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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

* %k

MEETING: PLANT OPERATIONS

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

2 White Flint

11545 Rockville Pike, Room T-2B3
Rockville, Maryland

Thursday, January 20, 2000

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 8:30
a.m.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

JOHN J. BARTON, Chairman, ACRS

JOHN D. SIEBER, Vice Chairman, ACRS

GEORGE APOSTOLAKIS, Member, ACRS

MARIO BONACA, Member, ACRS

THOMAS KRESS, Member, ACRS

DANA POWERS, Member, ACRS

ROBERT SEALE, Member, ACRS

ROBERT UHRIG, Member, ACRS
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PROCEEDINGS
[8:30 a.m.]

MR. BARTON: The meeting will now come to order.
This is a meeting of the ACRS Subcommittee on Plant
Operations. I am John Barton, chairman of the subcommittee,
and Jack Sieber is the vice chairman.

ACRS members in attendance are George Apostolakis
who is scheduled to attend, probably weatherbound at this
time. He's at the hotel. George Apostolakis, late. The
late George Apostolakis. Thomas Kress, Dana Powers, Mario
Bonaca, Robert Seale, Robert Uhrig and Jack Sieber.

The purpose of this meeting is to discuss selected
technical components of the revised reactor oversight
process, including the updated significance determination
process and plant performance indicators. The subcommittee
will gather information, analyze relevant issues and facts
and formulate proposed positions and actions as appropriate
for deliberation by the full committee. Michael T. Markley
is the cognizant ACRS staff engineer for this meeting.

The rules for participation in today's meeting
have been announced as part of the notice of this meeting
previously published in the Federal Register on December
28th, 1999.

A transcript of the meeting is being kept and will

be made available as stated in the Federal Register notice.
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3
It is requested that speakers first identify themselves and
speak with sufficient clarity and volume so they can be
readily heard.

We have received a request from Mr. Jim Riccio of
Public Citizen for time to make oral statements concerning
the revised reactor oversight process. We have received no
written comments from members of the public.

On January 10th to the 13th of this year the NRC
staff held a workshop to discuss lessons learned from the
revised reactor oversight pilot program. For today's
meeting, the staff is expected to discuss the pilot program
results, major issues from the workshop and proposed actions
resulting from lessons-learned and the resolution of the
public comments.

We will now proceed with the meeting, and I call
upon Messrs. Bill Dean and Michael Johnson of NRR to begin.

MR. JOHNSON: Good morning. My name is Michael
Johnson from the inspectorbprogram branch, and the office of
NRR. I have with me at the table Tim Frye, also from the
inspection program branch. I'm going to say some brief
words in terms of an introduction, and then Tim is going to
go a little bit further in the introduction, and then later
on as we go into the day after the NEI presentation we have
Don Hickman who is in the crowd who will talk about

performance indicators. Also we've brought along Doug Coe
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who will talk about the significance determination process.
And those are really the key two technical areas that we
intend to focus in on today.

Just by way of introduction or background, as
you're well-aware we've been working on developing the
revised reactor oversight process. We've had several
briefings for the subcommittee and the full committee on
that process. We began a pilot program in June, in fact we
briefed the ACRS last on the 2nd of June. And at that time
we were just beginning the process.

We had established some evaluation criteria; we
had put in place a series of processes to get feedback from
internal and external stakeholders, including ongoing
meetings with the staff, between us, the program office and
the regional offices, for example, meetings between the NRC
and NEI to get feedback and to continue to develop and work
on issues as we went through the pilot program.

We have performed during the pilot program an
internal survey of the staff to get internal stakeholder
feedback. We have a Federal Register notice, put in place a
Federal Register notice for formal comments from whoever
would comment on the revised reactor oversight process.

We are conducting round-table focus group meetings
in the vicinity of each of the plants, the pilot plants, to

meet with key members of the public, external stakeholders,
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to get their comments. We as was mentioned have just
completed a series of lessons-learned workshops. We had an
internal lessons-learned workshop that we conducted the
first week of January, and then last week we had an external
lessons-learned workshop. And all of those activities were
aimed at getting stakeholder input on the pilot program to
enable us to complete that phase, really the phase of trial,
if you will, the revised reactor oversight process, so that
we can learn lessons and move forward. And the results that
we present today are really based on all of the feedback
that we've gotten to date.

Let me just, before we move forward, let me just
remind us of what the revised reactor oversight process
looks like and what it's intended to do. And I really want
to, I'm anxious to put the slide up and take it down before
George gets here. Every time George sees this slide he has
some interesting questions for us.

This is the framework, the reviged reactor
oversight framework. Again, it starts with the mission; it
looks in the strategic performance area, areas, those areas
being reactor safety, radiation safety and safeguards; and
then focuses in on cornerstones.

The process is built around cornerstones.
Cornerstones are that essential element of information, if

you will, in particular areas that we find necessary to get
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information about, such that we can have assurance that
licensees are fulfilling the ultimate mission.

MR. POWERS: One of the questions that will
probably come up sometime today is, how we address questions
or inspection findings that affect both the reactor safety
and radiation safety, for example. And in many of your flow
charts you come down and you say, is it one or the other.
Well, what do you do when it's both? 2and if you tell me
well, it's a preponderance argument, tell me how I decide
it's a preponderance of one or the other. I mean it's one
of those things that I'l1l know it when I see it, or is it
one of those things that I can make a decision that
everybody will agree, or at least understand, how I made the
decision.

MR. JOHNSON: Okay, Dana, I've got that question
written down, and we'll I'm sure take that on before we --

MR. POWERS: Well, it comes up in connection with
the slide in that for reasons I've never fully understood,
there are a couple of lines drawn from reactor safety to
barrier integrity and emergency preparedness, but not to
mitigation systems, and radiation safety to public and
occupational, but not to barrier integrity or -- I mean why
those two particular lines and not other particular lines
has never been very clear.

MR. JOHNSON: Okay, I understand. Well, let me
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7
just say with regard to discussing, let me come back to the
question. Let us come back during the day to the question
about how we address issues that in fact follow multiple
course lines.

MR. BARTON: You'll probably have to address it
when you go through the flow charts.

MR. JOHNSON: Right, so we'll note those questions
and move on. But this is the framework again, and the
framework is very -- the process is very based on
cornerstones, very much based on cornerstones. And in fact
for each of those cornerstones what we do is we in fact
perform inspection, risk-informed baseline inspection and
other inspection. We look at performance indicators,
performance indicator results. The insights from
inspections are put through a process that evaluates the
significance of the findings, that is the significance
determination process that we're going to spend a lot of
time focusing on today.

Again, we're going to spend time focusing in on
the performance indicators, the combination of those for
each of the cornerstones then apply it against thresholds,
give us insights as to what the performance is, and it's an
entering argument to an action matrix. That action matrix
is how we decide in fact what actions we're going to take

based on performance. And I'll show you an action matrix in
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a second.

Those actions can include management meetings,
licensee expected actions, other regulatory actions that
we're going to take, follow-up inspection that we're going
to take. The action matrix also talks about what kind of
assessment, who would sign the assessment report and in fact
we have an assessment meeting, and in fact it's specific as
to what level of NRC management will be at that public
assessment meeting.

Coming out of the action matrix we can in fact
have more inspection, so that then completes the process.
That's in a nutshell the revised reactor oversight process.

And I mentioned the action matrix. Let me just
put up a somewhat dated version of the action matrix. We're
continually refining the action matrix based on insights
that we have, but the concept of the action matrix then is,
once again, once we have insights based on performance
indicators applied against a threshold, and once we have
inspection findings that we run through the significance
determination process, those then are entering arguments in
this action matrix, and you can see as you move from left to
right, if you have for example a single PI that is in the
white area or a significance -- an inspection finding that
in fact based on the significance determination process is

white, that puts you in this column and you can see that we
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in fact would do a baseline inspection, but in addition to
that we'll do supplemental inspection focused on that
specific area which resulted in a crossed threshold.

And so it's really this action matrix which helps
us lay out both for our staff, for the licensee and for the
external stakeholders, what the range of responses will be
for the NRC based on the performance as measured through the
PIs and through the inspection findings.

That's just a real quick overview of the process,
a reminder, because we haven't gone through this, and it's
been a while since we were talking about the process.

Now, if there are no questions, what we're going
to do again throughout the day is to focus on our part on
the two specific technical areas of concern and I think of
interest to the ACRS, that being the PIs, performance
indicators, and the second area being the significance
determination process.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Mike, excuse me, I'm sorry I was
late. The significance determination process is different
from the action matrix?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, it is. The significance
determination process is the process that we use to gauge
the significance of inspection findings. The output of that
significance determination process is the entering argument,

along with the PIs against thresholds for the action matrix.
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Now, Tim is going to talk about, provide some
words in introduction or background, if you will, to talk
about the very high level pilot program, what it was we were
intending to do overall in the pilot program and what some
of the results were. And then after Tim is finished, and
then after NEI has spoken and we get a chance to come back,
we'll focus very specifically on the SDP and the performance
indicators. Tim?

MR. FRYE: Thanks. Good morning. As Mike
mentioned, my name is Tim Frye, and I work in the inspection
program branch of NRR. For the last year or so I've been
responsible for first developing and then coordinating the
pilot program that is being conducted for the revised
reactor oversight process.

As Mike mentioned, although the focus of this
briefing is on the pilot program results and lessons-learned
for performance indicators in the SDP, we'd first like to
present a brief overview of the pilot program results in
general.

What I'll do is, I'll discuss the overall pilot
results and lessons-learned, issues remaining for initial
implementation of the oversight process at all plants, some
longer term issues, and a schedule to support initial
implementation. And then we'll follow that up with more

detailed discussions on PIs and the SDP.
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First a quick overview of the pilot program. As
I'm sure you're all aware, a pilot program was conducted at
two sites per region. It was a six-month pilot program. It
ran from May 30th to November 27th, 1999.

The purpose of the pilot program was to exercise
the new processes, collect lessons-learned and revise the
processes prior to initial implementation. And although the
pilot program ended on November, '99, in November '99, the
pilot plants have continued under the revised oversight
process.

MR. POWERS: One of the comments this committee
made on this plan when it was first brought before us, was
that the pilot was too short. That it needed to go through
a full cycle to see everything. And I noticed that in your
comments of your review committees that you've frequently
gotten a comment back, and an assessment of criteria, that
insufficient information has been obtained in the pilots to
determine whether criterion has been met or not.

With respect to the short term, do you think you
need to run the pilots longer?

MR. JOHNSON: You're right. The feedback that
we've gotten all along from ACRS, and we've gotten from
others as we've gone into the pilot, was that six months was
going to be tough, challenging to exercise. Many aspects or

most of the aspects of the program we could test, but not
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12
all of the aspects could we test in the short period of six
months that we ran the pilot.

And in fact as you indicate, the results have come
back to illustrate just that. For example, Tim is going to
talk about the results generally, but one of the things that
we want to measure are some of our agency outcome measures
that are things like maintaining safety and improving public
confidence.

And to be honest, even if we had gone with a year
pilot or a year and a half pilot, some of those results are
sort of the longer term things that are very difficult to
measure anyway.

MR. BARTON: Mike, I think the problem that Dana
brings up is that this was the committee's concern, and
you've seen it in the feedback you've gotten from your
workshop and the public comments. And you decided based on
that feedback that you do have to make changes to this
program prior to full implementation, and the concern is,
full implementation is a couple of months away; there's a
lot of things that you have decided need to be worked on,
and those fixes that you're going to make won't have a
chance to be tested because you're going to be in full
implementation.

So you're not really going to know whether the

fixes you made are the right ones, how effective they are,
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13
and the last thing you need is a program that you're going
to fully implement that doesn't have a heck of a lot of
credibility from the public. And that's the concern that
I've got reading all the stuff that's come out of the public
comment and the workshop stuff.

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, actually I should have
answered the question more directly. I think our conclusion
is that based on where we are now is that we have tested the
majority of the program and have sufficient insights to know
whether or not we can move forward, and we've concluded or
are concluding that based on what it is we've learned and
having incorporated the things that we know we need to shore
up about the program, on the 2nd of April we think we'll be
ready to move forward. We're comfortable with the revised
reactor oversight process --

MR. POWERS: You thought that when you set it up,
you went through the exercise, and you still think it -- did
anything about this pilot program change your mind at all?

I mean it seems to me that you --

MR. FRYE: Well, I think what Mike is saying, the
objective of the pilot program was not to do a detailed
program analysis, because we knew we wouldn't be able to do
that based on the short time and limited number of plants.

But what we were trying to do was, at a pretty

high level, see if the processes would work together and
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14
look for fatal flaws that would prevent us from initially
implementing the processes, and we didn't see those.

What we're working on now I think are refinements
to the processes to make them work better.

MR. POWERS: Well, you're looking for fatal flaws,
I mean just because you didn't find them in the short period
doesn't mean they don't exist.

MR. FRYE: Well, that's true. That's true. 2aAnd
you know, when we talked about going to -- when we talked
about what would happen after the pilot program, earlier on
we called this next phase full implementation. Some of the
earlier language we used to describe what we were going to
do talked about full implementation. And we sort of changed
our view a little bit to call it the start of initial
implementation at all sites, and that's really a recognition
of the fact that in a number of areas we're going to need to
do continued development, continued refinement, I should
say, as we go beyond April.

None of us have the expectation that the process
is going to be perfect. One thing that we learned through
the internal lessons on workshop and the external lessons on
workshop is that there are issues that we're going to have
to work on, some of which clearly have to be fixed between
now and April; others of which we have longer, we can work

on during this first year of implementation.
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And that's what I meant when I said we think based
on what it is we know about the process and what it is that
perhaps, Dana, we don't know, but we expect to learn in the
first year of implementation, that we know enough based on
our pilot experience to go forward.

MR. POWERS: I guess what I'm really asking you
for is why is it you're so confident?

MR. JOHNSON: We're going to show you. We're
going to tell you throughout the day of why we're so
confident.

MR. FRYE: I think like Mike said, we're not
confident that the processes are perfect at this point and
there won't be a need for continued refinement throughout
the first year of implementation, but we are confident that
they are meeting the four agency performance goals and that
there is nothing fundamentally wrong with the new processes
that would prevent us from trying them at all the plants and
gaining more insights.

MR. JOHNSON: And the other point, well, the
second thing I'll say is, in agreeing with Tim, is that, you
know, one of the things we have to keep in mind is not just
where we're going, but where we've been. And the pilot
experience has told us that while the revised reactor
oversight process may not be perfect, it is certainly in

many aspects of the things that we care about in terms of
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16
agency goals, the outcome measures and the program goals in
terms of objectivity, you know, scrutibility or how easy is
it to understand the process, predictability.

Much of what the pilot program has told us about
the revised reactor oversight process is that it meets -- it
represents an improvement over our existing processes. And
so again, we're not here to say, and in fact the results
will illustrate to you that the pilot program revised
reactor oversight process as exercised in the pilot program,
it's not perfect. But we think it's an improvement and we
think based on the things that we're going to fix between
now and April, and the things that we've mapped out to fix
as we go beyond April, that it's good enough to proceed.

MR. POWERS: You know, when I was on the other
side of the fence you always wondered whether activities at
the sites may have been influenced by scheduler pressure and
how that may impact safety. But I've got to ask you, do you
feel that you're under scheduler pressure to put a program
in place that really isn't complete, and it in its
incompleteness may miss some indicators which could lead to
safety issues at plants, but you won't be able to know that
because of the changes you need to make to the process to
make it better. 1Is this is a schedule issue only?

MR. JOHNSON: No, I would say no. And in fact,

even if we had -- let me go at it the other way. BEven if we
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17
were to double the number of plants that we were going to
pilot this process at, and then double the length of time,
let's say go another 12 months or another six months on the
pilot program, there are, you know, we still would not have
100 percent assurance that we had hit all the kinds of
issues, all of the exceptions to the processes that we put
in place, 100 percent confidence that we got the right set
of PIs or the complete set of PIs, for example, you know.

And so again, what I'm saying is based on what it
is we've been able to learn from the pilot and all of the
internal and external stakeholder input that we've gotten on
the process, we think we've gotten as much as we can get out
of what it is we've tried to do with the pilot program, and
we're at a point where we do need to take that next step to
continue with the start of initial implementation, and then
to move beyond.

MR. FRYE: Continuing on, some general pilot
program results, pilot program feedback and lessons-learned
indicate that the combination of performance indicators and
baseline inspection program provide an adequate framework to
assure that safe plant operation is maintained.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: How does one reach that
coniclusion? MR. FRYE: Again, it's stakeholder feedback.
It's the results of collecting PIs and exercising the

inspection program. And we had no indications that we were
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18
missing risk-significant aspects of licensee performance,
that there were things out there regarding licensee
performance that concerned us, that we weren't able to take
action on. That would be the basis for that conclusion.

MR. JOHNSON: We didn't find any issues at the
pilot plants that we felt would fall outside of the
framework. I mean the framework is broad and
all-encompassing. The issues that we found in the pilot fit
within the framework. The issues that we found at non-pilot
plants, for example, George, while they weren't under the
process we constantly asked ourselves how would the revised
reactor oversight process have handled this.

And the overwhelming feedback that we got with
respect to the framework and the completeness of the
framework have indicated to us that we just haven't found
holes, significant holes, or really any holes. I don't
think we had any feedback on the adequacy of the framework.

Now, there are questions about this outcome
measure, ﬁhe agency outcome measure of maintaining safety.
And we stopped short of saying that the process will
maintain safety, because we recognize that we need a longer
term look, you can't just look at a limited number of sites
over a six-month period of time.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: So I understand that. Is

maintained is different from well-maintained?
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MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, this bullet means that the
framework that we have in place, the revised reactor
oversight process, is adequate. The framework is adequate
to ensure that safety is maintained. And we will continue
to look, to set up indicators, to measure for example
whether safety is being maintained. 1It's an area that we
need to continue to work on and make sure that safety is
maintained.

But the framework, we believe, is adequate.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: So is this then guaranteeing
that we will not have another incident like the Wolf Creek,
because now we have a framework that will catch these things
before they happen? What exactly does the sentence mean,
you know?

MR. JOHNSON: The sentence doesn't mean that we
won't have another Wolf Creek. The sentence means, because
the process, the process doesn't guarantee that you won't
have a Wolf Creek. What the process does guarantee is that
where there are performance problems we'll catch them at a
level that will enable us to engage, again through the
action matrix, to a point where we'll take sufficient action
up to and including shutdown to ensure that the public is
protected, adequately protected. That's what the process
guarantees, and that's what that first part does.

MR. POWERS: I would read -- the sentence is
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saying that we won't have any more frequently than we have
in the past, Wolf Creek type drain-down events. Or WMP type
events.

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, that's --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Well, yeah, that's where I was
going. I mean are you confident that this process is at
least equivalent to what we have now, which may or may not
be perfect?

MR. JOHNSON: And the answer is, again, we believe
the framework is adequate. Such that this process is
equivalent -- but again, this is an area that we want to
continue to monitor to make sure that in fact we are
maintaining safety, because that's one of the agency's
outcome measures.

We had a meeting this morning with the Office of
Research where we talked about what are the kinds of things
that we need to set up to make sure that we can gauge in
fact whether safety is being maintained.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: How can a framework be adequate
when it eliminates the safety conscious work environment as
a consideration? By fiat or not, it may or may not be a
problem, or your doing. But how can it be adequate when the
rest of the world is saying that safety culture is the most
important thing and so on, and we drop it in three

paragraphs, as I remember, and two lines.
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And again, I'll come back to Wolf Creek. Do you
think, I mean the argument there is that there will be an
impact on the hardware. Do you think that there was an
impact on the hardware? They just opened valves. So you're
not going to see anything.

MR. FRYE: Yeah, I think that's underlying the
concern that we've heard from stakeholders on this issue,
and we have heard that concern and we're evaluating and
dealing with it. Just as you said, the basis for that
concern is how cross-cutting issues such as safety conscious
work environment are being treated by the framework, and PIs
and inspection finding. But we made an assumption that
these kinds of cross-cutting issues would be reflected in
significant inspection findings and performance indicators,
and while we haven't been able to draw any conclusive
answers to confirm that, we feel confident that we can
continue with the process and we will be continuing to
evaluate that if that fundamental tenet is still true and --

MR. BARTON: But you don't even have.a basis, it's
your gut telling you that you think it's going to be all
right, and I think that's what bothers us.

MR. FRYE: I think it's more than a gut feeling,
because we did as best we could exercise that concept during
the pilot program, but obviously we're not sitting here

saying the pilot was sufficient to confirm that, and we've
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heard the comment from stakeholders that there is a concern
out there, and that's the point of trying this at more
plants.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: 1I'm sorry, when you say
stakeholders, which stakeholders raise those concerns, the
licensees?

MR. FRYE: We've heard it a lot from NRC
stakeholders.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: NRC stakeholders, NRC
stakeholder means NRC people?

MR. FRYE: Regions, regions have concerns.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Regions, oh, that's nice to
know.

MR. BONACA: Let me just ask you a question
specific to this. I'm looking at the performance indicators
from the pilot through the end of November. And as I
expected, given the threshold that's high in my judgment,
there are two whites. The rest is all nice and green. And
I can tell you that next year you'll get the same situation.
I mean there are some areas where you'll never see anything
but the green, that's my guess.

So I have a specific question regarding the
performance indicators, which is, do you feel that these
indicators are insightful enough, for example, and that goes

to the pilot, right, I mean you should get sufficient
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insight to decide whether or not your thresholds are placed
in the right location.

I mean I could not possibly respond to a table
such as this with any action, because it doesn't tell me
anything.

MR. JOHNSON: Can I suggest that we're going to
spend, you're going to spend time with NEI and I assume,
Tom, you're going to talk about the PIs, and we certainly
are going to talk about the performance indicators and the
thresholds. Can I suggest that maybe we hold some of the
discussion on the performance indicators and the thresholds
for that?

MR. BARTON: That's fine, Mike, as long as we
cover it.

MR. SEALE: Could I plant one seed, though

about six years ago or so, Zack Pate who was head of INPO at
the time gave a paper at the executives meeting, the CEO
conference for the utilities that I think drew a lot of
attention across the board, both in the Commission and in
the industry, having to do with reactivity management.

We've continued to have some reactivity management
problems, in fact I think there was one recently. If one
goes through and analyzes the significance of these
reactivity management events, in nine out of ten or perhaps

it's 99 out of 100, or it may be even rarer than that, you
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will determine that the reactivity involved did not pose a

significant risk to the plant. And yet the lack of control

in reactivity management is clearly a symptom of a

precursor, or is a precursor that could lead to a serious
event.

I think we've had enough of those to recognize
that that's something that we have to be sensitive to. When
do we stop being risk-driven completely and go back to our
basic understanding that there are certain, if you will,
behaviors that constitute defense in depth, like reactivity
control, that you're going to nail somebody with? I mean
where is that in your assessment process?

MR. JOHNSON: That's a really wvalid point, and in
fact that mirrors some of the feedback that we've gotten.
When Tim talks about cross-cutting issues, human
performance, and George's mention of safety conscious work
environment, you know, we recognize, the staff, the NRC
staff has told us that it is important. They believe it is
important that we continue to be attuned to cross-cutting
issues.

And in fact, George, to correct something that you
said, it's not that the process doesn't consider those
issues, the process, the framework considers those issues,
but what the process says, what the underlying tenet is, is

that if you have a plant that has problems with human
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performance or with safety conscious work environment, or
problem identification resolution, which is sort of related,
that those problems will in fact be evidenced in issues that
you can measure in terms of the significance determination
process or in performance that you can measure in terms of
the Pis, and will ultimately cross thresholds at a time that
is early enough in the performance decline for us to engage.

Now, part of the discussion on cross-cutting
issues has been that there is a lack of confidence on
people's parts that threshold will happen, or that they'll
cross that threshold early enough that there could be these
things or activity control of human performance --

MR. SEALE: You can't be waiting until you have a
failure.

MR. JOHNSON: And so what the process currently
provides for is that where, for example, regions find a
concern, a substantial concern with cross-cutting issues,
even for a plant that is all green, we in fact will raise
that issue, we'll talk about it in the mid-cycle assessment
letter, the assessment letter that we send to the licensee
and the public. We'll talk about it in the letter that we
send out at the end in terms of putting the licensee and the
public on notice that we found that issue and that we think
they need to do something about it.

So you know, there is continuing dialogue on
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cross-cutting issues, all of the cross-cutting issues and
whether in fact we have properly put them in the framework,
again, not whether we've put them in the framework, but do
we have the right threshold, are we engaging at the right
point. That dialogue will continue between now and April.
We're going to set up a working group to continue the
dialogue. Beyond April we'll work on the issue and continue
to refine it, because we recognize that there are things
that are cross-cutting in nature, and there is this level of
discomfort with whether in fact those things will resolve
the issues and get you across thresholds where we can get to
the action matrix and take actions.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: But this is a pretty significant
assumption on your part that the issues related to these
cross-cutting issues will manifest themselves in some
indicator so you will see them. I mean if you can provide
more convincing arguments or evidence that this is the case,
that would be fine.

MR. FRYE: Well, there is a place for issues like
this in the process, and an issue such as that would be
evaluated by the SDP and Doug may be able to talk about this
later in the day, but it would be evaluated by the SDP, and
while it may not result in a white finding or greater, it
would probably result in a green finding. So it's captured

and highlighted in that respect.
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We would expect licensees to take corrective
actions for that, and that's the type of issue that would be
the subject of follow-up inspection on our part in the
baseline inspection program. There are provisions in the
inspection program to review how the licensee took
corrective actions for significant issues such as that. And
we would be involved in that way.

So there is a place in the process for those kinds
of issues.

MR. JOHNSON: But it's certainly true that you've
hit on one of the -- if I were going to sort of characterize
the major lessons learned, the major issues as we go
forward, you've hit on one of them. That's certainly one of
them that we need to --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Which one?

MR. JOHNSON: This issue of cross-cutting issues
and how we treat cross-cutting issues. We'll talk about it
in the Commission paper, we'll talk about it --

MR. BARTON: Can we have more discussion on it in
our full committee meeting in February?

MR. JOHNSON: Absolutely.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Do we have to write the letter
in February, John?

MR. JOHNSON: The 3rd of February.

MR. SEALE: In particular you mentioned inside the
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NRC constituency, the stakeholders.

MR. FRYE: Right, internal stakeholders.

MR. SEALE: Yeah, I think we'd like to hear a
little bit more about what their concerns were.

MR. JOHNSON: Certainly, we can do that.

MR. FRYE: Jumping ahead a little bit, I don't
know if we were going to talk about it some more today, but
we are preparing a Commission paper as I'm sure you're aware
that will, in addition to documenting pilot program results
and criteria results, will be documenting all those issues
and what we're doing about it.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Does the basic inspection
program, I don't remember now, look at how the plant
prioritizes work? If you don't remember, that's fine.
That's fine, we can check it out.

MR. JOHNSON: We'll let you know. Steve Stein,
would you come to the table and sit at the mic? George has
a question that I want to address right now, and we can come
back to it. George?

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: The basic inspection program,
does it check whether prioritization of work is done
properly?

MR. STEIN: Yes. We had an inspectible area that
we called prioritization of work, yes. We've modified some,

we've combined some of the inspectible areas, but the
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requirements go into that. We look at emerging work issues
that come up at the plant to see that they are appropriately
prioritized and worked on.

MR. BARTON: Does it also apply to the
prioritization of corrective action items that result from
inspection findings that you decide not to cite because it's
in a corrective action program; does your program follow
that, to assure that they get the right attention?

MR. STEIN: Mike is nodding his head yes. Not
directly. The baseline program in corrective action space
is set up for the inspectors to have the opportunity and
requires the inspectors to go look at how well licensees are
finding and fixing their problems. And the risk-informed
bases for that tries to get them looking at the more
significant issues.

So the lower level issues that we don't cite
because they are not that significant and go into the
corrective action program, we don't do a full follow-up on
those, but we do sample the corrective action for issues
that may result in a non-cited violation as a check to see
that these lower level issues are still being appropriately
addressed by the licensee.

MR. JOHNSON: And that's what my head nodding yes
refers to, a periodic look that we do at licensees problem

identification resolution, corrective action programs for
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those issues that we flag to make sure that in fact they are
in fact resolving issues and so on and so forth.

MR. SEALE: As I recall, when we heard about the
decision to remove item five or level five violations from
the citing process, there was still a commitment to do a
sampling of the treatment of those items in the corrective
action program, and I assume that's what you're talking
about.

MR. JOHNSON: Right, correct. Yeah, what used to
be level four violations are now non-cited, and yes, the
baseline inspection program in corrective action space
requires the inspectors to draw a sample throughout the
year.

MR. SEALE: Has there been a, well, guidance, I
guess 1is the best way to say it, for the inspectors to --
for the implementation of that particular requirement, and
then I guess it's obvious to say it clearly feeds into the
satisfaction of these conditions for the inspection
programs .

MR. JOHNSON: Yesg, the guidance is in the
inspection procedure, written for that.

MR. SEALE: When did that come out?

MR. JOHNSON: April -- well, before the initial
pilot.

MR. FRYE: It was developed for the pilot program
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and exercised at several pilot plants.

MR. BARTON: We have to move on. You're talking
about a Commission paper would be available in time for the
February full ACRS meeting?

MR. FRYE: ©No, our schedule is having it issued
February 16th to support the March 1st mission brief. I'm
still on this slide. Stakeholder feedback also confirmed
that the NRC's assessment of licensee performance and
actions taken in response to performance issues are more
objective and predictable to the public, and industry.

Risk informing, the inspection program and the
enforcement process has allowed the NRC and licensees to
focus their resources on those issues with the most risk
significance. And based on the results of the pilot program

MR. POWERS: Those are really not true, is it,
what has allowed you to focus your actions on are those
things that you think are most risk-significant during
operations. The fact is that you cannot assess whether
based on the process or the pilots whether the most
risk-significant apply during shutdown operations are due to
fire, based on your pilots.

MR. FRYE: Again, I think we'll be discussing that
in more detail when we talk about SDP in the afternoon.

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, can we come back to that,
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Dana? We'll talk about that as one of the specific areas
that we know we need to do. You've now hit on a second one
of the areas that we know we need to do something with.

MR. FRYE: But the process isn't focused just on
the power operation.

MR. POWERS: Yes, I understand, but the fact is
that you have no evidence right now --

MR. FRYE: Oh, right.

MR. POWERS: -- to support the contention that --

MR. FRYE: We weren't able to pilot that aspect of
the new oversight process, that's absolutely true.

MR. BARTON: But you say it reduces unnecessary
burden but the feedback you get from a lot of internal
people is that this process has increased the burden on the
staffs in the region and particularly inspectors, which
takes away time from inspectors looking at new significant
issues.

MR. FRYE: The comment we received is the pilot
program did increase burden somewhat, but there was a
recognition that a lot of that was due to startup costs
associated with the pilot, and performing a lot of things
for the first time. And I think the stakeholders then also
acknowledged that they expect as the process is implemented
and they become more familiar with it, that they expect

there will be some resource efficiencies that they'll
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recognize.

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, the feedback, actually the
feedback with respect to burden has not been a negative one
from the internal stakeholders. There have been concerns,
you know, folks have talked about the fact that hey, prep
and doc are going up, preparation and documentation time for
an inspection are going up as opposed to the direct
inspection time.

You know, when you look at prep and doc, what has
gone up we believe is preparation time. We think that once
we get the full implementation, documentation goes down. We
think that's the right way to go. We think you ought to
spend more time preparing. When you compare again this
current process with the existing process, and the previous
process even, and the PPR, you know, where you spend a lot
of time at the end of a long period of time trying to figure
out what it all meant, you don't have to do that with this
process because you know on an ongoing basis what it all
meant, because you've exercised the SDP and we're capturing
the time.

So in terms of the burden, I think that's one of
the areas where we a clear success. That's not at all like
some of these other areas where we talk about having to wait
and see.

MR. POWERS: If we look at the SDP process it
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entails preparing some sheets that explore significant
accident scenarios. And I'm sure we'll discuss a lot more
about that. But for the pilot programs, you develop that
knowledge from the IPEs, I think.

Now, aside from the fact that those IPEg have
never been approved for this kind of process, were never
reviewed, have frequently been criticized for not being
representative of plants and are probably terribly out of
date right now, I presume that at some time in the future
that in fact inspectors will try to use something that's
more comprehensive and more up to date. And in fact it will
be from all evidence, an evolving thing.

And so this confidence that having done it once
you'll gain a lot may disappear, because every time they
prepare an SDP sheet they're going to have to use something
more updated. I mean it is not going to be a rote
preparation in the significance determination process
sheets.

MR. JOHNSON: Can we save that, can we save our
response, Dana, to your question? I've written it down, and
Doug is going to talk about SDP, and SDP as we move forward.
Again, I think SDP has been one of the real successes of the
revised reactor oversight process. But there are
challenges, as you point out, with making sure that the

sheets that we have, the work sheets that the inspectors
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will use once you get beyond the initial screening, that
those remain, that those are in fact reflective of the true
risk, true initiating event frequencies, the true mitigation
remaining at the plants. We'll talk about that a little bit
as we go forward.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Let's talk about those at the
appropriate time, about the use of the IPEg. It seems to me
there is a selective use of IPEs. I mean we just got an
example, but the August 9th, 1999 response to our letter
does that very well too.

We can't use them because there is wide
variability in the quality of these models. We can't use
them to determine plant-specific performance indicators, yet
we can use them in the SDP process on the same page, and
that response we can use them to look at the
vulnerabilities.

So what is it that makes one part of the IPE
useful to the process, and another part not?, you know,

MR. JOHNSON: Okay.

MR. FRYE: Okay, I think I'm ready for the next
slide, moving on.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: You are behind, I think.

MR. FRYE: A little bit behind schedule, but
that's all right.

MR. JOHNSON: He got help.
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MR. FRYE: Next thing I wanted to cover were some
issues that we need to resolve, and this isn't a complete
list, but these are some of the more significant issues that
we need to resolve for initial implementation.

For performance indicators and SDP we'll be
talking about these in more detail in later presentations.
But for performance indicators there are several performance
indicators where we're going to be looking to revise and
clarify guidance, thresholds, definitions based on a
historical data submittal that we'll be getting from all
plants on January of 2000, actually tomorrow I think is when
all the data will be coming in. So we'll be looking to look
at some of the definitionsg in the thresholds before initial
implementation.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: If you look at this, and maybe
it's covered in the next slide under long-term issues, it
appears there are only implementation issues, and I really
would like to see maybe in February, or later today, but
February for sure, a list similar to this with the major
assumptions that have been made in the methodology that are
not really supported very well vyet.

Now, that's a hard thing to do for someone who is
developing a methodology. But so maybe the alternative is
to list all the major assumptions that you think are made in

developing this process, and then maybe we can address
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together, you know, I mean I'm sure you will think about it,
how valid some of them are, and others -- and as I say,
maybe under your long-term issues you already have several
of them.

But I don't want us to give the impression that
there are only implementation issues. They are more from
the mental issues, that we have to think about. And this is
not unreasonable. I mean you are really changing a lot of
things. So I'm not blaming you for having those issues,
this is part of the process of developing something new.

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah, we can certainly do that.
We'll think about it, maybe we can come back to it today.
We'll certainly hit it on the 3rd of February, and we've
already begun touching some of the assumptions like the
cross-cutting issues, that assumption, and we'll have it --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Sure, yes, thank you.

MR. FRYE: For the SDP, and again Doug will talk
about this in more detail, but we still need to complete the
initial development of several aspects of the SDP dealing
with internal events, containment, shutdown for example.
There are implementations for other processes that we need
to resolve for initial implementation.

For example, for enforcement, actually for PI
reporting, we need to develop the guidance that will

describe how the tendency of FAR 50.9 in enforcement will be
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applied to PI data reporting inaccuracies.

For assessment, we want to work on clarifying the
process for deviating from the assessment action matrix when
it's necessary to do so. And for information management
systems, we still need to trial run the internal systems
that we'll be using for collecting and processing both PI
data and inspection data.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Excuse me, let me come back to
my earlier point. Mike, I violated one of my own, not
principles, arguments that I raised in the past. When you
list the major assumptions, actually it would be extremely
useful if your view graphs had two columns. One is, how is
this handled now, and how is the new process handling it.
Because you are not really striving to develop the perfect
process right now, but I think that would go a long way
towards convincing people, perhaps, that this is better.

In other words, okay, we're talking about safety
culture. Well, how is it handled now, and what are you
doing about it, the cross-cutting issues, the safety --

MR. JOHNSON: Sure, I understand. I understand
exactly.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: That may be a little bit more
work, but --

MR. POWERS: George, telling him that will make

him immune to some of the criticisms and questions that
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we're laying on him now.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Well, but that's only fair.
That's only fair. I mean --

MR. POWERS: ©No, there's no rule that says we have
to be fair.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: ©No, no, but it's out of the
goodness of my heart.

MR. SEALE: Softening him up.

MR. BARTON: Beware of Greeks bearing gifts.

MR. FRYE: Some of the longer term issues that
will be -- we know there are issues for resolution, but we
don't need to resolve them for initial implementation for a
number of reasons. Either we need more data to resolve the
issue, or -- that's probably the main reason.

For many of the PI definitions, we recognize the
need to make them more consistent across the industry. One
of the -- numerous comments we've received have highlighted
the fact that for regulatory burden's sake if for nothing
else, our indicator definitions and guidance for the revised
oversight process need to be as consistent as possible with
the PIs, for example, in WANO, and the maintenance rule. So
we'll be working on that.

During the first year of implementation we'll be
continuing with the program's self-assessment. It will be

focusing on things such as inspection procedure, scope and
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frequency and resources required for the inspection program.
Again, we just didn't collect enough guidance. We think
we're close on a lot of these things but we just need more
data to revise scope and frequency and resources.

There still will be a lot of work for SDP after
initial implementation, completing the development of many
of the aspects of it including shutdown and containment
SDPs. And as we've already mentioned, one of the big things
we'll be doing during the first year of initial
implementation is continuing to evaluate the fundamental
tenet, that cross-cutting issues are reflected in the
indicators we're collecting, both performance indicators and
inspection findings, and testing that assumption with
additional data and comment and making revisions as we need
to.

MR. POWERS: I've not looked ahead on your slides,
and so maybe you have more long-term issues, but I'm
surprised not first among these is the challénge that you
face in trying to get the levels in your significance
determination process approximately the same between power
operations and those things that will never have a
quantitative background, and for instance, your safeguards
and securities sort of things will forever be a more
judgmental process.

And it certainly is not evident to me that the
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existing significance determination process for those kinds
of findings bears a risk equivalency to the things that you
find in the power operations.

MR. FRYE: That's definitely one of the issues we
do have, and it's reflected in the Commission paper. It
didn't make the slide, but it is an issue we're working on
to ensure that a white finding is a white finding across the
framework, which you have to have that to allow the action
matrix to work.

MR. POWERS: That seems like a real challenge to
make that somewhat equivalent when there's no possibility
really of quantifying one member on the --

MR. FRYE: And I haven't looked ahead either,
recently, but I believe that is covered in the SDP slides as
one of the issues that we're --

MR. POWERS: But it's highlighted throughout the
material, I'm just surprised it didn't make this.

MR. SEALE: Perhaps a better articulation, though,
also the process when you go from the specific question of
risk significance to the general point of concern, even
though the risk for the particular event involved was
relatively low, lacked the reactivity addition problem,
would help bridge that as well because clearly you want to
indicate, I think you want to indicate that even where you

have risk measures there are other considerations that bring
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issues into the forefront.

MR. FRYE: The last thing I wanted to cover before
turning it over to Tom Houghton for NEI is the schedule that
we're on for initial implementation. We are as I already
mentioned, we are developing a Commission paper, and the
purpose of that is to forward to the Commission the pilot
program results, lessons-learned, stakeholder comment, what
we're doing about it, and the staff's recommendation for
initial implementation.

A Commission paper is scheduled to be issued
February 16th to support the March 1st Commission brief, and
the schedule right now is initial implementation for all
plants effective April 2nd, that's the schedule we're
working towards, and we haven't found a reason that we can't
meet that so far. There's certainly a lot of work to do.
All the procedures need to be revised and commented on and
finalized as an example of some of the work that needs to be
done, but we're still on that schedule. We feel we can meet
it.

As I already mentioned, we will be doing -- the
work doesn't stop. Following initial implementation we'll
be continuing doing program self-assessments as we collect
more data, more evaluation, and we'll be making changes as
necessary throughout the first year of -- not just the first

year of initial implementation, but following initial
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implementation the processes aren't static. I just want to
make sure there's a recognition of that.

With the goal of doing continuing evaluation,
collecting additional lessons-learned and reporting to the
Commission again by June 2001 the results of the first year
of initial implementation.

And that's all I had.

MR. BARTON: All righty.

MR. HOUGHTON: Good morning. My name is Tom
Houghton. I'm representing the Nuclear Energy Institute
this morning. I've been working on this project for about a
year and a half now. Prior to that I was up at the
Millstone Plant with Dr. Bonaca working on the root cause of
the breakdowns and the recovery of the oversight department
up there for about two years.

I guess I would like to start my presentation
fairly far into it, and then with some conclusions I think
to show where industry feels we are right now in this new
program, and to address probably first the question about --
this is on the third from the last sheet that you have in my
handout -- the PI resultg that came out.

I think what you've seen is the fourth quarter
results from the staff, but during the process there were a
fair number of white PIs that came out. And these were, a

large number of these, were in the area of what I have SEC,
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the security performance index, which is an index of a
measure of the availability of the IDS and the E field type
equipment for the protected area.

The safety, SSFF, is the safety system functional
failures. There were a number of plants that exceeded the
threshold for those. Quad Cities exceeded the scram
threshold in its data that covered 1998. Let's see what
else, Hope Creek had a quarterly surveillance failure of its
RCIC, and that caused it to be in the white zone. Salem
also exceeded RCS activity, and Quad Cities had a failure
during a quarterly surveillance of its RCIC which led it to
be into the white.

Power changes, FitzPatrick, this is the indicator
that measures the number of uUnanticipated power changes
greater than 20 percent, and FitzPatrick had exceeded that
indicator. Some of the other ones that don't show up on
here were in the more historical data, such things as the
ERO participation which measures the participation of the
emergency response organization such that they have to have
performed in an evaluated drill, exercise or actual event
over the previous eight quarters.

MR. BARTON: How come I don't see that against
Hope Creek and Salem, when I thought they had, I thought I
read someplace where they did have some problems with

implementing EP, missing notifications, mis-classifying
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events and I don't see any --

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, that was handled under the
SDP. What you do with the performance indicators, what
you're looking at is an accumulation of errors over a set
time period. The white at Hope Creek as I understand it was
based on a repeat failure in actual events, and the
significance determination process which complements this
process picked that up.

MR. BARTON: So the other part of the significance
determination process could pick up an issue like that, but
it wouldn't be reflected in the performance indicators?

MR. HOUGHTON: It does count in the indicator.

But you need to have dropped below a 90 percent success rate
in the actual classification notification and PARs over a
two-year period. What you measure is the total number of
successful classgifications, notifications and PARs over the
total number of opportunities you had to do that, so --

MR. BARTON: Yet it really only takes one
mis-classification in a real event and you're really in deep
doo-doo.

MR. HOUGHTON: Absolutely right. And that's what
the significance determination process goes after.

MR. BARTON: But yet that won't show that that's a
weakness at that site, by the PI process.

MR. HOUGHTON: TIf there are enough of them it will
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show it. 1If it's a singular event --

MR. BARTON: Well, there were more than one during
drills. And all I'm saying is you know, in a real event you
can't afford to have the one, but yet that weakness,
repetitive weakness in drills and mis-classifying events
still doesn't show up in this new process. Okay, I don't
like it, but I hear what you're saying.

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, sir, it does show up in the
process, which includes the significance determination.

MR. BARTON: All right.

MR. HOUGHTON: Any other questions about those
historical --

MR. POWERS: Let's see, on the historical thing,
did you run into any situations in the pilots where somebody
was in the white, and the fact is he's always going to be in
the white because of some peculiarity of design?

MR. HOUGHTON: We didn't run into that. The
manual suggests that there may be instances like that.

MR. POWERS: Yes, it does.

MR. HOUGHTON: And the initial historical data is
going to provide a good opportunity for us to see where the
whole industry is in these indicators. There are some
plant-unique designs which require a different threshold,
such as the plants with isolation condensers. Some of the

CE plants have different RHR configurations which will
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require us to look at, and the NRC, to loock at that data.
Some of the PIs we're not sure about that were based on
expert judgments, such as the security index, and you can
see that there were a lot of white findings in that area,
more than one would have expected.

MR. POWERS: It seems to me it's a bad idea to
have a white indication for a plant always that it can just
never get out of. I don't know whether you share that
feeling or not. 1Is that going to be best treated by
changing the definitions like in the NEI document, or should
it be changing the PI or thresholds, or how do you think
that should be handled?

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, I think we'll see when we
have a significant period of data, and we're collecting two
years of data or enough data to create at least one data
point, which for the, for instance, the safety system
unavailability is a three-year period.

There is a --

MR. BARTON: Tom, a question. Why are some of
those three years and some two years and some annual and
some 7,000 hours, and -- why can't there be, you know, a
consistent basis so these things all kind of track?

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, a couple of reasons. A great
number of them are on an annual basis, and that shows more

recent performance. Some of those, though, that are annual
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such as the scrams and the transients require normalization,
because they only happen during critical hours. So those in
fact are normalized in that one year period.

MR. BARTON: Thanks.

MR. HOUGHTON: Something like safety system
functional failures is a one year period because that's more
reasonable to expect, that that reflects the behavior in the
plant. Some of the ones that are longer, such as the
emergency planning performance and participation, is a
two-year period so it will encompass the biannual required
exercise and the company's exercise, and you don't do those
that often, so that's why it's a two-year period.

MR. BARTON: I can understand that omne.

MR. HOUGHTON: The security ones are one year;
let's see, the ANS notification is one year. The
risk-significant scrams, the scrams that are more
significant, there are very few of them, and a one year
period would probably be difficult to set a threshold that
was meaningful, so that that's a three-year period such that
we have a meaningful indicator.

The safety system unavailability is meant to cover
a long enough period so that you have reasonable data. We
followed from INPO, WANO, in that the use a 12 quarter
rolling average for that, and that data that they had helped

us determine the green/white thresholds, and it provided a
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baseline of information.

I think that's -- is that --

MR. BARTON: I understand.

MR. HOUGHTON: So there were different reasons.

We were aiming mostly for a one year indicator to indicate
more recent management and operations and maintenance
behavior.

MR. SEALE: It's interesting. I look at this, and
it strikes me that in this short period of time it's wvery --
it's suggested that either the student is learning how to
take the test, or the tester is learning how to ask the
questions. Because if you delete security issues for five
plants, which were in every quarter of the first four, the
bottom numbers now become five, one, three, three, two. And
doing the -- the first question then is, what happened with
security at the end of the second quarter of '99, and the
second one is, is it really true that people are learning
how to do the -- they're learning the process?

MR. HOUGHTON: Yeah, it's an interesting -- it's
human behavior, you know. If someone measures something,
people are going to take action on it. It's a Hawthorne
effect or if you'd like to think of it in that point of
view, that there's reaction to being measured.

The security performance index measures -- it's an

indirect measure, because it is just an indicator, because
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it looks at compensatory hours. And under security plans, a
guard going out to compensate for a field that is down is
considered perfectly appropriate, okay.

So at some plants from an economic point of view
in the past they would be more likely to over a weekend,
say, or for some other reason, to post a guard out there
rather than fixing the equipment more immediately.

Now that this is an indicator, okay, there's
greater attention being paid to the performance of the
equipment, and quite honestly some of the executives have
said to me gee, I didn't realize that our equipment was down
that long.

MR. SEALE: The problem has graduated to the front
office.

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir. That's also the case, I
might add, in the ERO participation where plants had perhaps
five teams for the emergency plan rotating through. And in
the past quite often only the first team or two would be
involved in the graded exercise. Under this system, some of
the plants will be reporting white in the indicator for
participation, because in fact they did have a large number
of people on the roster and not everybody got to participate
in things that were graded, where the pucker factor was
higher.

And I think we'll see, in fact in historical data
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which was before this, there were a number more which were
white in that ERO participation.

The goal really is for everyone to be in the
green. We're not hoping for a bell curve distribution,
where there's always somebody singled out or considered to
be not performing well. And we did take -- many of the
indicators were derived from data for the green/white
threshold, were derived from data from '95 to '97, and
industry has continued to improve since then, so it should
drive up into the green.

MR. POWERS: I guess it's really quite interesting
and even exciting when you tell me that people in management
positions have responded to the findings by saying gee, I
didn't know our equipment was down so much of the time.

That makes me feel like this may be a really worth-while
process here.

MR. HOUGHTON: We think it is, and we also think
that the significance determination process has improved the
dialogue between licensees and management. The pilot
program which included two plants from every region, the
activities that went on, a lot of learning, of course, and
it took more time than people thought.

But usually the issues focused around what's the
risk significance of this violation or condition that I

found such that they could get at what was really going on
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and what was most risk-important.

The licensees liked that, that the talk was going
on to the so-what of the violation, not that any --
compliance still is required and they understand that.

MR. BARTON: But Dana, if you'wve got an effective
corrective action system, you've got the items prioritized
and you've got them categorized by area, by component, by
discipline or something, management should not be surprised,
because management should know from the corrective action
system and the reports that they get, that security
equipment is on its can. So this process doesn't need to
tell management that.

MR. POWERS: In principle, but I also appreciate
the fact that the managers probably get reports on a lot of
things, and maybe this brings up to the surface that was
easy to skim over.

MR. SIEBER: Maybe I could make a comment. I've
worked at a lot of plants, and a couple that come to mind
are plants that I consider very good, and every plant that
I've ever worked at uses performance indicators of one type
or another. But if I contrast what I've seen here, compared
to performance indicators that very good plants use, they
have a lot more of them. Secondly, they're not all in the
green, even though they're number one plants. And they're

more discriminating, and the whole idea is to allow
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management to focus on the issues that need improvement.

If I see charts like Dr. Bonaca put forward, thatv
is all green, or your chart, it doesn't tell me anything.
And so I wonder, you know, is the standard too low or is the
mesh too coarse for us to really pick up the trends in
advance of some kind of more significant event?

MR. BONACA: I would like to, and I agree with
that. 1In fact I'd like to point out that INPO uses some
indicators similar to this. And different from plants that
are all in the green on these indicators, INPO rates plants
one through five. And I am trying to understand, you know,
there is a decoupling there almost between these indicators
which seem to be a very high level, and non-discriminating,
and the ratings that the plants get. And I wonder, you
know, what this means in terms of the NRC process now that
it's becoming similar, because it's using the same
indicators but also has qualitative assessments. Is it
going to happen the same way, that the indicators are not
discriminating enough, and therefore you go back to the old
system of using qualitative judgments to almost rank plants,
although you don't provide a ranking here.

I mean there is a very strong similarity with what
the industry is doing here, isn't it? MR. HOUGHTON: I
guess I would say the overall ranking of plants that INPO

does is a subjective ranking, and it's a ranking system
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which industry is willing to accept someone's subjective
judgment. I think when we're judging nuclear power plants
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that we should be
judging on objective standards, try to minimize the
subjectiveness of it, and that the combination of the
performance indicators which are objective and the
significance determination process, which while it does
involve some judgment is much more -- it's a much better
tool for looking at how significant is this deficiency.

Following along with what Jack said, I've seen a
lot of plants with performance indicators also, and I would
-- I guess 1I'd make two points. The first is that it's
almost like in systems theory when you look at higher and
higher 1eyels‘of management .

At the lower level, the top person doesn't want to
know the 85 indicators that someone's using. He wants to
know the outputs of that system. And the outputs from that
system from the NRC's point of view are safety; from the
board of directors the outputs are production numbers and
cost numbers.

As you go down in the organization the level of
detail and the number of performance indicators gets much
more specific. It also, the second point is, it gets much
more honed to what are the problems in the organization.

These performance indicator systems change over time as to
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what the particular problem is. If you're finding that you
are having more performance -- more procedural errors, you
probably will design some more procedural error type
performance indicators.

When that problem goes away, it's not worth
spending your time on that, so that you'll shift over to
something else.

MR. BARTON: I want to gquestion something you
said. I would wish that upper management was interested in
more than production and cost. If they're not interested in
safety it's going to cost them more than they can afford.

MR. HOUGHTON: That was an omission on my part. I
definitely meant that.

MR. BONACA: Yes, but going back to the initial --
if in fact these indicators are going to be generally green,
as an example, and I know for a fact that INPO tracksg are
generally green at plants, and yet you have plants with
ratings of one and two and three, it means the indicators
are not discriminating enough. And that's the whole point
I'm trying to make, is that are the thresholds too high, are
they set in a way that they don't give you the information
that you need.

MR. POWERS: I think maybe we're wrestling with
the issue of whether these indicators are useful for

managing a plant, and I think we would be much more
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distressed if they were to set up indicators that looked
like they were trying to manage the plant. These are like
graduate school grades, and maybe not graduate thesis
advisor comments, that they're reflecting if a safety
assessment on how safe is safe enough rather than how can
you get better and how should you manage this to cut cost.

MR. BONACA: Yeah, you see the point, and I agree
with that, but when you have all indicators from INPO green
that you get a three at your plant, that spurs a lot of
activities to improve performance.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Mario, may I say this, in the
staff's August 9th memo, the data used represented a
distribution of the highest volume for that indicator for
each plant, for the period of data collection, which was
five years. So you remember those bars?

MR. BONACA: Yes.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: That was the highest observed
over five years, and then we take the 95th percentile of
that distribution. Is it any wonder everything is green?
And why they should be plant specific?

MR. JOHNSON: Michael Johnson speaking, if I could
just cut in for a second, I'm dying to say something.
Someone mentioned the fact that are the PIs or the
performance indicator thresholds good enough for -- and I

would add to that, that you need to keep in mind, good
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enough for what.

If we were, if the NRC were trying to manage the
plant I would suggest that they are not good enough, and you
would want something that allows you to get down to a lower
level, for example, to see what's actually going on at your
plant. And in fact a number of the plants, several of the
pilot plants have in fact established thresholds that are
more aggressive than the NRC thresholds.

For example, there is a Cooper set of thresholds
where there will be a Cooper white or a Cooper yellow based
on some objective indicator that happens well-before you get
to the NRC white threshold, because licensees want to make
sure, management wants to make sure that they don't run,
they don't cross these thresholds.

Remember, what we're after in terms of the revised
reactor oversight process, is to allow that band of
performance where the licensee manages their performance.
And so these thresholds are set such that we pick up
licensee management in situations where they are not
managing within that acceptable band of performance.

And so that's what we had in mind when we set
thresholds for the PI, particularly --

MR. BONACA: I don't agree totally with this. I
understand where you're going, but if I look for example at

emergency preparedness, you have cases where if you have a
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procedure which is not properly implemented you would rate a
white or a yellow. There are cases where you are managing
in fact the activity as you did before.

So what you're saying, I understand where you're
going, but it's inconsistent, and the point that Dr. Powers
picked up before, again, depending on the indicator you're
using there is inconsistency here. In some cases, just
didn't manage the process. You're expecting that certain
implementations take place, and then never find that. In
other cases, when it comes down to initiators and systems
performance, you're doing something very different, and
that's what I don't like, there's a discrepancy there in the
way it's being implemented.

MR. SEALE: One thing they list on the previous
page there, there were plants where it's suggested to me
that I want to go back and look at the corrective action
program.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Are we going to be discussing
the performance indicators later?

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes. And now, also.

MR. BARTON: Are you talking about them now? Are
you talking about the staff's presentation of them?

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Yeah, I think the questions are
more appropriately addressed to the staff.

MR. BARTON: Moving right along, Tom.
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MR. HOUGHTON: Let me just -- well, I think as
usual you're hitting on all the key issues, so it's
certainly good. Conclusions that the industry would reach

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: You must be a very experienced
presenter. You jump to the conclusion. This is beautiful.
I congratulate you, sir.

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, someone gave me the horse --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: I really congratulate you.

MR. HOUGHTON: We feel the oversight process is a
significant improvement for all stakeholders. The
information is available quarterly on the NRC's website,
rather than once every 18 to 24 months. It's much more
detailed information than a one, two or three subjectively
developed score. The individual can click down and see the
charts that were involved, and the raw data and the
comments. They can click onto the inspection findings and
see that, and they can I believe still click down into the
inspection reports themselves, so that rather than having to
go through the local library or the document room and search
through records, they've got it and it burrows down right to
it.

The industry stakeholders feel like they're
getting more immediate feedback and they're getting more

feedback which is related to the safety significance of
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what's going on.

The performance indicators in SDP are not perfect,
I don't have to tell you that. But we feel they're good
enough to proceed. And you'll hear a lot of potential
future PIs and changes to PIs and looking at these
thresholds to see i1f they are good thresholds.

MR. BARTON: Good enough to proceed based on what?
Why do you feel that way?

MR. HOUGHTON: I feel it's good enough to proceed
because we have a better program than we have right now.

The inspections have all been rewritten to look at risk;
there are tools for the inspectors to look at what systems
are most risk-significant for them; there are better
attributes that look at the cornerstones of safety, so they
know what the objective is, rather than there was a
signature missing on page 15 of the surveillance test.

The performance indicators are there, they're
providing more information. I think it's an improvement
over what we have now, and --

MR. BARTON: But is it good enough to give you a
warning on adverse trends? That's the bottom line. Or do
you have to do more work on them before you have that level
of comfort? MR. HOUGHTON: I think one should always look
to see what improvements you can make to it. But I think

this program is better, and by proceeding you're not
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excluding the ability to make changes to it.

MR. SEALE: One of the concerns, though, is that
around here it seems while you may have all kinds of
intentions to keep working to perfect the product and so on,
once it gets the imperial stamp on it, after the end of the
rule-making and so on, it's sacrosanct for at least ten
years. And that's the thing that concerns us.

MR. HOUGHTON: I think that based on historical
data, that's probably good concern. We have gone gquite far
in looking ahead, though, in terms of performance indicators
in that we know that there are ones that are missing that we
want to add, and we know that there are areas that there can
be improvements in, and we're going to formalize a process
that's similar to what we've been doing over the last year
and a half, such that we would have a process involving all
stakeholders in looking at additional performance indicators
and revisions to performance indicators.

And the sorts of things that obviously need to be
done, is you need to identify a candidate performance
indicator. Certainly that could come from anywhere.
Validating the PI addresses the attributes of importance is
important, that you make sure that this is information that
will add to your understanding of the safety in that
cornerstone, or whether it's just interesting information.

The third item, obtain concurrence on the proposed
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PI and develop definitions and clarifying notes so that we
know what we're talking about when we go out to collect
historical data, if there is available, that can be
collected. We had some problems early on in developing the
performance indicators where we didn't have clear
definitions, and so we were -- we wound up collecting
different sorts of things and had to trace back and go
through and get the right data.

MR. BARTON: Tom, historical data apparently is
voluntary, and have all plants volunteered to provide
historical data or are there still a bunch of holdouts and
why, if there are?

MR. HOUGHTON: During the process we had a safety
assessment task force which had about 15 members on it. And
those members agreed to provide data. We also used a lot of
the data that was publicly available or that was available
through INPO. The AEOD indicators were used for transients,
although the definition was a little bit different. The
safety system functional failure data was there. Scram data
was there. We used the INPO safety system performance
indicators for that, so that we -- that information was made
available, and the task force made available additional
information through NEI.

For going ahead with this full program, it is a

voluntary program. The chief nuclear officers have agreed
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in their meetings at NEI that they will all agree to
participate and provide data in the system. In terms of
additional data, research has some already. Our task force
is still willing and is anxious to go ahead with providing
data for analysis.

MR. BARTON: Thank you.

MR. SEALE: This is a good point to ask you one
guestion now. Earlier I mentioned Zack Pate's reactivity
control paper to the operating officers.

MR. BARTON: CEOs.

MR. SEALE: CEOs, yeah. And also made the point
that I have problems finding out where you go from the PIs
with their risk signature to the general concern for
reactivity management and accepting the facts that a
non-risk significant error is still a valid concern as an
indicator of potential problems in the future.

Now, my impression is that the industry bought
into the concern for risk management with as much real, I
won't call it enthusiasm, but real concern, as the NRC had.
And it strikes me that it would be very worthwhile for the
industry to look very carefully at this process and see
where there are cases where you should be sure you have the
capability to bridge from PI problems to these real
fundamental, what I called earlier, defense in depth

concerns for your plant performance.
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If you can integrate that into this discussion,
that would be a significant contribution, I think.

MR. HOUGHTON: A couple of thoughts. First off,
you've very right that the industry did take aboard those
comments, and I have worked on recovery in addition to
Millstone at Salem and at Indian Point Three during their
recovery from being on the watch list. 2And in all three of
those cases, there was significant special training for
operators in reactivity management and respect for the core.
In fact I think that's what Virginia Power calls their
program, is respect for the core, and they have video tapes
that are used.

MR. BARTON: Well, the industry was required to,
if it was an SOER came out, the industry had to implement
programs on reactivity management. I don't know what
happened at Nine Mile, but industry supposedly did implement
the program. And yet events still occur on basic reactivity
program breakdowns, and I don't know whether that shows up
in -- that's a low risk item, but yet it's bothersome.

MR. HOUGHTON: Did you want to say something?

MR. SIEBER: No, go ahead.

MR. HOUGHTON: These indicators are not going to
get directly at concern for reactivity management. That is
an area of management --

MR. BARTON: Where will that get picked up? Where
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does the process pick up the fact that people are still
having reactivity management issues, even though they're low
risk?

MR. HOUGHTON: They are --

MR. SEALE: They're precursors to something --

MR. HOUGHTON: They are precursors. They are
entered into the corrective action programs. The
sensitivity to reactivity management is very high. Those
issues get high priority in corrective action programs. The
indicators that do give us a clue that there may not be good
practices going on, are things such as these transients.

The transient indicator is not a risk-informed indicator,
but it does show whether the operations and maintenance is
being performed and whether people are paying attention to
plant conditions.

MR. SEALE: What generates the SOER for the next
kind of problem like this, if your inspection program does
not include those concerns?

UNIDENTIFIED STAFF MEMBER: Well, let me defend
Tom here, it's not his inspection program, it's ours, so I'd
like to -- if Mike can -- let me kind of give you -- it's in
the program. In fat we still have the process, and this is
one of the positives that build on what we have. It's still
identified, and I think Mike or one of the guys later will

address, one of the big issues we have is the level of
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documentation of what kind of things need to be in
inspection reports. A reactivity problem that would exist
would likely hit that level, it would be on the web page, it
would be listed as green. Green doesn't mean we're
interested, green means it still has to be fixed. 2and it
may not hit a risk threshold in the SDP because it's still
there, but it is clearly not ignored.

Now, the wvalue of the new system is, it will be
recorded, it will be there, which means quite honestly in
the checks and balances, one of the pluses from the program
is with visibility comes accountability, which means if
groups and public interest groups want to challenge the fact
we said that's green, we welcome the challenge, and I don't
mean that in a defensive way, but welcome the opportunity to
reexamine how we've called it. But it would be listed,
it would be there, it would be highly visible, and at that
level that would be hard for anybody to ignore, so it's not
simply saying it's going into this 10,000 item corrective
action program, and gee, it might or might not get done.
It's going to have a higher level of visibility, and when
you do that, there's no plant in this country that even
wants us listing a green item underneath that indicator.
They'd like to see it blank. Green still needs to be fixed.

That one we'll pick up, and it's a precursor to --

I'm going to ask Mike to make sure they cover how much is
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enough in an inspection report. That because a very, very
important question for us, at what level do you not document
and what level do you document. So we do have that record.

MR. SIEBER: I guess one of the areas that at
least I'm struggling with, and maybe some others, is the
fact that we all recognize that there can be
risk-insignificant events occur that has as a root cause or
series of root causes things like inattention to detail, bad
procedures, poor marking of equipment and there's a ton of
stuff that's out there.

MR. SEALE: Just bad habits.

MR. SIEBER: Yeah, bad habits, and a lot of that
we call safety culture, and nobody has really figured out
how to define quantitatively what safety culture is. On the
other hand, a big event that is risk-significant is going to
be caused by these precursors, and the precursors aren't
here. That's what the problem is.

MR. SEALE: Yeah. The reason I addressed the
question, Tom, is that as John pointed out, a lot of the
historical data is in the utilities, and they're the people
that are best familiar with that to polish the facets on
these exotic things, if you will. And so, you know, we're
all in on this together, let's face it. This is a problem
that faces everybody in the nuclear industry, whether

they're a regulator or an operator.
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MR. HOUGHTON: Issues of these precurgors and
looking for extent of condition, common cause, are
incorporated in utilities' corrective action programs. And
INPO has recently published a principles for self-assessment
and corrective action programs. They've also asked
utilities to respond to them, I believe by the end of March,
on how they're doing relative to those principles.

So it is understood in this new process, the
continuing importance of compliance and the continuing
importance of a very rigorous self-assessment and corrective
action program.

At the risk of stepping into the argument about
performance indicators in the corrective action programs or
safety conscious work environment, I think that one should
have them. However, trying to set up an objective indicator
with thresholds begs the question of the individual culture
at each plant. Each plant has its own management style, it
has its own workforce. There are different stages of
maturity in safety culture.

A plant such as D.C. Cook now needs a program that
lists every deficiency that could potentially occur so that
there's learning going on. Plants that are in a more mature
stage of performance, a lot of that is wasted effort, and
you're drowning in very minor deficiencies.

So that I think that to try to derive common
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indicators for performance, which is what we're trying to do
here, wouldn't be able to succeed, and that's my opinion.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: This should be plant specific.

We are not trying to develop common indicators. Some of us

are not --
MR. HOUGHTON: But to try to --
MR. APOSTOLAKIS: I understand what you're saying.
MR. HOUGHTON: You came from a different
direction.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: I know, but I think --

MR. HOUGHTON: But in fact they do have those
indicators at plants. They have backlog requirements, they
have aging for corrective action items. Those are in place,
and they're going to get more attention because utilities
realize that they're not going to succeed, they're not going
to be able to be green, first of all, if they don't look to
their knitting, if they don't look to those details.

They're not going to be able to produce power.

MR. BARTON: Tom, do you have anything else?

MR. HOUGHTON: I would like to -- I'll step back
to the beginning and go through fairly quickly, I hope, the
impetus for the change as we see it, was there were
long-standing concerns with the SOP and the watch-list
process, and I think the staff and we agree that those

processes were using a lot of resources --
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MR. BARTON: I think we know, this is kind of
history unless you want to make a specific point.

MR. HOUGHTON: No, I'll go on. The rationale had
to do with continuing improvement by the industry.
Recognition that nuclear power's industrial process which
will have some error, and that --

MR. POWERS: Your industry interest in continuing
improvement is fine, I applaud the industry for that, and
think there's evidence that they support their commitment to
this. What more has bothered me, because I've seen what
happens when you have the safety program that emphasizes --
a regulatory program that emphasizes continuous improvement.
And I wonder, when you take averages across the industry and
use them in any sense for establishing thresholds if you
don't -- if you aren't producing a ratcheting, what we might
call ratcheting, but another context would call continuous
improvement type programs.

MR. HOUGHTON: I guess on the one hand industry
wants continual improvement. They'd like to direct the
continual improvement themselves. They'd like to know where
the bar is for acceptable performance that meets NRC's
understanding of what is needed to be safe so that they
would rather not have the NRC raise the bar, but they'd
rather raise the bar themselves, because they have to trade

off -- safety comes first, but beyond a certain level you
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have so many resources and you have so much time, I mean and
time is almost more of a driver than resources, because you
can't get enough people around things to fix them, so the
people is less a problem than the time.

MR. POWERS: I guess all I'm doing is raising a
caution about advertising too much of continuous
improvement. It's fine, the industry should do that, and
I'm glad that they do that. But when we talk about this
plant assessment, those words, and continuous improvement,
should be very, very distinct there.

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir, I agree with you. MR.
POWERS: For exactly the reasons you say, when people are
working on something, they're not working on something else.

MR. BARTON: Tom, is this a time we can take a
break?

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir, that would be great.

- MR. BARTON: Recess till 25 of 11:00.

[Recess.]

MR. HOUGHTON: Mr. Chairman, did you want to --

MR. BARTON: No, we decided we are definitely
interested in going through the specific PIs, individual
PIs.

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir. Well, I'll skip ahead.

I did want to talk briefly about defining principles,

because it gets at the issue of does the PI totally cover
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the area or not, and are there things -- what things are
missing from the performance indicators.

As T just said, the PIs don't cover all the areas.
There is a combination of PIs and inspection. And that was
a major effort following a workshop in September of '98 and
throughout, till this time, looking to see where there were
areas that weren't covered by things that you could measure,
and what should be covered by inspection.

They are indicators of performance, I want to
emphasize that, not measures, and they do measure -- some of
the don't measure things at all exactly, such as the
security index, which measures compensatory hours, not
equipment availability.

MR. POWERS: I have never seen a quantitative
analysis for those PIs that are associated with risks types
of things. It says ah, yes, we've done this sensitive
analysis for 16 different plants, and indeed this measure
has this information content in it. Has that been done? I
mean the NRC describes it in terms of a sensitivity study.

MR. HOUGHTON: The setting of the green light
threshold was -- industry did some of that and suggested to
the staff what we thought the thresholds ought to be. The
staff took that same data and did their own verification.

On the setting of the other two thresholds which are

risk-informed, the staff did that analysis. We did not do
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that analysis. So I don't have that data.

The baseline inspection programs define minimum
necessary oversight. It is approximately the same number of
hours as the current program, and from the pilot plants
experience as I said, it has been looking at risk issues.
And the effort is to make the PIs and the inspection
findings have the same meaning, such that crossing a PI
threshold or having a significant inspection finding would
have the same approximate risk meaning.

And the enforcement process and other improvement
we believe to this process i1s that enforcement is not the
driver, enforcement looks at the risk significance for
making its determinations.

And we believe that the action matrix will provide
guidance to the staff so that it can use these indicators
and inspection findings to determine what level of
intervention is necessary. That's probably a good point to
make, is that the purpose of these PIs and the inspection
findings is, one of the important aspects of it, is to help
the staff decide where to put its resources, where there are
areas where they need to send in additional people beyond
their baseline inspection program.

They have said, we have suggested, that
self-assessment, if you did a good self-assessment that the

NRC could just review that self-assessment, and if they were
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satisfied with a trigger, reduce the baseline inspection.
They said no, there is a certain level of assessment that
they want to do themselves.

MR. KRESS: If the performance indicator
thresholds are based on industry-wide averages, and the
plant-specific inspection significance thresholds are based
on plant-specific PRAs, how can we make a determination that
they have approximately the same meaning, green for one
being green for the other, and white for one being white for
the other?

MR. HOUGHTON: That's a good question. The
setting of the thresholds between the white and the yellow
bands, and between the yellow and the red bands, were set on
a common delta for damage frequency due to, if you increase
the number of scrams you'd look, and using generic PRAS as I
understand, and the staff will correct me and probably talk
more about it, but the concept was how many more scrams
would it take to increase the core damage frequency, say by
ten to the minus fifth. And that would lead you to his
white/yellow threshold.

Similarly, the SDP for reactors is set up such
that to get to the yellow you would need a core damage
frequency change of about ten to the minus fifth, so I think
we're trying to apply a common yardstick across, even though

there are plant-specific differences.
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The PI development process started with a white
paper, from our point of view started with a white paper
that we wrote. We did a workshop in September of '98 at
which the cornerstones were developed, and from that people
were able to go out and look at what PIs and what
supplemental or complimentary inspection was needed to cover
the attributes of those cornerstone areas.

I won't read through all of these, but we've had
numerous workshops, meetings, training, discussions, et
cetera with lessons-learned workshops. Ours was primarily
oriented towards how to do you do it, and what are the
pitfalls for management and what's important.

We emphasized that compliance doesn't go away, and
we also emphasized that you need a stronger self-assessment
in a corrective action program if you want to succeed. And
the NRC's workshop was just, I guess, last week and brought
up remaining issues to be resolved.

The development of the PIs from the thresholds, we
initially only proposed initiating events mitigating systems
and barriers. And the arrows that you see going sideways on
that chart, that's our fault, because initially we had
started with saying that you had to have an initiating event
which led to whether the mitigating system worked, which led
to whether the barriers were there. And those arrows

remained embedded in the diagram. That's why they're there.
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Whether they should be there or not is another question, but
that's why they're there.

As I say, NRC expanded to cover all the
cornerstones. Where available we used industry data, and
AEOD data. Where possible the green/white threshold was set
under the concept that industry performance is very good now
in the areas that we're measuring with the PIs, and
therefore we would take the '95 to '97 data, look at that
and look for outliers, people that were beyond the 95th
percentile.

And when one looks at the data, one finds that
those outliers usually are quite a bit outliers. You have a
pretty flat distribution and then you have some peaks in
there, so that they are outliers.

The barrier thresholds were related to the
technical specifications, and the green/yellow-yellow/red
were based on NRC risk analysis on more generic models. I
think they did some sensitivities on different types and
they can tell you that. Some of the thresholds for areas
where we didn't have data before, such as in the emergency
planning and security area, were based on expert panels, and
when all the data comes in we'll find out whether they were
good or not.

Some of the indicators do not have yellow or red

bands, because you can't determine risk. For instance, the
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transients, okay, all we know is that we know from looking
at troubled plants that plants with high numbers or
transients correlate with plants that have been in trouble,
but you can't do the risk on it.

Similarly, the safety system functional failures,
you can determine if someone has a lot of those or not, but
you can't put a risk number on it, so there aren't yellow or
reds. And similarly in the EP and security areas, we don't
have red indicators because we can't put risk on that.

MR. BARTON: Even though you bring a loaded gun
on-site which doesn't have -- you won't give me a red, huh?

MR. HOUGHTON: If you bring a loaded gun on-site
and you're caught, that's the program working properly. The
security -- the program is set up so that if you had two --
if you had more than two breakdowns in your program, however
minor, you would get a white finding. If you had more than
five breakdowns in a year, you'd have a yellow, not finding,
a white PI, more than five you'd have a yellow PI.

If the person came in with a gun and was not
detected, that would first of all be a hit against that
performance indicator. Secondly, that event would be
reviewed in a security significance determination process
which looks progressively at how far the person gets and if
the person can get to some equipment which is in a target

set, okay, then you feed into the reactor SDP and look at
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what the risk significance would be, whether that person
actually damaged the equipment or whether the person could
have.

So it does feed into risk for a gun, for instance.
Let's see -- steps necessary to implement the PIs, I've
covered this before, I won't go over that. Let me skip
ahead into the -- we'll go into the PIs themselves, and I'1ll
put up the purpose for each on the screen and invite your
questions that you have about the performance indicators and
answer them the best I can.

Any questions about the unplanned scram
performance indicator? It's measured over a four-quarter
period, and it's normalized to 7,000 critical hours similar
to what INPO did. That represents about an 80 percent
capacity factor in a year.

MR. BARTON: The only question I've got on scrams
is why is the threshold so high? You rarely have 25 scrams
in a year. That's unrealistic. How did we get the 25°?

MR. HOUGHTON: Okay, the staff will give you a
more detailed answer. My answer is, is the --

MR. BARTON: I thought these were your indicators.
These are industry's indicators, aren't they?

MR. HOUGHTON: These are NRC performance
indicators. NRC has approved all of these indicators.

MR. BARTON: The NRC developed them? MR.
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HOUGHTON: They were developed in public meetings.

MR. MARKLEY: Tom, are you meaning to say that the
NRC proposes to endorse these as the new process, that they
are not yet the approved PIs? Is that --

MR. JOHNSON: Thisgs is Michael Johnson, let me --
these are the performance indicators that we plan to go
forward with. They were developed as Tom has indicated
through meetings between NRC and the industry and other
stakeholders, and in fact what we plan to do is to issue a
regulatory issue summary that says, just as we did for the
pilot plants, as we go forward with full implementation,
use, refer to the NEI document, which lays out the
guidelines that Tom is describing in reporting PIs to the
NRC.

So Tom, either Tom can address questions regarding
the specifics of the PIs, or we can do it -- we can do it
now or we can wait, however you'd like. We ought to be
giving you the same answer to the questions that you're
raising.

MR. POWERS: Well, the one question that I have
that may address John's question as well is, is there
something I should have read that says okay, we loocked at
some pretty good risk analyses and we found that this
performance indicator has the following information worth.

And that at the following levels, it starts correlating with

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80
risk. If you've got an answer --

UNIDENTIFIED STAFF MEMBER: What you should look
at I think is appendix H of double-O seven. And a short
answer is that what we did is we took a group of PRAs that
we could -- some of them were licensee PRAsS, some of them
SPA models, and we played around with those parameters to
see at what level we would get a delta code damage frequency
of ten to minus five, ten to minus four.

The reason the number of scrams is so high for the
red threshold, is that these really represent uncomplicated
reactor trips. And basically they don't have a great
contribution to risk. 1It's the initiating events like small
LOCAs, tube ruptures, losses of off-site power that tend to
drive the risk. This is just a reflection of the fact that
an uncomplicated reactor trip is not a big risk driver, and
that's why the threshold is so high.

So to that extent maybe it explains that this
particular indicator is not that discriminating, certainly
at the -- you don't expect to get to the red level.

MR. SEALE: If you had 25 scrams, how long would
it take you to accumulate 7,000 hours of critical --

[Laughter.]

MR. BARTON: About five years.

MR. HOUGHTON: It's in a four-quarter period, so

you're normalizing, and so that would hurt you. Actually it
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would drive the -- since this is a rate, it would drive you
up.

MR. SEALE: So you'd actually only get about ten.

MR. HOUGHTON: We could do a couple of
calculations, but the management team would be gone before
you got to more than five.

MR. SEALE: The moving van business would be
pretty good in that region.

MR. HOUGHTON: That's right. The second indicator
is the scrams with loss of normal heat removal. This is an
indicator which the NRC proposed internally, and put forward
because they wanted to measure scrams which are more
significant. Now, this was not proposed by industry.

And this indicator measures the number of those
scrams in which you lose your normal capability to remove
heat to the main condenser --

MR. POWERS: This is also a indicator that seems
to have provoked an enormous number of what you've titled in
your document, Frequently Asked Questions; it looked like
only one guy asked it. Did he ask it over and over?

MR. HOUGHTON: Right, frequently asked questions
are really infrequent, because everybody has their own
question. But we do collect those. They're answered in
public meetings, they're posted on the NEI internal website

for our members, and the NRC is posting them to their
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website.

MR. POWERS: Well, this one seemed to have
provoked an enormous number of them.

MR. HOUGHTON: It does, because in the beginning
we weren't -- I'll speak for industry -- we weren't really
sure exactly what sort of scram we were trying to measure,
and people have lots of ways to cool down, fortunately, so
that --

MR. POWERS: Purposefully.

MR. HOUGHTON: And purposefully and by design, so
that there were lots of situations that have occurred at
sites where they've been able, either by design or
operations, they're supposed to trip their feed pumps or
shut their MSIVs, those would not count because those are
expected activities. And we're getting --

MR. POWERS: By the way, I'll say that I think
that's one of the big values of the NEI document is to make
very clear in your responses that purposeful things don't
count against you. That does not come across in the NRC
document, but you did a very good job of that in your
responses to the frequently asgsked questions.

MR. HOUGHTON: Thank you, but I'll let the staff
take some credit too, because they approve what gets
proposed and they've added a lot to that.

MR. BARTON: Regular scrams are over an annual --
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MR. HOUGHTON: They are over the past four
guarters.

MR. BARTON: This is 12 quarters?

MR. HOUGHTON: And this is 12 quarters, yes, sir.

MR. BARTON: Why the difference?

MR. HOUGHTON: The difference, and I'll let the
staff speak, is that there are very few of those that occur
over a single year, and to try and set thresholds was pretty
difficult. Is that --

UNIDENTIFIED STAFF MEMBER: That's right. The
scrams with loss of normal heat removal are in that
intermediate frequency range, and you really don't expect to
get very many. So we're just trying to extend the interval
to see that we can capture some.

MR. HOUGHTON: The third indicator in the
initiating events cornerstone is unplanned power changes per
7,000 critical hours. This was data that was part of
monthly reports and AEOD data. It was measured slightly
differently. It was anything, any power change over a
24-hour period, average power change over a 24-hour period
that exceeded 20 percent.

MR. BARTON: What's the basis for 20 percent?

MR. HOUGHTON: The basis for 20 percent really was
a judgment that a power change of that amount was

significant. We couldn't -- we discussed 15 or 20 --
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MR. BARTON: It used to be 15, wasn't it, at one
time?

MR. HICKMAN: This is Don Hickman. The original
requirement for this is from the monthly operating report.
The report changes an average daily power level that exceeds
20 percent. And one of our desires was to be as consistent
as possible with previous reporting, so that kind of drive
us towards the 20 percent rather than the 15.

MR. HOUGHTON: This indicator is one of the best
predictors, as you can probably expect, of poorer
performance at a plant. Because if you're having transients
of this magnitude which are not planned, you're seeing
poorer operation, you're seeing maintenance mistakes, that
sort of thing. But it doesn't have risk-informed higher
thresholds, because those couldn't be calculated.

The next indicator is in the mitigating systems,
and these are safety system unavailabilities. These
indicators, and there are four for each basic reactor type,
P and BWERs, these are very similar to the indicators that
INPO/WANO were collecting as their SSPIs. We modeled the
words as closely as we could to the words that were in the
WANO/INPO guidance to utilities. There are some
differences, and there continue to be some issues that we're
working on.

As a future item both the staff and industry want
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to try and work towards more common definitions, but right
now there's a maintenance rule with the way things are
defined there; there's the WANO indicators; there is this
program, and there are PRA models, all of which use somewhat
different definitions. So we want to drive to a common set
of definitions, and there is an effort through EPIX with NRC
representation which is trying to do that.

There are different purposes, though, for these
different indicators. So that starts to drive the
differences. The indicator is a l2-quarter rolling average.
It is sensitive to a -- it includes planned, unplanned and
fault exposure hours. Fault exposure hours are those hours
from the time of a failure on demand in which you have to
determine if you can when that demand or when that failure
occurred. If you can't, then you go back to the last time
that you successfully tested that piece of equipment and
take half the period of time.

That's what WANO/INPO used. I think everyone is
not completely happy with that. We'd like to go to a
reliability indicator, but we didn't have data or
methodology to do that. So that's on the plate as a
potential future area. If that occurred we would probably
drop out the fault exposure term.

The fault exposure term can lead you from being a

middle of the green band, good performance with a quarterly
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failure of a surveillance test to being in the white band.
It would also be looked at through the SDP, so it would
really be getting two looks.

We have created a method once the -- however, the
downside of that is that it's going to stay 1lit for a long
time, and just like you don't want lit indicators in the
control room when the condition has cleared, there is a
provision in the manual such that once the condition is
corrected and the NRC has agreed that the correction has
taken place, and a year has gone by, that you can reset that
indicator, so to speak. In other words, a year has gone by,
did not get put in this rev D of the manual, and that was a
known oversight and that is going into the rev zero which
will probably be published about -- in early March.

MR. BARTON: 1In your documents, in removing,
resetting fault exposure hours, it says fault exposures
hours associated with the item are greater than 336 hours --

MR. HOUGHTON: That had to do with -- Don, can you
help me out with it?

MR. HICKMAN: That's a 14-day interval for monthly
surveillance tests.

MR. HOUGHTON: It would be a fault exposure from a
monthly PM. We didn't want to have people take out £fault
exposure hours that were so small that they were

meaningless, and we felt that was a --
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MR. BARTON: Okay.

MR. HOUGHTON: Other questions about the
unavailability indicator?

The next indicator is the safety system functional
failure, and this was another AEOD indicator which did show
some good correlation with poor performing plants. We had
some difficulty in the beginning defining the indicator, and
after a period of time and working through, we came up with
the definition you see here, and it relates to 5073 part
A25, which is part of the LER reporting requirements, so
that if you have a condition or event that alone prevented
or could have prevented the fulfillment of these four
functions, that would count as a safety system functional
failure. And again, there's no yellow or red thresholds for
this indicator.

The next indicators are the barrier indicators --

MR. BARTON: Before you get to that, NRC used to
have an indicator on safety system actuations. Whatever
happened to that?

MR. HOUGHTON: We did start looking at that. Don,
do you recall the --

MR. BARTON: It used to be pretty meaningful, if
you had a lot of those it told you you had some problems.

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, we do, and --

MR. HICKMAN: That's correct. That was an AEQOD
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indicator, and it captured actuations of safety systems
other than scrams. That indicator pretty much tracked with
scrams. When the industry did their scram improvement
project and reduced the number of scrams, then the number of
safety system actuations came right down with it. So it was
in a large sense redundant.

MR. RICCIO: May I addregs that?

MR. BARTON: Sure. Get to the microphone and give
your name, please.

MR. RICCIO: My name is James Riccio. I'm with
Public Citizen. I would tend to disagree with Don's
analysis of the SSAs. I found them to be a very important
indicator. I also found that over periods of time the
industry tried to game it. They reworked the definition to
only include the SSAs that were actually required, and then
they wiped it out altogether in the new program.

There's been several rewrites of what the SSAs
were in the previous AUD program, and I think it's an
important indicator, and think it's more important that some
of the ones that are being used right now.

But, you know, the basis of the SSA was rewritten
several times to try to basically downtrend it over the
years.

MR. HICKMAN: I think the problem primarily with

the SSAs was that there was disagreement with the industry
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over whether we should count spurious SSAs, and the
reporting rule says that you report all actuations, manual
or automatic. And that was always our position. We weren't
certain that we were getting that from licensees. In fact
we know in some cases we were not getting that. That was
another reason for it, I guess.

MR. BARTON: So is that the reason to eliminate
the indicator? I understand your comment about actuation
going down, but --

MR. HICKMAN: When you look at our --

MR. BARTON: It's not direct.

MR. HICKMAN: With the cornerstone concept that we
have a safety system actuation is not itself an initiating
event. A lot of times it's kind of a response to that, but
the scrams are directly the initiating events, and a safety
system actuation may be concurrent with that, but in our
cornerstone model what we really wanted to pick up was the
scrams. It's kind of difficult to see how safety system
actuations fit into either the initiating event cornerstone
or the mitigating system cornerstone. Didn't seem to have a
place.

MR. HOUGHTON: The barrier performance indicators,
first of all the RCS activity, and the indicator is a
measure of the tech spec required sampling at steady state

power. And the thresholds are 50 percent of the tech spec
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limit and the tech spec limit.
| The second barrier, RCS leakage, the indicator is
the identified leakage, or if a plant does not have tech
specs requirements for identified leakage they can use total
leakage. And again the thresholds are set at 50 percent and
100 percent of the tech spec limit.

MR. BARTON: Whatever happened to unidentified
leakage which is also in the tech spec? That just dropped
out of this whole program.

MR. HOUGHTON: Some people have -- there are
different combinations of tech specs which have different
requirements for identified and unidentified and total
leakage. And the concept was this indicator is looking at
the performance of the plant in controlling leakage, and the
tech spec limit for unidentified is quite a bit smaller than
the limit.

MR. BARTON: Sure is.

MR. HOUGHTON: And we felt that the identified or
the total leakage got at what was the purpose of this
indicator, which was to determine whether more licensee and
NRC attention was necessary in looking at programs which
limit leakage.

MR. SEALE: That sort of sounds like an
affirmation of the idea of what you don't know won't hurt

you.
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MR. HOUGHTON: Well, the unidentified leakage
continues to be in tech specs, and it continues to be
tracked and used. So it is --

MR. SEALE: 1It's not a performance indicator.

MR. HOUGHTON: And it's not a performance
indicator.

MR. SIEBER: From a safety standpoint, though, the
unidentified leakage I presume would be more important than
identified leakage. I mean that's what I used to watch
every day.

MR. HICKMAN: This is one of the issues that I'll
show in my presentation, is a longer term issue that we
intend to address, the meaningfulness of the definition of
several indicators including this one.

MR. HOUGHTON: And a third barrier indicator is
the containment leakage as measured by type B and C valve
testing with the threshold set at point-six.

MR. KRESS: Are there any indicators that are
aimed at looking at bypass events with containment, such as
the things left open that shouldn't have been?

MR. HOUGHTON: 1In terms of air locks and things
like that?

MR. KRESS: Yes.

MR. HOUGHTON: That would be covered under the

inspection program and under the --
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MR. KRESS: You would look for that?

MR. HOUGHTON: Oh, absolutely, that's right. 2and
there is effort to look at an SDP for containment, and we
haven't seen that, so we don't know where that is, but it's
certainly covered under the inspection program right now,
which because we don't have that indicator, we looked at
doing that and I don't think that -- there were so few
events, I mean they're very important, but there are so few
events that you have a performance indicator that has
nothing on it.

MR. KRESS: Never trip it.

MR. HOUGHTON: Right. The next cornerstone is
emergency preparedness. The first indicator to talk about
is the drill exercise performance, and this indicator looks
at a ratio of the number of successful opportunities to
classify, notify or do PARs over the total, the successes
over the total number of opportunities over a two-year
period.

So what the indicator is measuring is how people
do in graded exercises or in actual occurrences where they
need to classify, notify or execute PARS.

The second indicator is strongly correlated --
strongly interacts with it. It's the ERO drill
participation. And this indicator says for your key members

of your emergency response organization, what percentage
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have participated in a graded exercise drill or actual event
over the past two years.

So the combination of these say that you have to
have a 90 percent success rate by at least 80 percent of the
staff that are currently on the roster.

MR. BARTON: How would I come out if I'm doing,
now, I have to do biannual drills --

MR. HOUGHTON: There are biannual state --

MR. BARTON: Biannual, right?

MR. HOUGHTON: Right, and biannual --

MR. BARTON: The drills that are graded by NRC are
now every two years?

MR. HOUGHTON: That's correct.

MR. BARTON: What happens to this indicator if
during the graded drill I blow a PAR?

MR. HOUGHTON: During a graded drill?

MR. BARTON: Yeah, will I still be green?

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, you have to go through the
flow chart to see what the situation is in terms of what
level it was. The higher levels of classification, I
believe, I don't have it in front of me, I believe you could
have a white or yellow. It would also go through the
significance determination -- let me -- I'm sorry.

For the performance indicator it's based on the

percentage that you've been successful in. That failure
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would also go through the EP significance determination
process, which for the more significant failure to classify
or notify could lead you to a white or a yellow indicator.
The first one.

So the program compliments itself. Numerous of
these PIs do that. For instance, any scram, NRC is going to
look to see whether there were complications té that scram,
and they have a separate event SDP which looks at how
significant that event was, and whether they need to send in
a supplemental team or even an IIT or AIT.

So even though you would not cross a threshold,
the event itself is looked at.

MR. BARTON: What's the public going to see on
this process, just the PIs?

MR. HOUGHTON: ©No, sir.

MR. BARTON: Is the public going to know what the
SDP ig all about?

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, this is a representation of
what the NRC's website looks like. It's not -- if you've
seen it -- if you haven't seen it, I recommend that you look
at it, because it's very interesting, but the website will
show your performance in performance indicators, and it will
show the most recent quarter's results, okay, so that if
you're interested and you see a indicator which is not

green, you can click with your mouse on that window and you
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can see the chart with the trend over the last five
quarters; you can see the raw data, and you can see any
commentary that's been made on it. You're required to
comment if you've crossed a threshold, for example.

At the bottom of the chart you'll have the most
significant inspection finding in that quarter in that
cornerstone for each of the cornerstones. So for instance,
in this case if we had a failure to classify properly of
significance that it got a white or a yellow, that would
appear in the window. You click on the window, you get a
synopsis of the finding. You click on that and you get the
inspection report right up.

So it's three clicks away from the raw information
for the public.

The third indicator for the emergency planning
cornerstone is the alert and notification system
reliability, and this indicator is looking over the past
year at the percentage of successful siren tests. So it's
the number of successful siren tests over the total number
of siren tests. It measures reliability, not availability.
Availability is placed in corrective action programs and
reported as necessary, and is reviewed through the SDP
process if necessary, but it is a reliability indicator, not
an availability indicator.

It is very similar to what FEMA requires, which
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was another effort that we were doing to be consistent
between agencies. The differences are so slight now that
NEI is going to go to FEMA and request that we have a
national consistent indicator for this. It differs now from
region to region of FEMA, and it differs from plant to
plant, so we'd like to have a common indicator for this.

So those are the EP cornerstones --

MR. BARTON: Before you go off the EP, the
emergency response organization drill participation. If you
look at that one, in your clarifying notes you talk about
what participation includes. It looks like it's too focused
on attendance at drills and I don't see where you measure
capability to perform the function through key ERO people.

MR. HOUGHTON: Well, the participation and the
performance indicators are interlinked. You can't get
credit for participation unless you're in an exercise or
actual event which is being graded. And so that you're in a
situation where the team is being officially evaluated to
get credit for participation.

MR. BARTON: But you don't get evaluated as a
mentor or a coach. You get evaluated in a drill as to your
performance in your position.

MR. HOUGHTON: Right.

MR. BARTON: And you may get evaluated if you're a

controller, as to whether you did an adequate job in
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controlling the scenario. But I'm not aware that people get
evaluated as mentors or coaches, but yet you're taking
credit that if I'm a mentor or coach during a drill, it
counts as participation.

MR. HOUGHTON: You're absolutely right.

MR. BARTON: But I haven't proved that I can
actually be an emergency director, emergency support
director.

MR. HOUGHTON: Randy Sullivan could probably
address this question for you, not to throw it off. My
answer would be is that you are participating during a
graded exercise so that you have a realistic learning
experience going on, even though you weren't --

MR. BARTON: I mean an exercise, the NRC is there,
I'd better not be coaching somebody. Okay, if you don't
have an answer I'1ll dig into it, but I think that's a
problem.

MR. SEALE: If you only have one of these
exercises every two years, how do you get 80 percent of your
people graded?

MR. BARTON: They've got to do it through
quarterly drills.

MR. HOUGHTON: It requires you to run more drills
than are currently required, so in fact you're increasing --

MR. BARTON: And you do an internal grading and
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you do critiques and corrective actions and all that in your
quarterly drills.

MR. HOUGHTON: So you're in fact having --

MR. BARTON: You're only going to get graded by
NRC one team every two years or something like that.

MR. HOUGHTON: The occupational radiation exposure
control effectiveness performance indicator measures --
indicates instances in which barriers are broken down to
areas in which the field is greater than one rem per hours
at 30 centimeters. And it also counts situations in which
an individual receives an unplanned exposure of more than
100 millirem more than was expected for the job.

So this indicator measures both actual exposures
more than expected and breakdowns in barriers to areas with
high fields. For example, if a door was left unlocked or
the keys were out of the control of the procedural -- of the
procedures, which is either the radcom manager or the shift
supervisor.

MR. BARTON: I've got a question for you.

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir.

MR. BARTON: 1In your clarifying -- well, it's not
a clarifying note, it's under the definition of the terms on
this indicator, it says, those criteria for unintended
exposure element of this performance indicator applies to

individual occurrences of access or entry into an area.

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

99
Those criteria do not apply to accumulated dose received as
a result of multiple occurrences of access or entry during
the course of a job.

I'm not sure why that is.

MR. HOUGHTON: I'm sorry --

MR. BARTON: It's lines 14 to 17 on page 90 of
your document.

MR. HICKMAN: The indicator is counting
significant unintended doses, but what it's not doing -- I'm
not sure if that comment refers to the number of people. If
you have four people, that would be violating the high ratio
there, that's a different issue. What they're talking about
is if you have a small unintended overdose several times,
they're not going to accumulate those to see if you've
exceeded the 100 millirem. It's talking about a single
occurrence of greater than 100 millirem, which is considered
to be significant.

MR. HOUGHTON: The public radiation safety
indicator assesses the performance of the radiological
effluent monitoring program, and it consists of effluent
occurrences or those that exceed any one of five identified
limits. Limits are whole body and organ dose limits for
ligquid effluents and gamma, beta, and organ dose limits for
gaseous effluents.

MR. MARKLEY: Tom, I've got a question for you on
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the radiation protection one. If you had a work crew that
went in and one of the individuals received 100 millirem,
then they came out for lunch and went back, even if he
didn't pick up any more, I mean so that's two entries. It
wouldn't count then? MR. HICKMAN: It's for a job.

MR. MARKLEY: For a job, same job --

MR. HICKMAN: It's the same job, and there's an
intended dose for the job. If he exceeds the intended dose
for that job by 100 millirem or greater, it would count
regardless if he came in and went out for lunch and came
back in.

MR. MARKLEY: Regardless of the number of entries
to do the job.

MR. HICKMAN: Right.

MR. BARTON: But it doesn't say that.

MR. HICKMAN: I think what they're referring to
there also is if you had a job with an intended dose, and
you had four workers exceed that intended dose by greater
than 100 millirem, that's not four events, it's one event.
Because it's one lack of control. So those are the two
issues regarding what do you count.

MR. HOUGHTON: Dr. Barton, thank you for the
frequently asked question, and we'll get that, that's a good
question, and we'll get it addressed.

Moving into the physical protection area, the
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first indicator is a security equipment performance index.
This index provides an indication of the unavailability of
intrusion detection systems and alarm assessment systems,
and it uses rather than available hours, it uses the
surrogate of compensatory hours. A major reason for doing
this was that that information is readily available, it's a
requirement that those hours be logged by security
departments.

This indicator is the one that industry is having
the hardest problems with, because different plants
compensate different ways at different times. They all log
the hours, but they do them different ways. For instance,
you might be able to have a camera cover a zone rather than
a compensatory person. You might be able to have one person
count for two zones or something like that.

Aléo the thresholds were picked by a panel who
felt that five and 15 percent number of -- percentage of the
time were good indicators. We're not sure about that right
now. We're also not sure about the -- this is another
indicator which has a normalization factor in it. If you
think about a large site versus a small site, a large site
is going to have more zones, more cameras, more E fields
than small site. And if we're just using the total number
of comp hours over the total number in a year, thinking of

this as one system, in fact then you penalize the plant with

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

102
many more zones.

There was an attempt to normalize that, and there
is a factor in there. However, it's not completely
successful in normalizing such that if you were to look at
individual zones you'd wind up with having to have an
availability of .9999, if you had about 30 zones.

So there are some concerns about the indicator and
what they drive you toward.

MR. POWERS: The thresholds for the changes in
these judgmental performance indicators just seem different
from those that there's a more quantitative base to it. I
mean they seem much more restrictive.

MR. HOUGHTON: And in looking at the regulations
and looking at other things, there wasn't any data in this
area. And there aren't requirements for availability for
the system. There are requirements for reliability and for
being able to detect certain size things at certain heights
and certain shapes and so forth, but those were not deemed
readily available with a common standard.

The security group at NEI is working with the
staff to look at what could be better performance indicators
in the future. One possibility that they might look at is
doing something like what the EP drill, performance
indicator does, where you look at successes and failures

under certain situations. But that's a future development
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which would not --
MR. POWERS: I hope they also look at the
thresholds in there, because it would be nice to have some
commonality. Again, a white is a white, whether you're

talking about CG systems or security systems. I don't know

how to do it myself, but -- and it may not be possible, but
it's just not -- this is not transparent to me that they're
equivalent.

MR. HOUGHTON: Your perception is very correct,
it's not transparent. The closest thing it does, though, is
it does try to say for this indicator is the unit outside
the normal bounds, and so that green/white threshold could
have some meaning, but we don't have enough data yet to do
that, so that when the indicator data does come in, since we
didn't have data before, the staff intends on looking at
that data and determining where that green/white threshold
belongs.

MR. BARTON: We've got another one on security.

On page 98 on your clarifying notes --

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir.

MR. BARTON: When you're talking about scheduled
equipment upgrade, you've got a problem with the equipment
so you need to do something, normal maintenance won't
correct the problem with the security equipment, and you

have to do an evaluation and you determine you need a
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modification or an upgrade. You say compensatory hours stop
being counted for the PI after such an evaluation has been
made, that you need a modification, and the station has
formally initiated the modification. That means tools on
the job or it's in the engineering, technical do list. When
do stop counting?

MR. HOUGHTON: It's on the mod list.

MR. BARTON: It's where?

MR. HOUGHTON: It's on the modification list in --

MR. BARTON: 1It's on the list. I may do it in two
years, you're going to stop counting the time.

MR. HOUGHTON: The indicator is supposed to
measure whether they're controlling, what they're doing, and
comping is under physical security plans perfectly
appropriate, so that we feel that by not counting those
hours after the problem has been recognized and it has been
put into the modification program, with good faith, I mean,
you know, if there's not -- in all of these indicators the
staff is doing its inspection, and the staff is free to look
under their inspection modules at the activity that's going
on.

During the pilot program there were one or two
instances where the staff was not satisfied with the
judgment of the utility, and they were challenged on that

and those issues were brought forward. Some of the issues
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were fairly technical or fairly involved with wording
differences, but the staff challenged the utility.

MR. BARTON: Where does that show up? That shows
up in an inspection report as a discussion item. Does it go
any further than that?

MR. JOHNSON: Generically speaking, challenges to
PIs, for example, we do the PI verification inspection. To
the extent we would find problems with that PI as reported,
it would be documented in the inspection report. And as Don
is going to talk about in a little bit, we will have a
process that says, you know, given the kinds of things that
we're finding at plant A with respect to PI B, we've lost
confidence in the ability of that to report that PI, and
then we'll have in the inspection program additional
inspection that we do because we can't rely on that PI.

So we have a process, we'll have a process that
enables us to go further, where we don't believe that the
licensee is reporting accurately on a PI.

MR. BARTON: Thank you, Mike.

MR. HOUGHTON: The last two performance
indicators, the first one deals with personnel screening
program performance and it looks at the number of instances
of program breakdown in the personnel screening program. So
for instance this would not be catching the man bringing

alcohol in or bringing a gun in, and actually catching them
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or a breathalyzer test, doing as the program was intended,
it's breakdowns of the program. 2And of course as I said
before, this also would be looked at if necessary through
the security SDP.

The last indicator looks at the fitness for duty
and the personnel reliability program and does the same
thing. It looks for breakdowns in the program, and sets
limits for thresholds for that.

Those are the performance indicators. The
document you're looking at, the NEI 99-02, has general
reporting guidance in the background section and has
specific guidance on historical submittal which will be,
tomorrow I believe is the report date; it has the table with
the thresholds listed in it; in the back it has frequently
asked questions; frequently asked questions are brought
either by the NRC staff to NRR, or they're brought by
licensees to NEI and we hold biweekly meetings, public
meetings at which these questions are addressed. NRC has
the final say in those meetings.

The PIWEB is the mechanism by which the
performance indicators are being -- it's part of the process
by which indicators are being reported. These are being
reported electronically. The information goes to a common
server at NEI where the utility can look at its data. When

it's satisfied that it's correct, the data comes back to it
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in a data stream format. They then send the data to NRC,
because it's the licensee's responsibility to send the data.
The NRC sends an e-mail back which shows what was sent, so
that we avoid problems in data errors.

That's basically the process of how that
information goes back and forth. Any questions about those
administrative aspects of the --

MR. BARTON: 1I've just got one general one on the
PIs. What's the new oversight processes based on, items
that were considered violations are now non-sited and the
issue is placed in the licensee's corrective action system;
how are we measuring the effectiveness of the licensee's
corrective action system? There's no PI in the corrective
action system. Is this being done strictly through
inspection or some other methods?

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir. As opposed to the old
program, the new program has ten percent of the resources in
every inspection devoted to looking at the corrective action
program, and there's a separate module of 200 hours that
looks specific on an annual basis, that loocks at the
corrective action program.

MR. JOHNSON: As a matter of fact, John, that much
of the program has not changed very much at all. We for a
long time looked at those kinds of issues as a part of the

routine and the periodic problem identification resolution
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inspections.

MR. BARTON: Thank you.

MR. HOUGHTON: To wrap up --

MR. BARTON: You already gave ug your conclusion
slide two hours ago. Go ahead.

MR. HOUGHTON: Yes, sir, okay, conclusions on PIs,
we feel they're indicators, not measures, and they're not
perfect. They don't address all aspects of performance, and
that's what the complimentary and supplementary inspection
does. We will have improvement in the future as we go
through these, and we have mechanisms set up already to
develop new PIs or to change PIs, and I wanted to put this
slide up just for a second, because I think it looks at a
lot of the concern that a number of people have about the
program, and that's cultural issue.

We believe that on the NRC part there is genuine
concern about the program by some of the staff, and that
it's an issue of realizing these are industrial processes
and there will be some minor errors that occur.

It will get more of a focus on risk-significant
issues and less on process issues, which has been the bulk
of the violations in the past, and they're all of a very
minor nature. And we're looking for consistency across the
regions, and I think the staff has set up a program to do

that in terms of assessing the significance determination
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process.

The industry has a very strong need to keep in
mind that compliance does not go away. And this is a key
point that gets stressed at the pilot plants. They also
need to realize that there's less reliance on the resident
coming in and telling them the answer, and it's their
responsibility, they hold the license. So their
self-assessment and corrective action programs need to be
good.

And they also need to determine how these
performance indicators and SDP findings integrate with their
management assessmenﬁs. As someone said, I think it was
Jack, you have layers of performance indicators below these
top level indicators that tell you what's going on and the
details of the processes. 2and these indicators are the
safety output from that.

So utilities won't manage solely by these
indicators, and my conclusion slide that I showed you
before, industry full supports the program. We feel that
there are some things that need to be resolved before we
start, one of which is the reporting period, which in the
pilot was 14 days for a monthly performance indicator
report. We feel a more appropriate time to get accurate
data is on the order of 21 to 30 days.

I've talked about some of the other issues --
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MR. POWERS: Is there significant resistance to
that? I mean the problem does come up, and there's always a
problem, and two weeks did seem like a little --

MR. HOUGHTON: Two weeks is very tight. And
although the enforcement guidance memorandum, which I think
just came out about historical data submittal talks about
enforcement discrétion, you don't even want enforcement
discretion. You want to be accurate the first time. And 14
days, it's calendar days, it's not even work days, pushes
that. But for the pilot where we're having monthly reports,
if we were much later than 14 days it would have overflowed
onto the other, so we're coming to an accommodation on that,
but 14 is too short.

The future development will strengthen the
program. We feel this process meets the objectives the NRC
has stated, and as I say, we're ready to go ahead. We think
the issues that need to be resolved can be resolved, and we
think that we're going to learn by doing, you know, you
reach a point where unless there's something that's really a
show stopper or really degrades safety, and we think this
program even as it is increases safety, you need to go learn
it.

Thank you very much.

MR. BARTON: Thank you.

MR. HICKMAN: Good morning. I'm Don Hickman, and
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I'm the task lead for the performance indicators. I'm going
to present to you the lessons-learned, results of the
lessons-learned workshop. Let me start right in with the
criteria.

There were two criteria associated with
performance indicators in the pilot program having to do
with accuracy of reporting and timeliness of reporting.

With regard to accuracy, the method of determining that
consisted of the PI verification inspection, inspections
performed by the regions as well as the comments submitted
by licensees in their data submittals, when they would
annotate the PI to indicate whether they had to correct
previously submitted data.

We have not received all of the results of the
pilot inspections from the last couple of months of the
program, but in the preliminary look we've determined that
the first criterion on accuracy was not met. Of course we
don't have to have them all. If we have at least two of the
plants that had a problem, then we know we didn't meet the
criterion.

However, I need to point out that during the
course of the pilot program we saw significant improvement
in the reporting, and the number of errors decreased
throughout the program. We expect that that trend will

continue.
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MR. BARTON: What assurance do you have that when
you go out for 100-and-something plants, that the plants
that haven't been part of the project are going to be able
to meet this?

MR. HICKMAN: Well, we expect there's going to be
a learning curve on the part of those plants as well. But
we learned a lot from the pilot program. Several things
that caused the accuracy not to meet our criterion, one was
that we made some changes to definitions which I'1ll talk
about later, as the program went on. And that meant the
licensees then had to change their processes, so there was
just a learning curve on the part of the licensees.

MR. JOHNSON: If I can just say a couple of words,
as Don indicates we found a lot of problems with people
reporting accurately, but only in about a couple of cases
were those inaccuracies substantive enough such that a
threshold would have been crossed. So in many instances,
most, in fact the overwhelming majority of the instances, we
were talking about minor changes in the PI after the
adjustments were made for the inaccuracies. That's one
thing that gives us comfort.

The other is, we're going to do a couple of
things, long-term, I guess Don is going to get to them later
on, with respect to -- perhaps Don will mention it later on.

I'll say it right now and save him the trouble.
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One of the things we're going to do is we're going
to do a temporary instruction, we're going to implement a
procedure at all plants early in to implementation to look
at their PI reporting, to see if in fact there are
programmatic problems with the way they report PIs and using
the NEI guidance. We're going to do that early on.

Secondly, we're going to come back later on into
implementation and then use the PI verification inspections
to make sure where there were problems, those problems have
been corrected. So we're going to pay a lot of attention to
PI accuracy, given what we've found in the pilot program.

MR. HICKMAN: With regard to the timeliness
criterion, I think Tom mentioned that all of the pilot
plants were able to report on time during the pilot program,
but there is concern about the effort that's required to do
that, and I'll address that again later too.

Moving to these general categories, those having
to do with the documentation, the description in the
document, the calculational method, the definitions, a
separate category was the thresholds. Then there was some
programmatic issues that we identified as not included that
we would have to develop. And then the last category is
other.

During the pilot program we made a number of

changes. In fact, 13 of the 19 indicators were changed
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