: does the reg guide provide a

disincentive TfTor people to develop TfTull-scope fire
risk analyses for shutdown modes, because they
basically can skirt that issue through some type of
continuing qualitative justification? That"s really
where 1°m coming from.

MR. BARRETT: Let me explain what they"re
doing right now. Okay? What the reg guide does is
endorse 04-02, and 04-02 has a qualitative method to
address non-power operating conditions.

Okay - And what that method does 1is
essentially uses the same analysis tools for the

deterministic side. You identify all of the

components you need for your key safety functions
decay heat removal, inventory control, monitoring. It
ends up tracing all of those cables, locating them in
the plant, and i1t essentially does the same fire area
type damage assessment. Okay?

But then, they take that information and
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they use 1t to develop qualitative tools to reduce
fire risk when there is a chance that, you know, the
worst case is going to happen where let"s say you end
up being at mid-loop and you®ve got very short time.
They"re going to end up putting actions in place to
minimize the fire risk in those areas where the choke
points are, where you could lose all of your -- all of
the means of providing a key safety function. Let"s
say I1t"s decay heat removal.

In that high-risk evolution, you are going
to end up having fire watches. You are going to have
additional fire detectors. You are going to reduce
combustible loading, whatever. They use a variety of
means, which may change on an outage basis, because
each outage is different. Okay?

And they basically end up having to
custom-develop that on an outage basis, because they
have different components that are out of service,
different high-risk evolutions. So i1t has to be
tailored to the outage. but, In essence, they are
doing that analysis uniquely each outage.

MEMBER STETKAR: I understand that. In
the context of George®s earlier question, let"s take a
particular fire, this fire area that we are sitting
in. And the licensee has determined that that fire
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area i1s not in compliance with the deterministic
criteria. So, therefore, they must iInvoke a risk-
informed basis for --

MR. BARRETT: Right.

MEMBER STETKAR: -- acceptability of this
fire area.

Now, I*m assuming that the mitigation
activities that you are describing -- fire watches or

reorganizing outage schedules or, you know, whatever
they do -- is that considered, within the context of
the rule and the reg guide, a deterministic compliance
approach? Or is i1t considered to be a risk-informed
compliance approach?

MR. BARRETT: 1 would call it performance
-- 1t is a qualitative performance-based approach.

MEMBER STETKAR: Performance-based, so
it's —-

MR. BARRETT: So it"s non-compliant to
deterministic rules, because you can have a fire area
where there i1s a pinch point and you can lose all of
the key safety function. The way they are addressing
that is they are taking additional fire protection
defense-in-depth actions to reduce fire risk during
the limited times where i1t would be critical.

MEMBER  STETKAR: But they are not
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quantifying that reduction in the risk.

MR. BARRETT: No, they are not.

MR. HARRISON: But that approach would be
consistent with what Reg Guide 1.174 does right now in
a risk-informed application. IT you don"t have
something that is modeled that it would affect
shutdown, you would invoke -- there is discussion 1in
the reg guide about shutdown and the questions you
asked to satisfy vyourself with that. So it 1s
consistent with that approach.

MEMBER STETKAR: That helps me kind of
think through 1t. Thanks. Let"s move on, because
there are other iIssues.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Well, 1 still don"t
have a sense of whether people feel that doing, you
know, risk evaluations of selected areas 1Is a
reasonable thing to do.

MEMBER RAY: 1 think you need --

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: Is it reasonable?
Or do we want to discuss it at the end of the day?

MEMBER RAY: Well, before you -- you are
talking about the cherry-picking again.

CHAIRMAN APOSTOLAKIS: The cherry-picking.

MEMBER RAY: It seemed to me when 1 -- at

first the answer was we were required to do it, but
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the rule -- you put your lawyer hat on and proved that
wasn"t true, that we didn"t have to do it because
1.174 is in Appendix A, not in the rule.

So then the discussion seemed to go iIn a

the direction of -- but It doesn®"t -- hasn"t happened.
Nobody has done it. And that kind of led off into
the fog, as far as | was concerned. It would seem
like we ought to -- it sounds like everybody at the
table here would be concerned 1f cherry-picking
actually occurred. I"m not sure whether we resolved
that 1t is permitted by the rule, and we have to leave
it that way because of what the rule says or not.
That discussion kind of trailed off 1 thought and
didn®t come to any clear conclusion.

George, perhaps 1 should ask you, where do
you think 1t ended up? Did you win the argument that
it 1s not required by the rule because you can set
criteria different than 1.1747

CHAIRMAN  APOSTOLAKIS: The lawyerly
argument would be the rule allow